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CORRIGENDUM 

The undermentioned correction arrived too 
late to be incorporated in the body of the text. 

Page 220, 30th line: 

Instead of "Mr. Medeiros (Bolivia)", read 
"Mr. ANzE MATIENZO (Bolivia)". 

Le present corrigendum est parvenu trop tard 
pour etre incorpore dans le texte du compte 
rendu. 

Page 220, 37eme ligne: 

Au lieu de "M. Medeiros (Bolivie)", lire 
"M. ANZE MATIENZO (Bolivie)". 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

These Official Records include the corrections to the provisional summary 
records, as requested by the delegations, and such drafting and editorial 
modifications as were necessary. 

All United Nations documents are designated by symbols, i.e., capital 
letters combined with figures. Mention of such a symbol indicates a reference 
to a United Nations document. 

Relevant documents not reproduced in full in the texts of the meetings of 
the First Committee are published in a separate annex to these Official Records. 

A VERTISSEMENT 

Les documents officiels qui sui vent, contiennent les corrections apportees aux 
comptes rendus analytiques provisoires a la demande des delegations et toutes 
autres modifications qu'exigent le::. travaux d'edition. 

Les documents de !'Organisation des Nations Unies portent tous une cote 
qui se compose de lettres majuscules et de chiffres. La simple mention d'une cote 
dans un texte signifie qu il s'agit d'un document de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. 

Les documents pertinents qui ne sont pas reproduits in extenso dans le 
texte des seances de la Premiere Commission sont publies en annexe distincte aux 
presents Documents officiels. 
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H.E. Dr. Luis Padilla Nervo. 

Alternate 
H.E. Dr. Pablo Campos Ortiz. 

Adviser 
Dr. Raul Noriega. 

HoNDURAS 

Representant 
S. E. le Dr Tiburcio Carias Castillo Junior. 

Conseiller 
M. Emilio Soto. 

IsLANDE 

Representant 
M. Thor Thors. 

IN DE 

Representants 
S. E. Mme Vijayalakshmi Pandit. 
M. B. Shiva Rao. 
M. C. S. Jha. 

IRAN 

Representants 
S. E. M. Moussa Noury Esfandiary. 
S. E. M. Mostafa Adl. 
M. Nasrollah Entezam. 
Le Dr Djalal Abdoh. 

IRAK 

Representant 
S. E. M. Najib El-Rawi. 

Suppleants 
M. Abdull Jabar Jormerd. 
M.A. Abadi. 
M. S. Khanadan. 
M. Awni Khalidy. 
M. A. M. Gailani. 

LIB AN 

Represent ants 
S. E. Riad Bey Solh. 
M. Fouad Ammoun. 

Suppleant 
M. Victor Khouri. 

LIBERIA 

Representant 
M. Henry F. Cooper. 

Supplfant 
M. Wilmot A. David. 

LuxEMBOURG 

Representant 
S. E. M. Joseph Bech. 

Suppleanfs 
M. Albert Wherer. 
M. Robert Als. 

Conseiller 
M. Pierre Pescatore. 

MEXIQUE 

Representant 
S. E. le Dr Luis Padilla Nervo. 

Suppleant 
S. E. le Dr Pablo Campos Ortiz. 

Conseiller 
Le Dr Raul Noriega. 
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NETHERLANDS 

Representative 
H.E. Dr. J. H. van Roijen. 

Alternates 
Jonkheer J. W. l\1. Snouck Hurgronje. 
Professor J. P. A. Fran<;ois. 

Advisers 
Dr. H. N. Boon. 
Dr. Dacosta Gomez. 
Dr. J. C. de Beus. 
Dr. Raden Mas A. Koesoemo Oetoyo. 
l\Ir. 0. W. P. ::\Iohr. 

NEW ZEALAND 

Representative 
Mr. James Thorn. 

• 4lternates 
Mr. A. D. Mcintosh. 
~Ir. J. V. Wilson. 

NICARAGUA 

Representatives 
H.E. Dr. Luis Manuel Debayle. 
H.E. Dr. Guillermo Sevilla Sacasa. 
Major Anastasio Somoza, Junior. 
Dr. Mariano Arguello Vargas. 
Dr. Alfonso Arguello Cervantes. 

Alternate 
Dr. Tomas Francisco Medina. 

NORWAY 

Representative 
H.E. Mr. Halvard M. Lange. 

Alternates 
H.E. Mr. Nils Langhelle. 
Mr. Terje Wold. 
Mr. Finn Moe. 
Mr. H. Smitt Ingebretsen. 
Mr. Carl J. Hambro. 
Mr. Jacob S. Worm-Muller. 
Mr. Peter Anker. 
Mr. Arne Ording. 

PAKISTAN 

Representative 
H.E. The Right Honourable Sir Mohammed 

Zafrullah Khan. 
Alternate 

Lieutenant-Colonel Abdur Rahim Khan. 
Advisers 

Khan Bahadur S. I. Hussain. 
Mr. Agha Shahi. 
Mr. Farhat Ali. 

PANAMA 

Representatives 
H.E. Dr. Ricardo Alfaro. 
H.E. Sr. Mario de Diego. 

PARAGUAY 

Representatives 
H.E. Dr. Domingo Montanaro. 
Dr. Cesar Romeo Acosta. 

PAYS-BAS 

Representant 
S. E. le Dr J. H. van Roijen. 

Suppleants 
Jonkheer J. W. M. Snouck Hurgronje. 
Le Professeur J.P. A. Fran<;ois. 

Conseillers 
Le Dr H. N. Boon. 
Le Dr Dacosta Gomez. 
Le Dr J. C. de Beus. 
Le Dr Raden Mas A. Koesoemo Oetoyo. 
M. 0. W. P. Mohr. 

N OUVELLE-ZELANDE 

Representant 
M. James Thorn . 

Suppleants 
M. A. D. Mcintosh. 
M. J. V. Wilson. 

NICARAGUA 

Representants 
S. E. le Dr Luis Manuel Debayle. 
S. E. le Dr Guillermo Sevilla Sacasa. 
Le Major Anastasio Somoga, Junior. 
Le Dr Mariano Arguello Vargas. 
Le Dr Alfonso Arguello Cervantes. 

SupplCant 
Le Dr Tomas Francisco Medina. 

Representant 
S. E. M. Halvard M. Lange. 

SupplCants 
S. E. M. Nils Langhelle. 
M. Terje Wold. 
M. Finn Moe. 
l\1. H. Smitt Ingebretsen. 
M. Carl J. Hambro. 
M. Jacob S. Worm-Muller. 
M. Peter Anker. 
M. Arne Ording. 

PAKISTAN 

Representant 
S. E. le Tres Honorable Sir Mohammed Zafrullah 

Khan. 
Suppleant 

Le lieutenant-colonel Abdur Rahim Khan. 
Conseillers 

Khan Bahadur S. I. Hussain. 
M. Agha Shahi. 
M. Farhat Ali. 

PANAMA 

Representants 
S. E. le Dr Ricardo Alfaro. 
S. E. M. Mario de Diego. 

PARAGUAY 

Representants 
S. E. le Dr Domingo Montanaro. 
Le Dr Cesar Romeo Acosta. 

XVIII 



PERU 

Representative 
H.E. Dr. Enrique Garcia-Sayan. 

Alternate 
Sr. Alberto Soto de la Jara. 

Adviser 
Sr. Manuel Felix Maurtua. 

PlULIPPINES 

Representative 
H.E. General Carlos P. Romulo. 

Alternate 
Mr. Salvador P. Lopez. 

Adviser 
Mr. Narciso G. Reyes. 

PoLAND 

Representative 
H.E. Mr. Zygmunt Modzelewski. 

Alternates 
H.E. Dr. Oscar Lange. 
Mr. Juliusz Katz-Suchy. 
Mr. Tadeusz Zebrowski. 
Mr. Karel Lapter. 
Mr. Manfred Lachs. 

SAUDI ARABIA 

Representative 
H.R.H. Amir Faisal al-Saud. 

Alternate 
H.E. Sheik Hafiz Wahba. 

Adviser 
Dr. Rachad Pharoum. 

SIAM 

Representatives 
H.R.H. Prince Pridi Debyabongs Devakula. 
H.R.H. Prince Wan Waithayakon. 
H.R.H. Prince Nakkhatra Mangala Kitiya

kara. 

SwEDEN 

Representatives 
H.E. Mr. Osten Unden. 
Mr. Rickard Sandler. 

Alternates 
H.E. Mr. Karl Ivan Westman. 
H.E. Mr. Rolf Sohlman. 
Mr. Sven Grafstrom. 

Adviser 
Mr. Richard Hichens Bergstrom. 

SYRIA 

Representatives 
Faris El-Khouri Bey. 
Mr. Khaled el Azem. 
H.E. Emir Adel Arslan. 
Dr. -Abdul Rahman Kayaly. 

Alternate 
Mr. Issam Inglizi. 

Adviser 
Dr. Ahmad El-Aadly. 

PEROU 

Representant 
S. E. le Dr Enrique Garcia-Sayan. 

Suppleant 
M. Alberto Soto de la Jara. 

Conseiller 
M. Manuel Felix Maurtua. 

PHILIPPINES 

Representant 
S. E. le general Carlos P. Romulo. 

Suppleant 
M. Salvador P. Lopez. 

Conseiller 
M. Narciso G. Reyes. 

PoLOGNE 

Representant 
H. E. M. Zygmunt Modzelewski. 

Suppleanls 
H. E. le Dr Oscar Lange. 
M. Juliusz Katz-Suchy. 
M. Tadeusz Zebrowski. 
M. Karel Lapter. 
M. Manfred Lachs. 

ARABlE SAOUDlTE 

Representant 
S. A. R. Amir Faisal al Saud. 

Suppleant 
S. E. Sheik Hafiz Wahba. 

Conseiller. 
Le Dr Rachad Pharoum. 

SIAM 

Representants 
S. A. R. le prince Pridi Debyabongs Devakula. 
S. A. R. le prince Wan Waithayakon. 
S. A. R. le prince Nakkhatra Mangala Kitiya

kara. 

SUEDE 

Representants 
S. E. M. Osten Unden. 
M. Richard Sandler. 

Suppleants 
M. Karl Ivan Westman. 
M. Rolf Sohlman. 
M. Sven Grafstrom. 

Conseiller 
M. Richard Hichens Bergstrom. 

SYRIE 

Represenlants 
Faris El-Khouri Bey. 
M. Khaled el Azem. 
S. E. Emir Adel Arslan. 
Le Dr Abdul Rahman Kayaly. 

Suppleant 
M. Issam Inglizi. 

Conseiller. 
Le Dr Ahmad EI-Aadly. 
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TURKEY 

Representatives 
H.E. :Mr. Necmeddin Sadak. 
H.E. Mr. Numan l\Icnemencioglu. 
H.E. l\1r. Sclim Sarper. 
Mr. Sinasi DeYrin. 

Alternates 
l\ir. Bulend Usakligil. 
l\Ir. Settar lksel. 

Adviser 
l\Ir. Nccdet Kent. 

UKRAI:'\IA:>~ SoviET SociALIST REPUBLIC 

Rc presentative 
H.E. Dr. Dimitri Z. Manuilsky. 

Alternates 
l\Ir. Vasili A. Tarasenko. 
l\Ir. Vadim P. Kovalenko. 
Mr. Andrei I. Galagan. 

UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA 

Representatives 
H.E. Mr. E. H. Louw. 
H.E. Mr. C. T. Te Water. 
Mr. Leif Egeland. 
Mr. H. T. Andrews. 

Alternates 
Dr. L. C. Steyn. 
Mr. G. P. Jooste. 

Adviser 
Mr. l\L J. Lamprecht. 

UNION OF SoviET SociALIST REPUBLICS 

Representative 
H.E. Mr. Andrei Y. Vyshinsky. 

Alternate 
H.E. Mr. Jacob A. Malik. 

Advisers 
Mr. Constantin C. Rodionov. 
Mr. Constantin E. Zinchenko. 

UNITED KINGDOM 

Representatives 
H.E. The Right Honourable Hector McNeil. 
The Right Honourable Sir Hartley Shawcross. 
The Right Honourable W. G. Hall. 
H.E. The Right Honourable Sir Alexander 

Cadogan. 
Alternate 

Mr. Christopher Mayhew. 
Advisers 

Mr. V. G. Lawford. 
Mr. R. Allen. 
Mr. P. S. Falla. 
Mr. B. R. Curson. 
Mr. G. G. Fitzmaurice. 
Mr. G. L. Clutton. 
Mr. H. Beeley. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Representatives 
H.E. The Honorable Mr. George C. Marshall. 
H.E. The Honorable Mr. Warren R. Austin. 
Mr. John Foster Dulles. 
Dr. Philip C. Jessup. 

Alternates 
Mr. Benjamin V. Cohen. 
Mr. Ray Atherton. 

TuRQUIE 

Representants 
S. E. M. Necmeddin Sadak. 
S. E. M. Numan Menemencioglu. 
S. E. M. Selim Sarper. 
M. Sinasi Devrin. 

Suppleants 
M. Bulend Ussakligil. 
M. Settar Iksel. 

Conseiller 
M. Necdet Kent. 

R:EPUBLIQUE SociALISTE SoviETIQuE D'UKRAINE 

Representant 
S. E. le Dr Dimitri Z. Manouilsky. 

Suppleants 
M. Vassili A. Tarassenko. 
M. Vadim P. Kovalenko. 
M. Andrei I. Galagan. 

UNION SuD-AFRICA.INE 

Representants 
S. E. M. E. H. Louw. 
S. E. M. C. T. Te Water. 
M. Leif Egeland. 
M. H. T. Andrews. 

Suppleants 
Le Dr L. C. Steyn. 
M. G. P. Jooste. 

Conseiller 
M. M. J. Lamprecht. 

UNION DES R:EPUBLIQUES SociALISTES 
SoviETIQUES 

Representant 
S. E. M. Andrei Y. Vychinsky. 

Suppleant 
S. E. M. Jacob A. Malik. 

Conseillers 
M. Constantin C. Rodionov. 
M. Constantin E. Zintchenko. 

RovA.uME-UNI 

Representants 
S. E. le Tres Honorable Hector McNeil. 
Le Tres Honorable Sir Hartley Shawcross. 
Le Tres Honorable W. G. Hall. 
S. E. le Tres Honorable Sir Alexander Cadogan. 

Suppleant 
M. Christopher Mayhew. 

Conseillers 
M. V. G. Lawford. 
M. R. Allen. 
M. P. S. Falla. 
M. B. R. Curson. 
M. G. G. Fitzmaurice. 
M. G. L. Clutton. 
M. H. Beeley. 

ETATS-UNis D'AMERIQUE 

Representants 
S. E. !'Honorable M. George C. Marshall. 
S. E. !'Honorable M. Warren R. Austin. 
M. John Foster Dulles. 
Le Dr Philip C. Jessup. 

Suppleants 
M. Benjamin V. Cohen. 
M. Ray Atherton. 
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Advisers 
Mr. Harding F. Bancroft. 
Mr. William I. Cargo. 
H. E. Mr. Frank P. Corrigan. 
Lieutenant General \V. D. Crittenberger. 
Mr. Gerald A. Drew. 
Lieutenant General H. R. Harmon. 
Admiral H. K. Hewitt. 
Mr. Harry N. Howard. 
Mr. James N. Hyde. 
Mr. Joseph E. Jacobs. 
Mr. Howard C. Johnson. 
Mr. Samuel K. C. Kopper. 
Mr. Ridgway B. Knight. 
Mr. Cecil B. Lyon. 
Mr. Edward P. Maffitt. 
Mr. Leenard C. Meeker. 
Dr. Harold J. Noble. 
Mr. Frederick H. Osborn. 
Mr. J. Graham Parsons. 
Mr. David H. Popper. 
Mr. G. Hayden Raynor. 
Mr. Harry Clinton Reed. 
Mr. Eric Stein. 
Mr. John Utter. 
Mr. Henry S. Villard. 
Mr. S. Walter Washington. 

URUGUAY 

Representatives 
H.E. Dr. Enrique C. Armand Ugon. 
Professor Enrique Rodriguez Fabregat. 
Dr. Gilberta Pratt de Maria. 

VENEZUELA 

Representatives 
H.E. Dr. Andres Eloy Blanco. 
H.E. Dr. Carlos Eduardo Stolk. 

Alternates 
Dr. Pedro Zuloaga. 
Dr. Gabriel Lovera. 

YEMEN 

Representatives 
H.R.H. Prince Seif-El-Islam Abdullah. 
El Khadi Mohammed Abdullah Al-Amri. 

YuGOSLAVIA 

Representative 
Mr. Ales Behler. 

Alternates 
Mr. Joza Vilfan. 
Mr. Iva Vejvoda. 

Adviser 
Mr. Djordje Nikolic. 

Conseillers 
M. Harding F. Bancroft. 
M. William I. Cargo. 
S. E. M. Frank P. Corrigan. 
Le lieutenant-general W. D. Crittenberger. 
M. Gerald Drew. 
Le lieutenant-general H. R. Harmon. 
L'amiral H. K. Hewitt. 
M. Harry N. Howard. 
M. James N. Hyde. 
M. Joseph E. Jacobs. 
M. Howard C. Johnson. 
M. Samuel K. C. Kopper. 
M. Ridgway B. Knight. 
M. Cecil B. Lyon. 
M. Edward P. Maffitt. 
M. Leonard C. Meeker. 
M. le Dr Harold J. Noble. 
M. Frederick H. Osborn. 
M. J. Graham Parsons. 
M. David H. Popper. 
M. G. Hayden Raynor. 
M. Harry Clinton Reed. 
M. Eric Stein. 
M. John Utter. 
M. Henry S. Villard. 
M. S. Walter Washington. 

URUGUAY 

Representant 
S. E. le Dr Enrique C. Armand Ugon. 
Le Professeur Enrique Rodriguez Fabregat. 
Le Dr Gilberto Pratt de Maria. 

VENEZUELA 

Representants 
S. E. le Dr Andres Eloy Blanco. 
S. E. le Dr Carlos Eduardo Stolk. 

Supleants 
Le Dr Pedro Zuloaga. 
Le Dr Gabriel Lovera. 

YEMEN 

Represent ants 
S. A. R. le prince Seif-El-Islam Abdullah. 
El Khadi Mohammed Abdullah Al-Amri. 

YOUGOSLA VIE 

Representant 
M. Ales Behler. 

SupplCants 
M. J oza Vilfan. 
M. Ivo Vejvoda. 

Conseiller 
M. Djordje Nikolic. 
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FIRST COMMITTEE 

PREMIE:RE COMMISSION 

AGENDA 

The General Assembly, at its 142nd plenary 
meeting on 24 September 1948, decided to allo
cate the following items of the agenda of the third 
session to the First Committee for consideration 
and report: 

1 . Report of the Security Council. 

2. Admission of new . ?If embers : 
(a) Report of the Security Council ; 
(b) Advisory opinion of the International 

Court of Justice ; 
(c) Admission to the Organization of Italy 

and all those States whose applications 
for membership have obtained seven 
votes in the Security Council : item 
proposed by Argentina ; 

(d) Application of Ceylon for membership in 
the United Nations: special report of the 
Security Council. 

3. Threats to the political independence and 
territorial integrity of Greece : reports of the 
United Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans. 

4. The problem of the independence of Korea : 
(a) Report of the United Nations Temporary 

Commission on Korea ; 
(b) Report of the Interim Committee of the 

General Assembly. 

5. The problem of voting in the Security Council: 
(a) Report of the Interim Committee of the 

General Assembly ; 
(b) Convocation of a general conference under 

Article 109 of the Charter in order to 
study the question of the veto in the 
Security Council : item proposed by 
Argentina. 

6. Advisability of establishing a permanent 
committee of the General Assembly : report 
of the Interim Committee of the General 
Assembly. 

7. Study of methods for the promotion of 
international co-operation in the political 
field : report of the Interim Committee of 
the General Assembly. 

8. Reports of the Atomic Energy Commission : 
resolution of the Security Council. 

9. Question of Franco Spain. Implementation 
of the resolutions and recommendations of the 
General Assembly of 12 December 1946 and 
17 November 1947 :item proposed by Poland. 

ORDRE DU JOUR 

L'Assemblee generale, au cours de sa 142e seance 
ph~niere tenue le 24 septembre 1948, a decide de 
renvoyer les points suivants de l'ordre du jour de 
la troisieme session a la Premiere Commission 
pour examen et rapport : 

1. Rapport du Conseil de securite. 

2. Admission de nouveaux Membres : 
a) Rapport du Conseil de securite; 
b) A vis consultatif de Ia Cour internationale 

de Justice; 
c) Admission a !'Organisation de l'Italie et 

de taus les Etats dont Ia demande d'admis
sion a recueilli sept voix au Conseil de 
securite : point propose par !'Argentine; 

d) Demande d'admission a !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies presentee par Ceylan : 
rapport special du Conseil de securitc. 

3. Menaces a l'independance politique et a 
I'integrite territoriale de la Grece : rapports 
de la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans. 

4. Question de l'independance de la Coree : 
a) Rapport de la Commission temporaire des 

Nations Unies pour la Coree ; 
b) Rapport de la Commission interimaire de 

I' Assemblee generale. 

5. Question du vote au Conseil de securite : 
a) Rapport de la Commission interimaire de 

I'Assemblee generale ; 
b) Convocation d'une conference generale, 

conformcment a I' Article 109 de la Charte, 
aux fins d'etudier la question du veto au 
Conseil de securite : point propose par 
I' Argentine. 

6. Opportunite de creer une commission perma
nente de l'Assemblee generale : rapport de Ia 
Commission interimaire de I' Assemblee 
gencrale. 

7. Etude des methodes destinees a favoriser Ie 
developpement de Ia cooperation interna
tionale dans Ie domaine politique : rapport 
de la Commission interimaire de I' Assemblee 
general e. 

8. Rapports de Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique : resolution du Conseil de securite. 

9. Question de l'Espagne franquiste. Mise en 
reuvre des resolutions et des recomman
dations adoptees par I' Assemblee generale le 
12 decembre 1946 et le 17 novembre 1947: 
point propose par Ia Pologne. 
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10. Question of the disposal of the former Italian 
colonies : item proposed by the United States 
of America, France, the United Kingdom and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

11. Palestine. Progress report of the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine :item proposed 
by the Secretary-General. 

12. United Nations Guard: item proposed by the 
Secretary-General. 

13. Treatment of Indians in the Union of South 
Africa : item proposed by India1. 

14. Prohibition of the atomic weapon and 
reduction by one-third of the armaments 
and armed forces of the permanent members 
of the Security Council - United States of 
America, United Kingdom, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, France and China : item 
proposed by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Repub1ics.2 

15. Appeal to the great Powers to renew their 
efforts to compose their differences and 
establish a lasting peace : item proposed by 
Mexico.3 

1• Allocated to the First Committee by the General 
Assembly at its 146th plenary meeting. 

•. Additional item allocated to the First Committee 
by the Genera l Assembly at its 14 7th plenary meeting. 

'· Additional item allocated to the First Committee 
by the General Assembly at its 151st plenary meeting. 

10. Question du sort des anciennes colonies ita
liennes : point propose par les Etats-Unis 
d'Amerique, la France, 1e Royaume-Uni et 
l'Union des Republiques socialistes sovie
tiques. 

11. Palestine. Rapport interimaire du Mediateur 
des Nations Unies pour la Palestine : point 
propose par Je Secretaire general. 

12. Garde des Nations Unies: point propose par 
le Secretaire general. 

13. Traitement des Hindous etablis dans l'Union 
Sud-Africaine :point propose par l'Inde 1• 

14. Interdiction de J'arme atomique et reduction 
d'un tiers des armements et des forces armees 
des membres permanents du Conseil de 
securite- Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Royaume
Uni, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, France et Chine : point propose 
par l'Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques2• 

15. Appel adresse aux gran des Puissances pour 
qu'elles redoublent d'efforts en vue de conci
lier leurs desaccords et d'etablir une paix 
durable : point propose par le Mexique3• 

1. Renvoye a la Premiere Commission par l ' Assemblee 
generale a sa 146• seance pleniere. 

•. Point supplementaire renvoye a la Premiere 
Commission par I' Assembh~e generate a sa 147• seance 
pleniere. 

•. Point supplementaire renvoye a la Premiere 
Commission par I' Assemblec generate a sa 151 • seance 
pleni!~re. 
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FIRST COMMITTEE 

Political and Security Questions 

PREMIERE COMMISSION 

Questions politiques et de securite 

HUNDRED AND FORTY -SECOND 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 21 September 1948, at 5.35 p.m. 

Acting Chairman :Mr. H. V. EvATT (Australia). 

1. Election of the Chairman 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) nominated 
Mr. Spaak (Belgium). 

Mr. MALIX (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
nominated Mr. Lange (Poland). 

A vote was taken by secret ballot. As a result 
of the vote Mr. Spaak was elected Chairman. 

The meeting rose at 5.50 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FORTY-THIRD 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 29 September 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. P .-H. SPAAK. 

2. Election of the Vice-Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN thanked the members for the 
honour they had done him in appointing him 
Chairman of the First Committee. He introduced 
Mr. Sobolev, Assistant Secretary-General in charge 
of the Department of Security Council Affairs, 
and Mr. Protitch, Secretary of the Committee, 
and then requested the representatives to elect 
a Vice-Chairman. 

Mr. ScHUMAN (France), seconded by Mr. ARcE 
(Argentina), proposed Mr. Costa du Rels (Bolivia) 
as Vice-Chairman. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
called attention to the principle that officers of 
the various United Nations institutions should 
be appointed on the basis of fair geographical 
.distribution, and proposed Mr. Clementis 
Czechoslovakia). 

1 

CENT-QUARANTE-DEUXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
le mardi 21 septembre 1948, a 17 h. 35. 

President provisoire: M. H. V. EvATT (Australie). 

1. Election du President 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) presente la candi
dature de M. Spaak (Belgique). 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) presente la candidature de M. Lange 
(Pologne). 

ll est proce,de au vole au scrutin secret. Ayant 
obtenu la majorite des suffrages exprimes, M. Spaak 
est ezu President. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 50. 

CENT-QUARANTE-TROISIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 29 septembre 1948, a 15 hwres. 

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

2. Election du Vice-President 

Le PRESIDENT remercie les membres de 
l'honneur qu'ils lui ont fait en le nommant a la 
presidence de la Premiere Commission. Apres 
avoir presente M. Sobolev, Secn\taire general 
adjoint charge du Departement des aff?ir~s du 
Conseil de securite, et M. Protitch, Secreta1re de 
la Commission, il demande aux representants 
d'elire un Vice-President. 

M. ScHUMAN (France), appuye par M. ARcE 
(Argentine), propose la candi.datur~ .de M. Costa 
du Rels (Bolivie) pour la vice-presidence. 

M. MALIK (Union des Re~ub!iques socia~istes 
sovietiques), invoquant .le prmc1pe. de la repar
tition geographique eqmtable parmi l~s mem~res 
du Bureau des divers organes des NatiOns Umes, 
propose Ia candidature de M. Clementis (Tcheco-
slovaquie). 



The vote was taken by secret ballot, as follows : 
Number of votes cast, 50; 
Simple majority, 26. 

Number of votes obtained: 
Mr. Costa du Rcls, 36; 
l\Ir. Clcmcntis, 13; 
General Romulo, 1. 

Mr. Costa du Rels (Bolivia), having obtained 
the required majority, was elected Vice-Chairman 
of the First Committee. 

3. Election of the Rappm:teur 

Il est pro cede au vote au scrutin secret; 
Suffrages exprimes, 50; 
M ajorite absolue, 26. 

Nombre de voix obtenues : 
M. Costa du Rels, 36 ; 
M. Clementis, 13; 
Le general Romulo, 1. 

Ayant obtemz la majorite requise, M. Costa du 
Refs (Bolivie) est ezu Vice-President de la Premiere 
Commission. 

3. Election du Rapporteur 

Mr. A:KZE-l\IA TIENZO (Bolivia) proposed M. ANzE-MATIENZO (Bolivie) propose la candi-
l\Ir. Sarpcr (Turkey). 

Mr. l\IA:-;UILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) proposed 1\Ir. Kysselev (Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic). 

A vote was taken by secret ballot, as follows : 
Number of votes cast, 53; 
Simple majority, 27. 

Number of votes obtained 
Mr. Sarper, 40 ; 
Mr. Kysselev, 13. 

1Ur. Sarper (Turkey), having obtained the 
required majority, was elected Rapporteur of the 
First Committee. 

dature de M. Sarper (Turquie). 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) propose la candidature de 
M. Kisselev (Republique socialiste sovietique de 
Bielorussie ). 

Il est pro cede au vote au scrutin secret; 
Suffrages exprimes, 53 ; 
Majorite absolue, 27. 

Nombre de voix obtenues: 
M. Sarper, 40; 
M. Kisselev, 13. 

Ayant obtemz la majorile requise, M. Sarper 
(Turquie) est elu Rapporteur de la Premiere Com
mission. 

4. Adoption of the agenda (AjC.1j306) 4. Adoption de l'ordre du jour (A/ 
C.1j306) 

l\Ir. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
suggested that the USSR delegation's proposal 
to the General Assembly regarding the abolition 
of atomic weapons and the reduction by one-third 
of the armaments and the armed forces of the 
five permanent members of the Security Council, 
should be added to the agenda of the First 
Committee1 • 

The CHAIRMAN, following a proposal by the 
Argentine representative which met no opposition, 
stated that : 

(1) The problems involved in the URSS proposal 
regarding the abolition of atomic weapons and 
the reduction of the armaments of the five 
permanent members, and the problem of the 
treatment of Indian settlers in the Union of 
South Africa would be included in the agenda ; 

(2) The agenda thus completed was adopted 
by the Committee. 

5. Order of priorit~ of agenda items 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
suggested that the questions of the abolition of 
atomic weapons and of the reduction of armaments 
and armed forces by one-third should appear 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the General 
Assembly, 143rd plenary meeting. 

M. MALIK propose d'ajouter a l'ordre du jour 
de la Premiere Commission la proposition de la 
delegation de I'URSS a l'Assemblee generale 
concernant !'interdiction des armes atomiques 
ainsi que Ja reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des cinq membres permanents 
du Conseil de securite1• 

Le PRESIDENT, sur une proposition du repre
sentant de I' Argentine qui ne rencontre pas 
d'opposition, declare que : 

1) Les questions envisagees dans la propo
sition de l'URSS concernant !'interdiction des 
armements atomiques et la reduction des arme
ments des cinq membres permanents, ainsi que 
la question du traitement des Hindous dans 
!'Union Sud-Africaine seront incluses dans l'ordre 
dujour; 

2) L'ordre du jour ainsi complete est adopte 
par la Commission. 

5. Ordre de priorite des points de 1 'ordre 
dujour 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) propose que les questions de l'in~er
diction des armes atomiques et de la reductiOn 
d'un tiers des armements et forces armees figurent 

1 Voir les Documents ofliciels de Ia troisieme session de 
I' Assemblee generate, 143e seance pleniere. 



as the fifth and sixth items on the agenda, and 
that the question of the Italian colonies should 
be considered third or fourth. 

Mr. ARCE (Argentina) thought that the question 
of the abolition of atomic weapons and the 
reduction of the armaments of the five permanent 
members might well appear for instance as item 5 
of the agenda, but he insisted that the order of 
priority for the discussion should be settled once 
and for all, so as to allow the delegations to 
organize their work. 

f Mr. RoLIN (Belgium) thought that the part 
of Mr. Vyshinsky's proposal bearing on atomic 
energy could be discussed when item 8 of the 
agenda was considered, namely, the reports of 
the Atomic Energy Commission. The proposal 
concerning the reduction of armaments by 
one-third presented a new element which should 
be discussed separately. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
said there was no compelling reason for linking 
the proposal made by the delegation of the USSR 
with the reports of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
The proposal of the Soviet Union should first be 
discussed and then item 8. 

~"' Mr. ARcE (Argentina) added that, as the USSR 
proposal for the reduction of armaments was 
political in nature, it had nothing to do with the 
reports of the Atomic Energy Commission and 
should be considered independently of these 
reports. 

He suggested that the question of the disposal 
of the former Italian colonies should appear, 
for example, as the eighth or ninth item. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
stated that there was no need to transfer the 
question of the Italian colonies from tenth to 
ninth place, but that this question should rather 
appear at the beginning, either as item 3 or 
as item 4. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the first question 
to be settled was where to place the USSR proposal 
concerning the abolition of atomic weapons and 
the reduction of the armaments of the five 
permanent members ; this item might appear 
as item 5 or 6. 

Mr. RoLIN (Belgium) pointed out that ·he had 
no objection to that proposal, provided that the 
reports of the Atomic Energy Commission were 
considered before the proposal of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. AuSTIN (United States of America) 
suggested that in view of its importance, the 
question of atomic weapons should appear as 
item 2 on the agenda. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
observed that the proposal of the Soviet Union 
embodied two aspects of one and the same 
problem, and that they could not be separated : 
(1) reduction by one-third of the armaments 
and the armed forces of the five permanent 
members, as a first step towards strengthening 
nternational peace and security ; (2) the abolition 

en cinquie~e et sixh~me.lie~ dans l'ordre du jour. 
et la questwn des colomes 1taliennes en troisieme 
ou quatrieme lieu. 

M. ARcE (Argentine) ne voit aucun inconvenient 
a ce que la question de !'interdiction des armes 
atomiques et de la reduction des armements des 
cinq, membres .permanents constitue Ie point 5 
de I ordre du JOUr, par exemple, mais il insiste 
pour que l'ordre de priorite des points soit etabli 
une fois pour toutes de favon a permettre aux 
delegations d'organiser leur travail. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) declare que Ia partie de 
la proposition de M. Vychinsky concernant 
l'energie atomique pourrait etre discutee lors 
de l'examen du point 8 de l'ordre du jour, a savoir: 
les rapports de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique. Quant a Ia proposition de reduction d'un 
tiers des armements, il s'agit la d'un element 
nouveau qui doit faire l'objet d'un debat separe. 
" M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) declare qu'il n'y a pas de raison 
essentielle pour Iier la proposition de la delegation 
de l'URSS aux rapports de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. II convient de discuter 
d'abord la proposition de !'Union sovietique, et 
ensuite le point 8. 

M. ARcE (Argentine) ajoute que Ia proposition 
de reduction des armements presentee par l'URSS, 
ayant un caractere politique, n'a rien a voir avec 
les rapports de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique, et devrait etre examinee independamment 
de ces rapports. 

Quant a la question du sort des anciennes 
colonies italiennes, il propose qu' elle soit placee 
au huitieme ou au neuvieme rang, par exemple. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) declare qu'il n'y a pas de raison de 
deplacer la question des colonies italiennes du 
dixieme au neuvieme rang, mais qu'il faut Ia 
placer au debut, so it en troisieme, soit en quatrieme 
lieu. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la premiere question 
a resoudre est celle de laplace a donner a Ia propo
sition de I'URSS tendant a !'interdiction des 
armements atomiques et a la reduction des arme
ments des cinq membres permanents. Ce point 
pourrait figurer en cinquieme ou sixieme ordre. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) signale qu'il n'a pas 
d'objection a cette proposition, a condition que 
les rapports de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique soient examines avant la proposition de 
l'Union sovietique. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) prop?se 
que, en raison de !'importance de la question 
des armements atomiques, ce point devienne le 
point 2 de l'ordre du jour. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republi_q~es soc!alis~es 
sovietiques) indique que Ia proposition de I U~10n 
sovietique contient deux aspects d'un meme 
probleme qui ne peuvent etre separes : 1) red~c
tion du tiers des armements des forces armees 
des cinq membres permanents, comme premiere 
mesure tendant au renforcement de Ia paix et 
de la securite internationales ; 2) interdiction 



of atomic weapons. As those two aspects were 
linked, there were no grounds for considering 
the reports of the Atomic Energy Commission 
before the USSR proposal considered as a whole. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) suggested that 
the Palestine question should be considered 
first in view of the importance of the truce which 
it was important to maintain. 

As he felt that the question of atomic weapons 
was more important than any of the other aspects 
of the armaments problem, he requested that 
the reports of the Atomic Energy Commission 
should be considered immediately after the 
Palestine question. 

1\Ir. AusTI:--~ (United States of America) pointed 
out that the Security Council had decided to 
consider separately the questions of atomic 
weapons and of conventional armaments.1 Since 
then the delegation of the Soviet Union had 
constantly endeavoured to merge the two 
problems, but there was no reason why the First 
Committee should not follow the example of 
the Security Council. He, therefore, stated 
that the USSR proposal should not be considered 
before the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) wondered why the 
United Kingdom delegation had suggested consid
ering the Palestine question first, when that 
question only appeared on the supplementary 
list of items suggested for inclusion in the agenda 
and that, in accordance with rule 14 of the rules 
of procedure, a new question could only be 
considPred seven days after it had been put 
on the agenda. 

The Mediator's progress report had been 
distributed only a few days previously ; it would 
have to be properly studied ; the Governments 
of the Arab States would have t o consult one 
another ; all that would take some time. 

Furthermore, as the Security Council was still 
seized of the Palestine question, the Assembly, 
in accordance with Article 12 of the Charter, 
could not make any recommendation, at present, 
on the question, as it had not been expressly 
requested to do so by the Security Council. There 
was, therefore, no urgency. 

The Syrian representative further suggested 
that the Palestine question should be considered 
at the point where it appeared at present on 
the agenda. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
wondered why Mr. McNeil had suggested that 
the Palestine question should be considered first, 
on the pretext that it was more explosive than 
other questions. 

In reply to Mr. Austin he pointed out that 
there was no reason why the First Committee 
should follow the Security Council's example in 
considering the question of atomic weapons 
separately from that of conventional armaments 
and thus violate the General Assembly resolution 
of 14 December 1946. 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, Second Year, 
No. 13. 

des armes atomiques. Ces deux aspects etant 
lies, ii n'y a pas lieu d'etudier les rapports de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique avant la propo
sition de l'URSS envisagee dans son ensemble. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) propose que Ia 
question palestinienne soit examinee en premier 
lieu, etant donne !'importance que presente le 
maintien de la treve. . 

D'autre part, estimant que la question des a.rmes 
atomiques l'emporte en importance sur tous 
autres aspects de la question des armements, il 
demande que les rapports de la Commission de 
I'energie atomique soient examines immediate
ment apres la question palestinienne. 

l\1. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) rappelle 
que le Conseil de securite a decide d'etudier sepa
rement la question des armes atomiques et celle 
des armements de type classique1• Depuis lors, 
la delegation de I' Union sovietique a constamment 
essaye de confondre les deux problemes, mais 
rien n'empeche la Premiere Commission de 
suivre l'exemple du Conseil de securite. II declare, 
en consequence, que la proposition de l'URSS ne 
devrait pas etre examinee avant les rapports 
de la Commission de I'energie atomique. 

1\J. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) se demande pourquoi 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni a propose d'exa
miner en premier lieu Ia question palestinienne, 
alors que cette question ne figure que sur la Iiste 
additionnelle des points proposes a I'ordre du 
jour et que, en vertu de !'article 14 du reglement 
interieur, l'examen d'une question nouvelle ne 
peut avoir lieu avant qu'un delai de sept jours 
se soit ecoule a compter de son inscription a 
I'ordre du jour. 

Le rapport interimaire du Mediateur a ete 
distribue il y a quelques jours a peine. II doit 
etre mtlrement etudie ; Ies Gouvernements des 
Etats arabes doivent entrer en consultation; 
tout cela prendra quelque temps. 

De plus, Ie Conseil de securite etant toujours 
saisi de la question palestienne, I' Assemblee, en 
vertu de !'Article 12 de la Charte, ne peut pour 
le moment faire aucune recommandation sur la 
question puisque le Conseil de securite ne lui a 
adresse aucune requete. II n'y a done pas urgence. 

En consequence, le representant de la Syrie 
suggere que Ia question palestinienne soit examinee 
au rang oil elle figure actuellement. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) se demande pourquoi M. McNeil a 
propose d'examiner en premier lieu la question 
palestinienne, sous pretexte qu'elle serait plus 
importante que d'autres. 

Repondant a M. Austin, il fait remarquer qu'il 
n'y a aucune raison pour que Ia Premiere Com
mission suive I'exemple du Conseil de securite en 
examinant separement Ia question des armes 
atomiques et celle des armements de type clas
sique, en violation de Ia resolution de l'Assembiee 
generale en date du 14 decembre 1946. 

1 Voir Ies Proces-verbaux offi.cie/s du Conseil de securitl, 
deuxieme annee, nO 13. 



The delegation of the Soviet Union opposed 
the artificial separation of two aspects of one 
and the same problem. The two questions were 
indissolubly bound : it was impossible to think 
of reducing conventional armaments while the 
atomic weapons race continued. 

Mr. URDANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombia) observed 
that it was impossible to discuss together those 
two questions which had been the object of 
separate studies by the Atomic Energy Commission 
and by the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments, each having its own terms of reference. 
Consideration of the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission would moreover, facilitate the consid
deration of the wider problem set by the proposal 
of the Soviet Union. He felt that the reports of 
the Atomic Energy Commission should be consid
dered first. 

Mr. FAwzi (Egypt) pointed out that the report 
of the United Nations Mediator for Palestine 
should be closely studied if one wished to avoid 
hasty decisions. He, therefore, proposed that 
the Palestine question should remain where it 
was on the agenda. 

Mr. MoDZELEWSKI (Poland) wondered what 
use there was in discussing first the reports of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, as that question 
11ad been discussed for more than two years 
without any concrete result having been obtained. 
In the interests of peoples and of collective 
security, what better method of giving the world 
back its confidence could be found than that of 
starting the debates with the consideration of 
a concrete proposal for disarmament ? Physical 
disarmament would lead to moral disarmament 
and would avoid the serious economic conse
quences which the rearmament programmes at 
present contemplated would bring about. 

The proposal of the Soviet Union should be 
discussed first and independently of the reports 
of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Mr. CHEVRIER (Canada) supported the United 
Kingdom's proposal to consider the Palestine 
question first. He pointed out that it was far 
from certain that the present truce could be 
prolonged indefinitely. He also felt that the 
Atomic Energy Commission's reports were very 
important. He, therefore, proposed that the 
first three items on the agenda should be (1) the 
Palestine question, (2) the Atomic Energy 
Commission's reports and, (3) the USSR proposal 
concerning the prohibition of atomic weapons 
and the reduction of armaments. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that, in addition to the reasons 
already given by the USSR and Polish repre
sentatives for considering the proposal of the 
Soviet Union first, there were also practical 
reasons which should be added. He recalled 
that the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments were 
faced with a deadlock and, if the problem was 
approached in the same way by the First 

La delegation de l'Union sovietique s'est 
opposee a cette separation artificielle des deux 
aspects d'un meme probleme. Les deux questions 
sont indissolublement liees : on ne pourrait 
concevoir une reduction des armements de type 
classique alors que la course aux armements 
atomiques continuerait. 

M. URDANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombie) fait 
remarquer qu'il n'est pas possible de discuter 
ensemble ces deux questions, qui ont fait 1' objet 
d'etudes separees de la part de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique et de la Commission des 
armements de type classique, organes qui out 
un mandat different l'un de l'autre. L'examen des 
rapports de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
faciliterait d'ailleurs l'examen du probleme plus 
vaste pose par la proposition de l'Union sovie
tique. II estime que les rapports de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique doivent etre examines en 
premier lieu. 

M. FAWZI (Egypte) fait observer que le rapport 
du Mediateur des Nations Unies pour la Palestine 
doit etre etudie attentivement si l'on veut eviter 
des solutions hatives. II propose, en consequence, 
de maintenir la question palestinienne a la place 
qu'elle occupe actuellement dans l'ordre du jour. 

M. MODZELEWSKI (Pologne) se demande a quoi 
servirait de diseuter en premier lieu les rapports 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique puisqu'on 
a discute cette question pendant plus de deux ans. 
sans aboutir a un resultat concret. Si I'on se place· 
au point de vue de !'interet des peuples et de Ia 
securite collective, quel meilleur symbolc pourrait
on trouver, pour rendre confiance au monde, que 
de commencer les debats par l'examen d'une 
proposition concrete en vue du desarmement ? 
Le desarmement materiel conduira au desar
mement moral et evitera les consequences econo
miques graves que comporteraient les programmes 
de rearmement envisages maintenant. 

La proposition de !'Union sovietique devrait 
etre discutee en premier lieu et independamment 
des rapports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique. 

M. CHEVRIER (Canada) appuie la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni d'examiner en premier lieu la 
question palestinienne. ll rappelle, en effet, qu'il 
n'est pas certain que Ia treve actuellement en 
cours puisse se prolonger indefiniment. II pense 
en outre que les rapports de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique sont tres importants. Il 
propose, en consequence, que les trois premiers 
points de l'ordre du jour soient, dans l'ordre : 
question palestinienne, rapports de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique, proposition de .J'URSS sur 
!'interdiction de l'arme atomique et la reduction 
des armements. 

M. MANVILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) declare que, aux raisons deja 
invoquees par les representants de l'URSS ~t d~ Ia 
Pologne pour que soit examinee en p~em1er !1eu 
la proposition de !'Union sovietique, II convient 
d'ajouter des raisons d'ordre pratique .. II rapp.elle, 
en effet, que la Commission de l'energw atom~que 
et la Commission des armements de type class1que 
sont engagees dans une impasse et que, si Ie 
probleme est aborde de la meme fac;on par la 



Committee, that latter body ran the risk of doing 
likewise. The proposal of the Soviet Union 
supplied a way out and should, therefore, be 
studied first. 

As to the Palestine question, he was astonished 
that while the Egyptian and Syrian repre
sentatives, who were directly interested, were 
refusing to consider it as the first item, the United 
Kingdom representative had urged that it should 
be considered as a priority. If the States inter
ested in that question did not press for it, why 
was it necessary to consider it as the first item? 
The USSH proposal should, therefore, take 
first place. 

:\fr. AusTI:-.~ (United States of America) 
supported the United Kingdom's proposal to 
consider the Palestine question first. He felt 
that rule H, referred to by the Syrian repre
sentatiw, did not apply to the present case. 
The United Nation's ?.Iediator's report might, 
indeed, be considered as the report of a subsidiary 
body of the General Assembly which had to be 
received and studied by the latter according 
to Article 15 of the Charter. The question in 
point was neither secondary nor local in nature 
because it constituted a threat to world peace. 
Furthermore, it was the Security Council which 
had decided to convene, in the spring, a special 
session of the General Assembly which had 
appointed the ::\Iediator and authorized him to 
make a report, the Palestine question remaining 
before the Security Council. Finally, the report 
had been submitted five or six days previously. 
The question of waiting seven days was, 
therefore, a mere detail. 

The three questions in point should, therefore, 
be considered in the following order : the Palestine 
question, the Atomic Energy Commission's reports 
and the USSR proposal. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) disagreed with the 
United States representative as to how rule 14 
of the rules of procedure should be interpreted. 
The Palestine question had been placed on the 
General Assembly agenda on 25 September ; 
thus, as yet, it could not be discussed for several 
days. 

Furthermore, although the Palestine question 
had been under discussion for some considerable 
time, the question of the Mediator's report was 
quite new. The Arab States, which were parti
cularly interested in the question, were not ready 
to discuss it. Consideration of that question 
should, therefore, be postponed for a short while. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) though under
standing the point of view of the Syrian and 
Egyptian representatives, felt that the Palestine 
question should be considered first, as even a 
provisional solution to the problem would be a 
definite contribution to the maintenance of 
international peace and security. 

He further thought that it was very naive to 
believe that an apparent agreement on the 
proposal of the Soviet Union concerning a reduction 
in armaments was more important than a basic 
agreement on the question ~f atomic energy and 
the use of atomic weapons. 

Premiere Commission, celle-ci risque de s'y 
engager egalement. La proposition de !'Union 
sovietique permettant de sortir de cette impasse, 
il convient done d'examiner en premier lieu cette 
proposition. 

En ce qui concerne la question palestinienne, 
M. Manuilsky s'etonne que le representant du 
Royaume-Uni insiste pour lui accorder la priorite 
alors que les representants de l'Egypte et de la 
Syrie, qui sont directement interesses ala question, 
se refusent a !'examiner en premier lieu. Si les 
:Etats interesses a cette question n'insistent pas 
pourquoi faudrait-il !'examiner en premier lieu ? 
La premiere place devrait done etre reservee a 
la proposition de l'URSS. 

M. AuSTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) appuie la 
proposition du Royaume-Uni d'examiner en 
premier lien la question palestinienne. II est d'avis 
que !'article 14, invoque par Ie representant de la 
Syrie, n'est pas applicable dans le cas present. 
En effet, on peut considerer le rapport du 
Mediatenr des Nations Unies comme le rapport 
d'un organe subsidiaire de l' Assemblee generale, 
rapport qui doit etre revU et etudie par elle aux 
termes de !'Article 15 de la Charte. La question 
dont il s'agit depasse le cadre secondaire ou 
local ; elle constitue une menace a la paix du 
monde. En outre, c'est le Conseil de securite qui a 
decide, au printemps dernier, de convoquer une 
session extraordinaire de l'Assemblee generale, 
qui a nomme le Mediateur et l'a charge de sou
mettre un rapport, sans pour cela se dessaisir 
de la question. Enfin, le rapport a ete soumis 
il y a deja cinq ou six jours. La question du delai 
de sept jours est done un simple detail. 

Il conviendrait en consequence d'examiner 
successivement la question palestinienne, Ies 
rapports de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
et la proposition de l'URRS. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) ne pent accepter le point 
de vue du representant des Etats-Unis au sujet 
de !'interpretation de !'article 14 du rcglement 
interieur. La question palestinienne a ete portee 
a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee generale le 
25 septembre ; il faut done attendre quelques 
jours avant de pouvoir en discuter. 

De plus, si la question palestinienne a ete etudiee 
depuis longtemps, celle du rapport du Mediateur 
est toute nouvelle. Les Etats arabes qui sont 
particulierement interesses a la question ne sont 
pas prets a la discuter. C'est pourquoi il con
viendrait d'ajourner quelque peu l'examen de 
cette question. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni), tout en comprenant 
les points de vue exprimes par les representa~ts 
de la Syrie et de l'Egypte, estime que la questiOn 
palestinienne doit etre examinee en premier lieu. 
En effet, une solution, meme provisoire, du pro
bleme constituerait une contribution certaine au 
maintien de la paix et de Ia securite interna
tionales. 

D'autre part, M. McNeil pense qu'il est bien 
nalf de croire qu'un accord apparent su~ la pr?po
sition de !'Union sovietique en vue d un de~ar
mement quantitatif est plus important qu un 
accord fondamental sur la question de l'e~ergie 
atomique et de !'utilisation des armes atomrques. 



He proposed that the two first items on the 
agenda should be, in succession : the Palestine 
question and the Atomic Energy Commission's 
reports. The order of. consideration of the other 
items on the agenda could be settled by an ad 
hoc sub-committee. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
said that the separation of the question of atomic 
weapons from that of conventional armaments 
violated the General Assembly resolution of 
14 December 1946.1 That unfortunate precedent 
should not be followed. It was, on the contrary, 
desirable to study the two questions concurrently. 

He considered the United Kingdom represen
tative's proposal to be unsatisfactory ; it was 
desirable that there should be full agreement on the 
order in which the various items of the agenda 
were to be dealt with. 

He was not opposed to the consideration of 
the Palestine question first, but he asked that 
the proposal of the Soviet Union should be 
dealt with immediately afterwards. 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) pointed 
out that, according to the Journal of the General 
Assembly for Wednesday, 22 September 1948, 
the question of the " progress Report of the 
Mediator of the United Nations for Palestine", 
was included in the agenda of the third session. 
The time provided in rule 14 of the rules 
of procedure of the General Assembly had thus 
almost elapsed, and the Palestine question 
could without difficulty be given first place on 
the agenda of the First Committee. 

Mr. TsiANG (China) considered it desirable to 
take account of the position of the States directly 
involved ; the Palestine question could not, 
therefore, be placed at the beginning of the 
agenda, but, if the Arab States agreed to its 
being considered somewhat earlier, perhaps the 
other States would not insist that it should be 
given absolute priority. 

The Security Council as well as its subsidiary 
bodies had always given separate consideration 
to the question of atomic energy and that of 
conventional armaments. It was thus logical 
to give priority to the question of atomic energy, 
a solution of which would greatly facilitate all 
debates on other armaments. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) observed that the 
armaments race was one of the causes of the 
fear of which Mr. Spaak had spoken in his address 
on 28 September to the General Assembly. 2 He 
wondered, therefore, how the proposal of the 
Soviet Union could be labelled as being propa
ganda, when it would at least lessen the fears. 

The adoption of the USSR proposal would 
greatly ease international tension. Priority 
should, therefore, be given to its study. 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 
during the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (I). 

2 See Official Records of the third session of the General 
Assembly, 147th plenary meeting. 

Il propose que les deux premiers points de 
l'ordr~ ?u jour soient, dans l'ordre, la question 
paleshmenne et les rapports de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. L'ordre d'examen des 
autres points de l'ordre du jour pourrait etrc 
determine par une sons-commission ad hoc. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) fait observer que c' est en violation 
de la resolution de I' Assemblee generale du 
14 decembre 19461 que les questions des armements 
atomiques et des armements de type classique 
out ete separees. II n'est pas opportun de suivre 
ce precedent facheux. Il conviendrait, au contraire, 
d'etudier ces deux questions parallelement. 

Il estime que la proposition du representant 
du Royaume-Uni n'est pas satisfaisante et qu'il 
convient de se mettre entierement d'accord sur 
l'ordre dans lequel seront examines les differents 
points de l'ordre du jour. 

Il ne s'oppose pas a l'examen, en premier lieu, 
de la question palestinienne, mais il demande que 
Ia proposition de l'Union sovietique soit examinee 
immediatement apres. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) se ref ere 
au Journal de l'Assembiee generale du mercredi 
22 septembre 1948. La question du cc Rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des Nations Unies pour 
la Palestine » s'y trouve inseree a l'ordre du jour 
de la troisieme session. Le delai prevu par 
!'article 14 du reglement interieur de l'Assemblee 
generale est done bien pres d'etre ecoule, et la 
question palestinienne pourrait, sans inconvenient, 
etre placee en tete de l'ordre du jour de la Premiere 
Commission. 

M. TsiANG (Chine) estimc qu'il convient de tenir 
compte de la position des Etats dircctement 
interesses a la question palestinienne. Cette 
question ne pent etre placee en tete de l'ordre du 
jour, mais, si les Etats arabes acceptent que son 
examen soit quelque peu avance, peut-etre les 
autres Etats n'insisteront-ils pas pour qu'une 
priorite absolue lui soit attribuee. 

Tant le Conseil de securite que ses organes 
subsidiaires ont toujours examine separement Ia 
question de l'energie atomique et celle des 
armements de type classique. Il est done logique 
d'accorder la priorite a Ia question de l'energie 
atomique, question dont la solution faciliterait 
considerablement toute discussion relative aux 
autres armements. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) rappelle que la course 
aux armements est l'une des causes de cette peur 
dont a parle M. Spaak dans son discours prononce 
le 28 septembre a 1' Assemblee generale. Comment 
peut-on done qualifier d'instrument de propa
gande la proposition de l'Union so':ietique, propo
sition qui, pour le moins, attenuermt les cramt~s _? 

L'adoption de la proposition de l:URS_S dimi
nuerait considerablement Ia tenswn mterna
tionale. Il convient done que l'on donne la 
priorite a son examen. 

1 Voir Jes 'Resolutions adoptees par l' Assembli!e gene_rale 
pendant la ' seconde partie de sa premiere sessiOn, 
resolution 41 (I). 

2 Voir Jes Documents of!iciels de la troisieme session de 
1' Assemb/ee generale, 147e seance pieniere. 



~fr. Tious (Belgium) pointed out 'that the 
First Committee, according to the terms of rule 
}.1 of the rules of procedure of the General 
Assembly, could wry well begin at once the 
study of the Palestine question. It was the 
Assembly itself which was not empowered to 
discuss a new question before a period of seven 
days had elapsed since its inclusion on the agenda 

An immedi:~te decision should be taken on 
what questions were to he studied as items 
1 an<l ~ ; later, further decisions could be taken 
to establish the order of the other items to be 
discussed. 

:\fr. EL-Kuonu (Syria) referring to the United 
States representative's remarks, said that if it 
was true that the Secretary-General had submitted 
the Palestine question to the General Committee 
of the Assembly on 22 September, it was never
thelC'ss only on 25 September that the question 
lwd been included in the Assembly's agenda 

The CnAm:-rAs, replying to the Chinese repre
sentative's remark that it was not desirable to 
disregard the opposition of the countries directly 
involved in the Palestine question, claimed that 
they would certainly agree that the problem 
should be dealt with as item 3. 

The question was thus whether Mr. Vyshinsky's 
proposals should be considered first, or the 
reports of the Atomic Energy Commission. If 
the suggestion of the Soviet Union to give 
priority to 1\lr. Vyshinsky's proposals were to 
he rejected, it would follow that the reports of 
the Atomic Energy Commission should be studied 
first and the USSR proposals afterwards. 

If the Palestine question were taken up as 
item 3, it might be agreed that the questions 
to be considered afterwards should be those 
of Greece, Korea and the Italian colonies. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
observed that he had asked that the question 
of the Italian colonies should be dealt with as 
item 3 or item 4. Moreover, he had not linked 
the proposals of the Soviet Union with the 
question of atomic energy. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a certain 
number of delegations had linked the two 
questions. They should in any case be considered 
one after the other and in the order which the 
Committee would establish. 

The first question to be decided was when 
the Palestine question should be taken up. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that he had formally proposed that the Palestine 
question should be dealt with first. The Belgian 
representative had furthermore elucidated the 
meaning of rule 14 of the rules of procedure. 

The reports of the Atomic Energy Commission 
would be considered afterwards. As for the 
other questions, a sub-committee could decide 
in which order they should be placed on the 
agenda of the Committee, a fact which in no 
way tended to lessen their respective importance. 

M. ROLIN (Belgique) indique que la Premi~re 
Commission peut fort bien, selon les termes de 
!'article 14 du reglement interieur de l'Assemblee 
generale, commencer immediatement I' etude de Ia 
question palestinienne. C' est I' Assemblee elle· 
meme qui ne peut examiner une question nouvelle 
avant qu'un delai de sept jours se soit ecoule 
depuis !'inscription de cette question a l'ordre du 
jour. 

Il conviendrait de decider immediatement des 
questions qui seront examinees en premier et en 
deuxieme lieu ; on decidera ensuite point par point 
de l'ordre de priorite des questions restant a 
l'ordre du jour. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) fait allusion aux indi
cations donnees par Je representant des Etats
Unis. S'il est bien exact que le Secretaire general 
ait soumis, le 22 septembre, la question palesti
nienne au Bureau de l'Assemblee, ce n'est que 
le 25 septembre que cette question a ete portee a 
l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee generale. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle ce qu'a indique le 
representant de Ia Chine : il ne convient pas de 
passer outre a !'opposition des pays directement 
interesses a Ia question palestinienne. Mais ceux-ci 
accepteraient sans doute que ce probleme fO.t 
etudie en troisieme lieu. 

II s'agit done de savoir si ce sont les propositions 
de M. Vychinsky ou bien Ies rapports de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique que l'on 
etudiera en premier lieu. Si la proposition de 
!'Union sovietique tendant a donner la priorite 
aux propositions de M. Vychinsky venait a etre 
repoussee, ii faudrait en conclure que le rapport 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique doit etre 
etudie le premier, et les propositions de l'URSS 
en deuxieme lieu. 

Si la question palestinienne etait etudiee en 
troisieme lieu, I'on pourrait convenir d'examiner 
ensuite les questions de Grece, de Coree et des 
colonies italiennes. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovh~tiques) rappelle qu'il a demande que Ia 
question des colonies italiennes f(it etudiee en 
troisieme ou en quatrieme lieu ; d'autre part, il n'a 
pas lie les propositions de !'Union sovietique a Ia 
question de I' energie atomique. 

Le PRESIDENT indique qu'un certain nombre 
de delegations ont lie les deux questions. II 
convient, en tout cas, que ces questions soient 
etudiees l'une apres !'autre, dans un ordre qu'il 
appartiendra a la Commission de determiner. 

Mais il faut tout d'abord prendre une decision 
relative a la question palestinienne : quand en 
abordera-t-on l'examen ? 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) indique qu'il a 
formellement propose que Ia question de Palestine 
fUt etudiee en premier lieu. Le representant de la 
Belgique a d'ailleurs degage le sens de !'article 14 
du reglement interieur. . 

Les rapports de la Commission de l'energ1e 
atomique seraient etudies ensuite. Pour le reste, 
une sons-commission deciderait de l'ordre dans 
lequel les autres questions - qui son~ for~ loi~ _ 
d'etre depourvues d'interet - seront mscntes a · 
l'ordre du jour de la Commission. 



Mr. FAwzi (Egypt) did not consider that the 
Palestine question should be placed either as 
item 3 or as item 4 of the agenda. It was the 
first time that the General Assembly had been 
called upon to study the results of the Mediator's 
work ; it was, therefore, desirable to give the 
delegations time to study the voluminous 
documents forming Count Bernadotte's report. 

The suggestions made by the Chinese repre
sentative were, however, most acceptable. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
reminded the Committee that he had proposed 
that the question of the Italian colonies should 
be considered earlier than provided for in the 
agenda. The proposal of the Soviet Union to 
give prior consideration to Mr. Vyshinsky's 
proposals rather than to the reports of the 
Atomic Energy Commission should be put to 
the vote. 

Sir Mohammed ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan) 
proposed that the questions concerning the 
Italian colonies, Palestine, Greece and Korea 
should be placed respectively as items 3, 4, 5 
and 6 ; then the Committee should decide 
whether Mr. Vyshinsky's proposal or the reports 
of the Atomic Energy Commission should be 
dealt with first. 

Mr. TEWELDE (Ethiopia) considered the 
Chairman's proposal to be the most satisfactory 
compromise. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the first vote might 
he on whether Mr. Vyshinsky's proposals should 
he considered before or after the reports of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. Alternatively, one 
might vote on the United Kingdom proposal 
putting the Palestine question first, the reports 
of the Atomic Energy Commission second and 
the setting up of a sub-committee third. 

::.vir. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
thought that it would not be incompatible with 
the views of the United Kingdom representative 
if Mr. Vyshinsky's proposals were examined 
immediately after the Palestine question. 

Ivlr. ROLIN (Belgium) noting the complexity 
of the United Kingdom proposal, asked that 
it should be voted upon in sections. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the USSR 
motion that the USSR proposals on the prohi
bition of atomic weapons and the reduction of 
the armaments of permanent members of the 
Security Council should be taken up before the 
reports of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The USSR proposal was rejected by 36 votes to 9, 

with 4 abstentions. 

Mr. CASTRO (Salvador) considered the Palestine 
question to be so important that the various 

,_ delegations should have the necessary time to 
study the Mediator's report. 

M. FAwzr (Egypte) ne pense pas que Ia question 
palestinienne doive constituer le point 2 ni le 
point 3 de l'ordre du jour. C'est la premiere fois 
que I' Assemblee generale est appelee a etudier le 
resultat des efforts du Mediateur, et il convient 
de laisser aux delegations le temps d'etudier Ie 
volumineux document qu'est le rapport du 
comte Bernadotte. 

Les suggestions faites par le representant de Ia 
Chine sont toutefois fort acceptables. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) rappelle qu'il a propose que la 
question des colonies italiennes flit etudiee plus 
tot que l'ordre du jour ne le prevoit ; d'autre part, 
il conviendrait de mettre aux voix la proposition 
de !'Union sovietique tendant a ce que Ies propo
sitions de M. Vychinsky soient etudiees avant les 
rapports de la Commission de l'energie atomique. 

Sir Mohammed ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan) 
propose que les questions des colonies italiennes, 
de Palestine, de Grece et de Coree revoivent 
respectivement les numeros 3, 4, 5 et 6. D'autre 
part, Ia question suivante devrait etre posee 
a Ia Commission : est-ce la proposition de 
M. Vychinsky ou les rapports de Ia Commission 
de l'energie atomique que l'on etudiera en premier 
lieu? 

M. TEWELDE (Ethiopie) considere que c'est Ia 
proposition soumise par le President qui constitue 
le compromis le plus satisfaisant. 

Le Pm;;smENT indique que l'on pourrait voter 
tout d'abord sur le point suivant : les propositions 
de M. Vychinsky seront-elles examinees avant 
ou apres les rapports de Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique ? Ou bien l'on pourrait mettre aux voix 
Ia proposition du Royaume-Uni en bloc, a savoir 
que l'ordre de priorite s'etablisse ainsi : 1. Question 
palestinienne ; 2. Rapports de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique ; 3. Creation d'une sons
commission. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) pense qu'il ne serait pas incompa
tible avec Ies vues du representant du Royaume
Uni que les propositions ·de M. Vychinsky fussent 
etudiees immediatement apres la question pales
tinienne. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) souligne Ia complexite 
de Ia proposition du Royaume-Uni et en demande 
Ia division lors du vote. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
l'URSS selon Jaquelle les propositions de l'URRS 
relatives a !'interdiction de l'arme atomique et a 
la reduction des armements des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite se~ai~nt 
examinees avant les rapports de la Comm1sswn 
de I' energie atomique. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. 
Par 36 voix contre 9, avec 4 abstentions, la propo

sition de l' URSS est rejetee. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare que !'importance 
de Ia question palestinienne est t~lle que les 
differentes delegations doivent avmr 1~ .temps 
necessaire pour etudier Ie rapport du Med1ateur. 



He opposed the setting up of a sub-committee 
before a question had come under general 
discussion. 

The CuAIR:"IIAN said that he would put the 
different parts of the United Kingdom proposal to 
the vote. In accordance with rule 118 of the 
rules of procedure, a vote on the proposal in 
its entirety would then follow. 

The first part of the United Kingdom proposal 
aimed at placing the Palestine question as the 
first item on the First Committee's agenda. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The first part of the United J{ingdom proposal 

was rejected by 21 votes to 16, with 14 abstentions. 

The CnAIRliiAN suggested that the various 
questions should be considered in the following 
order: 

1. Reports of the Atomic Energy Commission; 

2. The proposal of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics; 

3. The Palestine question ; 
4. The Greek question ; 
5. Question of the disposal of the former 

Italian colonies ; 
6. The problem of the independence of Korea. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) said that events 
might well move fast in Palestine. It would, 
therefore, be better to deal first with the reports 
of the Atomic Energy Commission and then 
with the Palestine question. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
considered that the question of the reduction of 
armaments affected all peoples ; they had faith 
in peace and were supremely anxious for the 
restoration of economic prosperity. 

As to the Palestine question, apart from the 
fact that it had a regional character, the Security 
Council had already decided that any violation 
of the truce would come under the provisions 
of Chapter VII of the Charter. 

One could not compare the Palestine question 
and his country's proposals on disarmament. The 
delegation of the USSR would, therefore, oppose 
the fresh proposal put forward by the United 
Kingdom representative. 

Mr. TsrANG (China) supported the Chairman's 
proposals, but asked that the problem of the 
independence of Korea should be dealt with 
earlier than had been suggested. 

Mr. AusTI='! (United States of America) consid
ered that, as the question of the disposal of 
the former Italian colonies was a new one for 
many delegations, its consideration should be 
postponed. 

The CHAIR:IIAN thought it would be almost 
impossible not to refer to Mr. Vyshinsky's 
proposals when the reports of the Atomic Energy 

D'autre part, il est oppose a la creation d'une 
sons-commission avant qu'une question ait fait 
l'objet d'un debat general. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que les differentes 
parties de la proposition du Royaume-Uni vont 
successivement etre mises aux voix. Confor
mement a !'article 118 du rcglement interieur, 
un vote sur I' ensemble devra ensuite intervenir. 

La premiere partie de la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni consiste a placer la question paies
tinienne en tete de l'ordre du jour de la Premiere 
Commission. 

Il est procCde au vole a main levee. 
Par 21 voix rcontre 16, avec 14 abstentions, la 

premiere partie de la proposition du Royaume-Uni 
est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT suggere que les questions soient 
examinees dans l'ordre suivant : 

1. Rapports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique; 

2. Proposition de l'Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques ; 

3. Question palestinienne; 
4. Question grecque ; 
5. Question du sort des anciennes colonies 

italiennes; 
6. Question de l'independance de la Coree. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) indique que les 
evenements risquent de se precipiter en Palestine. 
II vaudrait done mieux etudier en premier lieu 
les rapports de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique et en deuxieme lieu la question pales
tinienne. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) considere que la question de la 
reduction des armements interesse tous les 
peuples. Ceux-ci ont foi en la paix et sont avant 
tout soucieux du retablissement de la prosperite 
economique. 

En ce qui concerne la question palestinienne, 
d'une part, elle n'a qu'un caractere regional et, 
d'autre part, le Conseil de securite a deja pris une 
decision selon laquelle toute violation de la treve 
tomberait sons le coup du Chapitre VII de Ja 
Charte. 

II n'y a pas de commune mesure entre la 
question paiestinienne et les propositions de 
l'Union sovietique relatives au desarmement. La 
delegation de l'URSS s'opposera done a !'accep
tation de la nouvelle proposition du Royaume
Uni. 

M. TsrANG (Chine) se prononce en faveur de la 
proposition soumise par le President. Il demande, 
toutefois, que la question de l'independance de la 
Coree soit etudiee plus tot que le President ne le 
prevoit. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estiJ?e 
que la question du sort des anciennes colo~r~5 
italiennes est nouvelle pour beaucoup de dele
gations. II convient done que l'examen de cette 
question soit differe. 

Le PRESIDENT considere qu'il sera pr~~que 
impossible que I'on n'evoque pas les proposrtrons 
de M. Vychinsky lors de l'examen des rapports 



Commission came under consideration. He, 
therefore, suggested that the questions relating 
to disarmament, namely the reports on atomic 
energy and Mr. Vyshinsky's proposal, should be 
considered together. The Palestine, Greek and 
Korean questions could be taken later successively. 

Sir Mohammed ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan) 
observed that two decisions had already been 
taken : (1) the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission were to be considered before the 
proposal of the Soviet Union, and (2) the Palestine 
question was not to be the first item in the 
agenda. It followed from those decisions that 
the reports of the Atomic Energy Commission 
would be dealt with first, the second item being 
the proposal of the Soviet Union. 

The Palestine question could then perhaps 
become item 4. He thought that the question 
of the former Italian colonies might become 
item 3, but the United States representative 
had presented certain objections. The Korean 
and Greek questions could be dealt with 
afterwards. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
recalling his proposal that the question of the 
former Italian colonies should be considered 
fourth, said it was true that certain delegations 
claimed that they needed time to study the 
question. But the problem was one that had 
been known and discussed for a long time. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) withdrew his 
proposal on account of the majority opinion but 
stated emphatically that his Government regretted 
the decision the Committee had taken. The 
Palestine question was a concrete question and 
human misery could brook no delay. 

Mr. ARCE (Argentina) observed that the only 
difficulties were those relating to the reports of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the proposals of 
the Soviet Union and the Palestine question. He 
supported the order suggested by the Chairman. 
He opposed, however, the setting up of a sub
committee and asked that the other items of 
the agenda should be retained in the order in 
which they appeared in document AfC.1j306. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the first six 
items should be in the following order : 

1. Reports of the Atomic Energy Commission ; 

2. Proposals of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics; 

3. The Palestine question; 
4. Threats to the political independence and 

territorial integrity of Greece ; 
5. The question of Korean independence ; 
6. The question of the disposal of the former 

Italian colonies. 

:Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
observed that his proposal that the question of 
the disposal of the former Italian colonies should 
be dealt with as item 4 had been made before 
-t;he Chairman's proposal 

de la Commission de l'energie atomiqu.e. II suggere 
done que l' on aborde l' ensemble des questions 
de desarmement, c'est-a-dire les rapports 
sur l'energie atomique et la proposition de 
M. Vychinsky. On en viendrait ensuite successi
vement aux questions de Palestine, de Grece et de 
Coree. 

Sir Mohammed ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan) 
rappelle qu.e deux decisions ont d'ores et deja 
ete prises : 1) les rapports de la Commission de 
l'energie atomiqu.e seront etudies avant la 
proposition de l'Union sovietique ; 2) la question 
de Palestine ne figurera pas en tete de J'ordre du 
jour. II resulte de ces decisions que les rapports 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique seront 
etudies en premier. On passera ensuite a l'examen 
de la proposition de l'Union sovietiqu.e. 

La question palestiniennc pourrait peut-etre 
devenir le point 4 de l'ordre du jour ; quant a la 
question des anciennes colonies italiennes, elle 
pourrait faire l'objet du point 3, mais le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis a fait certaines objections. 
Viendrait ensuite l'etude des questions de Coree 
et de Grece. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) rapelle qu'il a propose que la question 
des anciennes colonies italiennes soit etudiee en 
quatrieme lieu. Il est vrai que certaines dele
gations pretendent qu'elles ont besoin de temps 
pour etudier cette question. II s'agit pourtant Ia 
d'un probleme connu et debattu depuis longtemps. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) s'incline devant 
I' opinion de la majorite et declare retirer sa propo
sition. II tient, toutefois, a declarer solennellement 
qu.e son Gouvernement regrette cette decision de 
la Commission. La question palestinienne est une 
question concrete et la detresse humaine ne souffre 
pas d'atermoiement. 

M. ARCE (Argentine) constate que les seules 
difficultes ont trait aux questions du rapport de 
l'energie atomique, des propositions de l'Union 
sovietique et de la Palestine. II se rallie a l'ordre 
de priorite suggere par le President. D'autre.p~rt, 
il est oppose a }a creation d'une SOUS-COmmiSSlOll 
et demande que les autres points de l'ordre du 
jour restent dans l'ordre oil ils figurent dans le 
document A/C.1j306. 

Le PRESIDENT propose que les six questions 
suivantes soient tout d'abord etu.diees : 

1. Rapports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique; 

2. Propositions de l'Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques ; 

3. Question palestinienne ; 
4. Menaces a l'independance politique et a 

l'integrite territoriale de la Grece; 
5. Question de l'independance de la Coree ; 
6. Question du sort des anciennes colonies 

italiennes. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiq~es socialiste~ 
sovietiqu.es) rappelle que sa propos~twn tendan~ a 
ce que la question du sort des a~?1enne~ colom~s 
italiennes flit etudiee en quatneme heu avmt 
ete formulee avant celle du President. 



Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) expressed the 
hope that at last the attitude of the Soviet Union 
would have changed after 30 months of debate 
on the control of atomic energy. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he would put to the 
vote the adoption of the order of priority he 
had suggested. 

The Committee would, however, first be called 
upon to vote on the USSR representative's 
amendment aimed at making the question of 
the former Italian colonies the fourth item of the 
agenda. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The USSR amendment was rejected by 36 votes 

to 8, with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the proposal 
he had made. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The Chairman's proposal was adopted by 42 votes 

to 5, with 6 abstentions. 

Mr. ARcE (Argentina) proposed that when the 
Committee had dealt with those first six questions, 
it should continue its work in the order given 
in document AJC.l /306. 

Mrs. PANDIT (India) thought it would be 
premature to decide at that juncture the order 
in which the Committee would be studying 
questions which might perhaps not be taken up 
for another six weeks. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) fully agreed 
with that view. 

Mr. ARcE (Argentina) insisted on the necessity 
of the various delegations being able to prepare 
their work with a full knowledge of facts. 

In reply to Mr. AusTIN (United States of 
America), Mr. ARcE (Argentina) made it clear 
that the new item 7 of the agenda was the old 
item 2 in document A(C.l/306 (Admission of 
new Members). 

The CHAIR~iAN put the Argentine represen
tative's proposal to the vote. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The proposal of Argentina was rejected by 

20 votes to 9, with 20 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 6.20 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FORTY -FOURTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 30 September 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

6. Distribution of documents 

The CHAIR~iAN drew attention to a commu
nication from the Secretary-General requesting 
delegations to be as economical as possible in 
the utilization of documents, and announcing 
that, while it would be impossible to furnish 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) exprime le souhait 
que !'attitude de !'Union sovietique se soit enfin 
modifiee a pres trente mois de debats sur le contrtJle 
de I'energie atomique. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il va mettre aux 
voix !'adoption de I'ordre de priorite qu'il vient 
de proposer. 

La Commission est toutefois appelee a se 
prononcer en premier lieu sur I'amendement du 
representant de I'URSS selon lequel la question 
du sort des anciennes colonies italiennes 
deviendrait le point 4 de l'ordre du jour. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. 
Par 36 voix contre 8, avec 5 abstentions, l'amen

dement de l' URSS est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix la propo
sition qu'il a formulee. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. 
Par 42 voix contre 5, avec 6 abstentions, la propo

sition du President est adoptee. 

M. ARcE (Argentine) propose que, lorsque la 
Commission aura acheve l'examen des six pre
mieres questions, elle poursuive ses travaux selon 
I'ordre indique dans le document A(C.l/306. 

Mme PANDIT (Inde) estime qu'il serait prema
ture de determiner des maintenant I'ordre dans 
lequel la Commission etudiera des questions dont 
elle n'abordera peut-etre l'examen que dans un 
mois et demi. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) s'associe plei
nement a ce point de vue. 

M. ARcE (Argentine) insiste sur la necessite 
qu'il y a a ce que les differentes delegations 
puissent preparer leur travail en connaissance 
de cause. 

Sur une intervention de M. AusTIN (lhats
Unis d'Amerique), M. ARcE (Argentine) precise 
que le nouveau point 7 de l'ordre du jour serait 
!'ancien point 2 du document A/C.l/306 (Admis
sion de nouveaux Membres). 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition du 
representant de !'Argentine. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. 
Par 20 voix contre 9, avec 20 abstentions, la 

proposition de l' Argentine est rejetee. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 20. 

CENT-QUARANTE-QUATRIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 30 septembre 1948, a 10 lz. 30. 

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

6. Distribution des documents 

Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention de la Com
mission sur une communication du Secretaire 
general demandant aux delegations d'util}ser les 
documents avec le plus d'economie poss1~le, et 
annon<;ant qu'il est impossible de fourmr des 



a?ditional copies of documents previously 
distributed, copies would be available for consul
tation in the respective Committee rooms and 
n the Assembly Hall. 

7. Reports of the Atomic Ene.rgy Com
mission : resolution of the Security 
Council 

General McNAUGHTON (Canada) explained that 
the problem of atomic energy was being considered 
by the Assembly as a result of a resolution of 
the Security Council1 transmitting the three 
reports of the Atomic Energy Commission " as 
a matter of special concern ". The Canadian 
representative had presented that resolution to 
the Security Council on 22 June 1948 after the 
USSR had cast its vote against the adoption 
of a resolution based on the majority report 
of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

To give the Committee a clear understanding 
of the reasons why the majority of the Atomic 
Energy Commission had been anxious to bring 
the question before the General Assembly, 
General McNaughton quoted from a statement 
he had made to the Security Council after the 
USSR had cast its negative vote. General 
::VlcNaughton had said that the action of the 
USSR had "the effect of preventing the Security 
Council from taking a decision on the reports 
of the Atomic Energy Commission," but that 
the matter could not be left to rest there. The 
Assembly should be apprised of the work which 
had been done by the Commission which it had 
created and made aware of the factors beyond 
the Commission's competence which had brought 
about the present impasse. The Assembly, 
General McNaughton had said, should also be 
informed of the deliberations which had taken 
place in the Security Council on atomic energy, 
examine the proposals for international control 
put forward and judge for itself the attitudes 
taken by each member of the Atomic Energy 
Commission in regard to those proposals. 

In the wide forum of the Assembly those who 
had worked out the majority plan would be able 
to test their conclusions. He had also expressed 
hope that the USSR and Ukrainian SSR would 
accept the majority proposals as inescapable 
and that, thus, in the Assembly a new basis 
might be found for a resumption of the work of 
the Atomic Energy Commission which would lead 
to that agreement which was essential for the 
continued peace and well-being of the world. 

The military significance of atomic energy 
must not be underestimated, the Canadian 
representative said. He recalled that the two 
bombs dropped on Japan three years previously 
bad resulted in more than 115,000 deaths and 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, Third Year, 
No. 88, page 13. 

exemplaires supplementaires des documents deja 
distribues mais que ces documents peuvent etre 
consultes dans les differentes salles de commission 
et dans la salle de I' Assemblee. 

7. Rapports de la 
l'energie atomique 
Conseil de securite 

Commission de 
resolution du 

Le . general McNAuGHToN (Canada) explique 
que le probleme de l'energie atomique est venu 
a l'etude de l'Assemblee comme suite a une reso
lution du Conseil de securite1 transmettant a 
I' Assemblee les trois rapports de ]a Commission 
de l'energie atomique en attirant !'attention sur 
«!'importance de la question )) . Le representant du 
Canada avait soumis cette resolution au Conseil 
de securite le 22 juin 1948, apres que le repre
sentant de l'URSS se fut prononce contre !'adop
tion d'une resolution basee sur le rapport de la 
majorite des membres de la Commission de l'ener
gie atomique. 

Pour que la Commission puisse comprendre 
clairement les raisons pour lesquelles la majorite 
des membres de la Commission de I'energie ato
mique a desire instamment saisir l' Assemblee 
generate de la question, le general McNaughton 
cite des extraits d'une declaration qu'il a faite 
devant le Conseil de securite a la suite du vote 
negatif du representant de l'URSS. Le general 
McNaughton a dit a cette epoque que !'attitude 
de l'URSS avait «pour effet d'empecher le Conseil 
de securite de prendre une decision a l'egard des 
rapports de la Commission de l'energie atomique», 
mais que la question ne pouvait en rester la. 
L' Assemblee, avait-il dit, devait etre mise au 
courant du travail effectue par la Commission 
qu'elle avait creee ; elle devait aussi etre informee 
des faits, etrangers a la competence de Ia Commis
sion, qui avaient amene la paralysie qui frappait 
cet organ e. L' Assemblee, avait declare le general 
McNaughton, devait egalement etre mise au 
courant des deliberations qui ont eu lieu au Conseil 
de securite au sujet de l'energie atomique, exa
miner les propositions soumises tendant a instituer 
un controle international, et juger par elle-meme 
de !'attitude prise a l'egard de ces propositions 
par chacun des membres de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. 

Ceux qui ont travaiiie a l'etablissement du 
projet de la majorite pourront ainsi mettre sa 
valeur a l'epreuve devant le tribunal elargi que 
constitue l'Assemblee. Le representant du Canada 
avait aussi exprime l'espoir que les representants 
de l'URSS et de la RSS d'Ukraine accepteraient 
les conclusions de la majorite comme inevitables 
et qu'ainsi serait trouvee une nouvelle base qui 
permettrait de reprendre les travaux de la Com
mission de l'energie atomique et d'arriver a cet 
accord qui est indispensable au maintien de la 
paix et du bien-etre dans le mond_e. . 

L'importance militaire de l'energte a~omtque 
ne doit pas etre sous-estimee. Le representant 
du Canada rappelle ace propos que les ?eux bombes 
qui ont ete jetees sur le Japon trms ans aupa
ravant ont fait plus de 115.000 morts et 110.000 

1 Voir Ies Proces-verbaux of!iciels du Conseil de securite, 
troisieme annee, n° 88, page 13. 



110,000 injured. The explosive concentration 
of those bombs which had been delivered by 
two aircraft operated by small crews "·as equal 
to over 44,000 tons of TNT, or several thousand 
times the power of the greatest individual weapon 
previously available. Since then intensive 
research had greatly multiplied the efficiency 
of the explosive, new sources of nuclear energy 
had been discovered ; thus for the first time 
in history, an instrument was available which 
\Vas capable of destroying civilization. 

Even before Hiroshima, scientists, military 
men and statesmen had begun to think of the 
problem of the application of atomic energy, 
a problem which could only be solved by inter
national agreement. The first step towards 
international agreement was taken on 15 No
vember 1945 when the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and Canada issued a declaration at 
Washington proposing, as a matter of great 
urgency, the establishment of a United Nations 
commission to study the problem and make 
appropriate recommendations for its control. 
The Washington proposals had been fully 
endorsed at a Moscow meeting of the Foreign 
Ministers of the USSR, the United Kingdom 
and the United States the following month. 
At that meeting they had decided to invite 
France, China and Canada to join with them in 
sponsoring the proposals at the General Assembly. 

On 24 January 1946, the General Assembly, 
by unanimous resolution, established the Atomic 
Energy Commission composed of delegations from 
each of the countries represented on the Security 
Council together with Canada when that State 
was not a member of the Counci].l The 
Commission was charged with making specific 
proposals, including proposals " for control of 
atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure 
its use only for peaceful purposes " and " for 
efiective safeguards by way of inspection and 
other means to protect complying States against 
the hazards of violations and evasions ". 

At its first meeting, the Commission was 
presented with two difierent plans for the control 
of atomic energy, one submitted by the United 
States and the other by the USSR. The plan 
which had been finally approved by a majority 
of nine members was based upon the one proposed 
by the United States. 

It was a great project for international colla
boration on an unprecedented scale. It called 
for the formation of an international atomic 
energy authority which would own all uranium 
and thorium in trust for the nations of the world 
from the time those substances were extracted 
from the ground and would control the mining 
of such ores. By relating production strictly 
to consumption, there would be no accumulation 

1 See the Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 
during the first part of its first session, page 9. 

bless~s._ I:a !orce explosive de c~s bombes, qui 
ont ete Jetees par deux apparells a equipage 
reduit, etait egale a celle de plus de 44.000 tonnes 
de trinitrotoluene et par consequent a plusieurs 
milliers de fois Ia puissance de l'engin le plus 
puissant existant auparavant. Depuis lors, les 
recherches qui ont etc activement poursuivies 
ont permis de multiplier plusieurs fois l'efficacite 
de l'explosif, et de nouvelles sources d'energie 
nuclcaire ont etc decouvertes. Ainsi, pour Ia 
premiere fois dans l'histoire, est apparu un engin 
capable de detruire la civilisation. 

Des avant I' explosion de Hiroshima, Ies savants, 
les militaires et les hommes d'Etat avaient com
mence a se pencher sur les problemes poses par 
!'application de J'energie atomique, problemes 
qui ne peuvent etre resolus que par un accord 
international. Le premier pas dans cette direction 
a ete fait le 15 novembre 1945, date a laquelle 
les Etats-Unis d' Amerique, le Royaume-Uni et 
le Canada ont public a Washington une declaration 
par laquelle ils proposaient Ia creation, de toute 
urgcnce, d'une commission des Nations Unies 
qui serait chargee d'etudicr le probleme et de 
fairc toutes recommandations utiles en vue de 
l'ctablissement d'un systeme de controle. Les 
propositions de Washington ont ete pleinement 
approuvees a la conference qui a reuni, un mois 
plus tard, a Moscou, les Ministres des afiaires 
etrangeres de l'URSS, du Royaume Uni et des 
Etats-Unis. Au cours de cette conference, ces 
l\iinistres ont decide d'inviter la France, laChine 
ct le Canada a se joindre a eux pour appuyer ces 
propositions devant l' Assemblee generale. 

Le 2·1 janvier 19-16, l'Assemblee generale aadopte 
a l'unanimite une resolution creant la Commission 
de l'encrgie atomique, composee des delegations 
de chacun des Etats rcpresentes au Conseil de 
securite ainsi que de la delegation du Canada, 
pour !es periodes ou cet Etat n'est pas memb~e 
du Conseil de securite1• La Commission et:ut 
chargee de presenter des propositions concretes, 
et notamment des propositions pour assurer 
« le controle de l'energie atomique dans la mesure 
necessaire pour assurer son utilisation a des fins 
purement pacifiques, et pour prendre des mesures 
efficaces de sauvegarde, en organisant des inspec
tions et par to us autres moyens, en vue de proteger 
les Etats respectueux des engagements contre 
les risques de violations et de subterfuge ». 

A sa premiere seance, la Commission s'est 
trouvee en presence de deux projets difTeren~s 
de controle de l'energie atomique, I'un soumts 
par le representant de l'URSS, !'autre par. le 
representant des Etats-Unis. Le projet qm a 
finalement ete approuve par une majorite d~ 
neuf membres etait base sur Ie projet propose 
par les Etats-Unis. 

II s'agissait d'un projet de collaboration .i~ter
nationale d'une ampleur inconnue jusqu'1~1. Il 
prevoyait Ia creation cl'un organisme internat10na~ 
de controle de I' energie atomique, organisme qm 
posscderait, pour le compte des nations du mond~, 
toutes les ressources en uranium et thorium depms 
le moment oil ces matieres sont extraites du s~l, 
et qui controlerait I' extraction de tels minerals. 
En adaptant exactement Ia production a la con-

1 Voir Ies Resolutions adoptees par I_' Assemb!t!e gent!~~~ 
pendant Ia premiere partie de sa prem1ere sessiOn, pag 



of stocks to cause anxiety. The authority 
'"vould own, operate and manage all facilities 
handling dangerous amounts of the fissionable 
material and control directly all atomic energy 
activities throughout the world which might 
become a potential menace to world security. 
For activities of a less serious character, a 
licensing and inspection system was proposed. 

The authority would encourage beneficial 
uses and research in nationally owned estab
lishments limited to non-dangerous quantities. 
The control system was to be established by 
stages. When it was fully in operation, the 
manufacture of bombs would cease and existing 
stocks would be disposed of and the materials 
reclaimed for peaceful uses. The authority would 
then receive all available information from all 
sources relating to the production and use of 
atomic energy. 

The USSR plan, on the other hand, envisaged 
the immediate outlawing of the atomic bomb 
and the destruction of all existing stocks of 
weapons within a three months period. A 
draft convention had been submitted for 
irrlmediate negotiation as a first step toward 
international control. The delegation of the 
USSR had refused to pledge its country to any 
further steps in the development of control. 

I 

(General McNaughton considered that to suggest 
that the menace to world peace from the atomic 
bomb could be dispelled simply by a convention 
prohibiting its use, was to ignore the experience 
of the last twenty-five years in which international 
agreements had been shown to be insufficient 
by themselves to safeguard the peace. Prohi
bition by itself, at the present time, would not 
contribute to security. Its only effect would 
be a most serious reduction of the military 
strength of the United States of America which 
was, at present, the only nation capable of 
waging atomic war. Such a unilateral disarma
ment gave no assurance that the bomb would 
not be used in the future, because, in the absence 
of effective control, the fissionable material 
essential in the peaceful application of atomic 
energy could be readily diverted for military 
purposes since it was also the explosive element 
of the atomic bomb. 

For those reasons the majority of the Com
mission had agreed that the prohibition of use 
and manufacture of atomic bombs should form 
part of an overall control plan in which it would 
be accompanied by safeguards such as inter
national inspection to ensure that no secret 
activities were in progress. By itself prohibition 
was little more than a pious hope ; in a control 
system starting with international ownership 
of all fissionable materials its significance would 
be very differe11t. 

sommation, on eviterait toute formation de stocks 
susceptibles d' eveiller de !'inquietude. L' orga
nisme possederait, exploiterait, dirigerait toutes 
les installations traitant les substances fissibles 
en quantites dangereuses et controlerait direc
tement, dans le monde entier, tous les travaux 
se rapportant a l'energie atomique et de nature 
a devenir une menace pour la securite du monde. 
En ce qui concerne les travaux de moindre im
portance, le projet proposait un systeme de licences 
et d'inspection. 

L'organisme devait encourager !'utilisation de 
l'energie atomique et les recherches dans les eta
blissements restes propriete nationale, a condition 
qu'elles soient dirigees vers des fins utiles et ne 
portent que sur de faibles quantites de matieres 
fissibles. Le systeme de controle devait etre 
etabli par etapes successives ; lorsqu'il fonction
nerait completement, Ia fabrication des bombes 
cesserait et les stocks existants seraient detruits, 
les materiaux etant recuperes pour etre utilises 
a des fins pacifiques. L'organisme recevrait alors 
tous les renseignements possibles, de toutes 
sources, relatifs a la production et a !'utilisation 
de l'energie atomique. 

Le projet de l'URSS, au contraire, envisageait 
la mise hors Ia loi immediate de la bombe atomique 
et la destruction, dans les trois mois, de tous les 
stocks d'armes atomiques existants. L'URSS avait 
soumis un projet de convention qui devait etre 
discute immediatement et adopte comme premiere 
mesure en vue de l'etablissement d'un controle 
international. La delegation de l'URSS avait 
refuse de donner !'assurance que son pays etait 
pret a aller plus loin dans le sens de l'etablis
sement de ce controle. 

Le general McNaughton estime que pour croire 
qu'une convention interdisant !'utilisation de Ia 
bombe atomique suffirait a ecarter cette menace 
contre la paix du monde, il faut ne pas tenir 
compte de !'experience des vingt-cinq dernieres 
annees, experience qui a bien montre que les 
accords internationaux etaient insuffisants par 
eux-memes pour sauvegarder la paix. La seule 
interdiction de la bombe atomique ne pourrait, a 
l'heure actuelle, contribuer a assurer la securite. 
Son seul effet serait de reduire tres fortement Ia 
force militaire des Etats-Unis d'Amerique, seul 
pays actuellement capable de livrer une guerre 
atomique. Un desarmement unilateral de ce genre 
ne donne aucune assurance que la bombe ne sera 
pas utilisee a l'avenir car, en !'absence d'un 
controle efficace, les materiaux fissibles indispen
sables a !'utilisation de l'energie atomique a des 
fins pacifiques pourraient tres facilement etre 
utilises a des fins militaires, puisqu'ils constituent 
aussi !'element explosif de la bombe atomique. 

Pour toutes ces raisons, Ia majorite des membres 
de la Commission a estime que !'interdiction de 
l'emploi et de la fabrication des bombes atomiq~es 
devait entrer dans un plan d'ensemble de controle 
qui devait etablir aussi des garanties telles qu'un 
systeme d'inspection internationale pour s'assurer 
qu'aucun pays ne se livrait a des trav~ux ~~crets 
concernant l'energie atomique. Isolee, li~ter
diction n'apparalt guere que comme un piC~X 
espoir ; entrant dans un systeme de controle 
prevoyant l'internationalisation de taus les 
materiaux fissiles, elle prendrait une tout 
autre signification. 



In view of these self-evident considerations, 
the majority of the Commission had found it 
difficult to realize that the USSR was really 
serious in proposing merely to prohibit atomic 
weapons. To make certain that no possible 
misconception could exist, the members of the 
Commission had made a detailed examination 
of the USSR proposal. It was now apparent 
that there had been no misconception and that 
the wide gap in the respective views left the 
Commission in an impasse, with the majority 
basing their plan on a strict acceptance of the 
scientific facts which the USSR ignored. 

In the First Committee and in the General 
Assembly itself, the endeavour would be made 
to explain the majority proposals fully to those 
nations which had not previously had an oppor
tunity to study the question in detail. The 
seriousness of the problem could not be over
estimated and its discussion had to be divorced 
from all other matters, since it was vitally 
important that the purpose and the full 
significance of the proposals contained in the 
majority reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission should not be obscured. To that 
end, the Canadian representative said, he had 
submitted a draft resolution (A/C.l /308) to serve 
as a framework for the discussion. The purport 
of the draft resolution was the same as that 
of the resolution proposed by the United States 
in the Security Council on 22 June 1948. 

In conclusion, the representative of Canada 
stressed that the possible applications of atomic 
energy for peaceful uses were incalculable. His 
delegation looked forward to the time when 
research to that end could be facilitated by the 
free exchange of information. 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) declared 
that the issue before the Committee was a major 
policy concerning the peace, security, and good 
life of all peoples. He thought the Committee 
must consider the great moral effect upon 
humanity of an acceptance of the plan for 
international control of atomic energy proposed 
by the majority of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
Such acceptance was required of States in 
fulfilment of the obligation under the Charter 
to combine their efTorts for the promotion of 
peace. The potentialities of the atomic age had 
been clouded by the menace of atomic warfare 
and it was the task of the United Nations to 
remove that menace. ·If the world could only 
rely on the control by the United States of 
atomic weapons, it would, for reasons that were 
well known, enjoy only a relatively brief term 
of security. Only by effective enforceable inter
national safeguards could long-term security be 
ensured. That was the reason why the United 
States was anxious for agreement on an 
;nternational authority. 

Etant donne que ces considerations parlent 
d'elles-memes, la majorite des membres de la 
Commission a eu beaucoup de difficulte a croire 
que la proposition de l'URSS, tendant a interdire 
simplement les armes atomiques, etait faite bien 
serieusement. Afin de s'assurer qu'il n'y avait 
pas de meprise possible, les membres de la 
Commission se sont livres a une etude detaillee 
de la proposition de l'URSS. II est bien evident 
maintenant qu'il n'y a pas eu de meprise et que, 
en raison des profondes divergences entre. les 
deux projets, la Commission est arrivee a une 
impasse : la majorite base en effet son plan sur 
la stricte acceptation des faits scientifiques, faits 
dont I'URSS ne tient pas compte. 

Tant ala Premiere Commission qu'a l'Assemblee 
generale, tout le possible sera fait pour exposer en 
detail les propositions de la majorite aux nations 
qui n'ont pas eu jusqu'ici !'occasion d'etudier la 
question a fond. On ne saurait surestimer !'impor
tance du probleme. Il doit faire l'objet d'une 
discussion a part, car il est absolument essentiel 
que rien ne vienne obscurcir les intentions et le 
sens des propositions qui figurent dans les rapports 
de la majorite de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique. Le representant du Canada declare 
qu'il a soumis a cette fin un projet de resolution 
(A/C.l/308) qui pourrait servir de cadre general 
a la discussion. Ce projet de resolution poursuit 
les memes buts que la resolution soumise au 
Conseil de securite par les Etats-Unis le 
22 juin 1948. 

Pour conclure, le representant du Canada 
declare que les possibilites d'appliquer I'energie 
atomique a des fins . pacifiques sont immenses. 
Sa delegation espere que le jour viendra oil les 
recherches en vue de ces applications seront 
facilitees par le libre echange des informations. 

M. Ausn:-< (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare que 
Ia question soumise a Ia Commission porte sur un 
probleme politique de la plus grande importance 
et qui affecte la paix, la securite et Je bien-etre 
de tous les peuples. Il estime que la Commission 
devrait tenir compte du grand effet moral que 
produirait sur le genre humain !'adoption 
du plan de controle international de l'energie 
atomique propose par la majorite de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. Les differents Etats doivent 
accepter ce plan s'ils veulent remplir le devoir que 
leur impose la Charte, et qui est de combiner 
leurs efTorts en vue d'assurer le maintien et la 
consolidation de la paix. Les perspectives qui 
s'ouvrent devant le monde en cet age atomique 
sont obscurcies par la menace de la guerre a~o
mique; c'est a ]'Organisation des Nations U~:ues 
qu'il appartient d'ecarter cette menace. S1 le 
monde ne devait compter que sur le controle 
qu'exercent les Etats-Unis sur l~s armes a~o
miques, il ne jouirait, pour des raisons q~e l ?n 
conna1t bien, que d'une periode de s~cur~t~ 
relativement breve. Une longue periode de secunte 
ne peut etre obtenue que si I'on inst_itue _des 
mesures de surete internationales qm sotent 
effectivement applicables. C'est pour cela q~e les 
Etats-Unis desirent vivement qu'un accord mter
vienne en vue de la formation d'un organe de 
controle international. 



The United States representative stressed the 
speed with which the United States had acted 
in seeking to achieve international agreement on 
means of eliminating the menace of atomic 
-warfare. Only three months after Hiroshima, 
the Prime Ministers of the United Kingdom and 
Canada and the President of the United States 
had joined together in issuing a declaration 
recognizing that the atomic bomb was a weapon 
against which there could be no adequate 
military defence and of which no single nation 
could have a monopoly. They had concluded 
that the task of ensuring the use of atomic energy 
for peaceful purposes alone rested on the whole 
"'\vorld, and had suggested the establishment of a 
commission to recommend to the Security 
Council means of control to ensure the use of 
atomic energy for peaceful purposes only and 
eliminate it from national armaments together 
·with all other weapons of mass destruction. 

That purpose had been restated at the Confer
ence of Foreign Ministers in Moscow a month 
later. In January 1946 the Assembly had unani
mously established the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

However, the acts of the United States were 
not limited to the international field. On 28 
March 1946 the so-called Acheson-Lilienthal report 
prepared by a distinguished committee appointed 
by the Secretary of State had appeared. That 
report provided the basis of the offer made by the 
United States at the first meeting of the Atomic 
Energy Commission to transfer its manufacturing 
plants to an international agency capable of 
maintaining a fully effective and enforceable · 
control system.1 It was in contradiction to these 
facts that Mr. Vyshinsky had told the third session 
of the Assembly that the United States refused 
to place its atomic enterprises under international 
control.z The offer of the United States was an 
unprecedented evidence of peaceful intent. 

Forty-five days after presentation of the 
United States plan to the Atomic Energy Com
mission, the Congress of the United States had 
reinforced the offer by passing the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946 placing full responsibility for the 
development and control of atomic energy plants 
in the hands of a governmental commission com
posed of civilians. By that Act, Congress pre_ 
pared for the transfer of a great measure of sove
reignty from the United States to an international 
authority, by providing that the provisions of 
any subsequent international agreement to which 
the United States adhered were to supersede any 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
No.1. 

2 See Official Records of the third session of the General 
Assembly, 143rd plenary meeting. 
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M. Austin fait remarquer que les Etats-Unis 
ont fait diligence pour s'efforcer d'obtenir la 
conclusion d'un accord international sur 1es 
moyens permettant d'eliminer la menace de guerre 
atomique. Trois mois seulement apres que la 
premiere bombe atomique eut ete lancee sur 
Hiroshima, les Premiers Ministres du Royaume
Uni et du Canada et le President des Etats-Unis 
ont publie une declaration par laquelle ils recon
naissaient que la bombe atomique est une arme 
contre laquelle il n'existe pas de defense militaire 
et dont aucune nation ne peut avoir le monopole. 
lis ont conclu que le soin de restrcindre l'emploi de 
l'energie atomique a des fins uniquement paci
fiques incombait au monde entier, et ils ont 
propose la creation d'une commission qui serait 
chargee de recommander au Conseil de securite 
l'etablissement de moyens de controle qui garan
tiraient I'emploi de l'energie atomique a des fin::, 
uniquement pacifiques et !'elimination de l'arme 
atomique des armements des differentes nations 
au meme titre que toutes les autres armes de 
destruction massive. 

Cette intention a ete affirmee une fois de plus, 
un mois plus tard, lorsque la Conference des 
Ministres des affaires etrangeres s'est reunie a 
Moscou. En janvier 1946, I' Assemblee generale 
des Nations Unies, par un vote unanime, a cree 
la Commission de l'energie atomique. 

Mais les Etats-Unis ne bornaient pas leur action 
au domaine international. Le 28 mars 1946 
paraissait le rapport connu sous le nom de rapport 
Acheson-Lilienthal. Ce document avait etc 
prepare par nne commission nommee par le 
Secretaire d'Etat et composee de personnalites 
de premier plan. C'est de ce rapport que s'inspirait 
l'offre faite par les Etats-Unis ala premiere reunion 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique\ offre qui 
etait de transferer le controle des usines atomiques 
americaines a un organisme international capable 
de mettre en vigueur un systeme de eontrt>le 
pleinement efficace et applicable. M. Vychinsky 
ne tenait aucun compte de ces faits lorsque, 
pendant la troisieme session de I' Assemblee gene
rale, il declarait que les Etats-Unis avaient refuse 
de placer leurs usines atomiques ~ous co~tro~e 
international2. L'offre des Etats-Ums conshtumt 
une demonstration exceptionnellement convain
cante des intentions pacifiques de ce pays. 

Quarante-cinq jours apres que le plan des 
Etats-Unis eut ete presente a la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, le Congres des Etats~?nis .a 
confirme cette offre en adoptant I' Acte de I energte 
atomique de 1946, qui confiait la responsab~lite 
pour le developpement et le controle des usmes 
d'energie atomique a une commission gouverne
mentale composee de personnalites civiles. Cet 
Acte montrait que le Congres etait pret .a 
transferer a un organisme international nne partle 
importante des droits souverains qui appar
tiennent aux Etats-Unis. En effet, ce document 
prevoyait que les dispositions de. tout ac~ord 
international auquel les Etats-Ums pourratent 
eventuellement adherer viendraient annuler toute 
disposition de l' Acte qui se trouvcrait en contra-

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux officiels de Ia Commission de 
l'energie atomique, no 1. . 

2 Voir les Documents officiels de Ia troisii!me sesszon de 
l' Assemblee generale, 143e seance pH\niere. 
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conflicting provisions of that law or any action of 
the United States Atomic Energy Commission. 

The people of the United States had been 
greatly 8a tisfied with these positive acts on the 
part of their Government, all occurring within a 
year after Hiroshima, to achieve the objective of 
the earliest possible satisfactory arrangement for 
the control of atomic energy in order that it might 
become a powerful influence for the maintenance 
of world peace. 

The failure to make swift progress in the Atomic 
Energy Commission had not been due to neglect 
of duty or lack of efTort on the part of the large 
majority of its members. Their hopes had not 
been realized and had been supplanted by fear 
because the USSR had insisted on considering its 
sovereignty more important than the security and 
survival of nil. 

The relation between the production of atomic 
energy for destructive purposes and for peaceful 
ends was a close one as, in both cases, 75 per cent 
of the process was identical. The outlawing of 
atomic weapons could neither be a first step nor 
could it be an only step since it would be futile if 
not supplemented by an overall system of safe
guards and control. That conclusion was clearly 
stated in paragraph 6 of the findings of the first 
report of the Atomic Energy Commission.! After 
lengthy study, the majority of the Commission 
had concluded that the proposals of the USSR 
were completely unrealistic and inadequate. 

During two years of work in the Atomic Energy 
Commission, it had become increasingly evident 
to a majority of members that atomic weapons 
could be eliminated from national armaments 
only through a great co-operative efTort. They 
had concluded that such an eiTort ought to be 
initiated by an explicit agreement of co-operation 
under which they would create an international 
agency of management with broad but precisely 
defined powers based on scientific facts. 
Although uranium and thorium mines might be 
operated nationally, the agency should acquire 
ownership of all the ores once they had been 
extracted from the ground. It should own all 
nuclear fuel and should own, operate and manage 
all atomic energy facilities which might endanger 
international security. 

The USSR proposal, on the other hand, pro
vided that all materials and facilities were to be 
left in the hands of individual nations with control 
essentially confined to p_eriodic .. in_spection. 
Therefore, Mr. Austin had been surprised to hear 
Mr. Vyshinsky tell the Assembly that the reports 
of the Atomic Energy Commission showed a 

1 See Oflicial Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
First Report to the Security Council, pages 16-17. 

diction avec !edit accord, ainsi que toute decision 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique des 
Etats-Unis. 

La population des Etats-Unis s'est montree 
vivement satisfaite des mesures constructives 
que son Gouvernement avait ainsi prises moins 
d'un an apres !'explosion de Hiroshima, mesures 
qui avaient pour objet d'aboutir aussi rapidement 
que possible a un accord permettant d'assurer le 
controle de l'energie atomique, accord de nature 
a exercer une grande influence en faveur du 
maintien de la paix dans le monde. 

Si la Commission de l'energie atomique n'a pas 
pu accomplir de progres rapides, cela n'est pas du 
a la majoritc des membres de la Commission, car 
la plupart d'entre eux n'ont pas neglige leur devoir 
et n'ont pas marchande leur efTort. Les espoirs de 
cet organisme ne se sont pas realises. Ils ont fait 
place a la pcur, parce que l'URSS a tenu a faire 
passer le souci de sa propre souverainete avant Ia 
securite et la survie de tous. 

La relation qui existe entre la production de 
l'energie atomique a des fins destructives et sa 
production a des fins pacifiques est extremement 
ctroite, car 75 pour 100 des operations sont iden
tiques dans les deux cas. La mise hors la loi des 
annes atomiques nc saurait constituer ni un 
premier pas ni une mesure se suffisant a elle-meme, 
car elle ne servirait de rien si un systeme complet 
de garanties et de controle ne venait la renforcer. 
Ce point est mentionne clairement au paragraphe 6 
des conclusions du Premier rapport de la Com
mission de l'energie atomique 1• Apres une longue 
etude, la majorite de la Commission a conclu que 
les propositions de l'URSS manquaient totalement 
de realisme et ne rcpondaient pas aux donnees 
du probleme. 

Au cours des deux annees pendant lesquelles 
· la Commission de l'energie atomique a poursuivi 
ses travaux, il est devenu de plus en plus evident 
pour la majoritc de ses membres que seul un grand 
eiTort de cooperation internationale permettrait 
d'eliminer les armes atomiques des arsenaux des 
diverses nations. Ces membres ont conclu que la 
premiere mesure en vue de cet effort devrait etre 
un accord de collaboration qui ne prete pas a 
equivoque et qui etablisse un organe international 
de direction dont Ies pouvoirs, bases sur les 
donnees scientifiques, seraient vastes mais stric
tement definis. L'extraction de !'uranium et du 
thorium pourrait se poursuivre sur le pla_n 
national, mais Ia propriete de tous les minerals 
devrait etre transferee a I'organisme international 
des leur extraction. On devrait aussi confier a 
cet organisme la propriete de tout le combustible 
nucleaire, ainsi que la propriete, Ie controle et la 
direction de toutes les entreprises d'energie ato
mique qui risqueraient de mettre en danger la 
securite internationale. 

Selon la proposition de l'URSS, au contraire, 
lcs difTerentes nations devaient garder le controle 
des matieres premieres et des installations ; les 
mesures de controle devaient etre limitees essen: 
tiellement a une inspection periodique. Ausst 
M. Austin a-t-il ete tres etonne lorsque 
M. Vychinsky a declare devant l'Assemblee que, 

1 Voir !es Proces-verbaux of!iciels de la C~mmission.t~e 
l't!nergie atomique, premier rapport au Conse1l de secun ' 
pages 16 et 17. 



complete concentration of attention on the mining 
of raw materials while ignoring the problem of the 
control of industrial production of atomic energy. 
A glance at the reports showed that this was not 
correct. The second report dealt predomi
nantly ·with the problem of production and distri
bution. Part II of the second report was 
concerned with the operational and develop
mental functions of the international control 
agency, and dealt almost entirely with the 
functions performed after mining. Mr. Austin 
cited by way of example a paragraph from 
chapter 5 of that document which stressed the 
point that the field of peaceful application of 
atomic energy would require large-scale facilities 
and large quantites of fuel which would be 
dangerous.1 To prevent diversion for military 
purposes, the control of production, distribution 
and stockpiling of nuclear materials would be a 
major task confronting international control. 
·Mr. Austin found it difficult to understand how 
Mr. Vyshinsky could conceive that the second 
report of the Commission concentrated all its 
attention on the mining of raw material. 

The plan proposed by the majority of the 
Atomic Energy Commission would give the inter
national agency the responsibility for promoting 
research and the exclusive power to conduct 
research on the destructive properties of atomic 
energy as a means of rendering detection and 
inspection efficient and secure. Nations would be 
permitted to undertake any research that was 
not dangerous subject to appropriate safeguards ; 
and the agency would promote exchange of 
basic scientific information. 

In contrast to that plan, the USSR proposals 
would allow any nation to carry on scientific 
research regardless of the danger involved. The 
Commission, in its third report, stated that under 
the USSR proposal there was no limit to any 
clandestine activities which might take place in 
laboratories ostensibly devoted to peaceful work.2 

The majority plan recognized that the inter
national agency must be empowered to take 
appropriate action by providing that there must 
be no legal means whereby a wilful violator could 
evade the consequences. The plan of the USSR 
only empowered the agency to make recommen
dations to the Security Council where action would 
be subject to veto by any permanent member. 
It was also for that reason that the proposal of 
the USSR had been rejected by the majority of 
the Commission. 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
Second Report to the Security Council, pages 46 and 47. 

• Ibid., Third Report to the Security Council, page 35. 
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dans _les rapports. de Ia ~ommission de l'cncrgie 
atomique, on ne s occupmt que de !'extraction des 
matieres premieres, en laissant de cote Ie probleme 
du controle de Ia production industrielle de 
l'energie atomique. Il suffit de jeter un coup d'reil 
sur les rapports pour voir que cette assertion ne 
correspond pas a la realite. Le deuxieme rapport 
traite surtout du probleme de la production et de 
Ia distribution. La deuxieme partie du deuxieme 
rapport est consacree aux attributions de l'orga
nisme international de controle en matiere de 
fonctionnement et de developpement, et s' occupe 
presque uniquement rles operations qui se deroulent 
apres !'extraction du minerai. Pour illustrer sa 
pensee, M. Austin cite un paragraphe du chapitre 5 
de ce document, oil il est dit que !'utilisation 
future de l'energie atomique a des fins pacifiques 
necessitera des installations importantes et 
de grandes quantites de combustible, ce qui 
presenterait un danger 1• L'une des taches prin
cipales de l'organisme international de controle 
serait d'empecher le detournement de ce com
bustible pour des fins militaires, d'assurer le 
controle de la production, de la distribution et du 
stockage des combustibles nucleaires. M. Austin 
n'arrive pas a comprendre comment il se fait que 
M. Vychinsky puisse penser que le deuxieme 
rapport de la Commission de 1' energie atomique 
est consacre surtout a I' extraction des matieres 
premieres. 

Le plan propose par la majorite de Ia 
Commission de I' energie atomique donnerait a 
l'organisme international la responsabilite de la 
recherche scientifique ainsi que le droit exclusif 
de poursuivre des recherches sur les proprietes 
destructives de l'energie atomique, dans la mesure 
oil ces etudes seraient necessaires pour assurer 
l'efficacite du contr&le et de !'inspection. Les 
diverses nations seraient autorisees a poursuivre 
toutes recherches de nature non dangereuses, sous 
reserve des mesures de surete necessaires, et 
l'organisme encouragerait l'echange des rensei
gnements scientifiques fondamentaux. 

Les propositions de l'URSS, au contraire, 
permettraient a toutes les nations de poursuivre 
des recherches scientifiques sans egard au danger 
que pourraient presenter celles-ci. Dans son 
troisieme rapport, la Commission declare que la 
proposition de l'URSS ne prevoit rien qui puisse 
fixer une limite aux activites clandestines que 
l'on poursuivrait dans des laboratoires consacres. 
en apparence a un travail pacifique 2• 

Le plan propose par la majorite reconnait que 
l'organisme international doit etre autorise a 
prendre les mesures necessaires en veillant a ce 
qu'il n'existe aucun moyen legal permettant a un 
violateur delibere d'echapper aux consequences 
de ses actes. Le plan propose par l'URSS n'autorise 
l'organe qu'a formuler des recommandations au 
Conseil de securite, oil l'un quelconque des 
membres permanents peut opposer son veto aux 
mesures que l'on envisagerait. C'est egale.m~nt 
pour cette raison que Ia majorite de Ia Comm1sswn 
a rejete Ia proposition de l'URSS. 

t Voir les Proces-verbaux offi.ciels de la Commissi?n dt 
l'energie atomique, deuxieme rapport au Conse1l de 
securite, pages 46 et 47. 

• Ibid., troisieme rapport au Conseil de securite, page 35. 



Mr. Austin believed that the plan supported by 
the majority of the Atomic Energy Commission 
was alone in agreement with the terms of refer
ence given to it by the General Assembly on 
24 January Hl46. Moreover, it was in a true 
sense a majority plan since it represented a 
substantial modification of the origina,l proposals 
advanced by the United States. Many of those 
modifications called for still greater delegation of 
sovereignty from the possessors of atomic 
resources. In particular, the majority, including 
the United States, had agreed that the quotas and 
principles determining the distribution of facil
ities, source material and nuclear fuel should be 
determined in the initial treaty itself and not 
left to a decision of the international agency. 
Thus, there could be no competition between 
nations for the development of atomic energy. 

A second modification was the adoption of the 
United Kingdom proposal that the international 
agency should keep stocks of nuclear fuel to a 
minimum consistent with peaceful requirements. 

It might well be asked why the people of the 
United States were willing to subordinate them
selves to such a ·world co-operative. The reason 
was that they desired peace and real security for 
all. They had offered to submit to an interna
tional authority as it was the only practical way 
of preventing the destructive rivalry in atomic 
weapons. The American people felt strongly 
that their security was bound up with that of 
every other nation and, therefore, had no desire 
for a temporary monopoly of atomic weapons. 
Experience had taught them that modern science 
could lead to increased prosperity and a higher 
standard of living for the peoples of the world. 
They wished to get on with the constructive job 
and they knew that progress would be more rapid 
in the peaceful application of atomic energy if 
there was free exchange of information among the 
scientists of the world. That could only be 
realized if effective and enforceable international 
safeguards had been established against the use 
of atomic energy for destructive purposes. 

The majority of the Atomic Energy Commission 
was anxious that all the nations represented in 
the General Assembly should study its plan and 
the principles upon which it was based. They 
were also anxious to place their work before the 
bar of w0rld public opinion. The majority 
were unanimous in their conclusions and wished 
to know how many Members of the General 
Assembly concurred in their judgment. It was 
most important to know this because the Atomic 
Energy Commission had more work to do. It had 
still to elaborate the details of the plan and the 
United States together with the other members 
of the majority group felt that it was urgent to 
complete the task. 

tThe impasse in the Atomic Energy Commission 
could only be broken if an overwhelming major
ity in the General Assembly supported the 
majority plan and thus aroused world opinion. 
If the members of the First Committee were 
divided in their views, or if any significant number 
abstained from participating in the judgment 

M. Austin estime que le plan de la majorite de 
la Commission de l'energie atomique est seul 
conforme au mandat etabli par l'Assemblee 
generale le 24 janvier 1946. De plus, ce plan est 
veritablement celui de la majorite, puisqu'il 
modifie d'une fac;on appreciable les propositions 
initiales des Etats-Unis. Un grand nombre de ces 
modifications entrainent, pour les pays qui 
possedent des ressources atomiques, un abandon 
de souverainete encore plus considerable. La 
majorite, y compris les Etats-Unis, a reconnu en 
particulier que les contingents et les principes 
regissant ]a repartition des installations, de la 
matiere premiere et du combustible nucleaire 
devraient etre fixes dans le traite initiallui-meme, 
et qu'on ne pouvait pas laisser ce soin a l'organe 
international. Ainsi, il n'y aurait aucune concur
rence entre nations dans le domaine de l'energie 
atomique. 

Une deuxieme modification a ete apportee par 
!'adoption de la proposition du Royaume-Uni 
tendant a confier a l'organe internationalle soin 
de maintenir les stocks de combustible nucleaire 
a un niveau minimum compatible, toutefois, avec 
les besoins de l'emploi aux seules fins pacifiques. 

On peut se demander pourquoi le peuple des 
Etats-Unis est dispose a s'en remettre a une 
cooperation mondiale de cette nature. La raison 
en est qu'il desire la paix et une securite veritable 
pour le monde entier. II a offert de se soumettre a 
une autorite internationale, car c'est la seule 
maniere pratique d'eviter une rivalite destruc
trice dans le domaine des armements atomiques. 
Le peuple americain est persuade que sa securite 
est solidaire de celle des autres nations ; aussi 
ne tient-il pas a avoir le monopole provisoire des 
armes atomiques. L' experience lui a montre que la 
science moderne pouvait accroitre la prosperih\ 
et ameliorer Ies conditions de vie des peuples du 
monde entier. II tient a continuer cette oeuvre 
constructive, et il sait que des progres plus rapides 
11eront accomplis dans le domaine de !'utilisation 
pacifique de I'energie atomique si les savants du 
monde entier peuvent echanger librement leurs 
connaissances. Le seul moyen d'atteindre ce 
but consiste a etablir des garanties internationales 
effectivement applicables contre l'usage de l'ener
gie atomique a des fins destructives. 

La majorite de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique desire vivement que tousles Gouvernements 
representes a l' Assemblee generale etudient son 
plan, ainsi que les principes qui l'ont inspire. Elle 
est aussi vivement desireuse de soumettre ses 
travaux au tribunal de !'opinion mondiale. La 
majorite est unanime dans ses conclusions et veut 
sa voir combien de Membres de 1' Assemblee 
generale se rallient a son point de vue. C'est la 
un point trcs important, car la Commission de 
l'energie atomique a d'autres travaux a entre
prendre. Elle doit encore elaborer les details du 
planet les Etats-Unis, ainsi que les autres membres 
de la majorite, estiment qu'il est urgent d'achever 
la tache. 

La Commission de l' energie atomique ne P?u~r~ 
sortir de !'impasse actuelle que si une maJOn~e 
ecrasante, au sein de I' Assemblee generale, appme 
Je plan de la majorite de la Commission et r.rovoq~e 
ainsi un eveil de la conscience mond1ale. S ll 
existe des divergences de vues parmi les membres 
de la Premiere Commission, ou si un nombre 



there would be little hope of breaking the impasse. 
The United States attached great importance to 
the power of an informed and determined world 
opinion. 

For that reason Mr. Austin urged the initiation 
of an intensive educational campaign to develop 
understanding of the issues involved among the 
peoples of all nations. If the people of the world 
were united in supporting the majority plan, no 
minority of political leaders could continue to 
frustrate the public demand for practical action. 
World attention should be focussed on the 
necessity for a new spirit of co-operation among 
all nations. When that had been achieved, the 
elaboration of the terms of a treaty or convention 
could go forward rapidly and the Charter pledge 
to combine efforts for peace and security be 
redeemed. The offer which the United States 
had made at the first meeting of the Atomic 
Energy Commission still stood. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) stated that he had 
not intended to speak at that meeting, since it was 
only natural that the representatives of those 
nations which were then producing atomic energy 
should be the first to speak in the debate. 
However, he thought it incumbent on the repre
sentatives of the other nations which had noted 
with dismay the lack of progress in the Atomic 
Energy Commission to express their desire to 
co-operate in creating an atmosphere which would 
further the chance of success. 

The delegation of El Salvador wished to state 
that it was ready to support the efforts of the 
Commission and eager to study its important 
recommendations. It would support every 
measure for effective control which must include 
free inspection by an international agency of the 
production of raw materials and of the plants! in 
which atomic energy was used for any purpose. 
Such inspection was one of the most important 
features of any system of control, for the peoples 
of the world would wish to know to what extent 
the raw materials of atomic energy were being 
obtained and used. The aim was to ensure that 
atomic energy was being used for peaceful purposes 
only. 

After a short discussion the Committee agreed 
to postpone consideration of the Canadian pro
posal until the following day in accordance with 
rule 109 of the rules of procedure. 

The meeting adjourned at 12.05 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FORTY-FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 1 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Acting Chairman: Mr. CosTA ou RELS 

(Bolivia). l 
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appreciable d'entre eux s'abstient d'emettre une 
opinion, il y aura peu d'espoir de trouver une issue. 
Les Etats-Unis accordent une grande importance 
au role d'une opinion mondiale bien informee et 
resolue. 

C'est pourquoi M. Austin recommande 
instamment que l'on entreprenne une campagne 
d'information intense afin de susciter chez les 
peuples de tous les pays une comprehension plus 
vive des problemes qui se posent. Si les peuples 
du monde appuyaient tous ensemble le plan de la 
majorite, aucune minorite de chefs politiques ne 
pourrait empecher que l'on prenne les mesures 
effectives que le monde reclame. II convient 
d'appeler !'attention du monde sur la necessite de 
creer un nouvel esprit de cooperation entre Ies· 
nations. C'est alors seulement qu'il sera possible 
d'elaborer rapidement un traite ou une convention, 
en remplissant ainsi les engagements de la Charte, 
selon lesquels il faut combiner tous Ies efforts 
pour maintenir la paix et la securite. Les Etats
Unis n'ont pas retire la proposition qu'ils ant 
presentee a la premiere seance de Ia Commission 
de l'energie atomique. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare qu'il n'avait pas 
!'intention de prendre la parole a la presente 
seance, car il etait nature! que les representants 
des pays produisant I'energie atomique soient les 
premiers a intervenir dans le debat. II estime 
neanmoins que les representants des autres pays, 
apres avoir constate avec effroi que la Commission 
de l'energie atomique n'a realise aucun progres, 
ont le devoir d'exprimer leur desir de favoriser 
la creation de !'ambiance necessaire a assurer de. 
meilleures chances de succes. 

La delegation du Salvador tient a declarer 
qu'elle est disposee a participer aux efforts de la 
Commission et qu' elle desire vivement examiner 
les recommandations importantes presentees par 
celle-ci. Elle appuiera toute mesure destinee a 
assurer un controle efficace - qui devra 
comprendre une inspection librement consentie 
et confiee a un organisme international - de la 
production des matieres premieres ainsi que des 
usines qui utilisent I'energie atomique a quelque 
fin que ce soit. Cette inspection constitue l'une 
des mesures fondamentales de tout systeme de 
controle, car les peuples du monde voudront 
connaitre quel est le volume de !'extraction et le 
degre d'utilisation des matieres premieres neces
saires a la production de l'energie atomique. Le 
but est d'assurer que l'energie atomique soit 
utilisee exclusivement a des fins pacifiques. 

A l'issue d'une breve discussion, la Commission 
decide de remettre au lendemain l'examen de la 
proposition du Canada, conformement a !'article 
109 du reglement interieur. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 05. 

CENT-QUARANTE-CINQUIEME 
SEANCE . 

Tenue ·au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 1" oclobre 1948, a 10 lz. 30. 

President par interim: M. CosTA ou RELS (Bolivie). 



8. Continuation of the discussion on the 
reports of the Atomic Energy Com
mission 

Mr. TsiAl'\G (China) pointed out that his country 
occupied a somewhat unique position. \Vhile it 
was one of the sponsors of the General Assembly's 
resolution concerning atomic energy of 24 January 
19-16,1 and was a permanent member of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, it could not produce atomic 
weapons and was totally without defences against 
them. The Chinese people wished all atomic 
weapons to be prohibited and security, as abso
lute as possible, was their only concern. The 
important studies of the Atomic Energy Com
mission had shown clearly the need for an inter
national control agency and for a minimum 
sacrifice of national sovereignty, as traditionally 
conceived. 

The objectives defined by the General Assembly 
in its resolutions of 24 January and 11 December 
19462 had been accepted by the entire Commission 
as necessary and practicable. The technological 
feasibility of control had been unanimously 
asserted by experts representing all the States on 
the Commission including the USSR. The same 
experts had reported the existence of an intimate 
relation between the activities required for 
peaceful purposes and those leading to the 
production of atomic weapons. They had declared 
the need to establish appropriate safeguards at the 
various stages of production. Such safeguards 
had been worked out by the Commission. The 
United States proposals had not at first been 
accepted, since many representatives had been 
inclined to prefer inspection to management as 
a method of control. However, after thorough 
study of the scientific evidence, management by 
the international authority was accepted as 
necessary though the USSR could have won 
support for inspection if it had produced the 
necessary evidence that inspection alone would 
have been satisfactory. 

It was by such evolution that the proposals of 
the majority of the Atomic Energy Commission 
had taken shape. The failure of the USSR to co
()perate with the majority was a disappointment. 
The majority proposals might not be perfect in 
detail but they were sound on the fundamentals. 
Repeated questioning had not elicited evidence 
from the USSR to support its proposals. The 
revolutionary nature of atomic energy meant that 
eontrol could not be carried out by traditional 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the first part of its first session, page 9. 

2 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (I). 

8. Suite de la discu.ssi_on sur les rapports 
de la CommlSSlOn de 1 'energie 
atomique 

M .. TSIANG (Chine) fai~ remarquer que, en 
ce qm concerne cette questwn, son pays se trouve 
place duns une situation un peu particuliere. 
11 est I'un des Etats qui a recommande a 
l'Assemblee generale !'adoption de Ia resolution 
~n date du 24 janvier 19461 sur J'energie atomique; 
Il est membre permanent de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. Cependant, il ne peut produire 
d'armes atomiques et il est completement sans 
defense contre elles. Le peuple chinois voudrait 
que Ies armes atomiques soient interdites. Sa 
seule preoccupation est I' etablissement aussi 
complet que possible de la securite mondiale. 
Les importantes etudes efiectuees par Ia Com
mission de I'energic atomique ont demontre de 
Ia maniere ]a plus claire qu'il etait indispensable 
d'etablir un organisme international de controle, 
tout en n'imposant aux difierents pays qu'un 
minimum de sacrifices, pour ce qui est de Ia 
souvcrainete nationale au sens traditionnel du 
term e. 

La Commission a ete unanime a considerer 
qu'il etait necessaire et possible en pratique 
de realiser les objectifs definis par l'Assemblee 
generale dans ses resolutions en date des 
24 janvier et 14 decembre 19462• Les experts 
de taus les Etats representes a Ia Commission, 
y compris ceux de l'URSS, ont reconnu que, 
du point de vue technique, il etait possible 
d'instituer Ie controle. Ces memes experts avaient 
conclu qu'il exigtait une relation etroite entre 
les operations necessaires a !'utilisation de 
l'energie atomique a des fins pacifiques et celles 
permettant la fabrication des armes atomiques. 
Ils avaient declare qu'il etait indispensable 
d'etablir, aux divers stades de la production, 
des mesures de precaution appropriees. Ces 
mesures avaient ete detinies par Ia Commission. 
Les propositions des Etats-Unis n'ont pas ete 
acceptees d'emblee, parce que nombre de repre
sentants etaient enclins a preferer, pour le 
controle, Ie systeme de !'inspection au systeme 
de la direction. Cependant, apres une etude 
detaillee des faits scientifiques, l'on a estime 
qu'il etait necessaire d'adopter Ie principe de 
Ia direction d'une autorite internationale. L'URSS 
aurait cependant pu obtenir des voix en faveur 
de sa these, qui preconisait !'inspection, si elle 
avait pu fournir la preuve que !'inspection 
constituerait par elle-meme un systeme de 
controle satisfaisant. 

C'est dans cette atmosphere qu'ont ete redigees 
les propositions de la majorite des membres ~e 
la Commission de l'energie atomique. Le ~a1t 
que l'URSS n'a point apporte sa collaboratiOn 
a Ia majorite a ete une deception pour nombre 
de gens. Les propositions de la majorite ne. s~nt 
pcut-etre pas parfaites dans tous leurs details, 
mais il n'en reste pas mains qu'elles reposent 
sur des bases solides. Malgre toutes les demandes 
d'information qui lui ont ete adressees, l'URSS 

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptees par l' As~embtee genera~e 
pendant la premiere partie de sa premiere session, page · 

2 Voir les Resolutions adoptees par l' Assemblt!e gene:ale 
pendant la seconde partie de sa premiere session, reso
lution 41 (I). 



methods. Indeed, many scientists urged that a 
world government was the only means of control, 
~m the ~round that national sovereignty was 
tncompabble with the existence of atomic energy. 
The Commission's proposals limiting national 
sovereignty in some respects were far more 
moderate and their rejection by the minority 
must be deemed to be reactionary. The control 
such as was envisaged by the majority would 
apply to all States equally and afforded no 
grounds for the charge that it would be discrim· 
inatory. 

As the representative of a country which did 
not have the atomic bomb, he supported the 
majority proposals which would give true security 
as against the illusion of security offered by the 
minority proposals. For these reasons his dele
gation would support the Canadian resolution. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) noted that after three 
years of work in the Atomic Energy Commission 
the majority, despite disagreement on certain 
points, had agreed on certain essentials for the 
establishment of an international control agency. 
However, the minority was not in agreement with 
these points, and after issuing three long reports 
the Commission had reached a impasse. As a 
representative on the Commission Mr. El-Khouri 
had been of the opinion that the Commission 
ought to have brought its work to a conclusion by 
drafting a treaty embodying the basis of control 
on which it had agreed. In the Security Council, 
members would then have had to assume the 
responsibility of accepting or rejecting the draft 
treaty, full publicity being given to their actions 

In his view, the Canadian resolution was 
deficient in proposing no specific action, but a 
mere recommendation that the minority should 
accept the proposals of the majority ; this he 
thought them not ready to do. The adoption of 
this resolution would leave all nations free to 
continue the production and use of atomic weapons 
and the terror of atomic energy would remain. 
Since unanimity was not required in the Atomic 
Energy Commission, he thought the majority 
could usefully continue their work toward a draft 
treaty. He submitted an amendment (A/C.l/309) 
to the Canadian draft resolution to that effect. 

Mr. URDANETA-ARBELAEZ (Colombia) stated 
that as a member of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, the Colombian delegation had accepted 
the findings and recommendations of the Com
mission's report. 

n'a p~s. apporte de preuves a l'appui de ses 
propositiOns. Le caractere entierement nouveau 
de l'energie atomique signifie que l'on ne saurait 
etablir un controle d'apres des methodes tradi
tionnel.Ies. Certains savants vont meme jusqu'a 
soutemr que le seul moyen de n~aliser Ie controle 
serait de former un gouvernement mondial ; en 
effet, la souverainete nationale est incompatible 
avec l'existence de l'energie atomique. Les 
propositions de la Commission tendant a limiter 
certains aspects de la souverainete nationale 
etaient beaucoup moins radicales, et leur rejet 
par la minorite ne saurait etre qualifie autrement 
que de n!actionnaire. Le systeme de contr6le 
envisage par la majorite s'appliquerait egalement 
a tous Ies Etats, et il n'existe aucune raison de 
supposer que Ies divers pays se trouveraient etre 
traites de maniere differente. 

En sa qualite de representant d'un pays qui 
ne possede pas la bombe atomique, M. Tsiang 
se range aux vues de la majorite, car les propo
sitions de cctte dernU~re apporteraient une 
securite veritable, alors que les propositions 
de Ia minorite n'en donneraient que !'illusion. 
Voila pourquoi la delegation de laChine soutiendra 
le projet de resolution du Canada. 

M. EL-KHoURl (Syrie) fait remarquer que, 
apres trois ans de travail et malgre des diver
gences sur certaines questions, la plupart des 
membres de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
sont tombes d'accord sur certains points, qui 
sont essentiels a l'etablissement d'un organisme 
international de controle. Cependant, la minorite 
n'a pas accepte ces vues et, apres avoir publie 
trois longs rapports, la Commission en est arrivee 
au point mort. En sa qualite de membre de la 
Commission, M. El-Khouri estime que la 
Commission am·ait du couronner son reuvre 
en redigeant un projet de traite dont le dispositif 
comprendrait les principes fondamentaux de 
controle sur lesquels !'entente s'est faite. Les 
membres du Conseil de securite auraient alors 
dO. prendre la responsabilite d'accepter ou de 
rejeter ce projet de traite, et cela au vu et au 
su de tous. 

Pour M. El-Khouri, la resolution canadienne 
n'est pas suffisante ; en effet, elle ne propose 
aucune mesure concrete et se borne a recommander 
a la minorite d'accepter les propositions de la 
majorite. A son avis, il est pen probable que cette 
recommandation soit suivie. Si cette resolution 
est adoptee, les nations resteront libres de 
continuer a produire des armes atomiques et 
d'en faire usage ; les perspectives terrifiantes 
qu'a fait naitre l'energie atomique ne dispa
raitront pas. Etant donne que l'unanimite n'est 
pas exigee a 1a Commission de l'energie atomique, 
M. EI-Khouri pense que la majorite peut fort 
bien poursuivre ses travaux dans le. bu~ de 
rediger un projet de traite. A cette fin, ll depose 
un amendement (AJC.l/309) au projet de reso
lution du Canada. 
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M. URDANETA-ARBELAEz(Colombie) declare que, 
en sa qualite de membre de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, la delegation de son ~ays 
a accepte les conclusions et les recomi?-a?"datwns 
que contient le rapport de la Commrssron. 



The Colombian delegation had kept in mind the 
primary purpose of ensuring full co-operation in 
the task of eliminating the dangers of atomic 
weapons. There was fundamental agreement 
among all the delegations that this danger must 
be eliminated. The differences concerned the 
procedure to be followed for its elimination. The 
majority decided that the first step must be 
establishment of an international control agency. 
The minority wished to begin with the prohibition 
of atomic weapons. The Colombian delegation 
shared the majority opinion, since it saw no possi
bility of implementing the prohibition of atomic 
·weapons without an agency of investigation. The 
\\·orld was not sure that atomic weapons were the 
possession of only one country at the present time 
and to determine where they existed careful 
investigation would be necessary. 

The objections that the control agency might 
invade the domestic jurisdiction of States or 
''"auld result in a monopoly for certain States 
were unfounded. The international agency pro
posed by the majority would be established in 
accordance with the wishes of all States who would 
participate on an equal footing. The limitation 
of some sovereign rights implied in that, as was 
the case in any international treaty, was amply 
justified for the sake of humanity. With regard 
to the second objection, he wished to point out 
that there would indeed be a monopoly but that 
monopoly would be in the hands of the inter
national agency on behalf of all mankind. 

He favoured the Canadian draft resolution and 
agreed with the Syrian representative whose 
amendment he was prepared to accept. 

Mr. VvsHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled his remarks before the General 
Assembly on 25 September 19481 to the effect 
that the Atomic Energy Commission had achieved 
no result in thirty months of existence and had 
not ·accomplished a single one of the tasks set 
by the Assembly's resolutions of 24 January 
and 14 December 1946. The resolution estab
lishing the Commission gave it the most 
important task of making specific proposals for 
the elimination from national armaments of 
atomic weapons and of all other major weapons 
adaptable to mass destruction. The Commission 
was also to make specific proposals for the control 
of atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure 
its use for peaceful purposes only. The reso
lution of 14 December had again urged the expe
ditious fulfilment of these terms of reference. 
That resolution had also recommended the 
establishment of a system of international control 

1 See Of!!cial Records of the third session of the General 
Assembly, 143rd plenary meeting. 

La delegation colombienne n'a pas perdu 
de vue l'objectif principal qui est d'assurer une 
collaboration pleine et entiere en vue de !'eli
mination du danger que presentent les armes 
atomiques. Que ce danger doit etre elimine, 
c'est la un point sur lequel toutes les delegations 
sont d'accord : les divergences de vues ne portent 
que sur la fac;on de proceder pour arriver a cette 
fin. Selon la majorite, le premier pas dans cette 
voie doit etre la formation d'un organisme de 
controle international. La minorite, elle, voudrait 
commencer par !'interdiction des armes ato
miques. La delegation de la Colombie partage 
le point de vue de la majorite, car elle ne croit 
pas possible de mettre en application !'inter
diction des armes atomiques s'il n'existe pas 
un organisme d'inspection. II n'est pas certain 
qu'un seul pays possede a l'heure actuelle des 
armes atomiques ; pour determiner quels sont 
les endroits ou se trouvent ces armes, il sera 
necessaire de proceder a une enquete approfondie. 

L'organisme de controle, dit-on, empieterait 
sur la juridiction interne des differents Etats 
ou equivaudrait a l'etablissement d'un monopole 
en faveur de certains Etats. Pour M. Urdaneta
Arbelaez, ces objections ne sont pas fondees. 
L'organisme international, tel que la majorite 
!'envisage, serait etabli conformement aux desirs 
de taus les Etats qui en feraient partie sur un 
pied de complete egalite. Cet accord, comme 
tout traite international, impliquerait la limi
tation de certains droits de souverainete, mais 
cette limitation serait parfaitement justifiee 
par les benefices qu'elle apporterait a l'humanite 
tout entiere. Quant a la seconde objection, 
l'orateur souligne qu'il y aurait, en effet, monopole, 
mais que celui-ci serait detenu par un organisme 
international et s'exercerait au nom de 
l'humanite tout entiere. 

Le representant de la Colombie se declare 
en faveur du projet de resolution presente par 
le Canada. II est d'aceord avec le representant 
de la Syrie et se declare pret a accepter son 
amen dement. 

M. VvcHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle que, le 25 septembre 
19481, il avait declare a 1' Assemblee generale 
que Ja Commission de l'energie atomique, en 
ses trente mois d'existence, n'avait obtenu 
aucun resultat et n'avait accompli aucune des 
taches que lui avaient fixees les resolutions 
de l'Assemblee en date du 24 janvier et du 
14 decembre 1946. Par sa resolution portant 
creation de la Commission, l' Assemblee generale 
avait confie a cette derniere Ja tache extre
mement importante de formuler des propositions 
determinees en vue d'eliminer des armements 
nationaux les armes atomiques et toutes autres 
armes importantes permettant des destructions 
massives. La Commission devait aussi soumettre 
des propositions concretes en vue d'assurer Je 
controle de l'energie atomique dans la mesure 
necessaire pour garantir son utilisation a des 
fins purement pacifiques. Par sa resolution du 
14 decembre 1946, l'Assemblee avait de nouveau 
instamment prie Ja Commission de s'acquitter sans 

1 Voir Ies Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l' Assemblee generale, 143e seance plt\niere. 



and inspection within the framework of the 
Security Council. 

Analysis of the work of the Atomic Energy 
Commission showed that certain States, parti
cularly the United States, had made systematic 
efforts to avoid implementation of these reso
lutions of the General Assembly. It was no 
accident that the United States had systematically 
rejected all proposals to prohibit the production 
of atomic weapons and had attempted to 
substitute for this task assigned by the General 
Assembly the second task assigned by it, i.e. the 
establishment of international control, thus 
pigeon-holing the first task which was the prohi
bition of atomic weapons. Mr. Vyshinsky thought 
it ludicrous, however, to establish controls as 
long as the production of atomic weapons had 
not been prohibited. The only answer given to 
the USSR on the crucial question of what the 
international control agency would actually 
control had been that to prohibit atomic weapons 
it was first essential to guarantee international 
security - old excuses expressly calculated to 
avoid solution of the basic problems. The prohi
bition of atomic weapons, Mr. Vyshinsky thought, 
would be the greatest guarantee of international 
security and without it any talk of control could 
merely blind the peoples of the world to the 
concealed atomic armaments race. 

{rhe basic principles of the Acheson-Lilienthal 
Report and of the Baruch Plan, so much praised 
by the representative of the United States, were, 
in the opinion of the delegation of the Soviet 
Union, fundamentally erroneous and incapable of 
solving the problems involved. The basic idea 
underlying them was to establish international 
control in successive stages, the initial basic step 
being control over atomic raw materials. All the 
other stages, including the most important one, 
namely, the control of production of atomic fuel, 
would be postponed indefinitely. The Baruch 
Plan contained the original idea that the control 
agency should become the owner of all atomic 
facilities and factories. But in so far as the basic 
aim was concerned, the elimination and prohibition 
of the atomic bomb, the Baruch Plan provided for 
the termination of production and the disposal of 
stockpiles only after a corresponding system of 
control over atomic energy including the refusal 
to use the atomic bomb as a weapon had been 
agreed upon and implemented and only after 
punishments and sanctions had been set up for 
the violation of control measures. (The Baruch 
Plan postponed everything essential ; it made the 
central point of the Assembly resolution of 
24 January 1946 dependent upon a series of 
difficult time-consuming conditions.) Since world 
opinion, as set forth in the resolUtions of the 
General Assembly, had already recognized the 
banning of the atomic bomb and control of atomic 
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retard du mandat qui lui avait ete confic. Cette 
derniere resolution recommandait ccralement 
l'etablissement, dans le cadre du C;nseil de 
securite, d'un systeme international de controle 
et d'inspection. 

Si l'on analyse les travaux de Ia Commission 
de l'energie atomique, l'on s'apercevra que 
certains Etats, et notamment les Etats-Unis, 
se sont systematiquement efforces d'empecher 
la. mise en pratique de ces resolutions de 
l'Assemblee generale. Ce n'est point par hasard 
que les :Etats-Unis ont systematiquement 
rejete toutes Ies propositions tendant a interdire 
Ia production des armes atomiques et qu'ils 
ont tente de substituer a cette tache, confiee 
a la Commission par l' Assemblee generale, la 
deuxieme tache que l' Assemblee lui avait 
assignee, c' est-a-dire l' etablissement d'un controle 
international. Ainsi, l'on escamotait la premiere 
tache, c'est-a-dire !'interdiction des armes 
atomiques. M. Vychinsky estime que tant que 
la production des armes atomiques n'est pas 
interdite, il est ridicule de vouloir etablir un 
controle. L'URSS a pose la question de savoir 
sur quoi, au juste, porterait le contrille de 
l'organisme international ; la seule reponse qui 
ait ete donnee a cette question capitale a ete 
que, pour interdire les armes atomiques, il fallait 
tout d'abord garantir la securite internationale. 
C'est la une echappatoire que l'on ne conna!t 
que trop bien et qui ne vise qu'un seul but : 
eviter de resoudre les problemes fondamentaux. 
Aux yeux de M. Vychinsky, !'interdiction des 
armes atomiques constituerait la meilleure 
garantie de securite internationale. Sans cette 
interdiction, tout ce que l'on dira au sujet du 
contrOle ne servira qu'a masquer aux yeux des 
peuples la course aux armements atomiques 
qui se deroule en secret. 

Pour la delegation de !'Union sovietique, 
les principes sur lesquels se fondent le rapport 
Acheson-Lilienthal et le plan Baruch sont 
fondamentalement faux et ne sauraient resoudre 
Ies problemes qui se posent, cela guels que 
soient les eloges que Ie representant des Etats-Unis 
a decernes a ces rapports. L'idee qui est a la base 
de ces documents est qu'il faut etablir le controle 
international par etapes successives, les premieres 
mesures devant etre constituees par l'eta
blissement du controle sur les matieres premieres 
atomiques. Quant aux autres etapes et notamment 
a la plus importante, celle du controle de Ia 
production du combustible atomique, elles 
seraient remises a une date indeterminee. C'est 
dans le plan Baruch qu'apparait pour la premiere 
fois l'idee qu'il faudrait confier a l'organisme 
de controle Ia propriete de toutes les installations 
et usines atomiques. Mais pour ce qui est du 
but fondamental, a savoir !'elimination et !'inter
diction de la bombe atomique, le plan Baruch 
prevoit que l'on ne mettra fin a la production 
et que l'on ne detruira les stocks que lorsqu'un 
accord sera intervenu pour l'etablisseme~~ d'~n 
systeme approprie de controle de I e!wrgie 
atomique - systeme devant comprendre I e~ga
gement de ne pas utiliser la bombe atomique 
a des fins militaires - lorsque cet accord aura 
ete mis en vigueur, et lorsqu'u? , di.spos~tif de 
punitions et de sanctions aura ete etabh pour 
reprimer toute violation des mesures de contr~le. 



energy for peaceful purposes only as an essential 
task, :\lr. Vyshinsky thought that the natural 
first step should have been the prohibition of 
atomic bombs. 

The unwillingness of certain States to terminate 
the production of atomic bombs was clearly 
inconsistent with the decisions of the General 
Assembly. Since the task ahead was difficult and 
would take time, the way to show good-will was 
by stopping the production of the bomb. Despite 
two decisions by the General Assembly to ban the 
atomic bomb, some of those who had said they 
would implement these resolutions were not 
prepared to accept the simple human logic of 
taking the unavoidable decision, namely, that 
while the world was seeking a solution to this most 
difficult and protracted problem not a single 
State should manufacture the bomb. 

The Soviet Union considered that the Com
mission had taken a road which led away from 
the implementation of the Assembly resolutions. 
It held that the proposals of the majority were 
incompatible with the Assembly resolutions ; 
but when the delegation of the USSR had pointed 
this out, it had been told that it was impeding 
progress. 

The lack of realism of the United States pro
posal could be judged from the statement of Mr. 
Baruch that the control authority should be a 
supreme international agency in the field of 
atomic science with legal authority over scientific 
development in that domain throughout the 
world. The development of science could not be 
carried on at the bidding of a police authority ; 
that such a body should command world science 
would be both harmful and dangerous. The 
suggestion was incompatible with implementation 
of the General Assembly resolutions of 24 January 
and 14 December 1946. 

The representative of the United States had 
denied Mr. Vyshinsky's statement that the United 
States of America was refusing to place its atomic 
facilities at the disposal of an international autho
rity and had said that the contrary had been 
shown at the very first meeting of the Atomic 
Energy Commission.1 Yet it was at that first 
meeting of the Commission that the United 
States had introduced the idea of control by 
stages to which it had adhered ever since. When 
the representative of the USSR had urged that 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
First Year, First Series, No. 1. 

En fait, le Plan Baruch remet a une date inde
terminee tout ce qui est essentiel. II subordonne 
!'execution de la principale disposition de Ia 
resolution de l'Assemblee en date du 24 janvier 
1946 a une serie de conditions dont chacune 
est compliquee et demande beaucoup de temps 
pour etre realisee. M. Vychinsky estime qu'il 
aurait ete normal d'interdire d'emblt\e les bombes 
atomiques, puisque !'opinion mondiale, qui a 
trouve son expression dans les resolutions de 
l'Asscmblee generale, a deja reconnu que !'inter
diction de la bombe atomique et le controle 
de l'energie atomique en vue de son utilisation 
a des fins uniquement pacifiques presentaient 
une importance primordiale. 

Le peu d'empressement que certains Etats 
mettent a abandonner la production des bombes 
atomiques est evidemment incompatible avec 
les decisions de l'Assemblee generate. La tache 
a accomplir est trcs lourde et son execution 
sera longue ; aussi le meilleur moyen de faire 
preuve de bonne volonte serait de mettre fin 
a la fabrication des bombes. Par deux fois, 
l'Assemblee generale a recommande !'abolition 
de la bombe atomique ; pourtant, certains de 
ceux qui avaient declare vouloir appliquer 
ccs resolutions ne se montrent guere enclins 
a obeir a la logique elementaire ; en effet, la 
simple logique exigerait qu'aucun Etat ne produise 
de bombes atomiques pendant que le monde 
cherche a resoudre ce probleme, probleme dont 
la solution exigera beaucoup d'efforts et 
beaucoup de temps. 

L'Union sovietique considere que la Commission 
s'est engagee dans une voie qui l'eloigne de Ia 
mise en vigueur des resolutions de l'Assemblee. 
Elle estime que les propositions de la majorite 
sont incompatibles avec les resolutions de 
l'Assemblee. Et pourtant, lorsqu'elle exprime 
cette opinion, la delegation de l'URSS s'entend 
dire qu'elle cmpeche tout progres. 

Ce qui montre combien la proposition des 
Etats-Unis manque de realisme, c'est la decla
ration de M. Baruch, selon laquelle l'autorite 
chargee du controle doit etre une institution 
internationale souveraine dans le domaine de 
la science atomique et ayant juridiction sur 
le developpement de la science atomique dans 
le monde entier. Le progres de la science ne 
saurait etre subordonne a une autorite policiere. 
11 serait a la fois nuisible et dangereux qu'un 
organisme de ce genre regisse Ia science dans 
le monde. Cette proposition est incompatible 
avec la mise en reuvre des resolutions de 
I' Assemblee generale en date des 24 janvier 
et 14 decembre 1946. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a declare 
qu'il est inexact de dire, comme le faisait 
M. Vychinsky, que les Etats-Unis d'Amerique 
refusaient de mettre a la disposition d'une 
autorite internationale les installations d'energie 
atomique dont ils disposaient, et a ajoute que la 
toute premiere seance tenue par la Commission de 
l'energie atomique1 prouvait qu'il en etait autre
ment. C'est cependant a cette premiere seance de 
la Commission que les Etats-Unis ont introduit 
le principe du contr~le par etapes, principe dont 

1 Voir Ies Proces-verbaux officiels de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, premiere annee, premiere serie, n° 1. 



it was essential to consider the time when control 
should be established over all stages in the 
manufacture of atomic energy from the mine 
to the factory producing fissionable material, 
the delegation of the United States had refused 
to discuss the matter even along the most general 
lines and had constantly talked about " consecu
tive stages ". 

The second report of the Atomic Energy Com
mission had indeed insisted on the need for control 
over raw materials from the very moment they 
left the mine, but none of the reports indicated 
that effective control over the factories producing 
atomic energy was required simultaneously. The 
USSR delegation had repeatedly insisted on that 
point from the very beginning. Mr. Vyshinsky 
maintained that it was impossible to implement 
the proposal in the second report that international 
control should begin with control over atomic raw 
material without control over the other stages ; 
otherwise, the factories could continue to work 
full blast preparing atomic bombs. 

For that reason, the USSR could not accept the 
United States proposal which it believed to be 
incompatible with the decision of the General 
Assembly. The suggestion of having an inter
national control authority over raw materials 
only, before discussing control of the fissionable 
products revealed the true intent of the authors 
of the United States proposal, not to establish any 
kind of control and to postpone indefinitely the 
prohibition of atomic weapons. 

The USSR insisted, Mr. Vyshinsky said, that 
the establishment of international control of 
atomic energy must be preceded by a prohibition 
of atomic weapons. Thereafter control of the 
implementation of the prohibition would be the 
task of a strong and effective international control 
organ. The character of the weapon as an in
strument of aggression for mass destruction 
required this. 

On the question of inspection, Mr. Vyshinsky 
found United States policy inconsistent. The 
United States had first insisted on international 
inspection as the most effective method of control. 
But after the USSR delegation had submitted a 
plan for the organization of international in
spection,1 the United States representative had 
said that inspection was not really so important 
and could be an effective means of control only 
when connected with other measures. The USSR 
had proposed periodic inspections and special 
investigations by the international control organ. 
It still considered such inspection a necessary 
prerequisite for control. However, the majority 
of the Atomic Energy Commission had brushed 
the proposal aside. 

1 See document AEC/24. 
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ils ne se sont jamaig departis. Lorsque le repre
sentant de l'URSS a fait valoir qu'il etait 
indispensable d'envisager le moment oil un 
controle devrait etre etabli sur toutes les phases 
de la production de l'energie atomique, de Ia 
mine a l'usine productrice de substances fissiles, 
la delegation des Etats-Unis a refuse de discuter 
de la question, meme sur un plan tres general, 
et a constamment parle << d'etapes consecutives ». 

Certes, le deuxieme rapport de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique insistc sur la necessite 
d'un controle des matieres premieres a partir 
du moment ou elles sortent de la mine, mais 
aucun des rapports ne donne a entendre qu'U 
est necessaire d'etablir, en meme temps, un 
controle efficace sur les usines productrices 
d'energie atomique. C'est sur ce point que la 
delegation de l'URSS n'a cesse d'insister depuis 
le debut des debats. M. Vychinsky maintient 
qu'il est impossible de donner suite a ]a propo~ 
sition contenue dans le deuxieme rapport, suivant 
laquelle le controle international doit commencer 
par le controle des matieres premieres atomiques, 
sans etablir un controle sur les autres etapes 
du processus. En effet, si I' on procedait autrement, 
les usines pourraient continuer a fabriquer sans 
relache des bombes atomiques. 

C'est pour cette raison que l'URSS ne pent 
accepter la proposition des Etats-Unis, qu'elle 
estime incompatible avec la decision de 
I' Assemblee generale. Lorsqu'il est question 
d'etablir une autorite internationale de contr6le 
sur Ies seules matieres premieres, avant de 
discuter Je probleme du controle des produits 
fissiles, on pen;oit bien !'intention veritable 
des auteurs de la proposition des Etats-Unis 
qui est d'empecher l'etablissement d'une forme 
de controle quelconque et de retarder inde
finiment !'interdiction des armes atomiques. 

De l'avis de l'URSS, il faut absolument que 
la creation d'un controle international de l'energie 
atomique soit precedee d'une interdiction des 
armes atomiques. Par la suite, un organe inter
national de controle puissant et efficace sera 
charge de faire respecter cette interdiction. 
Cela est necessaire, etant donne que l'arme 
atomique est un instrument d'agression servant 
a la destruction en masse. 

Parlant ensuite de Ia question de !'inspection, 
M. Vychinsky considere que la politique des 
Etats-Unis manque de coherence. Les Etats-Unis 
ont tout d'abord defendu le principe de I' inspection 
internationale, faisant valoir qu'elle est la 
methode de controle la plus efficace. Toutefois, 
apres que la delegation de l'URSS cut presente 
un plan d'organisation de !'inspection interna
tionalel, le representant des Etats-Unis a declare 
que !'inspection n'etait pas vrairoent d'une 
telle importance et ne pouvait etre un moyen 
efficace de controle que si elle etait liee a d'autres 
mesures. L'URSS a propose des inspections 
periodiques et des enquetes speciales qui seraient 
menees par l'organe international de contr6le. 
Elle n'a pas cesse de considerer que ce ~e~re 
d'inspection est une condition prealable mdls
pensable du contr6le. La roajori.te des ~embres 
de la Commission de l'energw atom1que a 
cependant ecarte cette proposition. 

1 Voir le document AEC/24. 



The report of the four Powers submitted to the 
Working Committee in 1948,1 instead of analysing 
the important USSR proposal for a convention 
on the prohibition of the use of atomic energy, had 
been confined to a technical survey. That report 
adduced technical considerations to shov; the 
allegedly unsatisfactory character of the USSR 
plan. But 'vhat were those technical considera
tions? The most important was an assertion that 
the USSR plan would not prevent clandestine 
activities and the diversion of fissionable material 
to armaments. It was argued that the only way 
of controlling the quantity of fissionable materials 
in use, as well as their diversion, was to hand over 
all production facilities to the ownership of an 
international authority. But in this too, the 
report was inconsistent for while it was deemed 
essential to establish international ownership of 
atomic materials and facilities, on the other hand, 
a system of production quotas had been proposed. 
The establishment of a system of quotas would 
render the establishment of an international 
control authority pointless as the production of 
atomic materials would be entirely regulated by 
the system of quotas. 

The United States plan called for an interna
tional organ with complete authority over all 
activities related to atomic energy in the terri
tories of all States on the ground that otherwise 
effective control could not be achieved. Mr. 
Vyshinsky thought this ridiculous. 

The third report of the Atomic Energy Com
mission stated that a convention for the prohi
bition of atomic weapons could give no assurance 
that States would in fact destroy atomic weapons 
in their possession and carry out their obligations. 
But it had never been suggested that a convention 
for the prohibition of atomic weapons would 
itself solve the problem. International inspection 
must be established to ensure that the convention 
did not remain ineffective. {But international 
control without a prohibition of the atomic weapon 
was mere empty talk) Generalissimo Stalin 
himself had stated to a representative of the 
United Press, in October 1946, that it was essential 
to a workable convention to establish strict 
international control. 

However, Mr. Vyshinsky believed that the 
control authority proposed in the United States 
plan would be not international but an American
controlled international trust owning all atomic 
material, all facilities and all enterprises connected 
in any way with the production of atomic energy. 
It would be an unprecedented monopoly for the 
exploitation of atomic energy in all its branches 
handing out licences and quotas as it chose. 

1 See Of!fclal Record5 of the Atomic Energy Commts5lon, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
S•eurlty Council, page 29. 

28 

Le rapport des qua.tre Puissances pn\sente 
au Comite de travail en 19481, au lieu d'a.na
Jyser l'importante proposition qu'avait presentee 
l'URSS en vue de l'etablissement d'une convention 
sur l'inte~dic,tion de l:emploi ~e l'energie atomique, 
se bornmt a une etude d ordre technique. Ce 
rapport cherchait a prouver, par des consi
derations d'ordre technique, que Je plan de l'URSS 
n'etait pas satisfaisant. QueUes etaient cependant 
les considerations d'ordre technique mises en 
avant ? On faisait valoir, en premier lieu, que 
le plan de J'URSS n'empecherait pas les activites 
clandestines et le detournement des matieres 
fissiles vers les armements. On estimait que la 
seule fa<;on de controler la quantite de matieres 
fissiles employees, et d'empecher en meme temps 
des detournements, etait de rendre une autorite 
internationale proprietaire de toutes les instal
lations de production. La encore, ce rapport 
manquait de coherence, car tout en jugeant 
indispensable de transferer a une autorite 
internationale la propriete des maW~res premieres 
et des installations servant a la production de 
l'energie atomique, il proposait un systeme de 
contingentement de la production. Si l'on cree 
un systeme de contingentement, il devient sans 
objet d'ctablir une autorite internationale de 
controle, puisque la production de matieres 
premieres atomiqucs serait reglementee entie
remcnt par le systeme des contingentements. 

Le plan des Etats-Unis pn\voit un organe 
international qui aurait autorite pleine et entiere 
sur toutes les activites relatives a l'energie 
atomique dans les territoires de tous les Etats, 
en alleguant que si l'on procedait autrement, 
il serait impossible d'exercer un controle efficace. 
M. Vychinsky estime que cette these est absurde. 

Le troisieme rapport de la Commission de 
I'energie atomique declare qu'une convention 
prevoyant !'interdiction des armes atomiques 
ne peut donner aucune garantie que les Etats 
detruiraient effectivement les armes atomiques 
qu'ils possedent et executeraient leurs obligations. 
Personne n'a jamais dit qu'une convention 
prevoyant la prohibition des armes atomiques 
suffirait par elle-meme a resoudre le probleme. 
II faut etablir un systeme d'inspection interna
tionale pour faire en sorte que la convention 
ne reste pas lettre morte. II n'en reste pas moins 
qu'un controle international sans !'interdiction 
de l'arme atomique est une pure illusion. Le 
generalissime Staline lui-meme a declare a un 
representant de !'United Press, en octobre 1946, 
qu'il etait indispensable d'etablir un contr.ole 
international rigoureux pour qu'une convention 
puisse etre applicable. 

Toutefois, M. Vychinsky estime que I'orga~e 
de controle envisage dans le plan des :Etats_-Ums 
ne sera pas un organe internationa~,. m_ats u~ 
trust international sous controle amencam, qm 
possedera tous les produits fissiles, toutes les ,ins
tallations et toutes les entreprises interessant d une 
manit~re ou d'une autre la production de l'ene:
gie atomique. Ce serait un monopole sans pre
cedent pour !'exploitation de l'ener~ie ~tomtque 
sous toutes ses formes, qui permettrrut ? accorder 
arbitrairement des licences et des contmgents. 

1 Voir les ProcU-verbaux of!fclels de la Commissl~nl~e 
l'energie atomique, tro!sieme annee, supplement 5f
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The real meaning and purpose behind the 
United States plan were not difficult to understand 
from all this. The Executive Committee of the 
Association of Scientific Workers had pointed out, 
in August 1947, that the control organ would have 
the right to decide whether any State should be 
allowed to build atomic factories. The British 
Atomic Scientists Association had also stated that 
the control organ would be empowered to inter
fere in the economic life of nations to an extent 
incompatible with national sovereignty and un
necessary for the control of atomic energy. That 
Association had suggested that guarantees be 
given that the control organ would not be trans
formed into a world-wide espionage network. It 
was remarkable that the United States plan 
proposed the establishment of a control system 
while rejecting the demand for the prohibition of 
atomic weapons. 

(Some delegation of national sovereignty might 
w1ll be necessary for the control of atomic energy 
but it was essential to provide guarantees that the 
control organ would perform the tasks entrusted 
to it and be a true international agency. (:he 
control organ proposed by the majority of the 
Atomic Energy Commission was not such an 
international body since the United States would 
always be able to count upon a voting majority) 
Mr. Vyshinsky repeated that the USSR was willing 
to waive part of its sovereignty for the general 
welfare of mankind but not unless, as an essential 
prerequisite, it could count on the co-operation 
of other States. It would certainly not do so 
under conditions such as prevailed during that 
present session of the General Assembly when 
all the representatives of Eastern Europe had been 
excluded from election as officers of the Assembly 
and its Committees. That, he believed, was a 
conspiracy of the majority against the rights of 
the minority. If minority rights were violated 
on such unimportant questions, how could the 
minority expect justice in an international control 
agency? It could only expect that the agency 
would prescribe stifling regulations which would 
strangle the national economies of the minority 
States. The Soviet Union could only waive part 
of its sovereignty in favour of the general welfare 
of all mankind including that of the Soviet Union. 
It would not be deluded by grandiloquent ges
tures into accepting a plan which concealed the 
purpose of ensuring for the United States of 
America an uncontrolled right to interfere, by 
means of a mechanical majority, in the economies 
of all other countries. Such a plan did not 
provide for the elimination of atomic weapons at 
all, but postponed it to the Greek kalends. 

Mr. Vyshinsky recalled that the United States 
delegation had pressed its own plan of control in 
the Commission against all alternative proposals. 
On 5 July 19461, the representative of France, 
Mr. Joliot-Curie, had supported the view that one 

Aussi est-il facile de comprend.re les intentions 
et buts veritables que masque Ie plan des Etats
Unis. Le Comite executif de I' Association of 
Scientific Workers a souligne, en aout 1947, 
que l'organe de contrdle aurait le droit de 
decider si un certain Etat serait autorise a 
construire des usines produisant de l'energie 
atomique. La British Atomic Scientists Association 
a egalement declare que l'organe de contr6le 
serait autorise a intervenir dans la vie economique 
des nations dans une mesure incompatible avec 
la souverainete des Etats et non justifiee par 
les besoins du controle de l'energie atomique. 
Cette Association a suggere que l'on prevoie 
des garanties assurant que I'organe de controle 
ne se transformera pas en un reseau mondial 
d'espionnage. Il est surprenant que le plan des 
Etats-Unis propose l'etablissement d'un systeme 
de controle, alors qu'il rejette la demande 
d'interdiction de l'arme atomique. 

II sera peut-etre necessaire que les nations 
deleguent une partie de leur souverainete pour 
permettre le controle de l'energie atomique, 
mais il est indispensable de s'assurer que l'organe 
de contrdle s'acquittera effectivement de la tache 
qui lui est confiee et sera veritablement inter
national. L'organe de controle que propose la 
majorite de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
n'est pas vraiment international, etant donne 
que les Etats-Unis pourront toujours compter sur 
le vote d'une majorite. M. Vychinsky repete que 
l'URSS est disposee a abandonner une partie de 
sa souverainete dans !'interet du bien-etre de 
l'humanite tout entiere, a la condition essentielle 
toutefois de pouvoir compter sur Ia collaboration 
des autres Etats. II est certain que l'URSS n'en 
fera rien dans des conditions telles que celle!'l 
qui regnent pendant Ia presente session de 
l'Assemblee generale, alors qu'aucun des repre
sentants des Etats de !'Europe orientale n'a ete 
elu au bureau de 1' Assemblee ni de ses Com
missions. M. Vychinsky voit la une coalition de la 
majorite contre les droits de la minorite. Si les 
droits de la minorite sont violes a propos de que!'l
tions aussi peu importantes, comment cette 
minorite peut-elle esperer qu'il lui soit fait 
justice au sein d'un organe de contrMe inter
national ? Elle peut s'a.ttendre, au contraire, 
a ce que cet organe prescrive une reglementation 
tracassiere qui etoufferait l'economie des Etats 
de la minorite. Si !'Union sovietique rcnonce a une 
partie de sa souverainete, ce ne peut-etre qu:au 
benefice de toute l'humanite, l'URSS y compnse. 
Elle ne se laissera pas berner par des demons
trations grandiloquentes et n'acceptera pas un 
plan dont le but secret est de donner aux .Etats
Unis d' Amerique le droit illimite d'intervemr dans 
la vie economique de tous les autres pays, par 
le moyen d'une majorite auto~a_tique .. Un tel 
plan ne prevoit aucunement I ehmmat~on des 
armes atomiques ; il la remet, au contrarre, aux 
calendes grecques. 

M. Vychinsky rappelle que la delegatio~ ?es 
Etats-Unis a insiste au sein de la Comm1sswn 
pour que son plan de controle soit adopte de 
preference a tout autre. Le 5 juillet 19461, 
M. Joliot-Curie, representant de la France, 
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of the first stages of the control plan should be the 
termination of the production of atomic weapons. 
Thereupon, the representative of the United 
States had said that his delegation had never 
objected to the bringing about of the conditions 
necessary for terminating the production of 
atomic bombs. The Chairman, Mr. Evatt, then 
had said that the United States agreed to termi
nation of the production of atomic weapons and 
stockpiling of atomic weapons provided that the 
control plan was adopted. He had supported 
that view on behalf of Australia. But when 
Mr. Joliot-Curie said that the production of 
atomic bombs must stop while the negotiations 
were in progress, the United States representative 
said that his Government could not take the termi
nation of production of atomic weapons as a 
starting point but only as the culmination of 
negotiations because of public opinion in the 
United States. Earlier he had said that opinion 
would be irritated by a convention prohibiting 
the production of atomic bombs which would 
only increase international tension or friction. 

l In 1947, opmwn in the Atomic Energy Com
mission seemed to favour a proposal for the 
destruction of atomic bombs and for utilizing the 
atomiq fuel contained in them for peaceful pur
poses. : Australia, supported by the United 
Kingdom, Canada, and others submitted a formal 
proposal to that effect which it was obliged to 
withdraw at the next meeting because of United 
States objections. The United Kingdom also 
modified its policy for the same reason. These 
facts, Mr. Vyshinsky believed, made it clear that 
the United States desired to carry out a dicta
torial policy under the illusion that it was still a 
monopolist in the field of atomic energy, an illusion 
recently expressed again by Mr. Dewey, the 
Republican presidential candidate, thus offering 
confirmation of the aggressive foreign policy of 
leading Republican circles in the United States. 

Mr. Vyshinsky adverted also to a statement of 
the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission, Mr. Lilienthal, to the effect that 
United States security depended partly on the 
secrecy of certain information which gave the 
United States a temporary monopoly in the 
atomic fi eld which should be maintained as long 
as possible. For that purpose Mr. Lilienthal had 
said that the exchange of scientific knowledge 
among American scientists would have to be 
controlled. Mr. Vyshinsky asked whether there 
could be any doubt that the United States dele
gation did not wish to terminate its alleged mono
poly but rather to keep the atomic bomb as long 
as possible? It was thus clear that the United 
States was not interested in implementing the 
General Assembly resolutions of 24 January and 
14 December 1946. 

For clarification of the policy of the United 

1 Third meeting of Sub-Committee I of the Atomic 
Energy Commission; see document AEC/Sub. I/3. 

exprimait l'avis que l'une des premieres mesures 
du plan de controle devait etre la cessation de Ia 
fabrication des armes atomiques. Le representant 
des Etats-Unis a repondu que sa delegation ne 
s'etait jamais opposee a ce que l'on prenne des 
mesures preparatoires en vue de faire cesser Ia 
fabrication des bombes atomiques. Le President 
de la Commission, M. Evatt, a declare alors que les 
f:tats-Unis acceptaient qu'il soit mis fin a Ia 
fabrication et au stockage des armes atomiques, 
sous reserve de l'adoption du plan de contr61e. 
II a appuye ce point de vue au nom de l'Australie. 
Toutefois, lorsque M. Joliot-Curie a declare que 
Ia fabrication des bombes atomiques devait etre 
SUSpendue pendant }e COUTS des negociations, Je 
representant des Etats-Unis a declare que son 
Gouvernement ne pouvait considerer I' abandon de 
la fabrication des armes atomiques comme un 
point de depart, mais seulement comme l'abou
tissement des m\gociations, et cela a cause de 
I' opinion publique americaine. II avait declare 
auparavant que cette opinion publique serait 
mecontente d'une convention qui interdirait Ia 
fabrication de bombes atomiques et que cela ne 
ferait qu'accroitre la tension internationale. 

En 1947, la Commission de l'energie atomique 
semblait etre en faveur d'une proposition 
prevoyant la destruction des bombes atomiques 
et !'utilisation, a des fins pacifiques, du combus
tible nucleaire qu'elles contiennent. L'Australie, 
appuyee par le Royaume-Uni, le Canada et 
d'autres pays, a officiellement presente une 
proposition dans ce sens, mais elle fut obligee de la 
retirer a la seance suivante par suite des objections 
soulevees par les Etats-Unis. Le Royaume-Uni 
a egalement modifie son attitude pour la meme 
raison. M. Vychinsky estime que ces faits 
prouvent le desir des Etats-Unis de poursuivre 
une politique dictatoriale, avec !'illusion qu'ils 
detiennent toujours le monopole de l'energie 
atomique, illusion dont M. Dewey, le candidat 
republicain a la presidence, a donne recemment un 
nouvel exemple, illustrant ainsi la politique 
etrangere agressive des chefs republicains aux 
Etats-Unis. 

M. Vychinsky mentionne egalement une decla
ration de M. Lilienthal, President de la Commission 
de l'Energie atomique des f:tats-Unis, dans 
laquelle il affirme que la securite des Etats-Unis 
depend en partie du secret de certains rensei
gnements qui donnent provisoirement aux Etats
Unis un monopole en matiere d'energie atomique, 
monopole qu'il conviendrait de conserver le plus 
longtemps possible. M. Lilienthal a declare qu'il 
faudrait, a cette fin, surveiller l'echange des 
connaissances scientifiques entre les savants 
americains. M. Vychinsky demande si l'on peut 
encore douter que la delegation des f:tats-Unis, 
loin de songer a mettre fin au pretendu monopole 
americain, tient au contraire a conserver Ia 
bombe atomique aussi longtemps que possible ? 
Il est done evident que les Etats-Unis n'ont pas 
interet a ce que Ies resolutions de l'Assemblee 
generale des 24 janvier et 14 decembre 1946 
scient mises en reuvre. 

Pour mettre en Iumiere Ia politique des f:tats-

1 Troisieme seance de Ia Sous-Commission I de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique ; voir le document 
AEC /Sub. I /3. 



Stat?s, Mr. Vyshinsl{y pointed also to a speech by 
President Truman, who had declared concerning 
tests at Eniwetok Atoll, that the improved 
bombs revealed considerable " progress ". 
Mr. Vyshinsky believed that use of the word 
" progress " in such a context threw much 
light on United States policy in respect of atomic 
energy. One United States leader had said that 
the task was to improve atomic weapons ; another 
had stated that it was necessary to develop 
utilization of atomic energy for warlike purposes; 
a third was enthusiastic about " progress " in 
the field of atomic destruction. It was clear 
that any attempt to blame the USSR for the 
failure of the work of the Atomic Energy Com
mission was mere propaganda. 

Mr. Vyshinsky considered that the majority 
proposals of the Atomic Energy Commission 
were contrary to the General Assembly's resolution 
of 14 December 1946 in that they proposed the 
establishment of an international control agency 
outside the framework of the Security Council. 
It was clear that the United States wished to 
give the control authority, not an international 
character, but an American character. In his 
speech to the First Committee, Mr. Austin had 
endeavoured to prove that it would be in confor
mity with the Assembly's decision.1 /As in the 
case of the Interim Committee, the United States 
was following a policy of seeking something to 
" counter-balance " the Security CounciL! 

As the British Atomic Scientists Association 
had pointed out in January 1947, there could not 
be two independent organs responsible for the 
implementation of an international agreement. 
The organ for the control of atomic energy could 
not be substituted for the Security Council and 
must be under the Security Council, if it were 
not at the same time to be judge, jury, and 
prosecutor in respect of violations. 

The United States plan contemplated an 
octopus-like control body, a kind of secret police, 
which was ludicrous. The First Report of the 
Atomic Energy Commission had made clear that 
the problem of safeguards was political. Effective 
measures against the monopoly of raw materials 
or the seizure of facilities by a country which 
had decided to carry out aggression could be 
provided only by a political body and not by 
technical means alone. Not only did the United 
States plan violate the basic principles of the 
United Nations and ignore the decision of the 
Assembly but it imposed no strict obligation 
upon States in order to prohibit the manufacture 
of atomic weapons. 

The USSR proposals were based upon the 

t See Official ReC£Jrds of the third session of the General 
Assembly, First Committee, 144th meeting. 
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Unis,. M. Vychinsky_ ~ient egalement a rappeler 
un d1scours du President Truman, ou celui-ci 
declarait, a propos des essais qui ont en lieu a 
l'atoll d'Eniwetok, que les nouvelles bombes 
rep.resentaie,nt un wand<< progres n. M. Vychinsky 
esbme que I emplo1 du mot << progres » dans un tel 
contexte met bien en lumiere la politique pour
suivie par les Etats-Unis d'Amerique en ce qui 
concerne l'energie atomique. L'un des dirigeants 
des Etats-Unis a declare que son pays avait 
pour tache de perfectionner les armes atomiques ; 
un autre a affirme qu'il etait necessaire de deve
lopper !'utilisation de l'energie atomique a des 
fins de guerre ; un troisieme a souligne avec 
enthousiasme les << progres >> accomplis dans le 
domaine des moyens de destruction atomique. 
Il est clair que toute tentative d'attribuer a 
l'URSS la responsabilite de l'echec des travaux 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique releve 
de la scule propagande. 

M. Vychinsky est d'avis que les propositions de 
la majorite de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
sont en opposition avec la resolution de 
I' Assemblee generale en date du 14 decembre 1946, 
en ce sens qu'elles prevoient la creation d'un 
organe de controle international en dehors du 
cadre du Conseil de securite. Il apparait clairement 
que les Etats-Unis veulent donner a l'organe de 
controle non pas un caractere international, mais 
un caractere purement americain. Dans son 
discours a la Premiere Commission, M. Austin 
s'est efforce de demontrer que le nouvel organe 
serait conforme aux decisions de l'Assemblee1

• 

Comme ils l'ont fait a propos de la Commission 
interimaire, les Etats-Unis cherchent a creer 
un organe susceptible de << faire contrepoids » au 
Conseil de securite. 

Ainsi que la British Atomic Scientists Association 
l'a souligne en janvier 1947, on ne peut avoir deux 
organes independants responsables de la mise en 
application d'un accord international. L'organe 
charge du controle de l'energie atomique ne 
saurait remplacer le Conseil de securite ; on 
devrait, au contraire, le subordonner au Conseil, 
si l'on ne veut pas qu'il soit a la fois juge, jury 
et procureur general en ce qui concerne les 
violations de la convention. 

Le projet des Etats-Unis prevoit la creation 
d'un organe de controle tentaculaire, d'une 
espece de police secrete, qui est ridicule. Le 
premier rapport de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique a etabli clairement que le probleme 
des mesures de precaution etait un probleme 
politique. Des mesures efficaces contre la mono
polisation des matieres premieres, ou !'action a 
entreprendre en cas de saisie des installati.ons 
par un pays decide a commettre une agr~s.siOn, 
exigent !'intervention d'un organisme pohtique, 
et non pas seulement Ja mise en ceuvre de moyens 
techniques. Non seulement le projet des Etats
Unis viole les principes fondamentaux de l'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies et passe outre aux. 
decisions de l'Assemblee, mais il n'impose aux. 
Etats aucune obligation stricte qui leur interdise 
Ia fabrication d'armes atomiques. 

Les propositions de l'URSS sont basees sur la 

1 Voir Jes Documents of!iciels de la troisieme session de 
l' Asaemblee gen~rale, Premiere Commission, 144" ~6ance. 



possibility of establishing effective international 
control. The USSR believed that the adoption 
of its plan for two conventions, the first for the 
prohibition of atomic weapons, and the second 
for control, would be a vital contribution to the 
cause of peace and security. It was untrue 
to say that it would represent unilateral 
disannament by the United States since the 
prohibition of atomic weapons would bear upon 
all States equally. It would bring security for 
all, not only for the United States or the USSR. 

It \vas also untrue to say that the United 
States plan provided greater security against 
violations. The obligations mentioned in the 
United States plan could be violated just as 
easily as those in the USSR plan. They did not 
in themselves prevent evasion or the seizure 
of atomic materials and facilities by a State 
determined to commit aggression. 

It was illogical that the United States plan 
accounted the seizure of facilities a grievous 
violation of the convention but would not take 
the same view of attempts to utilize atomic 
energy for purposes of war. That should be the 
most important obligation entered into by the 
parties to the convention. 

Mr. Vyshinsky emphasized again that control 
could only be related to the prohibition of the 
atomic weapon and was meaningless without it. 
It should be the task of the international control 
agency to secure the implementation of obligations 
assumed by the parties to the convention not 
to use atomic energy for warlike purposes. To 
establish a control agency for any other purpose 
would be senseless. He repeated that the 
resistance of the United States, in the Atomic 
Energy Commission, to the USSR proposal that 
atomic weapons should be banned clearly showed 
that the United States had no desire to establish 
practical international control of atomic weapons 
and weapons of mass destruction. 

Mr. Vyshinsky stated that the basic difference 
between the two plans lay in the fact that the 
United States plan provided the international 
control agency with the right to continue research 
in the warlike uses of atomic energy, whereas 
the USSR plan proposed a total ban on such 
activities, while leaving States free to utilize 
atomic energy for scientific, peaceful and human
itarian purposes. He believed it was a mockery 
of the General Assembly's resolutions to suggest 
that the international agency should carry out 
research and perfect atomic weapons still further. 
The USSR could not surrender itself to the 
mercies of such a body which would act as the 
majority of its members wished it to act. 

In conclusion the representative of the USSR 
stated that the resistance of the United States 
to the prohibition of atomic weapons together 
with the atomic armaments race which was 

possibilite d'etablir un contrMe international 
efficace. L'URSS croit que !'adoption de son 
projet, qui prevoit deux conventions, l'une pour 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques et la seconde 
pour la creation d'un systeme de controle, consti
tuerait une contribution essentielle a la cause 
de la paix et de la securite. Il est inexact de dire 
que ce projet exige des Etats-Unis un desar
mement unilateral, puisque !'interdiction des 
armes atomiques s'applique de la meme maniere 
a tous les Etats. Le projet assurerait la securite 
a toutes les nations, non pas seulement aux 
Etats-Unis ou a l'URSS. 

De meme, il est inexact de dire que le projet 
des Etats-Unis offre de meilleures garanties contre 
les violations. Les obligations imposees par ce 
projet peuvent etre violees aussi facilement que 
celles qui sont prevues dans le plan de l'URSS. 
Ces obligations n'empechent pas en elles-memes 
les subterfuges, ou la saisie de matieres premieres 
ou d'installations atomiques par un Etat decide 
a commettre une agression. 

Le projet des Etats-Unis manque d'esprit de 
suite lorsqu'il considere la saisie des installations 
comme une violation tres grave de la convention, 
mais n'attache pas la meme importance aux 
tentatives d'utiliser l'energie atomique a des fins 
de guerre. C'est cela pourtant qui devrait faire 
l'objet de l'obligation la plus stricte a imposer 
aux signataires de la convention. 

M. Vychinsky souligne une fois de plus que le 
controle de l'energie atomique doit etre lie a 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques ; sinon il perd 
toute signification. C'est a l'organisme de controle 
international que doit revenir la tache de veiller a 
la mise en application de la clause que doivent 
accepter les signataires de la convention ct qui 
interdit d'utiliser I'energie atomique a des fins de 
guerre. Un organisme de controle que l'on 
creerait a d'autres fins que celle-la n'aurait aucune 
raison d'etre. La resistance que les Etats-Unis 
ont opposee, au sein de la Commission del' energie 
atomique, a la proposition de l'URSS qui tend a 
interdire explicitement les annes atomiques, 
montre clairement que les Etats-Unis n'ont 
aucun desir de voir etablir un contro!e inter
national efiectif des armes atomiques et des autres 
moyens de destruction massive. 

M. Vychinsky declare que la difference essen
tielle qui sepa.re les deux projets reside en ceci 
que le projet des Etats-Unis accorde a I'organisme 
de contr6le international le droit de poursuivre 
des recherches relatives a !'utilisation de l'energie 
atomique a des fins de guerre, tandis que le projet 
de l'URSS propose d'interdire completement de 
telles activites, tout en laissant les Etats libres 
d'utiliser l'energie atomique a des fins scientifiques, 
pacifiques et humanitaires. Le representant de 
l'URSS estime que l'on tourne en derision les 
resolutions de I' Assemblee generale lorsqu' on 
propose que l'organisme international pourstlive 
les recherches et apporte de nouveaux perfection
nements aux armes atomiques. L'URSS ne saurait 
se mettre a la merci d'un tel orga.ne, qui agirait 
dans le sens desire par la majorite de ses membres. 

En conclusion, le representant de l'URSS 
affirme que la resistance opposee par les :Etats
Unis a !'interdiction des armes atomiques, ainsi 
que la course aux armements atomiques qui se 



taking place served to expose the intention of 
the leading circles in the United States. Their 
desire was to maintain control over this weapon 
as long as possible as a means of pressure on 
other S~ates to accept their expansionist policy. 
They d1d not realize that the majority of the 
people in their own country and throughout 
the world were opposed to aggression and war 
and would never approve the use of the atomic 
bomb for warlike purposes. 

The delegation of the USSR could not accept 
the C~nadian draft resolution (A/C.1 {308) nor 
could It agree with the view that the Commission 
should terminate its work in the atomic field. 
Atomic energy was the greatest problem 
eonfronting mankind. The USSR would not 
eapitulate to the difficulties in the way of elimi
nation of the threat of atomic warfare and it 
was ashamed to see that the majority were 
prepared to do so. 

The meeting rose at 1.05 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FORTY-SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 1 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Acting Chairman: Mr. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivia). 

9. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission 

1\fr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) stated that 
his delegation could not accept the Syrian 
amendment (AfC.l/309) to the Canadian proposal 
(A/C.l /308). He thought that there was really 
no middle-way solution and that, if the unqualified 
opposition of the minority to the majority 
conclusions of the Atomic Energy Commission 
continued, it would be advisable to inform 
public opinion quite honestly that the Commission 
had come to a standstill. 

He then refuted Mr. Vyshinsky's accusation 
that the United Kingdom Government had been 
evasive and dishonest during the discussion of 
the atomic energy problem. He quoted several 
extracts from statements made by the United 
Kingdom representative in the General As
sembly1 and called special attention to the 
amendment submitted by Sir Hartley Shawcross 
to Mr. Molotov's proposal. The United Kingdom 
amendment aimed at the setting up within the 
framework of the Security Council, of an inter
national agency to control atomic energy, the 
activity of which would not be subject to the veto. 
Hence the attitude of the United Kingdom 
delegation had been clearly established at the 
very outset, and it had never changed since 
then. Mr. McNeil pointed out that, when the 

1 See Official Records of the second part of the first session 
of the General Assembly, 54th plenary meeting. 
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poursuit, revele clairement les intentions des 
milieux dirigeants des Etats-Unis. Ceux-ci desirent 
conserver Ie plus longtemps possible le controle 
de l'energie atomique et se servir de ce moyen de 
pression pour obliger Ies autres Etats a accepter 
leur politique d'expansion. lis ne se rendent pas 
compt~ q~e Ia majorite des gens dans leur propre 
pays ams1 que dans le monde entier sont opposes 
a l'agression eta Ia guerre, et n'accepteront jamais 
que la bombe atomique soit utilisee a des fins 
militaires. 

La delegation de l'URSS ne peut adopter 
Ie projet de resolution canadien (A/C.1 /308) ni 
se ranger a l'avis de ceux qui estiment que la 
Commission doit mettre fin a ses travaux dans le 
domaine de l'energie atomique. En effet, la 
question de I' energie atomique constitue le 
probleme le plus grave qui confronte actuellement 
l'humanite. L'URSS ne capitulera pas devant Ies 
difficultes qui s'opposent a !'elimination de la 
menace d'une guerre atomique; elle eprouve un 
sentiment d'indignation en constatant que la 
majorite semble prete a le faire. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 05. 

CENT-QUARANTE-SIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 1er octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President par interim: M. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivie). 

9, Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) indique que sa 
delegation ne peut accepter l'amendement syrien 
(A/C. 1 /309) a la proposition canadienne (AJC. 
1/308). II estime, en efiet, qu'il n'y a pas reelle
ment de solution intermediaire et que si !'oppo
sition sans reserve de la minorite aux conclusions 
de la majorite de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique devait persister, il conviendrait, en 
toute honnetete, d'en avertir !'opinion publique 
afin qu'il soit clair que l'on se trouve au point 
mort. 

M. McNeil refute ensuite !'accusation de 
M. Vychinsky selon laquelle le Gouvernement 
britannique aurait ete evasif et malhonnete dans 
la discussion de ce probleme. II cite plusieurs 
extraits de declarations faites par le representant 
du Royaume-Uni a l'Assemblee generalel, et 
rappelle notamment l'amendement sou_rr~is par 
Sir Hartley Shawcross a Ia propos1tion de 
M. Molotov. Cet amendement visait a instituer 
un organe de controle internation~l de l'~ne~gi,e 
atomique, dans le cadre du Consetl ?e secunte, 
mais sans que son activite soit soumtse au veto: 
Ainsi, Ia position de Ia delegation du Royau11_1e-U~1 
fut des le debut cJairement etablie; elle n'a JaillalS 
change depuis. M. McNeil fa~t obse~~e; que, 
lorsque la delegation de l'Umon soVIetlque a 
approuve et vote la resolution de l' Assemblee 

t Voir les Documents ofliciels de la seconde partie d~ Ia 
premiere session del' Assembtee generale, 54• seance plemere. 
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dclPgation of the Soviet Union had supported 
and voted for the General Assembly resolution 
of 14 December 19-16,1 that vote had been taken 
after the discussion to which he had referred. 

It was wrong to say, as l\1r. Vyshinsky had 
claimed, that the French and United Kingdom 
delegations had changed their attitude towards 
the question of inspection as soon as the USSR 
delegation had submitted proposals on that 
subject. Was it really necessary to point out 
that, after the original proposal had been made, 
twelve months had passed before the USSR 
delegation had put forward a proposal bearing 
on the problem of inspection? The chronological 
order of those events proved that the United 
Kingdom Government had not changed its 
position. 

1\'Ir. McNeil observed that Mr. Vyshinsky was 
opposed to the majority plan because that plan 
chose control through successive stages, whereas 
the delegation of the Soviet Union was in favour of 
simultaneous action. On that point, he empha
sized the fact that the resolution, unanimously 
adopted by the General Assembly on 24 January 
1946,2 establishing the Atomic Energy Commission 
provided that the Commission's work should be 
carried out in separate stages. 

In the First Report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the experts (among whom there was 
a USSR expert) had concluded that effective 
control was technically possible but that it 
would have to be carried out at all stages. Hence
forth any Power which refused control at all 
stages would be suspected of producing atomic 
weapons secretly or at least of desiring to make 
such secret production possible. 

The Second Report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, submitted in September Hl47, 
included proposals made by the USSR delegation 
regarding the control of atomic energy, and 
proposals approved by all members of the 
Commission with two exceptions. The majority 
proposals were on the lines specified by the 
experts : they provided for production quotas 
and for the transfer of ownership of atomic 
materials and industrial installations, whether 
of a dangerous nature or not, to an international 
agency responsible for inspection and control, the 
aim being to prevent the secret manufacture 
of atomic weapons at all stages of the production 
of atomic energy. 

The experts had further pointed out that there 
was a close relationship between the operations 
needed for the utilisation of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes and those leading to the 
production of atomic weapons ; most of the stages 
required for the one were. also required for the 
other. Obviously, Mr. Vyshinsky had not taken 
that report into account when he had stated that 
the majority report deprived many countries of 
the benefits flowing from tll.e application of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes. 

In another part of the report, the experts stated 
that security measures in connexion with the 

1 See R esolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the ~econd part of its first session, resolution 41 (I). 

• See Resoluttons adopted by the General Assembly during 
the first part of its first session, page 9. 
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gcnerale en date du 14 decembre 19461, ce vote 
est intcrvenu apres Ies dcbats mentionnes ci
dessus. 

Il est inexact, comme l'a prctendu M. Vychinsky, 
que les delegations fran<;aise et britannique aient 
change d'attitude quant au probleme de !'ins
pection des que la delegation de I'URSS s'inte
ressa a ce problcme. Faut-il rappeler que, apres 
Ia presentation de la proposition originale, douze 
mois s'ecoulcrcnt avant que la delegation de 
J'Union sovietique soumit une proposition con
cernant le probleme de J'inspection. L'ordre 
chronologique de ces evenements prouve que le 
Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni n'a pas change 
d' a tti tude. 

M. McNeil rappelle que M. Vychinsky etait 
oppose au plan de la majoritc parce que ce plan 
choisissait le controle par stades successifs alors 
que Ia delegation de l'Union sovietique etait en 
faveur d'une action simultance. A cet egard, i1 
souligne que la resolution etablissant la Commis
sion de l'cnergie atomique, adoptee a l'unanimite 
par I' Assemblee generale le 24 jan vier 19462

, 

prevoit que la Commission proccdera a ses travaux 
par stades distincts. 

Dans le premier rapport de Ia Commission de 
l'energie atomique, 1es experts (et parmi eux un 
expert de l'URSS) ont conclu qu'un controle 
efficace etait realisable techniquement mais qu'il 
devait etre effectue a tous les stades. Des lors, 
toute Puissance qui refuserait le controle a tous 
les stades serait soup<;onnee de produire cl~n
destinement des armes atomiques ou du mo.ms 
d'etre desireuse de permettre cette productJOn 
clandestine. 

Le deuxieme rapport de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, soumis en septembre 1947, 
comprend des propositions faites par la del~gati~n 
de l'URSS au sujet du controle de l'energ1e 
atomique et des propositions approuvees par tous 
les membres de la Commission, sauf deux. Les 
propositions de la majorite suivent Ies lignes 
indiquees par les experts : elles prevoient des 
contingents de production, ainsi que le transfert 
de Ia propriete des matieres atomiques et des 
installations industrielles, dangereuses ou ?on, 
a un organe international qui serait charge de 
!'inspection et du controle, afin d'emp~cher Ia 
fabrication secrete des armes atomiques a t~utes 
les etapes de la production de l'energie ato!lllqu.~. 

D'autre part, les experts ont indiqu_e qu tl 
existe une relation etroite entre les operatwns 
necessaires a !'utilisation de l'energie atomique~ 
des fins pacifiques et celles permettant Ia fabn
cation des armes atomiques ; la plup~rt , des 
etapes necessaires pour les unes sont ausst ~eces
saires pour les autres. Visiblement, M. Vycht~~ky 
n'a pas tenu compte de ce rapport Jorsqu 1 .a 
declare que le rapport de la majorite e~lev:ut 
a beaucoup de pays les benefices de l'appllcatwn 
de l'energie atomique a des fins pacifiques. 

Dans une autre partie du rapport, les .exp.erts 
declarent que. en ce qui concerne les operations 

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptees par l' Asumbll!e gene~ale, 
, d eml· 're session, pendant la seconde partie e sa pr ~ 

resolution 41 (I). . l 
. . l'A embll!e glnera e a Vo1r les Rtsoluttons adopUes par ss . g 

pendant Ia premiere partie de sa premiere sesSion, page • 



mining of ore could be established without too 
much difficulty. They added that the plant, 
in which concentrated nuclear fuel was produced, 
would have to be subject to special supervision, 
in view of the fact that nuclear fuel could be 
used for the immediate manufacture of bombs. 
The report also stated that it would be difficult to 
guarantee that materials and apparatus were 
not being put to other uses, unless appropriate 
precautions were taken at each stage of production. 

Mr. Vyshinsky rightly said that those proposals 
were revolutionary, but he was wrong in asserting 
that the experts had been influenced by any 
other aim than that of ensuring security when 
they had concluded that control would have to be 
exercised, not at any one given stage, but at all 
stages. That allegation threw suspicion on a 
body of experts of which a USSR scientist had 
been a member. The proposal to internationalize 
the ownership of atomic materials was certainly 
revolutionary, but, to say the least, it was 
surprising to hear Mr. Vyshinsky raising objections 
to such a plan. 

The United Kingdom representative was 
iiurprised that Mr. Vyshinsky had directed his 
attack mainly against the United States, and that 
he had stated that, if that country destroyed its 
atomic bombs, confidence would automatically 
be restored. It was however obvious that a 
feeling of confidence, and certainty that there 
would not be an atomic war, could not result from 
the destruction of atomic bombs in any one 
country, but only from the assurance that no 
country possessed atomic weapons. 

When the Chinese representative stated, as 
he had done at the 145th meeting, that his country 
did not possess and could not produce atomic 
weapons, everybody believed him, because China 
was a country in which journalists could travel 
freely and obtain the requisite information about 
the question. China did not expect the rest of 
the world to take it at its word ; it accepted 
control because it knew that that was a 
basic condition which world confidence required. 
Mr. Vyshinsky knew perfectly well that confidence 
could not be restored simply by destroying atomic 
bombs, when the USSR remained much less 
accessible than, for example, China. That was 
why the destruction of atomic bombs and factories 
in any one country was not sufficient to establish 
world confidence. The only thing which could 
restore confidence was the certainty that no 
country was capable of producing atomic weapons 
11ecretly. 

The United Kingdom representative went on 
to say that, in the Atomic Energy Commission, 
his delegation had sought all means of finding 
a common ground of understanding with the 
delegation of the USSR, although it had felt that 
the proposals of the Soviet Union were vague. 
It was with that aim in view that his delegation 
had drawn up a questionnaire, to which the USSR 
delegation had replied. The replies of the 
Soviet Union had been considered in the Com
mission. At that juncture, it had appeared that 
the USSR delegation particularly desired the 
conclusion of two separate conventions. The 
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d'extraction du minerai, des mesures de surete 
peuvent etre etablies sans trop de difficultcs. Ils 
ajoutent qu'il faudrait particulierement surveiller 
les installations ou se prepare le combustible 
nucleaire concentre, etant donne que ce produit 
se prete a la fabrication immediate de bombes. 
Le rapport mentionne aussi que, a moins que des 
precautions appropriees ne soient prises a chacun 
des stades de la production, il sera difficile de 
ga.rantir qu'aucun detournement de substances 
ou de dispositifs ne se produira. 

M. Vychinsky declare, a juste titre, que ces 
propositions sont sans precedent, mais il se trompe 
lorsqu'il affirme que, en arrivant a la conclusion 
que le contr&le devrait s'exercer non pas a un 
stade ou a un autre mais a tous les stades, les 
experts etaient animes par d'autres buts que 
celui d'assurer la securite : cette allegation jette 
la suspicion sur un college d'experts aux travaux 
duquel prenait part un savant de l'URSS. La 
proposition d'internationaliser la propriete dans 
le domaine de l'energie atomique est sans doute 
revolutionnaire, mais il est pour le moins surpre
nant de voir M. Vychinsky soulever des objections 
contre un plan de ce genre. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni s'etonne que 
M. Vychinsky ait porte son attaque surtout contre 
les Etats-Unis et ait declare que, si ce pays 
detruisait ses bombes atomiques, lacon fiance serait 
automatiquement retablie. Il est clair, cependant, 
que la confiance et la certitude qu'il n'y aura pas 
de guerre atomique ne peuvent resulter de la des
truction des bombes atomiques dans un seul pays 
mais uniquement de la garantie qu'aucun pays 
ne possede d'armes atomiques. 

Lorsque le representant de la Chine declare, 
comme ill' a fait a la 145e seance, que son pays ne 
possede pas et ne peut produire d'armes atomiques, 
tout le monde le croit, car Ia Chine est un pays 
ou les journalistes peuvent voyager librement 
et obtenir toutes informations utiles sur la ques
tion. La Chine ne s'attend pas a ce que le reste 
du monde la croie sur parole; elle accepte le 
contr&le, car elle sait que c'est la une condition 
fondamentale pour etayer la confiance du monde. 
M. Vychinsky sait parfaitement que la confiance 
ne peut etre retablie par le simple acte de destruc
tion de bombes atomiques, alors que l'URSS est 
beaucoup moins accessible que, par exemple, la 
Chine. C'est pourquoi la destruction des bombes 
et des usines atomiques dans un pays ou dans un 
autre n'est pas un facteur suffisant pour creer 
la confiance dans Ie monde. Le seul facteur qui 
pourra retablir la confiance est la certitude 
qu' aucun pays n' est en mesure de produire secre
tement des armes atomiques. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni rappelle 
ensuite que, au sein de la Commission de I' energie 
atomique, sa delegation a cherche par tous les 
moyens a trouver un terrain d' entente avec la 
delegation de l'URSS, bien qu'elle estimat que 
les propositions de !'Union sovietique fussent peu 
precises. C'est dans ce but qu'elle re~i~ea .un 
questionnaire auquel a repon~u .la del~~a.tiOn 
de l'URSS. Les reponses de I Umon sovwtlque 
furent examinees au sein de la Commission. A 
cette occasion, il apparut que Ia delegation de 
l'URSS tenait particulierement a conclure deu;c 
conventions separees. On demanda au repre-



representative of the Soviet Union was asked if 
the convention setting up control of atomic 
energy could ever be applied, supposing that 
other Governments, in a spirit of conciliation, 
were prepared to sign two separate conventions. 
The representative of the Soviet Union had 
replied that, if no basis of understanding could 
be arrived at, the control convention could 
obviously not be concluded. 

In those circumstances, supposing that the 
United States decided to destroy their atomic 
bombs at ::\fr. Vyshinsky's request and that 
subsequently the Soviet Union refused to accede 
to a convention establishing atomic energy control, 
was it likely that confidence would be established ? 
Confidence could only be based upon the assurance 
that, by virtue of an international control system, 
no group of Powers could secretly produce atomic 
weapons. 

In a second document submitted by the USSR 
delegation on 11 June 1947,1 it was stated that 
the convention forbidding the production of 
atomic weapons would have to be ratified before 
a control body was set up, and that that control 
would have to be limited to periodic inspection 
and special investigations, the latter being carried 
out only when there were grounds for suspicion. 
After a close study of that proposal, the Canadian, 
Chinese, French and United Kingdom delegations 
had made a joint statement2 to the effect that 
the USSR proposal was inadequate because it 
was based exclusively on a system of inspection 
and omitted all other control measures, and also 
because the contemplated means of inspection 
were quite inadequate, mainly because they 
lacked continuity. 

The Third Report of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, submitted to the Security Council 
on 2 June 19"18, again noted the insufficiency of 
the USSR proposals and the impossibility of 
discussing the setting up of an international 
control body when there were basic differences 
of opinion regarding the very functions of that 
body. On 22 June,3 the Security Council decided 
by nine votes with two abstentions (those of 
the USSR and the Ukrainian SSR), to submit 
the three reports of the Atomic Energy Com
mission to the General Assembly. Hence, after 
devoting about three hundred meetings to the 
question, no agreement had been reached and, 
to judge from Mr. Vyshinsky's attitude at the 
previous meeting, no agreement seemed possible. 

The written replies sent in by the delegation 
of the Soviet Union, in 1947, concerning control, 
which was to be limited to intermittent inspections 
and the dependence of the international control 
agency on the Security Council, had been 
re-affirmed that day by the representative of 
the USSR, although they constituted a flat 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council, page 22. 

2 Ibid., page 29. 
3 See Official Records of the Security Council, Third Year, 

No. 88. 
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sentant de !'Union sovh~tique si Ia convention 
instituant un controle de l'energie atomique 
pourrait jamais etre mise en vigueur dans le ca~ 
oil les autres Gouvernements, dans un effort de 
conciliation, etaient disposes a signer deux con
ventions separees. A cette question, le repre
sentant de !'Union sovietique repondit que, si 
aucune base d'entente n'etait trouvee, Ia conven
tion de controle ne pourrait evidemment etre 
conclue. 

Dans ces conditions, supposons que, pour 
accecter a Ia demande de M. Vychinsky, les 
Etats-Unis decident de detruire leurs bombes 
atomiques et que, peu apres, l'Union sovietique 
refuse d'adherer a une convention etablissant 
le controle de l'energie atomique. Peut-on croire 
que la confiance aura ete etablie ? La confiance 
ne pent reposer que sur Ia garantie que, grAce 
a un systeme international de controle, aucun 
groupe de Puissances ne pourra produire clan
destinement des armes atomiques. 
~a~s'~ufi"'"'second document presente par Ia 
delegation de l'URSS, le 11 juin 19471, il etait 
precise que la convention interdisant Ia fabri
cation des armes atomiques devait etre ratifiee 
avant l'etablissement d'un organisme de contr(Jle 
et que ce controle devait se reduire a des inspec
tions periodiques et a des enquetes speciales, ces 
dernieres n'ayant lieu qu'en cas de soup~on. 
Apres un examen attentif de cette proposition, 
les delegations du Canada, de Ia Chine, de Ia 
France et du Royaume-Uni firent une declaration 
conjointe2 selon Iaquelle la proposition de l'Union 
sovietique etait inadequate parce qu' elle etait 
fondee exclusivement sur un systeme d'inspec
tion et omettait toute autre mesure de controle, 
et aussi parce que les pouvoirs d'inspection 
envisages etaient absolument insuffisants, notam
ment en raison de leur caractere intermittent. 

Le troisieme rapport de Ia Commission de 
l'energie atomique, presente le 2 juin 1948 au 
Conseil de securite, reaffirme le caractere inadequat 
des propositions de I'URSS, ainsi que l'impossi
bilite de dis cuter de I' etablissement d'un organe 
international de controle alors qu'il existe une 
divergence fondamentale d'opinion au sujet des 
fonctions memes de cet organe. Le 22 juin3

, le 
Conseil de securite decidait, par neuf voix, avec 
deux abstentions - celles de l'URSS et de Ia 
RSS d'Ukraine - de soumettre a I' Assemblee 
generale les trois rapports de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. Ainsi, apres environ trois cents 
seances consacrees a la question, aucun accord 
n'a ete realise et, a en juger par !'attitude de 
M. Vychinsky a Ia seance precedente, aucun 
accord ne semble possible. 

Les reponses ecrites faites par Ia delegation 
de !'Union sovietique en 1947 concernant le 
controle, qui devait se limiter a des inspections 
intermittentes, ainsi que Ia dependance de I'orga
nisme de controle international a l'egard du 
Conseil de securite, ont ete reaffirmees aujourd'hui 
par le representant de l'URSS, bien qu'elles 

I Voir les Proces-uerbaux officiels de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, troisieme annee, supplement spedal, 
troisil)me rapport au Conseil de securite, page 22. 

s Ibid., page 29. 
a Voir les Proces-uerbaux officiels du Conseil de securiti, 

troisieme annee, no 88. 



contradiction to the debates of the General 
Assembly and the proposal on the basis of which 
the Assembly had set up the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

Lastly, the USSR representative had stated 
that the establishment of an international control 
agency, such as was contemplated in the report 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, would result 
in certain States having to give up part of their 
sovereignty. That was correct, but it was surely 
obvious that the greatest sacrifice would be 
made by the Powers which had the technical 
knowledge necessary for the manufacture of 
atomic weapons and were in possession of such 
weapons. How was it possible, in such circum
stances, to accuse the United States of wanting 
to establish that control to the detriment of other 
countries? 

It was certain that all the peoples of the \Vorld, 
whatever their form of government, would 
willingly surrender part of their sovereignty if 
by so doing they could be reasonably assured of 
protection against an atomic war. 

Mr. McNeil pointed out that the fear expressed 
by Mr. Vyshinsky that the USSR would be auto
matically placed in the minority in an international 
control organ agency had not the slightest foun
dation. The United Kingdom representative 
added that there was no such thing as an auto
matic majority. If a majority often appeared on 
one side, it was because the representatives of 
the countries forming such a majority were in 
close contact with their people and responsible 
to them. It was not only fear which animated 
the peoples of the world, but also their conscience. 
For that reason, the USSR could be certain that 
if an international control agency was established 
to deal publicly with the problem, there would 
be no automatic majority. The only majority 
would be that which would be able to assure the 
world that its representatives would not spare 
any effort to ensure a reign of peace, an 
honourable peace based on a clear conscience. 

l\1r. KATz-SucHY (Poland) referred to the 
resolution adopted by the General Assembly 
on 24 January 1946 and quoted several passages 
therefrom. He stressed the necessity for consid
ering the three reports submitted by the Atomic 
Energy Commission, as well as the draft resolution 
submitted by the Canadian delegation, in the 
light of the principles adopted by the General 
Assembly of 24 January 1946. Those principles 
had not been respected. 

The Third Report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission stated that their work had " reached 
an impasse ". 

Careful study should therefore be given to 
the reasons for that deadlock. The Polish 
Government aimed exclusively at the estab
lishment of control agencies which, within the 
terms of a convention outlawing the use of the 
atom bomb, would bring a rapid solution to the 
problem. Atomic weapons were instruments 
of mass destruction which above all threatened 
the civil population. 

In the course of the first session of the General 
Assembly, Mr. Modzelewski, Minister of Foreign 
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soient en contradiction avec es debats de l'Assem
blee generale et la proposition sur Ia base de 
laquelle 1' Assemblee a etabli la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. 

Le representant de l'URSS a constate enfin 
que la creation d'un organisme international de 
controle tel qu'il est prevu dans le rapport de 
la Commission de l'energie atomique aboutirait 
a !'abandon de certains Etats d'une partie de 
leur souverainete. Cela est exact, mais comment 
ne pas voir que le plus grand sacrifice serait fait 
par les Puissances qui ont les connaissances 
techniques necessaires a la fabrication d'armes 
atomiques et possedent de telles armes ? Comment,, 
dans ces conditions, peut-on accuser les Etats
Unis de vouloir etablir ce controle au detriment 
des autres Etats ? 

II est certain que tous les peuples du monde, 
quel que soit leur gouvernement, accepteraient 
volontiers une diminution de Ia souverainete de 
leur pays, s'ils avaient une assurance raisonnable 
.qu'ils seraient a I'abri d'une guerre atomique. 

M. MeN eil signale que la crainte exprimee 
par M. Vychinsky de voir l'URSS mise automa
tiquement en minorite dans un organe interna
tional de controle manque de fondement. Il n'y
a pas de majorite automatique. Si une majorite 
apparait souvent d'un cote, c'est que les repre
sentan.ts des pays qui constituent cette majoritti
sont en rapport etroit avec leurs peuples et
responsables devant eux. Ce n'est pas seulement 
la peur qui anime les peuples du monde, mais 
la conscience. C'est pourquoi I'URSS peut etre 
sure que, si un organe international de controle 
est etabli pour traiter de ce probleme en public, 
il n'y aura pas de majorite automatique. La seule 
majorite qui se degagera sera celle qui pourra 
assurer au monde que ses representants n'epar
gnent aucun effort pour faire regner la paix, une 
paix dans l'honneur, une paix dans une cons
cience pure. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) se reporte a la 
resolution adoptee par 1' Assemblee generale le 
24 janvier 1946, resolution dont il cite differents 
passages. Il souligne la necessite de confronter 
les trois rapports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique, ainsi que le pro jet de resolution presente 
par la delegation du Canada, avec les principes 
adoptes par I' Assemblee generale Ie 24 janvier 
1946. Ces principes n'ont pas ete respectes. 

Le troisieme rapport de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique constate que les « travaux 
sont parvenus a une impasse ». 

Il importe done d'etudier soigneusement les 
raisons de cet echec. Le Gouvernement de la 
Pologne ne cherche qu'a obtenir l'etablissement 
d' organes de controle qui, dans le cadre d'une 
convention pla9ant hors la loi l'usa~e des ~ombes 
atomiques, ameneraient une solutwn rap1de du 
probleme. Car l'arme atomique est un instrument 
de destruction massive qui menace avant tout 
les populations civiles. 

M. Modzelewski Ministre des affaires etrang~res 
de Pologne, avait,' au cours de la premiere session 



Affairs for Poland had submitted a proposal! 
according to which the parliaments of Member 
States should adopt legislation on atomic energy 
with a view to eliminating atomic weapons. Events 
had proved that the outlawing of atomic weapons 
and the destruction of existing stocks were a 
3ine qua non of any progress in that field. 

The three reports of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, as well as the draft resolution submitted 
by Canada, evaded the essential problems. 
Moreover, every effort was made, in these 
documents, to reduce the importance of the 
question of outlawing atomic weapons, which was 
lost in a sea of often rather meaningless technical 
details. 

Mr. Katz-Suchy referred to the proposals and 
amendments submitted by the USSR delegation 
on 19 June 1946 and 11 June 1917,2 which had 
been criticized by the delegation of the United 
States and also by the United Kingdom. 

Yet, numerous scientists of all nationalities 
were in disagreement with the majority of the 
members of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
The Executive Committee of the British Asso
ciation of Scientific Workers had stressed the 
importance of outlawing atomic weapons and had 
expressed doubts on the wisdom of British and 
American opposition in the matter. The Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace had also 
expressed the opinion that the amendments of 
the Soviet Union were not without interest and 
that agreement was possible on several important 
points. 

While the first report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission contained little else but the "Baruch 
Plan ", the Second and Third Reports dealt 
with matters of a general nature which were 
totally disconnected. 

The proposal ofthe Soviet Union of11 June 1947, 
on the contrary, constituted a complete plan of 
control based on international inspection. The 
USSR agreed that a simple majority of the control 
agency should be authorized to take action in 
case of infringements of the regulation. Unfor
tunately, a certain number of States, acting under 
the influence of a country possessing stocks of 
bombs, had held up the plan of the USSR. When 
agreement was in view, another subject would 
be conjured up, and efforts made to work up a 
spirit of mutual distrust. When the doubts 
held by the USSR on the question of control had 
disappeared, the United States withdrew its 
control plan. Similarly, the points of disa
greement on the questions of inspection and the 
destruction of stocks had been artificially 
exaggerates. 

In spite of what Mr. MeN eil had said, it mattered 
little that the USSR agreement on the question 
of inspection had been notified six or twelve 
months after the United States had submitted 
its proposal. What was regrettable was that 
there was no assurance that the position main-

1 See Official Records of the first part of the first St$sion 
of the General Assembly, 17th plenary meeting. 

2 See Official Records of the Atomic-Energy Commission, 
Tl1ird Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council, pages 18 and 22. 
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de l'Assembiee generalel, soumis une proposition 
selon Iaquelle les Parlements des Etats Membres 
devaient adopter une loi relative a l'energie 
atomique. II s'agissait notamment d'eliminer 
l'arme atomique. Les evenements ont prouve 
que Ia mise hors la loi des armes atomiques et 
la destruction des stocks existants etaient a ]a 
base de tout progres en ce domaine. 

Les trois rapports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique ainsi que le projet de resolution canadien 
esquivent les problemes essentiels. Bien plus, 
on s'efTorce dans ces documents de minimiser
la question de la mise hors la loi de l'arme atomique 
qui se trouve noyee sous un amas de details 
techniques parfois sans grande signification. 

M. Katz-Suchy se reporte aux propositions et 
amendements presentes par la delegation de 
l'URSS les 19 juin 1946 et 11 juin 194}2• La 
delegation des Etats-Unis et a sa suite celle du 
Royaume-Uni ont critique les propositions de 
!'Union sovietique. 

Et pourtant, de nombreux savants de toutes 
nationalites sont en desaccord avec la majorite 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique. Le 
Comite executif de la British Associution of 
Scientific Workers a souligne !'importance de Ja 
mise hors 1? lei de l'arme Btomique et emis cles 
doutes sur le bien-foncte de l' opposition britan
nique et americaine en cette matiere. De meme 
la Dotation Carnegie pour la p?ix internationale 
a emis !'opinion que les amendements de !'Union 
sovietique n'etaient pas depourvus d'interet et 
qu'un accord etait possible sur plusieurs points 
importants. 

Tan dis que Ie premier rapport de ]a Commission 
de l'energie atomique ne contient guere que le 
« Plan Baruch >>, les deuxieme et troisieme rapports 
se bornent a des observations tant generales 
que decousues. 

Par contre, la proposition de l'Union sovietique 
en date du 11 juin 1947 constituait un plan 
complet de controle fonde sur le principe de 
!'inspection internationale. L'URSS etait d'accord 
pour que, en cas d'infraction dans ce domaine, 
l'organisme de controle flit fonde a agir a la 
suite de decisions prises a la majorite simple. 
Par malheur, un certain nombre d'Etats ont, 
sous !'influence d'un pays possesseur de stocks de 
bombes, fait echec au plan de l'Union sovietique. 
Un accord etait-il en vue : on passait a un autre 
sujet et l'on s'effon;ait d'envenimer les choses. 
Des que les doutes de !'Union sovietique en 
matiere de controle se furent dissipes, les 
Etats-Unis retirerent leur plan de controle. De 
meme en matiere d'inspection et de destruction 
des stocks, les points de desaccord ont etc 
artificiellement exageres. 

Quoi qu'en ait dit M. McNeil, il importe peu 
que l'accord de l'Union sovietique en matiere 
d'inspection ait ete donne six ou douze mois 
apres que les Etats-Unis eurent soumis leur 
proposition. Ce qui est regrettable, c'est que l'on 
peut se demander si ]a position qui est aujourd'hui 

1 Voir les Documents of!iciels de Ia premiere partie de la 
premiere session de l' Assembtee generate, 17• seance plcniere. 

• Voir les Proces-verbaux officiels de Ia Commission de 
l'lnergie atomique, troisieme annee, supplement special, 
troisieme rapport au Conseil de securite, pages 18 et 22. 



tained by the United Kingdom today might 
not suddenly change. 

Had not Mr. Baruch declared that the United 
States would not agree to the outlawing of atomic 
weapons if conditions considered indispensable 
by the United States were not fulfilled? Why 
were things thus if it was not to ensure that the 
United States should maintain its privileged 
position? The United States had even contem
plated withdrawing from the Atomic Energy 
Commission if the so-called majority plan was 
not adopted. That was very significant, coming 
from a country which possessed a stock of atomic 
bombs. 

According to the proposals of the Soviet Union, 
an agreement relative to the prohibition of atomic 
weapons should be followed by an agreement on 
the control and destruction of existing stocks. 
Mr. McNeil had quoted certain passages from 
which it appeared doubtful that the agreement 
on the outlawing of atomic weapons and the 
destruction of stocks of bombs would bring about 
an agreement on control. Mr. Katz-Suchy 
referred to a Jetter dated 5 September 1947 
addressed by the representative of the USSR 
to the representative of the United Kingdom1 in 
which it was specifically stated that " after the 
conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of 
atomic weapons, another convention can and 
must be concluded to provide for the question 
of control and inspection ". 

The Polish Government considered that the 
convention relative to outlawing the atomic 
bomb should precede the establishment of control. 
The proposals of the delegation of the United 
States, however, gave priority to the question 
of control by an agency in which its Government 
would hold a large majority. In that way, the 
United States would merely be strengthening 
its position in the field of atomic energy. 

The United Kingdom, France and Canada had, 
in exchange for certain concessions, ceded their 
prerogatives in the atomic energy control to 
a larger Power. The Executive Committee of 
the British Association of Scientific Workers had 
declared that the United Kingdom delegation 
had only too frequently acquiesced in a passive 
manner to the proposals made by the United 
States. H e wondered what those scientists would 
have to say today. 

The Baruch plan was not the only solution 
possible. British scientists had recognized that 
an effective control system could be established 
without adhering strictly to the Baruch plan. 
The delegation of the Soviet Union had also 
submitted a plan to the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

The first and foremost requirement was to 
ensure the world-wide application of the principles 
of control and the adherence of the greatest 
possible number of countries and in any case, 
that of the five permanent members of the 
Security Council, to those principles. 

While the United States recommended that 
control should only be carried out in certain phases 
of the production of atomic energy, the Soviet 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council, pages 27 and 28. 
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celle du Royaume-Uni ne viendra pas a changer 
inopinement. · 

M. Baruch n'avait-il pas declare que les Etats
Unis n'avaient nulle intention de consentir a la 
mise hors la loi de l'arme atomique si les conditions 
jugees indispensables par les Etats-Unis n'etaient 
pas remplies ? De quoi s'agit-il, si ce n'est pour 
les Etats-Unis de conserver une position privi
legiee ? Les Etats-Unis ont meme envisage de 
se retirer de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
si le plan qu'on appelle plan de la majorite n'etait 
pas adopte. Cela prend tout son sens de la part 
d'un pays possedant un stock de bombes 
atomiques. 

Selon les propositions de l'U nion sovietique, 
un accord relatif a !'interdiction de l'arme 
atomique devait etre suivi d'accords relatifs au 
contr6le et a la destruction des stocks cxistant:s. 
M. McNeil a fait certaines citations d'aprc~ 
lesquelles i1 serait douteux que !'accord sm· Ia 
mise hors la loi des armes atomiques et la de~
truction des stocks de bombcs put entrainer un 
accord relatif au contrtlle, mais M. Katz-Suchy 
fait allusion a la lettre en date du 5 septembre 
1947 adressee par le representant de l'URSS au 
representant du Royaume-Uni1• Le representant 
de l'URSS y declare notamment que, << apres Ia 
conclusion d'une convention relative a !'inter
diction des armes atomiques, une autre convention 
pourra et devra etre conclue )) en matiere de 
contrOle et d'inspection. 

Le Gouvernement de la Pologne considere que 
la convention relative a la mise hors la loi de Ia 
bombe atomique doit preceder I' etablissement 
du contrOle. Or, les propositions de la delegation 
des Etats-Unis donnent la priorite a la question 
du controle par un organisme dans Iequel ce 
Gouverncment possederait nne large majorite. 
Ainsi les f:tats-Unis ne feraient que renforcer 
leur position dans le domaine de l'energie 
atomique. 

Le Royaume-Uni, la France et le Canada ont, 
au prix de certaines concessions, abandonne a 
une plus grande Puissance leur role en matiere 
de controle de l'energie atomique. Le Comite 
executif de la British Association of Scientific 
Workers a pu declarer que Ia delegation britan· 
nique n'avait que trop souvent acquiesce passi
vement a toute proposition des Etats-Unis. Que 
diraient aujourd'hui ces savants ? 

Le Plan Baruch n'est pas la seule solution 
possible ; des savants britanniques l'ont reconnu. 
Un controle effectif peut etre realise sans qu'il 
soit pour cela necessaire de s' en tenir strictement 
au Plan Baruch. La delegation de l'Union sovie
tique a, elle aussi, soumis un plan a la Commission 
de l' energie atomique. 

Ce qu'il faut avant tout, c'est obtenir !'appli
cation dans le monde entier de principes relatifs 
au controle et !'adhesion du plus grand nombre 
de nations possible, et en tout cas des ciuq 
membres permanents du Conseil de securite. 

Alors que les f:tats-Unis recommandaient que 
le controle ne se fit qu'a certaines phases de 1a 
production de l'energie atomique, !'Union sovie· 

1 Voir Jes Proces-verbaux officiels de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, troisieme annee, supplement specla1, 
troisieme rapport au, Conseil de securite, pages 27 et 28. 



Union was in favour of a simultaneous control 
of all undertakings and industries concerned with 
the production of raw materials and atomic 
energy, for the terms of the General Assembly 
resolution of 24 January 1946 relating to 
" separate stages ", did not have in view the 
different production stages as the United Kingdom 
representative had maintained. It was the 
Commission's work which should include " sepa
rate stages the successful completion of each of 
which will develop the necessary confidence of 
the world before the next stage is undertaken ". 
Since Hiroshima, fear had paralysed the world. 
Surely the representative of the United Kingdom 
could understand that the disappearance of stocks 
of bombs would help considerabiy to dissipate 
those fears? 

The United States delegation hoped to obtain 
exact data on the world resources in that field 
and, directly or through the intermediary of some 
agency, to thus secure for itself absolute control 
to the benefit not of the United Nations but of 
certain American trusts. That was the truth 
behind the declarations of the United States and 
the United Kingdom on the interna tional control 
of atomic energy. Paragraphs 4 and 6 of the 
draft resolution submitted by Canada (A /C.l /308) 
introduced the same princip!e and would result 
in violations of the international sovereignty and 
economic independence of the countries concerned. 

·while the Polish Government favoured strict 
and effective control of atomic energy, it refused 
to admit the necessity for a system contrary to 
the principles of the national sovereignty or 
political or economic independence of each and 
every country. Only those who desired to 
dominate the world and keep the atomic weapon 
could submit a plan designed to place the economic 
resources of other nations under foreign control. 
\Vith that end in view, they were using the threat 
which the atom bomb constituted. If, on the 
contrary, effective measures of control were to 
be based on the outlawing of atomic weapons 
and the destruction of stocks of bombs, the 
sovereignty of nations would not be menaced hut 
rather guaranteed. 

Mr. Baruch and his successors in the Atomic 
Energy Commission had forgotten the need to 
outlaw the atomic bomb and to destroy existing 
stocks. At the time of his resignation, Mr. Baruch 
had stated in a letter addressed to the President 
of the United States, that he did not see any 
reason why the manufacture of atomic bombs 
should be interrupted. 

Efforts had also been made to withdraw the 
question from the competence of the Security 
Council, and to place it outside the scope of the 
provisions of the Charter relating to questions 
of peace and security. That was contrary to 
the terms of the General Assembly resolution 
of 24 January 1946 ; yet, respect for the provisions 
of the Charter was the key to success. 

Above all, it was essential to wrest the atomic 
weapon from the military clique which was using 
it to exert pressure. At the same time, an 
attempt was being made to side-track the question 
of prohibiting atomic weapons, and to pretend 
that everything depended on the solution of the 
problem of control. 

40 

tique se prononce en faveur d'un contr6le 
simultane de toutes les entreprises interessees 
a Ia production des matieres premieres et de 
l'energie atomique, car les termes de la resolution 
de l'Assemblee generale du 24 janvier 1946 
relatifs a des (( stades distincts )) ne visent pas 
les differentes etapes de la production, comme l'a. 
soutenu le representant du Royaume-Uni ; c'est 
le travail de Ia Commission qui doit comprendre 
des « stades distincts, de fa<;on que le succes 
obtenu a Ia fin de chaque stade developpe parmi 
les pays Ia confiance indispensable avant qu'on 
passe au stade suivant ». Depuis Hiroshima, 
la peur paralyse le monde : comment le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni ne voit-il done pas que 
Ia disparition des stocks de bombes ferait beau coup 
pour dissiper ces craintes ? 

La delegation des Etats-Unis cherche a obtenir 
des donnees exactes sur les ressources mondiales 
en ce domaine et, directement ou par l'interme
diaire d'un organisme quelconque, a s'assurer un 
controle absolu au bem\fice, non pas des Nations 
U nies, mais de certains trusts americains. Telle 
est Ia realite que dissimulent les declarations 
des representants des Etats-Unis et du Royaume
Uni sur le controle international de l'energie 
atomique. Les paragraphes 4 et 6 du projet de 
resolution canadien (A/C. 1 /308) introduisent le 
meme principe et aboutiraient a des violations 
de Ia souverainete internationale et de l'indepen
danc·e economique des pays interesses. 

Si le Gouvernement de Ia Pologne se prononce 
en faveur d'un controle strict et effectif de 
l'cnergie atomique, il se refuse a admettre la 
necessite d'un systeme contraire aux principes 
de souverainete nationale ou a l'independance 
politique et economique de quelque pays que ce 
soit. Seuls ceux qui cherchent a dominer le monde 
et a conserver l'arme atomique peuvent soumettre 
un plan destine a placer les ressources economiques 
d'autres nations sous un controle etranger. A cette 
fin, ils utilisent la menace que constitue la bombe 
atomique. Si, au contraire, des mesures efiectives 
de controle doivent etre fondees sur Ia mise hors 
Ia loi des armes atomiques et la destruction des 
stocks de bombes, Ia souverainete des nations ne 
sera pas menacee mais bien garantie. . . 

M. Baruch et ses successeurs a Ia Commisswn 
de l'energie atomique out oublie Ia necessite de 
mettre Ia bombe atomique hors la loi et de detruire 
les stocks existants. Lors de sa demission, 
M. Baruch n'a-t-il pas declare dans une lettre au 
President des :Etats-Unis qu'il ne voyait pas de 
raison pour interrompre Ia fabrication des bombes 
atomiques ? . 

On a, de plus, essaye de soustraire la questw~ 
de l'energie atomique a Ia competence du Conseil 
de securite et aux prescriptions de la Charte .en 
matiere de paix et de securite ; cela est contra1re 
aux termes de Ia resolution de 1' Assemblee gene
rale en date du 24 janvier 1946. Le respect de la 
Charte est pourtant Ia clef du succes. 

II s'agit, avant tout, d'oter l'arme atomique a 
Ia clique militaire qui s'en sert com~e d'un mo~en 
de pression. Mais on cherche a ~sqmver ,la que.stwn 
de !'interdiction de l'arme atomique et I on pretend 
que tout depend de Ia solution du probleme du 
controle. 



The question was whether the acceptance of the 
principles put forward by the United States 
delegation would lead to the establishment of 
effective control, the prohibition of atomic 
weapons, and the destruction of existing stocks. 
Mr. James Byrnes had recently declared at a 
Press conference that, in the last resort, it would 
always be for the Government of the United 
States and for Congress to decide where United 
States interests lay in connexion with atomic 
energy control. 

In a statement before a Senate committee, 
Dr. Charles Thomas, Vice-President and Technical 
Director of the Montsanto Chemical Company, 
had declared that the Acheson-Lilienthal report 
did not make any provision for the communication 
of secrets of any importance. On the other hand, 
the control by the United States of raw materials, 
such as uranium and plutonium, meant the 
control of the production of atomic energy and of 
atomic bombs. According to the statement made 
by Dr. Thomas, all USSR uranium would be at 
the disposal of an international agency, and 
geologists would collect information on the 
uranium deposits in that country. 

In other words, Mr. Katz-Suchy said, the 
United States, without offering the slightest 
quid pro quo, would extend its control over atomic 
energy beyond that already imposed on a certain 
number of countries. If at least there were a 
little more frankness, an agreement of one kind 
or another might not be entirely impossible. 

Any well-equipped country would rediscover 
the illusory secret of the atomic bomb before 
long, but the essential need was to outlaw the 
atomic bomb and destroy existing stocks. 

When the United States Senate effected an 
80 per cent reduction on the sum of four hundred 
million dollars appropriated for atomic research, 
care was taken to make clear that the cut would 
not apply to those aspects of scientific research 
for military purposes. The New York Herald 
Tribune commented that a military dictatorship 
set science at naught in that field as well as any 
utilization of atomic energy for peaceful purposes. 
As Mr. Baruch had said, atom bombs had become 
an essential element in the equipment of the 
United States Army. 

In the Atomic Energy Commission, the United 
States representative and his faithful majority 
had nullified the efforts at conciliation undertaken 
by the Polish delegation. In particular, pressure 
had been brought upon the representatives of 
Canada and the United Kingdom in connexion 
with the application of Article 27 of the Charter. 
The destruction of bomb stocks and the outlawing 
of the atomic bomb were the necessary conditions 
for the solution of the problem of control. The 
Atomic Energy Commission should, therefore, 
prepare a convention for that purpose and, at the 
same time, draft a plan for control and inspection. 
Only thus would the General Assembly resolution 
of 24 January be respected. Certain Powers 
were side-stepping the principles adopted at 
Potsdam, and the uncertainty surrounding the 
use of atomic weapons was increasing international 
tension. 

In the interest of mankind, it was important 
to reach a compromise and, in the spirit of the 

41 

.~ais. meme l'accepta~ion des principes de Ia 
delegation des Etats-Ums amenerait-elle l'etablis
sement d'un contr&le effectif, !'interdiction des 
armes atomiques et la destruction des stocks ? 
M. James Byrnes a recemment declare au cours 
d'une conference de presse qu'il appartiendrait 
toujours, en dernier ressort, au Gouvernement 
des Etats-Unis et au Congres de decider des 
interets des Etats-Unis en matiere de controle 
de l'energie atomique. 

Devant un comite senatorial, M. Charles 
Thomas, Vice-President et Directeur technique 
de la Montsanto Chemical Company, a declare que 
le Rapport Acheson-Lilienthal ne prevoyait en 
aucune maniere la communication de secrets de 
quelque interet. Par contre, lc controle par les 
Etats-Unis de matieres premieres telles que 
!'uranium et le plutonium signifierait le contrOle 
de la production de l'energie et des bombes 
atomiques. Selon M. Thomas, tout !'uranium 
russe serait a la disposition d'une organisat ion 
internationale et des geologues recueilleraient 
des renseignements sur les gisements d'uranium 
russes. 

En d'autres termes, selon M. Katz-Suchy, les 
Etats-Unis etendraient, sans aucune contre
partie, le controle qu'un certain nombre de pays 
ont deja dft subir en matiere d'energie atomique. 
Si, au mains, l'on etait un peu plus franc, un 
accord d'une sorte ou d'une autre ne serait peut
etre pas tout a fait impossible. 

Tout pays bien equipe ne sera pas long a rede
couvrir l'illusoire secret de la bombe atomique ; 
mais ce dont il s'agit, c'est de mettre la bombe 
atomique hors la loi. Tel est, avec la destruction 
des stocks, l' essen tiel. 

Lorsqu'une somme de quatre cent millions de 
dollars prevue pour la recherche atomique a ete 
diminuee de quatre-vingts pour cent par le Senat 
des Etats-Unis, on a tenu a specifier que Ia 
reduction ne s'appliquerait pas aux aspects de Ia 
recherche scientifique lies a des fins militaires. 
Selon le New-York Herald Tribune, une dictature 
militaire fait echec a la science en ce domaine 
ainsi qu'a toute utilisation de l'energie atomique 
a des fins pacifiques. Comme l'a dit M. Baruch, 
les bombes atomiques sont devenues un element 
essentiel de l'equipement de l'armee americaine. 

Au sein de la Commission de l'energie atomique, 
le representant des Etats-Unis et sa fidele 
majorite ont fait echec aux efforts de conciliation 
de la delegation de Ia Pologne. L'on a notamment 
fait pression sur les representants du Canada et 
du Royaume-Uni en ce qui concerne !'application 
de !'Article 27 de la Charte. La destruction des 
stocks de bombes et la mise hors la loi de la bombe 
atomique sont les conditions necessaires ~e. la 
solution du probleme du contr&le. La CommissiOn 
de l'energie atomique doit done preparer une 
convention en cette matiere et, simultanement, 
rediger un projet relatif au controle et a 
!'inspection. Ainsi seulement la resolution de 
l'Assemblee generale en date du 24 janvier sera
t-elle honoree. Certaines Puissances s'ecartent 
des principes adoptes a Potsdam. Et l'incert~tude 
qui regne sur l'emploi des armes atom1ques 
aggrave la tension internationale. . . 

Dans !'interet de l'humanite meme, Il 1mporte 
de trouver un compromis et, dans !'esprit de la 



Charter and in due respect for the principle of 
equality of nations, the era of technical progress 
should be made to follow the present era of fear. 

l\Ir. RoLIN (Belgium) drew attention to the 
terrible threat to world peace which the atomic 
bomb represented. 

How could statesmen continue to think that 
old national and nationalist concepts could solve 
the problem? It was feared that those who 
denounced the so-called aggressive aims of the 
United States were merely trying to gain time 
and stir up public opinion against those who 
possessed the atomic bomb in order to prepare 
more terrible weapons. 

On the other hand, some quarters were perhaps 
hoping that the United States would keep its 
secret - and its lead. Both groups thought that 
material disarmament should be preceded by 
moral disarmament. But the errors of the League 
of Nations shou!d not be repeated, for it was 
useless to speak of moral disarmament as long 
as the armaments race continued and, as Mr. Rolin 
had predicted in San Francisco, as long as it 
poisoned the international atmosphere. The 
distrust which prevailed made it even more 
indispensable to reach an agreement on that 
question. If both sides looked upon each other 
with suspicion, the fatal initiative would be 
taken sooner or later or else, after war had broken 
out, fear would impel the use of the atomic bomb. 

It was true, however, that the work of the 
Atomic Energy Commission did not seem to 
warrant optimism. Furthermore, Mr. Vyshinsky, 
in his speech at the 145th meeting of the First 
Committee, had not only reached negative 
conclusions, but he had unfairly criticized the 
very ones who had taken the initiative in that 
work. 

Moreover, a veritable caricature of the reso
lutions adopted by the Commission had been 
drawn in which the points of agreement had 
not been mentioned at all, the texts had been 
incorrectly interpreted and persons who did not 
represent their Governments had been quoted. 

The First Committee had before it as a basis 
of discussion, not only the documents of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, but the first part 
of the recent USSR proposal (A/658) which 
simply repeated previous proposals concerning 
the prohibition of the atomic weapon. 

There was disagreement on two basic points : 
first, a choice had to be made between prohibition 
of the atomic weapon in conjunction with control, 
and between control without prohibition. But 
had not the General Assembly itself in 1946-1947 
as well as the Atomic Energy Commission in its 
resolutions, affirmed that an agreement for 
outlawing atomic weapons was an essential part 
of any system of international control? The 
basic principle was in fact the implementation 
of the prohibition of atomic weapons. 

Mr. Vyshinsky wanted to know how control 
would be possible unless the production of ore 
and the manufacture of bombs were first prohi
bited, limited or regulated. But in actual fact, 
some international regulation had to be established 
and that could be done even before the rules 

Charte et le respect du principe de l'egalite des 
nations, de faire succeder a l'ere de Ia crainte 
celle du progres technique. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) evoque la menace terrible 
que fait planer sur le monde l'arme atomique. 

Comment peut-on penser que Ia vieille formule 
nationale et nationaliste puisse constituer la 
solution du probleme ? La crainte existe que ceux 
qui denoncent les pretendues visees agressives des 
Etats-Unis ne cherchent qu'a gagner du temps et 
a ameuter I' opinion contre les detenteurs de l'arme 
atomique a fin de preparer des armes plus terribles. 

D'autre part, certains esperent peut-etre que les 
Etats-Unis garderont leur secret et leur avance. 
Les uns et les autres considerent que le desar
mement materiel doit etre precede du desar
mement moral. Mais il convient de ne pas repeter 
les erreurs de la Societe des Nations. Car il est 
vain de parler de desarmement moral tant que la 
course aux armements se poursuit et, comme 
M. Rolin l'avait predit a San-Francisco, empoi
sonne !'atmosphere internationale. Or, la defiance 
qui regne rend la conclusion d'un accord en cette 
matiere encore plus indispensable. Si des deux 
c6tes, l'on se soup<;onne mutuellement, !'initiative 
fatale sera prise un jour ou bien, nne guerre ayant 
eclate, la peur amenera l'emploi de l'arme 
atomique. 

11 est vrai cependant que les travaux de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique ne semblent pas 
justifier l'optimisme. De plus, M. Vychinsky, dans 
son intervention faite lors de la 145e seance de la 
Premiere Commission, non seulement a abouti a 
des conclusions negatives, mais a critique injus
temcnt ceux-memes qui avaient pris !'initiative de 
ces travaux. 

On a d'autre part presente une veritable cari
cature des resolutions de Ia Commission, passant 
sons silence les points d'accord, for<;ant les textes 
et citant des personnages qui ne representaient 
pas leur Gouvernement. 

La Premiere Commission a devant elle, comme 
base de discussion, non seulement les documents 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique, mais 
egalement la premiere partie de la rccente propo
sition de l'URSS (A/658) qui ne fait que reprendre 
des propositions anterieures relatives a !'inter
diction de l'arme atomique. 

Le desaccord porte sur deux points essentiels. 
En premier lieu, il s'agit de choisir entre, d'une 
part, !'interdiction de l'arme atomique jointe au 
controle et, d'autre part, le controle sans inter
diction. Mais tant I' Assemblee generale elle-meme, 
en 1946-1947, que Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique dans ses resolutions n'affirment-elles pas 
qu'un accord relatif a la mise hors la loi de l'arme 
atomique constitue nne partie essentielle de tout 
systeme de controle international ~ Le p~in~ipe de 
base est bien Ia mise en ceuvre de 1 mterdrctwn des 
armes atomiques. 

M. Vychinsky demande comment un ~ontr~le 
serait possible si l'on n'a au ~realable !nter~t, 
limite ou reglemente la produ~t~on, d~ mme\a1. et 
la fabrication des bombes. Mms Il s ag1t en reahte 
de creer une regie internationale, ?e qui ~st reali: 
sable avant meme que des regles ment ete 
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had been set down. In point of fact, as the 
representatives of Canada, the United Kingdom 
and the United States had stated, the prohibition 
o~ the atomic weapon like any other form of 
disarmament could only be achieved or made 
acceptable to any Government if there were 
regulation, which in itself created confidence. 
The negotiation and the conclusion of agreements 
on the prohibition and the control of atomic 
weapons should take place at one and the same 
time. Then, it would simply be a matter of 
spacing out the implementation of commitments 
made from the beginning. 

As soon as one party would give up its freedom 
to dispose of atomic ores, the other would divulge 
its secrets. That was all that could be said for 
the time being. As for the final destruction 
of atomic bombs, the inspection of laboratories, 
collective research and the fixing of quotas, the 
date could not yet be fixed. 

1'1r. Rolin referred to the statement by the 
representative of the Soviet Union at the 43rd 
meeting of the Working Committee of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, on 5 April 1948, after the 
representatives of the United Kingdom and 
China had raised the question of the possibility 
of concluding two conventions simultaneously. 
At that time, the representative of the Soviet 
Union had said that his delegation might even
tually express its views on the possibility of 
concluding two simultaneous conventions if a 
fonnal proposal were made along those lines. 

Should there be a single convention on the 
control and prohibition of atomic weapons or 
two conventions concluded at the same time, one 
subordinate to the other? That could only be 
quite a secondary question. 

Therefore, the Belgian delegation was in turn 
putting forward a proposal for the drawing up 
of two simultaneous conventions, the one 
depending upon the other and to be enforced 
by stages. 

The second category of difficulties was that 
of methods of control. The Atomic Energy 
Commission had criticized the idea of periodic 
inspections. For one thing, uranium and thorium 
were the only known raw materials, and, for the 
other, these substances could be used either 
for peaceful purposes or for purposes of producing 
atomic weapons ; the process of manufacture 
was the same up to a very advanced stage. 
Moreover, the Commission had drawn attention 
to the difficulties which would have to be faced. 
Actually the production of the ore would have 
to be watched, not through periodic inspections, 
but continuously. 

The system of an " inter-State " control agency 
was most ingenious and in no way directed 
against any one country. For its part, Belgium 
would be glad to contribute to the success of 
that international body. 

The principle of national sovereignty had 
been raised, but did not Mr. Vyshinsky realize 
that any international commitment implied a 
limitation of the sovereignty of the various 
countries? And did not the proposal of the 
Soviet Union provide for periodic inspections 
and special investigations? 
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edictees. En fait, comme l'ont dit notamment les 
representants du Canada, du Royaume-Uni et des 
Etats-Unis, !'interdiction de l'arme atomique, 
comme toute autre forme de desarmement, n'est 
realisable ni acceptable pour aucun Gouvernement 
que moyennant ce controle qui seul cree la 
confiance. II doit y avoir simultancite dans la 
negociation et la conclusion des engagements 
relatifs a !'interdiction et au controlc. Il ne 
s'agira que d'un simple echelonnement de la mise 
en reuvre d'engagements des a present souscrits. 

Lorsque l'un renoncera a la libre disposition de 
ces minerais, l'autre divulguera ses secrets. C'est 
tout ce que l'on peut dire encore. Quant a la 
destruction finale des bombes atomiques, a 
!'inspection des laboratoires, a la recherche en 
commun, a la fixation des contingents, la date 
n'en peut encore etre fixee. 

M. Rolin se reporte a la declaration faite par le 
representant de l'Union sovietique ala 43e seance 
du Comite de travail de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique, le 5 avril 1948, apres que les repre
sentants britannique et chinois eurent souleve la 
question de la possibilite de conclure simulta
nement deux conventions. Le representant de 
l'Union sovietique a declare alors que sa delegation 
pourrait eventuellement faire connaitre ses vues 
sur la possibilite de conclure deux conventions 
simultanement, si une proposition en ce sens 
venait a etre faite. 

Doit-il y avoir une seule convention sur le 
controle et !'interdiction des armes atomiques ou 
bien deux conventions simultanees et subor
donnees l'une a l'autre ? II ne peut s'agir la que 
d'une question tout a fait secondaire. 

La delegation de la Belgique fait done, a son 
tour, une proposition relative a la redaction de 
deux conventions simultanees, dependant l'une de 
l'autre et dont la mise en vigueur se ferait par 
echelons. 

La deuxieme categorie de difficultes reside dans 
les modalites du controle. La Commission de 
l'energic atomique a critique. le principe des 
inspections periodiques. En efiet, d'une part, 
!'uranium et le thorium sont les seules matit':res 
premieres connues et, d'autre part, ces substances 
peuvent etre utilisees soit a des fins pacifiques, 
soit pour la fabrication d'armes atomiques, et les 
operations de fabrication sont les memes jusqu'a 
un stade tres avance. La Commission a d'ailleurs 
signale les difficultes auxquelles on se heurterait. 
C'est en fait la production du minerai qu'il faut 
surveiller et ce, non par des inspections perio
diques, mais par une presence continuelle. 

Le systeme qui consiste a creer un organisme de 
gestion « parainteretatique » est des plus ingenieux 
et n'est nullement dirige contre quelque pays que 
ce soit. La Belgique, pour sa part, se~a he~reuse 
de contribuer au succes de cet orgamsme mter
national. 

L'on a invoque Ie principe de souverainete 
nationale, mais M. Vychinsky n'a-t-il.pas :econn.u 
que tout engagement international Im~Irquerrut 
la limitation de la souverainete des dlfTerentes 
nations ? Et la proposition de l'Union. soyietique 
ne prevoit-elle pas des inspections penod1ques et 
des enquetes speciales ? 



In any case, the limitation of national sove
reignty was at the basis of any plan for the 
prohibition and abolition of atomic weapons. 
Periodic inspection of plants producing nuclear 
fuel which could rapidly be transformed into 
:<~.tomic bombs could not inspire the necessary 
confidence. On the other hand special inves
tigations which would be undertaken when there 
was suspicion, that is to say when a Government 
had taken the initiative of accusing another 
Government and had notified it sometime before 
the investigation took place, could not be at 
all effective. Consequently, one was led to 
accept a kind of international socialization of 
the atomic energy industry, a kind of trust in 
which the participants would be States. 
Moreover, that body would not be determining 
quotas since no State would have to accede to 
the proposed agreement until it had approved 
the quota allocated to it. 

On 5 April 19481, the representative of the 
Soviet Union had stated that an agreement on 
quotas would facilitate general agreement on 
the whole of the question of control. In that case, 
why not examine closely the question of quotas 
and at the same time all the other problems of 
atomic energy in order to reach a comprehensive 
convention on prohibition, control and quotas? 

It had been said in some quarters that the 
control organ contemplated by the majority of 
the Atomic Energy Commission would have to be 
a tool of the United States. But, in that. case, 
any control commission would suffer from the 
same disadvantage. Actually control should be 
entrusted to a body of officials, independent of 
the Governments of their countries of origin, 
who would take an oath similar to that sworn 
by officials of the United Nations or members 
of the International Court of Justice. Then 
there would be no question of political control; 
rather would control be exercised by engineers 
and scientists, by men who had only the cause 
of manldnd at heart. 

Mr. Rolin then referred to criticism which held 
that the authority of the Security Council was 
being encroached upon when not only control 
powers but the right to institute sanctions were 
granted to the Control Commission. However, 
the Third Report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission clearly explained (on page 18) the 
measures of " enforcement and sanctions ". 
Moreover, serious violations had to be brought 
before the General Assembly or the Security 
Council. True, the " exercise of the veto " was 
prohibited, but the jurisdiction of the Security 
Council had been fully respected and the future 
international staff would not be a tool of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

The latter Commission would deal only with 
the violations of its own regulations. It only 
!tad authority to exercise its own control and 
only when a State interfered with the exercise of 
that function did the Commission bring the matter 
before the Security Council. The Atomic Energy 

1 See O,f{icial Records of the .Atomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council, page 49. 
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Quoi qu'il en soit, Ia limitation de la souverai
~~te n~ti~nale es~ a ~a. base de tout plan pour 
I mterdrchon et 1 abolition des armes atomiques. 
En effet, !'inspection periodique des installations 
produisant le combustible nucleaire, combustible 
qui peut etre rapidement transforme en bombe 
atomique, ne saurait inspirer la confiance neces
saire. D'autre part, les enquetes speciales, 
auxquelles il serait procede en cas de soup9on, 
c'est-a-dire lorsqu'un Gouvernement aura pris 
!'initiative de porter une accusation contre un 
autre Gouvernement et lui aura notifre cette 
accusation un certain temps avant l'enquete, ne 
pourraient etre d'aucune efficacite. On se trouve 
done conduit a accepter une espece de socialisation 
internationale de l'industrie de l'energie atomique. 
II s'agira, si l'on veut, d'un trust, mais dont les 
membres seront des Etats. De plus, ce n'est pas 
cet organisme qui fixera les contingents, puis
qu'aucun Etat n'aura a souscrire a !'accord 
envisage avant d'avoir approuve le contingent 
qu'on lui allouerait. 

Le 5 avril 19481, le representant de !'Union 
sovietique a. declare que !'accord sur les contin-
gents rendrait peut-etre plus facile !'accord 
general sur !'ensemble de la question du controle. 
Pourquoi done ne pas examiner de pres Ia question 
des contingents et, avec elle, tous les autres 
problemes de l'energie atomique, afin d'arriver a 
une convention d'ensemble en matiere d'inter· 
diction, de controle et de contingents ? 

L'organisme de gestion envisage par la majorite 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique est 
considerc par certains comme devant etre au 
service des Etats-Unis. Mais alors toute commis
sion de controle ne presentera-t-elle pas cet 
inconvenient ? II s'agit en realite de confier Ie 
controle a un organisme de fonctionnaires indC
pendants du Gouvernement de leur pays et 
pretant un serment analogue a celui des fonction
naires des Nations Unies ou des membres de Ia 
Cour internationale de Justice. II ne s'agirait done 
pas d'un controle politique, mais d'un controle 
exerce par des ingcnieurs et des savants, par des 
hommes n'ayant a cceur que la cause de 
l'humanite. 

M. Rolin fait ensuite allusion aux critiques 
selon lesquelles on chercherait a empieter sur les 
attributions du Conseil de securite en attribuant 
a Ia Commission de controle non seulement des 
pouvoirs de controle, mais Ie droit de prendre des 
sanctions. Mais le troisieme rapport de la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique donne (page 18) des 
precisions sur les « mesures d'application et 
sanctions ». Or, les violations graves devraient 
etre signalees a I' Assemblee generale et au Conseil 
de securitc. II est vrai que cc l' exercice du veto» 
est exclu. Mais l'on a pleinement respecte Ia 
competence du Conseil de securite et le futur 
etat-major international ne sera pas au service de 
la Commission de l'energie atomique. 

Ce que constate cette derniere, ce sont seulement 
les violations de son propre reglement. Elle n'a 
que l'autorite necessaire po;tr exercer. son contrl)le 
et ce n'est que lorsqu'un Etat ne lm permet pas 
de s'acquitter de sa tache qu'elle fait rapp?rt au 
Conseil de securite. Le plan de la CommiSSIOn de 

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux officiels de Ia Commission de 
tenergie atomique, troisieme annee, ~u?plement special, 
troisieme rapport au Conseil de secur1te, page 49. 



Commission's plan was an act of courage, carried 
out upon the initiative of the United States. 
The atomic energy industry would thus be 
removed from private hands and placed under 
international control. 

The Belgian delegation approved the spirit of 
the Canadian proposal (AfC.l /308) although it 
found that it had not been put in clear enough 
terms. The body which the Atomic Energy 
Commission proposed to establish was not defined 
and it was not clearly enough stated, as the 
Canadian representative had said in his speech, 
that the prohibition and outlawing of atomic 
weapons were the goals which should eventually 
be attained. 

It was important to make quite clear that a 
certain number of delegations were prepared to 
make concessions in connexion with their sove
reignty. The Assembly had just got under way 
and it was too early to say that the disagreement 
was final. 

The Belgian delegation, like that of the United 
Kingdom, considered that only one solution was 
possible on the following two basic points : 
the simultaneous conclusion of agreements for 
the prohibition of atomic weapons on the one 
hand and their control on the other, and the 
application in stages of both prohibition and 
control ; and, in the second place, the estab
lishment of an international control agency in 
which officials would be independent of their 
Governments. 

Mr. Rolin expressed the wish that a sub
committee of the First Committee should continue 
the efforts to reach agreement, taking care not 
to lose sight of the two basic principles which 
he had just stated. Should the efforts of the 
sub-committee prove vain, the Committee would 
have to decide whether to adopt a solution 
similar to that proposed by the Syrian represen
tative (A/C.l /309). Under the terms of that 
proposal, there was no suggestion that a sub
committee of the General Assembly should 
resume the study of the problem from the very 
beginning. The Atomic Energy Commission 
would be asked to show that solution of the 
problem depended only upon the good-will of 
all the Member States. 

If the USSR delegation maintained its oppo
sition to principles which arose from the nature 
of things, it might not be possible to clarify the 
question of stages, enforcement, prohibition and 
control. In any case, after envisaging all the 
possibilities of agreement, the First Committee 
should admit the possibility of a failure to agree 
and, in that event, adopt the method proposed 
by the Syrian delegation. 

Thirty years ago, the United States Government 
was hardly aware of the need for sacrifice which 
its participation in international life implies. 
But at the present time, the United States knew 
that Governments of good faith must be the 
first to accept a system of international control. 
The Belgian delegation thought that concrete 
results could be achieved in pursuance of the 
method put forth by the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

The Belgian Government had participated 
closely in the work of the Atomic Energy Com-
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I'energie atomique constitue un acte de courage, 
accompli sur l'initiative des Etats-Unis. 
L'industrie de l'energie atomique serait ainsi 
soustraite au secteur prive et placee sous contrl'lle 
international. 

La delegation de la Belgique approuve !'esprit 
de la proposition canadienne (A/C.l/308). Mais les 
termes de celle-ci ne sont pas assez clairs : I' orga
nisme dont Ia creation est recommandee par la 
Commission de l'energie atomique n'est pas defini 
et il n'est pas indique assez nettement que, comme 
le representant du Canada l'a declare au cours de 
son intervention, !'interdiction de l'arme atomique 
et sa mise hors Ia Ioi constituent le but vers lequel 
on s'achemine progressivement. 

Il importe qu'il apparaisse clairement qu'un 
certain nombre de delegations sont pretes a faire 
des concessions relatives a leur souverainete. 
L'Assemblee n'en est qu'a ses debuts. II est trop 
tot pour dire que Ie desaccord est definitif. 

La delegation de Ia Belgique considere, comme 
Ia delegation du Royaume-Uni, qu'il n'y a qu'une 
solution possible sur les deux points essentiels 
suivants : simultaneite de la conclusion des 
accords relatifs a !'interdiction d'u.ne part et au 
controle d'autre part, et echeJonnement de 
!'application tant de !'interdiction que du con
trole ; et, en second lieu, creation d'un organisme 
international de gestion dont les fonctionnaires 
seraient independants de leur gouvernement. 

M. Rolin exprime Ie souhait qu'une sous
commission de Ia Premiere Commission, sans 
abandonner les deux principes essentiels qu'il 
vient d'indiquer, poursuive un effort de rappro
chement. Si les efforts de cette sons-commission 
n'aboutissaient pas, Ia question se poserait de 
savoir s'il faut adopter une solution semblable a 
celle que propose le representant de Ia Syrie 
(A/C.l /309). Selon cette proposition, il ne s'agit 
nullement qu'une sons-commission de I' Assemblee 
generale reprenne le probleme a pied d'ceuvre. Ce 
serait la Commission de l'energie atomique qui 
serait invitee a demontrer que la solution du 
probleme ne depend que de la bonne volonte de 
tous les Etats Membres. 

Si la delegation de l'Union sovietique maintient 
son opposition a des principes qui resultent de Ia 
nature des chases, il ne sera peut-etre pas possible 
de preciser la question de l' echelonnement, de la 
mise en vigueur, de !'interdiction et du contrMe. 
Toutefois, la Premiere Commission, apres avoir 
envisage toutes Ies possibilites d'accord, devrait 
admettre Ia possibilite d'un desaccord et, dans ce 
cas, adopter la methode proposee par la delegation 
de Ia Syrie. 

II y a trente ans, le Gouvernement des Etats
Unis etait loin d'etre penetre de Ia necessite des 
sacrifices qu'implique la vie internationale. Mais 
aujourd'hui, les Etats-Unis savent que les Gouver
nements de bonne foi doivent etre Ies premiers a 
accepter un systeme de controle international. La 
delegation beige estime qu'il est possible, selon la 
methode preconisee par la Commission de l'energie 
atomique, d'obtenir des resultats concrets. 

Le Gouvernement de la Belgique s'est assode 
etroitement aux tra.vaux de Ia Commission de 



mission and the Security Council for the purpose 
of freeing mankind from the danger which had 
confronted it for the past three years. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) reserved his delegation's 
right to speak at a later stage on the amendment 
which it had submitted (A/C.1f309). But the 
representative of the United Kingdom had stated 
that he could not accept that amendment because 
it might mislead public opinion. Actually the 
Syrian amendment to the Canadian proposal 
could not have that result. Could it honestly 
be said that public opinion was unaware of the 
true state of afiairs ? The discussion would be 
continued and the Syrian delegation hoped that 
it might be possible to reach agreement. But it 
was not participating in the discussion for the 
liOle purpose of facilitating a decision. All 
peoples hated that weapon of destruction, but 
in order to calm the world's anxiety, a great 
Power had to be prepared to dispel all misunder
iitanding. If it were not prepared to do so, it 
should accept the mediation of small, neutral, 
disinterested countries which would make possible 
the return of the world to normal living. 

The meeting rose at 6.14 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FORTY-SEVENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday, 2 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

.Acting Chairman : Mr. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivia) 

10. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) reviewed the proposals 
contained in the majority report of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and found the theses on 
which they were based unconvincing except 
in so far as guaranteeing a monopoly of the atomic 
weapons for the United States. 

The United Nations would not be creating a 
control agency but a world-wide trust with the 
right to dispose of all the resources of the atomic 
energy industry. Submission of such a project 
to the United Nations was astonishing because 
the proposal was incompatible with such essential 
principles of the Charter as the non-intervention 
in the internal affairs of Member States and the 
unanimity of the permanent members of the 
Security Council. Little national sovereignty 
would be left, because the interference of the 
proposed organ would extend to an important 
part of heavy industries connected with the 
production of atomic energy. The Yugoslav 
Government would accept no derogrrtion of 
national sovereignty as conceived in the Charter 
except, as Mr. Vyshinsky had explained, such 
as served the interests of the international 
collectivity. 
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l'energie atomique et du Conseil de securite, afin 
de liberer l'humanite du danger qui la haute 
depuis trois ans. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) reserve le droit de sa dele
gation d'intervenir de nouveau au sujet de I' amen
dement qu'elle a presente (AfC.1/309). Mais le 
representant du Royaume-Uni a declare qu'il ne 
pouvait accepter cet amendement qui risquerait 
d'induire en erreur !'opinion publique. En realite, 
l'amendement syrien a la proposition canadienne 
ne saurait avoir semblable consequence. Peut-on, 
en effet, vraiment dire que !'opinion publique 
ignore la verite ? Les discussions se poursuivent 
et la delegation de Ia Syrie espere qu'il sera 
possible d'arriver a un accord ; mais elle ne prend 
pas part aux debats dans le seul but de faciliter 
une decision. Tous les peuples hai:ssent ce moyen 
de destruction, mais afin d'apaiser !'inquietude du 
monde, une grande Puissance doit etre prete a 
dissiper les malentendus. Sinon, elle doit accepter 
!'arbitrage de petits pays neutres et desinteresses, 
qui faciliteront au monde le retour a la vie 
normale. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 14. 

CENT-QUARANTE-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 2 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President par interim: M. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivie) . 

10. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
, ports de la Commission de I 'energie 

atomique 

M. B,EBLER (Yougoslavie) passe en revue lei 
propositions contenues dans le rapport de Ia 
majorite des membres de Ia Commission de 
l'energie atomique. II estime que les argumentli 
sur lesquels s'appuie ce rapport ne so~t pas 
convaincants et qu'ils ne font que garanbr aux 
Etats-Unis le monopole de l'arme atomique. 

En adoptant les conclusions du rapport, l'Or~a
nisation des Nations Unies etablirait non pomt 
un organe de contr<He, mais un trust mondial 
qui aurait a sa disposition toutes les resso~rces 
des industries de production de l'energie atomique· 
II est etonnant qu'une telle proposition ait ete 
soumise a !'Organisation des Nations Unies, car 
elle contredit les principes essentiels de Ia Charte, 
tel que le principe de la non-intervention dans le~ 
afiaires interieures des Etats Membres et celm 
de l'unanimite des membres permanents du 
Conseil de securite. Si ce plan etait adopte, il ne 
subsisterait pas grand'chose de la souverainete 
des differentes nations, puisque l'organe de 
controle dont on propose la creation au~ait dro~t 
de regard sur !'important secteur de l m~ustne 
lourde dont l'activite est liee a la productiOn de 
I'energie atomique. Le Gouverne~ent y_ougos.Iave 
n'acceptera pas qu'il soit porte attemte .a ~a 
souverainete nationale telle qu'elle est defime 
par la Charte, a moins que ce ne soit, cornme l'a 
dit M. Vychinsky, dans !'interet de la commu
naute internationale. 



Under the majority plan, American finance 
would be dominating the proposed trust and 
Mr. Behler could not agree that American finance 
in fact represented the general interest. The 
only explanation that could be given for the 
Baruch proposals and the plans which had been 
based upon them was that they were intended 
to be unacceptable in the Security Council, so 
that their proponents need not be subject to 
control. 

Mr. Behler found unscientific the explanation 
that the scientific facts of atomic energy barred 
any control other than the measures of the 
majority plan. He refused to believe that 
reputable men of science had found the controls 
proposed by the USSR insufficient. The diver
gence of views should be dealt with by inviting 
a group of scientists to give evidence before the 
Committee. The scientific group attached to 
the Atomic Energy Commission had in fact 
confirmed the USSR view that effective control 
was technically realizable. The USSR proposals 
fully met the requirements of the situation. Since 
the problem was one of international security, 
these proposals provided for a commission within 
the framework of the Security Council with the 
right of control through periodic inspections and 
special investigations. They also provided for 
sanctions in the case of violations of the proposed 
convention. 

The discussion in the Committee had centered 
upon the most contentious point of the question, 
namely, the relation and the simultaneity of the 
prohibition of the atomic bomb, and the control 
of its production. The representative of Belgium 
had stated, at the 146th meeting, that the present 
position of the majority was to conclude two 
conventions simultaneously which, however, 
would only take effect after the conditions 
provided for in the majority report had been 
fulfilled. Thus, there had not been the slightest 
advance : the destruction of atomic bombs was 
to be put off forever as would the control of its 
production, while the prospecting and ownership 
of the mines ~ the first stage of control - was 
to begin immediately. Far from being a unilateral 
disarmament as the Canadian representative had 
contended, even supposing that a monopoly 
still existed, the destruction of the stocks of 
bombs would be a measure of general equity since 
uo atomic bomh would then exist. 

The majority clearly considered it dangerous 
to reach a decision forcing one nation holding 
great stocks of atomic bombs to destroy them, 
a.nd that was the reason for their scheme of 
preliminary conditions. Mr. Behler was certain 
that a true simultaneity in the elimination of 
atomic bombs and the introduction of effective 
controls over their production would be blocked 
by the majority, whose policy it was to use the 

Si l'on adopte le plan de la majorite, le trust 
de l'energie atomique sera domine parIes interets 
financiers americains ; or, M. Behler ne peut 
admettre que la finance americaine soit la repre
sentante de I'interet general. Il n'y a qu'une seule 
explication aux propositions de M. Baruch et 
aux plans qui s'en inspirent : on a voulu Ies rendre 
inacceptables au Conseil de securite, afin que 
ceux-la meme dont ces propositions emanent ne 
soient pas soumis au contr()le. 

M. Behler estime qu'il n'y a pas de justifi
cation scientifique aux arguments scion lesquels 
ce seraient Ies donnees scientifiques cUes-memes 
qui interdiraient l'etablissement du controle de 
l'energie atomique par des moyens autres que 
ceux qui sont preconises dans le plan de la majo
rite. n se refuse a croire que des savants serieux 
aient trouve insuffisants les moyens de controle 
proposes par l'URSS. S 'il y a divergence de vues 
a ce sujet, il y aurait lieu de faire appel a un 
groupe de savants qui viendraient temoigner 
devant la Commission. Les savants qui travaillent 
avec la Commission de I'energie atomique ont 
admis les vues de l'URSS scion lesquelles il est 
possible, du point de vue technique, d'etablir 
un controle efficace. Les propositions de l'URSS 
repondent a toutes les donnees du probleme. 
Celui-ci interesse la securite internationale ; aussi 
les propositions de l'URSS portent-elles sur la 
formation, dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, 
d'une commission qui aurait le droit d'exercer 
un controle au moyen d'inspections periodiques 
et d'enquetes speciales. Elles prevoient egalement 
des sanctions pour les cas eventuels de violation 
de la convention. 

Les debats a la Commission ont porte surtout 
sur le point le plus litigieux, c'est-a-dire sur Ia 
relation qui existe entre !'interdiction de la 
bombe atomique et le controle de sa fabrication 
et sur l'opportunite d'appliquer simultanement 
ces deux mesures. Le representant de la Belgique 
a expose, lors de la 146e seance, le point de vue 
qui est actuellement celui de Ia majorite, a savoir 
que les deux conventions soient conclues simul
tanement, mais qu'elles n'entrent en vigueur 
qu'apres !'execution des conditions stipulees dans 
le rapport de la majorite. Aussi n'a-t-on pas 
avance d'un pas. En somme, la destruction des 
stocks de bombes atomiques et Je controle de la 
production de la bombe seraient remis a une date 
indeterminee, alors que l'on appliquerait imme
diatement ce qui constitue le premier stade du 
controle, a savoir la prospection des terrains et 
la propriete des mines. Loin de constituer un acte 
de desarmement unilateral, comme l'a pretendu 
le representant du Canada, la destruction des 
stocks de bombes atomiques serait une mesure 
equitable vis-a-vis de tous, meme en supposant 
qu'il existe encore un monopole de cette arme : 
en effet, cette mesure supprimerait purement et 
simplement la bombe atomique. 

II est evident que la majorite estime dangereux 
d'adopter une decision qui forcerait la seule 
nation disposant de grandes reserves ~e ~omb~~ 
atomiques a les detruire. C'est ce qm lUI ~ .fait 
mettre en avant Ie plan qui enonce des conditions 
prealables. M. Behler est persuade que si l'on 
proposait d'eliminer les bombes atomiques et, 
en meme temps, d'etablir un controle effi~ace 
de leur production, la majorite s'opposeralt a 
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bomb to exert political pressure against those 
States, including the USSR, which it was supposed 
did not possess it. That policy was precisely 
the danger which might result in a new war. 
That policy would however be ineffective against 
the peoples of the popular democracies, and 
Mr. Behler urged its abandonment. 

l\Ir. RA~IADIER (France) declared that mankind 
could not surrender its hopes of conciliation and 
agreement, for otherwise the fission of the atom 
and the existence of the atomic bomb would 
involve the destruction of the human species in 
successive and terrible stages of atomic warfare. 
Equally serious was the disruption of international 
equilibrium which ,·mulct follow from the sub
jection of the small nations to the overlordship 
of the great Powers, which alone would be 
capable of producing atomic weapons. ·whatever 
the difficulties, the United Nations must not 
abandon the task initiated at the instance of 
the United States, a problem which could only 
be resolved on a universal basis. 

Nothing less would suffice than total abolition 
of the bomb everywhere. It was necessary to 
ensure this destruction and no limitation could 
be placed upon the rule of law or else mankind 
would remain under a physical and moral menace. 
Laws which forbade the weapon without providing 
for control and sanctions were not adequate. 
The prohibition of the use of poison gas had not 
prevented its employment in the First World 
War. The fact that gas had not been used again 
in the Second World War was due to the inability 
to control it and to the fear of reprisals rather 
than for respect of any conventions. 

There seemed to be little possibility for control 
or sanctions without first ensuring the destruction 
of the weapon, but mere destruction was not 
sufficient. The doubts raised by Mr. Vyshinsky 
concerning United States monopoly showed that 
without a complete plan for control, destruction 
would establish a monopoly in favour of fraud 
and evasion. The destruction of the bomb should 
be the culmination and not the first step of a 
global plan. 

The core of the difficulty was the question of 
control. Control through the establishment of 
an octopus-like agency supervising and inspecting 
everything, was inconceivable. Complete as the 
control might be, it would not give absolute 
protection against the possibilities of evasion. 
This very difficulty should make the United 
Nations even more unremitting in its exploration 
of every possible means of control. Mr. Ramadier 
believed that the USSR plan was obscure in 
part and for the rest inadequate. Mr. Vyshinsky's 
criticism of the majority plan as being inadequate 
was also a condemnation of the USSR plan since 
the latter was an abridgement of the other. He 
was doubtful of the effectiveness of periodic 
inspections on the spot as provided in the plan 
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cette proposition, car sa politique consiste a se 
servir de I' existence de Ia bombe pour exercer 
une pression politique sur les Etats - y compris 
l'URSS - qui sont censes ne pas posseder cet 
engin. C'est precisement cette politique qui cn\e 
le danger d'une nouvelle guerre. Cependant, cette 
politique n'influencera pas les democraties popu
laires, et M. Behler demande instamment qu'elle 
soit abandonnee. 

M. RAMADIER (France) declare que l'humanite 
ne saurait abandonner l'espoir d'un rapprochement 
et d'un accord. S'il en etait autrement, Ia fission 
de l'atome et !'existence de l'arme atomique 
entraineraient la destruction de l'espece humaine 
au cours des phases successives et terribles d'une 
guerre atomique. Non moins grave serait la rup
ture de I'equilibre international qu'entrainerait 
Ia sujetion des petites nations a la domination 
des grandes Puissances, qui seraient seules 
capables de produire des armes atomiques. QueUes 
que soient les difficultes qu'elle rencontre, !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies ne doit pas ahandonner 
Ia tache qu'elle a entreprise a la demande des 
Etats-Unis, et qui ne saurait etre menee a bien 
autrement qu'a I'echelle rnondiale. 

Tonte mesure qui n'abolirait pas totalement 
la bombe atomique serait insuffisante. II faut 
qu'on ait la certitude absolue que toutes les 
bomhes seront detruites et qu'il n'y aura aucune 
limitation a Ia portee d'application de Ia loi inter
nationale. S'il en etait autrement, une menace 
physique et morale continuerait a peser sur l'huma
nite. Il ne suffit point d'edicter des lois qui tout 
en interdisant l'arme atomique n'etabliraient pas 
de controle ni de systeme de sanctions. L'inter
diction des gaz toxiques n'a pas empeche leur 
emploi au cours de la premiere guerre mondiale. 
Si ces gaz n'ont pas ete employes au cours de 
Ia seconde guerre mondiale, cela fut du non pas 
tant au respect des conventions internationales 
qu'aux difficultes qu'il y a de controler !'action 
des gaz, ainsi qu'a la crainte de represailles. . 

II semble peu probable que l'on puisse etabhr 
un systeme de controle et de sanctions _sans 
detruire au prealable l'arme atomique ; mais Ia 
destruction a elle seule ne saurait suffire. Les 
doutes qu'a exprimes M. Vychinsky au suj~t 
du monopole que detiendraient les Etats-Ums 
montn nt que, en !'absence d'un plan detail!? 
de contrMe, la destruction servirait seulement a 
etablir un monopole en faveur des fraudeurs. La 
destruction de Ia bombe doit etre le couronnement 
et non la fondation du plan d'ensemble. 

C'est Ia question du controle qui forme la 
difficulte principale. II est inconcevable que le 
controle soit etabli par I'entremise d'un or~ane 
qui envahirait tout, qui voudrait tout surv:etller 
et tout inspecter. Aussi complet qu? s01t ce 
controle, il ne fournirait pas de garantle abso!u.e 
contre les possibilites de violation. C'est prect
sement en raison de cette difficulte que !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies ne doit negliger aucun 
effort pour etudier toutes les possibilites de 
contr&le. M. Ramadier estime que le plan. de 
l'URSS est obscur dans certaines parties, ma
dequat dans les autres. Les crit~q~e~ d~ 
M. Vychinsky contre le plan de Ia .m~Jonte, qrn 
serait insuffisant, condamnent aUSSl bten le P!an 
de l'URSS, car celui-ci n'est qu'une versiOn 



of the USSR. He was equally sceptical of the 
investigations on the basis of suspicions and 
denunciations which were foreseen in that plan ; 
he thought that would be dilatory. Investigation 
must be permanent and universal as Mr. Vyshinsky 
had himself appeared to recognize. The force 
of the majority proposal for continuous super
vision by a trusted international organ seemed 
to him irresistible. Good-will and control by 
men of conscience selected as individuals rather 
than as representatives of Governments were 
better than the free use of the atomic weapon. 

The fear which had been expressed that control 
meant infringement of sovereignty seemed to 
him nothing but a claim for freedom to use the 
bomb. Membership in the United Nations itself 
implied the acceptance of a limitation of sove
reignty which should cause no one any fear, but 
should rather induce realization that the choice 
lay between destruction by the bomb and the 
elimination of sovereign frontiers. 

The charge that the control agency would 
be a United States agency was equally ill-founded 
since all nations would be represented. Such 
standing as the United States might have would 
be due to its competence in the matter. In the 
United Nations itself there was no crystallized 
majority on every question. The USSR found 
itself in a minority on the problem of atomic 
energy, but it did not follow that the same 
majority would determine membership in the 
control agency. Moreover, decision on the 
international plane was not possible if, at certain 
moments, the majority could not be the arbiter. 
Finally, the small nations which did not produce 
atomic energy would bring a high sense," of 
responsibility to the control organ. 

Polemics should give way to a realization of 
the gravity of the problem since all peoples had 
equal reason to fear the atomic bomb. No one 
had the right to abandon efforts to find a solution. 
It was true that the ideal solution would be the 
instantaneous application of all measures of 
prohibition and control but that was impossible. 
Even the amendment submitted on 18 February 
1947 by the USSR1 visualized transitional and 
consecutive stages. Progression was inevitable 
but everything had to be done to accelerate 
these successive stages. 

A solution had to be found since the very 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council, page 20. 
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abregee du premier. M. Ramadier n'est pas cer
tai~ ':fUe !'inspection periodique sur place, que 
prevmt le plan de l'URSS, puisse donner des 
resultats effectifs. 11 se demande egalement 
si des enquetes provoquees par des soupc;ons et 
des denonciations, enquetes que propose le plan 
de l'URSS, produiraient de bons resultats ; il 
pense qu'elles constitueraient une perte de temps. 
Les enquetes doivent etre permanentes et uni
verselles, comme d'ailleurs M. Vychinsky semble 
I'avoir reconnu. Le representant de Ia France 
estime evident Ie bien-fonde du plan de la majo
rite, qui prevoit une surveillance permanente 
confiee a un organe international jouissant de 
la confiance de taus. La bonne volonte, ainsi que 
l'exercice du controle par des hommes conscien
cieux, choisis en raison de leurs merites individuels 
plutot qu'en tant que representants de leurs 
Gouvernements, valent mieux que l'emploi sans 
controle de l'arme atomique. 

Pour M. Ramadier, la crainte qui a ete exprimee 
que le controle puisse constituer une violation 
de la souverainete nationale ne signifie rien 
d'autre qu'une manifestation du desir de pouvoir 
utiliser librement Ia bombe atomique. Le fait 
d'etre Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies implique par lui-meme une limitation de 
souverainete, ce qui ne devrait effrayer personne 
mais au contraire faire comprendre que l'alter
native devant laquelle nous nous trouvons est 
la suivante : ou bien la destruction par la bombe 
atomique, ou bien !'abandon de la souverainete. 

L'accusation selon laquelle l'organisme de 
controle serait un instrument des Etats-Unis 
est egalement infondee, puisque toutes les nations 
y seraient repn\sentees. L'importance que les 
Etats-Unis pourraient y avoir ne serait due qu'a 
Ia competence qu'ils possedent en la matiere. II 
n'existe pas au sein de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies elle-meme de majorite fermement etablie 
en ce qui concerne chacune des questions qui se 
posent. L'URSS se trouve en minorite quant au 
probH~me de l'energie atomique, mais il ne s'ensuit 
pas que c'est cette majorite qui serait appeiee a 
nommer les membres de 1' organisme de controle. 
D'autre part, il ne serait pas possible de prendre 
des decisions sur le plan international si, a certains 
moments, la majorite n'etait pas appelee a jouer 
le role d'arbitre. Enfin, Ia participation des 
petites nations, qui ne produisent pas d' energie 
atomique, donnerait a 1' organe de controle un 
sens serieux de ses responsabilites. 

II importe de mettre fin aux polemiques et 
de se rendre compte de la gravite du probleme, 
puisqu'en effet tous les peuples ont des raisons 
egales de redouter Ia bombe atomique. Personne 
n'a le droit de se desinteresser de la recherche 
d'une solution. II est vrai que la solution ideale 
serait d'appliquer instantanement tout~s les 
mesures d'interdiction et de controle, mats cela 
est impossible. Meme l'amendement presente par 
l'URSS Ie 18 fevrier 19471 envisage des phases 
de transition successives. II faut une progression, 
mais il importe de tout faire pour accelerer ces 
phases successives. 

II faut trouver une solution, puisque J'avenir 

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux officiels de la Commission. de 
l'energie atomique, troisieme annee, supplement specral, 
troisieme rapport au Conseil de securite, page 20. 



future of the United Nations depended on it. 
The French delegation was prepared to accept 
the Belgian suggestion for a sub-committee as a 
means, at least, of circumscribing the problems. 

:\fr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that it had never been suggested 
by his delegation that a legal ban on atomic 
weapons would be sufficient, nor had it been 
denied that to eliminate the bomb without 
establishing a control agency would give a bonus 
to evaders. Generalissimo Stalin had himself 
stated that a strict and effective international 
control organ was essential. As far as the 
USSR was concerned, all this was indisputable. 
The USSR did not regard either of the plans as 
anything more than a first step or outline to 
be improved as experience was gained in the 
fight against violators of the conventions which 
the USSR hoped to see concluded. 

l\Ir. Vyshinsky found that Mr. MeN eil's criticism 
of the inspection proposals of the USSR was, 
in fact, a distortion of those proposals. 
Mr. Vyshinsky quoted from the Third Report 
to show that the USSR proposed to allow the 
international control commission to carry out 
inspection of all facilities as it saw fit. 

The representative of the USSR thought that 
l\1r. McNeil had been arguing at cross-purposes 
in dwelling on the wish of the United Kingdom 
to establish the control agency within the 
framework of the Security Council. The question 
at issue was the United States proposal, in the 
First Report, that the control agency should be 
within the framework of the United Nations; 
that was not the same thing at all as placing it 
'vithin the fram ework of the Security Council. 

Mr. McNeil's reply to the USSR objection to 
control by successive stages did not meet the 
point either. The delegation of the Soviet Union 
maintained that control must be established 
simultaneously over all stages of the production 
of atomic energy. 

The United States proposals, however, were 
contrary to paragraph 5 of the General Assembly 
resolution of 24 January 19461 which did not 
provide that the control of atomic energy should 
be executed by stages but that " the work of 
the Commission should proceed by separate 
stages ". The United Kingdom representative 
had confused these matters. To base the plan 
for control of atomic energy on the principle of 
control by successive stages was a flagrant 
contradiction of the Assembly resolutions of 
24 January1 and 14 December 1945.2 Contrary 
to Mr. McNeil's assertion, as could be seen from 
the Third Report, the delegation of the USSR 
had continually tried to convince the Commission 
of the need for a control encompassing all stages 
of the production of atomic energy. 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the first part of its first session, page 9. 

2 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (1). 
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meme de !'Organisation des Nations Unies en 
depend. La delegation fram;aise est disposee a 
accepter la proposition beige visant a Ia creation 
d'une sons-commission, du moins en tant que 
moyen propre a delimiter exactement les pro
blemes. 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) dit que sa delegation n'a jamais 
pretendu qu'il suffirait de prononcer !'interdiction 
juridique des armes atomiques, et n'a jamais 
songe a nier que Je fait d'interdire Ia bombe sans 
etablir d'organisme de controle constituerait une 
prime a la malhonrietete. Le Marechal Staline 
lui-meme a declare qu'il faut un organe de controle 
international rigoureux et efficace. Pour l'URSS, 
tout cela est indiscutable. Elle considere que les 
deux projets existants ne sont autre chose qu'un 
premier pas, un canevas a completer au fur et 
a mesure qu'on acquerra de !'experience dans Ia 
lutte contre ceux qui violeraient les conventions, 
dont l'URSS espere fermement Ia conclusion. 

M. Vychinsky estime que les critiques formulees 
par M. McNeil a l'adresse des propositions de 
l'URSS relatives a !'inspection denaturent en 
fait ces propositions. M. Vychinsky cite des 
passages du troisieme rapport pour prouver que 
l'URSS se propose d'autoriser la commission 
internationale de controle a inspecter a sa guise 
toutes les installations. 

Le representant de l'URSS estime queM. McNeil 
parlait en dehors de la question lorsqu'il souli
gnait le desir du Royaume-Uni d'instituer l'orga
nisme de controle dans le cadre du Conseil de secu
rite. Ce qui est en cause, c'est la proposition des 
Etats-Unis qui figure dans le premier rapport 
et qui vise a placer l'Organisme de controle dans 
le cadre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, ce 
qui n'est pas du tout la meme chose que de l'ins
tituer dans le cadre du Conseil de securite. 

La reponse de M. McNeil aux objections que 
l'URSS souleve contre le controle par phases 
successives est egalement en dehors de Ia question. 
La delegation de !'Union sovietique maintient 
qu'il faut etablir un controle simultane sur toutes 
les phases de Ia production de l'energie atomique. 

En outre, les propositions des Etats-Unis sont 
contraires au paragraphe 5 de la resolution 
adoptee par l'Assemblee generale le 24 janvier 
19461, qui stipule que la Commission procede 
a ses travaux par stades distincts, mais qui ne 
prevoit nullement que le controle de l'energie 
atomique doive avoir lieu par phases successives. 
Le representant du Royaume-Uni a confondu ces 
questions. Asseoir le projet de controle de l'energie 
atomique sur le principe du contr&le par phases 
successives, c'est se placer en contradiction 
flagrante avec les resolutions de l'Assemblee en 
date du 24 janvier1 et du 14 decembre 19462• 

Contrairement a !'affirmation de M. McNeil, la 
delegation de l'URSS, ainsi qu'il ressort du 
troisi~me rapport, s'est constamment eiforcee de 
convaincre la Commission de Ja necessite d'un 
controle embrassant toutes les phases de Ia pro
duction de l'energie atomique. 

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptees par l' Assemblte generale 
pendant la premiere partie de sa premiere session, page 9. 

• Voir les Resolutions adoptees par l'AssembUe generale 
pendant la seconde partie de sa premiere session, 
resolution 41 (I). 



He also challenged Mr. McN€il to point to 
anything in the General Assembly resolutions 
justifying the contention that the first stage of 
control should be over the mining of raw materials, 
or that the control over the production of atomic 
fuel should be last. That idea originated in the 
Baruch Plan and the purpose behind it had been 
made clear by the representative of Poland at 
the 146th meeting, when he demonstrated 
that the aim of the United States was to 
monopolize the production of the raw materials 
of atomic energy. 

Unlike Mr. McNeil, Mr. Vyshinsky could find 
nothing remarkable in Mr. Gromyko's reply to 
the question asked in the Commission whether 
the USSR could give an assurance that a 
convention on control of atomic energy would 
ever come into effect if a convention on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons were first signed 
separately. Mr. McNeil had failed to give 
Mr. Gromyko's answer in full. Mr. Gromyko 
had said that no nation could give advance 
assurances that it would ratify a convention the 
terms of which it did not know. But he had 
added that the delegation of the USSR would 
make every effort to conclude the second 
convention. No country could have made any 
other reply. 

The Belgian and French representatives had 
used fine phrases about the need for control, 
but the Commission's reports showed not the 
slightest concern for control after the first stage. 
The assertion of the Belgian representative that 
the question whether prohibition or control came 
first was a matter of prestige, was a piece of 
vulgarization. His denial that the control agency 
would be a trust for profit did not meet the 
point that profits might be other than monetary. 
The reports themselves belied the Belgian 
contention that the Security Council would not 
be circumvented by the control agency provided 
for in the majority proposals. To say that 
violations would be dealt with by the control 
agency and reported to the Security Council 
did not meet the question whether the control 
agency would function within the framework 
of the Security Council. 

The basic principle of unanimity provided for 
in Article 27 of the Charter was apparently not 
to apply here and this gave reason to believe 
that the role of the Security Council would be 
nil. 

Mr. Vyshinsky asserted again that the Canadian 
draft resolution and the majority proposals were 
not acceptable. In an effort to reach agreement, 
on behalf of the USSR he submitted a draft 
resolution (A/C.l/310) calling upon the Security 
Council and the Atomic Energy Commission to 
continue their work and to prepare draft 
conventions for the prohibition of atomic weapons 
and the control of atomic energy to be signed 
and implemented simultaneously. 
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M. Vychinsky defie aussi M. McNeil de citer 
un passage, quel qu'il soit, des resolutions de 
l' Assemblee generale prouvant que la premiere 
phase du controle doit s'exercer sur !'extraction 
des matieres premieres, ou que le controle de la 
production du combustible atomique doit s'effec
tuer en dernier lieu. Cette idee tire son origine 
du Plan Baruch, dont le representant de la Pologne 
a nettement revele les intentions cachees lorsqu'il 
a demontre, a la 146e seance, que le but des 
Etats-Unis est de s'assurer le monopole de la 
production des matieres premieres dont on extrait 
I'energie atomique. 

Ala difference de M. McNeil, M. Vychinsky ne 
voit rien de singulier dans la reponse de M. Gro
myko a la question qui avait ete posee au sein 
de Ia Commission, a savoir si l'URSS pouvait 
donner !'assurance qu'une convention relative 
au controle de l'energie atomique pourra jamais 
etre appliquee au cas ou une convention separee, 
relative a !'interdiction des armes atomiques, 
viendrait a etre signee prealablement. M. McNeil 
a omis de citer integralement la reponse de 
M. Gromyko. Ce dernier a dit qu'aucune nation 
ne peut garantir par avance qu'elle ratifiera une 
convention dont elle ignore encore les termes. 
Mais il a ajoute que la delegation de l'URSS fera 
tout son possible pour conclure la deuxieme 
convention. Aucun pays n'aurait pu repondre 
autrement. 

Les representants de la Belgique et de la France 
ont fait de beaux discours sur la necessite du 
contrOle, mais les rapports de la Commission 
indiquent que l'on ne s'est nullement soucie de 
poursuivre ce controle apres la premiere etape. 
En affirmant que la question de la priorite a 
accorder a !'interdiction ou au controle n' est 
qu'une affaire de prestige, le representant de la 
Belgique verse dans le vulgaire. Quand il conteste 
que l' organisme de controle puisse devenir un 
trust visant aux profits, il oublie que les profits 
peuvent etre d'une autre nature que monetaire. 
Les rapports eux-memes dementent !'affirmation 
du representant beige, selon laquelle l'organisme 
de contr(}le prevu par les propositions de la majo
rite ne pourra agir en dehors du Conseil de securite. 
Dire que l'organisme de controle s'occupera des 
violations et les signalera au Conseil de securite 
n'est pas repondre a la question de savoir si 
l'organisme de controle fonctionnera dans le 
cadre du Conseil de securite. 

Le principe fondamental de l'unanimite que 
prevoit l' Article 27 de la Charte semble ne pas 
devoir jouer ici, ce qui porte a croire que le role 
du Conseil de securite sera nul. 

M. Vychinsky affirme de nouveau que le projet 
de resolution presente par le Canada est inaccep
table, ainsi que les propositions de la majorite. 
Afin d'essayer d'aboutir a une entente, il presente, 
au nom de l'URSS, un projet de resolution (A/C. 
1 /310) qui invite le Conseil de securite et la Com
mission de l'energie atomique a poursuivre le~rs 
travaux et a preparer des projets de co~ventwn 
en vue de !'interdiction des armes atom1ques et 
du controle de l'energie atomique, conve~tions 
qui puissent etre signees et mises en v1gueur 
simultanement. 



Mr. BERNARDES (Brazil) thought that events 
had confirmed the correctness of the majority 
view in which Brazil had joined while it was a 
member of the Atomic Energy Commission 
in 1946-1947. The General Assembly had recog
nized the urgency of the problem of atomic 
energy, the terrible possibilities of which were 
in great part the cause of the present lack of secur
ity in the world. The increasing fears of war 
emphasized the need for reinforcing collective 
security and the most important task of the 
General Assembly was to find a way to ensure 
that atomic energy would be used for peaceful 
purposes only. 

Mr. Bernardes quoted the first and third 
paragraphs of the Commission's Third Report 
to support the view that it was intolerable that 
the solution of such a vital question should be 
retarded by the mistrust of one nation. A 
control agency had been shown to be a necessary 
requirement for the maximum of security with 
a minimum of interference with national sove
reignty, and there was no ground for its rejection 
and obstruction by the USSR. If, as the Soviet 
Union wished, this agency were subordinated 
to the Security Council, it could be rendered 
ineffective by abuses of the unanimity rule. 

As a country producing the raw material of 
atomic energy, Brazil wished to reserve its right 
to present its views on certain aspects of the 
problem at the proper time and in a spirit of good
will. It was at the suggestion of the Brazilian 
representative on the Atomic Energy Com
mission that its Second Report recommended that 
ownership of mines and of ores still in the ground 
by the international control agency was not to be 
regarded as mandatory. 

The Brazilian Government therefore renewed 
its support for the majority proposals of the 
Commission and would vote for the Canadian 
draft resolution. 

Mr. TRucco (Chile) explained that his delegation 
participated in the present discussion because, as 
a weak and defenceless country, it was faced with 
the prospect of suffering destruction in an atomic 
war. After the tendentious speech of Mr. 
Vyshinsky, he wished to interpret the present 
decisive situation to the people of the world. 

The problem was tragically simple. The major
ity proposed an international organ and some 
relinquishment of national sovereignty in return 
for collective security. The USSR, on the other 
hand, would agree to study a convention for 
control only after all atomic weapons and plants 
had been destroyed. The original USSR plan 
made the control organ dependent upon the 
Security Council where its work would be para
lysed by the veto. The USSR support of a 
control organ was only a seeming support because 
it feared that such an organ would be the agency 
of the United States Government. It therefore 

52 

M. BERNARDES (Bresil) estime que les eve
nements ont montre la justesse des opinions de la 
majorite deJa Commission de l'energie atomique, 
opinions que le Bresil partageait alors que, en 
1946-1947, il etait membre de cette Commission. 
L' Assemblee generale a reconnu toute l'urgence 
du probleme de l'energie atomique, dont les 
terribles possibilites sont responsables en grande 
partie du manque de securite qui prevaut actuel
lement dans le monde. La peur de la guerre, 
toujours croissante, montre qu'il est indispen
sable de consolider la securite collective et la 
tache la plus importante qui s'offre a l'Assemblee 
generale est de trouver un moyen de s'assurer 
que l'energie atomique sera utilisee a des fins 
purement pacifiques. 

Pour souligner qu'il est intolerable que la 
solution d'une question aussi essentielle soit 
retardee par la defiance dont fait preuve une 
seule nation, M. Bernardes cite les premier et 
troisieme paragraphes du troisieme rapport de la 
Commission de I' energie atomique. II a ete 
demontre qu'il etait indispensable d'etablir un 
organisme de controle dont !'existence assu
rerait le maximum de securite avec le minimum 
d'empietement sur Ia souverainete nationale. II 
n'y a aucune raison pour que l'URSS rejette cette 
solution ou y fasse obstruction. Si, comme !'Union 
sovietique le desire, cet organisme se trouve 
subordonne au Conseil de securite, l'abus de Ia 
regie de l'unanimite pourrait reduire son rMe 
a neant. 

En sa qualite de pays producteur de matieres 
atomiques le Bresil entend reserver son droit de 
presenter ses vues sur certains aspects de ce 
probleme, en temps opportun et dans un esprit 
de bonne volonte. C'est a Ia suite d'une suggestion 
faite par le representant du Bresil a la Commission 
de l'energie atomique que le deuxieme rapport de 
cette Commission a recommande qu'il ne soit pas 
considere comme obligatoire de rendrel'organisme 
international de controle proprietaire des mines 
et des minerais non extraits du sol. 

Pour toutes ces raisons, le Gouvernement du 
Bresil appuie a nouveau les propositions presentees 
par la majorite des membres ala Commission de 
l'energie atomique. 11 votera en faveur du projet 
de resolution du Canada. 

M. TRucco (Chili) declare que si sa delegation 
prend part a cette discussion c'est parce que son 
pays; faible et sans defense, court le risque de 
subir de lourds degats au cours d'une guerre 
atomique. Apres le discou.rs tendancieux _de 
M. Vychinsky, le representant du Chili deme 
faire connaitre a tous les peuples du monde le 
caractere decisif de la situation actuelle. 

Le probleme est tragiquement sim~le. La ~ajo
rite propose la formation d'un orga~e u~tern~twnal 
et un certain abandon de souveramete natwnale, 
comme prix de la securite collective. L'URSS, de 
son c6te, ne consent a envisager !'etude d'une 
convention en vue du contr6le qu'apres que toutes 
les armes et toutes Ies installations atomiques 
auront ete detruites. Le premier plan de l'URSS 
place l'organe de contr6le sous la dependance. du 
Conseil de securite, ou ses travaux se trouverazent 
paralyses par l'exercice du veto. Si l'URSS se 
declare en faveur de la creation d'un organe de 
contrflle, ce ne sont Ia que des mots, car elle 



supported a control organ which would not really 
control. The USSR's defence of national sove
reignty was confusing public opinion. Its state
ments in that regard must be viewed in the 
light of the fact that atomic war would entail the 
destruction of two-thirds of the people of the 
world. Chile, for its part, preferred to limit its 
sovereignty in order to preserve civilization and 
human life. Chile gave full support to the 
majority plan. 

:Mr. Vyshinsky had attempted to intimidate 
the Committee by casting doubt on the United 
States monopoly of the atomic weapon. The 
only possible reply that democratic nations could 
make was to request the United States not to 
destroy its bombs until agreement had been 
reached on a control organization. 

Mr. McNEI,L (United Kingdom) desired to make 
three points concerning Mr.. Vyshinsky's 
statement. He could not agree that the phrase 
" separate stages " in the penultimate paragraph 
of the Assembly resolution of 24 January 1946 
referred to the studies of the Commission. In his 
opinion, the intent of the resolution could only 
have been to refer to the successive stages by 
which confidence could be produced. He conce
ded that this position might be subject to lega
listic challenge but he found such a line of 
argument somewhat unrealistic. 

Secondly, he denied Mr. Vyshinsky's allegation 
that by not including the phrase " within the 
framework of the Security Council " in the report 
of the Commission, the majority had been guilty 
of dishonesty. When the USSR representative 
had offered his amendment to the report on this 
subject, the United Kingdom delegation had had 
no hesitation in accepting it on the understanding 
that, as had been made clear, when the General 
Assembly resolution had been adopted, the inter
national system of control would not be subject 
to the veto. This position had been re-stated 
by the United Kingdom delegation in the Com
mission and it had been agreed that the amend
ment would be taken care of when a convention 
was drafted. 

Thirdly, Mr. Vyshinsky's assertion that Mr. 
Gromyko could not have given the assurance that 
the USSR would accept a convention on control 
because it did not know the terms of this 
convention, was a dishonest one. When he had 
given his reply, Mr. Gromyko had known as much 
about the convention on prohibition - which 
he had accepted - as he knew about the 
convention on control. 

Furthermore, Mr. Gromyko had followed the 
work of the Commission closely and therefore 
knew the principles on which the convention on 
control would have been based. 

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m. 
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redoute qu'un organe de ce genre ne soit au service 
du Gouvernement des Etats-Unis. C'est pourquoi 
I'URSS se prononc: en faveur d'un organe de 
controle qm en fmt ne controlerait rien. En 
defendant le principe de la souverainete nationale 
l'URSS ne fait que semer Ia confusion dan~ 
l'opinion publiqt~e. II faut considerer ses decla
rations a ce sujet en tenant compte du fait qu'une 
guerre atomique entrainerait !'annihilation des 
deux tiers de la population du monde. Le Chili, 
quant a lui, prefere, pour sauver la civilisation et 
l'humanite, accepter une limitation de sa souve
rainete. Le Chili appuie entierement le plan de 
la majorite. 

M. Vychinsky a tente d'intimider Ia Commission 
en mettant en doute le fait que les Etats-Unis 
possedent le monopole de l'arme atomique. La 
seule reponse que les nations democratiques 
puissent lui faire est de demander aux Etats-Unis 
de ne pas detruire leurs bombes atomiques tant 
qu'un accord n'aura pas ete conclu en vue de 
!'organisation du controle. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) tient, a propos de la 
declaration de M. Vychinsky, a souligner trois 
points. Pour lui, les mots « stades distincts "• 
contenus dans l'avant-dernier paragraphe de la 
resolution de l' Assemblee generale en date du 
24 janvier 1946, n'ont pas trait aux etudes 
poursuivies par la Commission. A son avis, les 
termes de Ia resolution ne peuvent s'appliquer 
qu'aux stades successifs destines a etablir la 
conftance. II admet que cette opinion pourrait 
etre discutee d'un point de vue purement forme! 
mais il estime qu'un tel argument manquerait 
quelque peu de realisme. 

En deuxieme lieu, M. McNeil refute I' affirmation 
de M. Vychinsky selon laquelle Ia majorite se 
serait rendue coupable de malhonnetete en 
omettant dans le rapport de Ia Commission les 
mots 11 dans le cadre du Conseil de securite >>. 
Lorsque le representant de l'URSS a presente son 
amendement au rapport sur ce point, la dele
gation du Royaume-Uni n'a pas Msite a I' accepter, 
sous reserve que, comme ii avait ete clairement 
precise lors de !'adoption de Ia resolution par 
I' Assemblee generale, le systeme international de 
contr<He ne serait pas soumis au veto. La dele
gation du Royaume-Uni a reaffirme ce point de 
vue a Ia Commission et il a ete convenu qu'il 
serait tenu compte de cet amendement lors de la 
redaction de la convention. 

Enfin, M. McNeil considere conune malhonnete 
l'assertion de M. Vychinsky selon laquelle 
M. Gromyko n'a pas pu donner !'assurance que 
l'URSS accepterait une convention en vue du 
controle parce que l'URSS ignorait les termes de 
cette convention. Lorsqu'il a donne sa reponse, 
M. Gromyko etait aussi renseigne sur Ia convention 
relative au controle qu'il l'etait au sujet de la 
convention sur !'interdiction, qu'il avait acceptee. 

En outre, M. Gromyko avait suivi de pres les 
travaux de Ia Commission et connaissait done les 
principes sur Ia base desquels la convention en 
vue du controle devait etre etablie. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 15. 



HUNDRED AND FORTY-EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 4 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

11. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission 

Mr. SANDLER (Sweden) stressed the importance 
of the date of 2 December 1942; with the freeing 
of atomic energy, the world had entered on a 
new era. On that date there had been created 
a problem which the First Committee now had 
to solve. 

As Sweden had not been a member of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, it was not in a 
position to form a judgment on all the aspects 
of the question. Certain clarifications were 
necessary ; and the preliminary findings of the 
S;vedish delegation were subject to revision. 

In spite of its terms of reference, the Atomic 
Energy Commission had not prepared a draft 
convention. The only existing text on that 
subject was the draft submitted by the minority 
on the Atomic Energy Commission with respect 
to a purely prohibitive convention. 

There were, however, certain questions which 
could be solved only in the course of the actual 
drafting of the convention. That gap must 
therefore be filled, and the question must form 
the subject of continuous study .. 

Moreover, the Atomic Energy Commission also 
had to make a study of other weapons of mass 
destruction. It was the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments which had drawn up a defi
nition on the subject. It was true that atomic 
and biological weapons raised very different 
questions and that it was not, therefore, advisable 
for the same commission to examine both subjects. 

As regards the actual problem of atomic energy, 
no solution had yet been found to a number of 
very important questions such as the geographical 
location of plants and the distribution of quotas. 
There were also the problems of determination 
of the transition stages. And then, the question 
of the legal structure of the convention as a whole 
had yet to be settled, as also the questions 
arising from the right of supernational property, 
the adaptation of national legislations to the 
new situation, decisions to be made by the inter
national body and the determination of the 
competence of that body in relation with that 
of the Security Council. That last point was of 
particular importance. 

It was essential that all those questions should 
be considered so that Governments could indicate 
their attitude in full knowledge of the facts. 

The Swedish delegation was not in a position 
to judge of the wisdom of the decision to adjourn 
the Atomic Energy Commission's work. 

It would be, moreover, very difficult, to take 
detailed decisions on each of the recommendations 
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CENT-QUARANTE-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le fundi 4 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

11. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique 

M. SANDLER (Suede) souligne !'importance de 
la date du 2 decembre 1942 : avec la liberation de 
l'energie atomique, le monde est entre dans une 
ere nouvelle. Un probleme a ete souleve dont il 
appartient a la Premiere Commission de fournir 
Ja solution. 

La Suede, n'ayant pas fait partie de la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique, n'est pas actuellement 
en mesure de se prononcer sur tous Jes aspects de 
la question. Certains eclaircissements sont neces
saires ; et les conclusions pn\liminaires de la 
delegation de la Suede demeurent susceptibles de 
revision. 

En depit du mandat qui lui avait ete confie, la 
Commission de I'energie atomique n'a pas prepare 
un projet de convention. Le seul texte qui existe 
en ce domaine est le projet de la minorite de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique, relatif a une 
convention d'ordre purement prohibitif. 

Or certaines questions ne pourront etre n\solues 
qu'au cours de !'elaboration de la convention. 
Cette lacune doit done etre comblee et cette 
question soumise a une etude suivie. 

D'autre part, Ia Commission de l'energie ato
mique devait egalement traiter des autres armes 
de destruction massive. En fait, c'est la Commis
sion des armements de type classique qui a 
e1abore une definition en la matiere. II est vrai 
que les armes atomiques, d'une part, et biolo
giques, d'autre part, soulevent des problemes tout 
differents, qu'il ne serait sans doute pas indique 
d' examiner au sein d'une meme commission. 

En ce qui concerne I' energie atomique elle
meme, des questions de grande importance, telles 
que la localisation geographique des entreprises et 
Ia repartition des contingents, restent encore sans 
solution ; il en est de meme de Ia determination 
des etapes de transition. Enfin doit encore etre 
reglee la question de la structure juridique de 
I' ensemble de la convention, ainsi que Ies questions 
que soulevent le droit de propriete supranational, 
!'adaptation des legislations nationales a la nou
velle situation, Ies decisions de I'organisme inter
national et la determination de la competence de 
ce dernier vis-a-vis de celle du Conseil de securite. 
Ce dernier point est particulierement important. 

L' exam en de to us ces problemes do it done se 
poursuivre pour que les different~ Gouvernements 
puissent se prononcer en connrussance de cause. 

La delegation de la Suede n'est pas en ~~s~re 
de prendre position sur le bien-fonde de la deciSion 
qui a ete prise d'ajourner .les travaux de la 
Commission de I' energie atom1q?-e .. 

II serait d'autre part bien d1fficlle de prendre 
une decision de detail sur chacune des recomman-



submitted by the Commission. What was 
necessary was that the various delegations should 
state their views on the principles on which future 
work should be based. The Swedish delegation, 
for its part, would like to sum up its attitude as 
follows: 

1. The use of atomic weapons ·must be 
prevented ; and atomic energy must be produced 
for peaceful purposes. 

2. If agreement on prohibition and control 
were not realized, the application of atomic 
energy to peaceful purposes would be retarded, 
whHe the risk of its use for military purposes 
would remain. 

3. Control was made easier by the fact that 
uranium and thorium were as yet the only known 
raw materials. 

4. Use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes 
could only be separated from use for military 
purposes relatively late in the manufacturing 
process, which made the need for control all the 
more urgent. 

5, Methods of control could not be fixed once 
and for all, since the discovery of new methods 
of manufacture might complicate the control 
process. On the other hand, an effective method 
of denaturation would simplify control. 

6. An international body should therefore be 
vested with full authority to establish the 
necessary technical regulations. 

7. The idea of establishing first a system of 
prohibition and then a system of control was 
unacceptable ; control and prohibition must be 
enforced simultaneously. 

8. The control plan submitted by the USSR 
could not be considered as affording adequate 
security. 

9. In the present stage of technical development 
the majority plan was based on sound principles ; 
until more satisfactory proposals were put 
forward, it should be taken as the basis for 
discussion. 

10. The international control body would 
have far-reaching powers, and the sovereignty 
of the various nations would be thereby reduced. 
That made it all the more important to define 
the position of that body in relation both to 
the States concerned and to the organs of the 
United Nations. 

11. As countries had widely differing economic 
structures, the application of the plan would 
bring political difficulties. But both so-called 
capitalist countries and countries with a 
completely controlled economy would have 
difficulty in adapting themselves to the require
ments of the atomic age. 

12. There should be safeguards in any 
convention so as to reassure those who were 
afraid t]lat they would always be in a minority 
in the future international body. · But a general 
lessening of the international tension would put 
an end to the everlasting split between the 
majority and the minority, 

The American authorities in the atomic field 
had sought to render a service to mankind by 
their research, and some countries, such as 
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dations presentees par la Commission. Ce qu'il 
faut, c'est que les differentes delegations indiquent 
les principes qui devront servir de base aux 
travaux futurs. La delegation de la Suede, pour 
sa part, voudrait resumer son attitude de la 
maniere suivante : 

1. II s'agit d'empecher I'emploi des armes 
atomiques et de produire l'energie atomique a 
des fins pacifiques. 

2. Faute d'accord sur la prohibition et le 
controle, les applications pacifiques de l'energie 
atomique seraient retardees et le risque d'une 
utilisation militaire subsisterait. 

3. Le controle se trouve facilite par le fait que 
l'uranium et le thorium sont jusqu'a present les 
seules matieres premieres connues. 

4. Les emplois paciftques et militaires ne se 
differencient qu'assez tard dans le processus de 
fabrication, ce qui rend un controle encore plus 
necessaire. 

5. Les modalites du controle ne peuvent etre 
fixees une fois pour toutes, car la decouverte de 
nouveaux procedes pourrait rendre ce controle 
plus complique. Cependant, Ia decouverte d'un 
procede efficace de denaturation simplifierait le 
controle. 

6. Un organisme international devrait done 
avoir pleins pouvoirs pour preciser les prescrip
tions techniques. 

7. II serait inadmissible d'etablir d'abord un 
systeme d'interdiction et ensuite un systeme de 
controle : controle et interdiction doivent se 
combiner. 

8. Le plan de controle soumis par l'URSS est 
insuffisant du point de vue de la securite. 

9. Dans les conditions techniques actuelles, le 
plan de la majorite est solidement motive et, tant 
que l'on n'aura pas formule de propositions plus 
satisfaisantes, il devra constituer la base des 
travaux. 

10. La competence de l'organisme international 
sera tres vaste et la souverainete des differents 
Etats se trouvera reduite. Il est done d'autant 
plus necessaire de preciser la position de cet 
organe par rapport aux Etats ainsi qu'aux organes 
des Nations Unies. 

11. Etant donne que l'on se trouve en presence 
de pays aux structures economiques radicalement 
differentes, !'application du plan entrainera' des 
difficultes politiques. Aussi bien pour les Etats 
dits capitalistes que pour Ies Etats a economic 
totalement dirigee, il sera difficile de s'adapter 
aux exigences de l'age atomique. 

12. Des restrictions figurant dans la convention 
doivent apaiser les craintes de ceux qui redoutent 
d'etre mis constamment en minorite au sein du 
futur organisme international. Mais une detente 
generale mettrait fin a l'eternelle division entre 
majorite et minorite. 

Les autorites americaines en matiere d'energie 
atomique se sont efforcees de faire ~eneficier 
l'humanite de leurs recherches et certams pays, 



Sweden, had been able to learn of the results 
obtained, and to make use of the by-products 
of atomic energy. What would the position be 
when all atomic energy was used in the service 
of peace? 

l\lan must now strive to master the forces he 
had unleashed. 

l\Ir. THORN (New Zealand) stated that his 
delegation approved the conclusions reached by 
the majority of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
A really effective system of control was an 
essential condition for atomic disarmament. 
That was the more true because an agreement 
had to be concluded on the one hand between 
States where freedom prevailed and whose 
frontiers were open, and on the other hand 
States with systems which were rigidly closed. 

Mr. Thorn referred to the Third Report 
submitted to the Security Council by the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and declared that the 
minority had as yet given no guarantee that 
an adequate control convention would be concluded 
even if all stocks of atom bombs were destroyed 
in advance. 

Even if the problem of control were settled 
by mutual agreement, there would still remain 
the problem of enforcement. The report of the 
Atornic Energy Commission stressed the fact 
that once the violations constituting international 
crimes had been defined, and the punishment 
therefor agreed, Powers violating the agreement 
\Vould not be able to escape the consequences of 
their violation either by use of the veto or by 
any other means ; moreover, the use of the right 
of self-defence recognized by Article 51 of the 
Charter would always be open. 

The New Zealand delegation was of the opinion 
that the Commission had done wisely in not 
seeking, at that stage, to define too closely the 
exact form of the authority which would be 
called on to impose measures of enforcement 
and penalties. Those matters would be settled 
by negotiation, and the necessary stipulations 
would be contained in the treaty to be concluded, 
if that treaty were one day to become a reality. 

A careful distinction should be made between 
technical enforcement measures and penalties. 
The former should certainly come within the 
competence of the technical control authority ; 
penalties, on the other hand, raised a difficult 
political and constitutional problem. If the 
Security Council had been allowed to function 
as was intended by the authors of the Charter, 
none would have thought of investing the power 
of irnposing penalties in any other body than 
the Security Council. The fact that several 
different authorities might be set up, each with 
the power of imposing penalties, would have 
been considered to offer grave disadvantages. 
The right of imposing major penalties could be 
vested in the Security Council alone only on 
condition that all the parties to the atomic 
ene:rgy convention, including the permanent 
members of the Security Council, accepted as 
binding a decision by the Security Council 
taken by a specified majority without use of 
the veto right. 

The New Zealand delegation considered that 
a voluntary agreement of that kind, aimed at 
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comme la Suede, out pu prendre connaissance des 
resultats obtenus et utiliser les derives atomiques. 
Que sera-ce lorsque toute I' energie atomique sera 
au service de la paix ? 

L'homme doit maintenant s'efforcer de mai
triser les forces qu'il a dechainees. 

M. THORN (Nouvelle-2elande) declare que sa 
delegation approuve les conclusions de la majorite 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique. Un 
systeme de controle vraiment effectif doit etre la 
condition du desarmement atomique. Cela est 
d'autant plus vrai qu'un accord doit etre conclu 
entre des Etats au sein desquels regne la liberte 
et dont les frontieres sont ouvertes, d'une part, et, 
d'autre part, des Etats constituant un systeme 
absolument ferme. 

M. Thorn se reporte au troisieme rapport de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique au Conseil de 
securite et declare que la minorite n'a pas, 
jusqu'ici, donne !'assurance que la conclusion 
d'une convention efficace en vue du controle 
deviendrait une certitude, meme si tous les stocks 
de bombes atomiques etaient detruits au prealable. 

A supposer que le probleme du controle flit 
regie par accord mutuel, il resterait encore le 
probleme de la mise en vigueur d'un tel accord. 
Le rapport de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
souligne que, une fois definies les violations 
constituant des crimes internationaux, ainsi que 
les sanctions de ces crimes, les Puissances viola
trices ne pourraient echapper aux consequences de 
leur infraction par I'usage du droit de veto ou 
autrement ; en outre, l'exercice du droit de 
legitime defense reconnu par I'Article 51 de la 
Charte serait toujours possible. 

La delegation neo-zelandaise considere que la 
Commission a agi sagement en ne cherchant pas, 
a ce stade, a preciser trop etroitement la consti
tution exacte de I'autorite qui serait appeJee a 
prendre des mesures d'application et des sanctions. 
Ces matieres seraient reglees par la negociation et 
les dispositions utiles seraient inserees dans le 
traite a conclure, si ce traite peut un jour devenir 
une realite. 

II importe de bien distinguer les mesures 
d'application technique et les sanctions. Les 
premieres devraient, sans aucun doute, relever de 
la competence de I' organe de controle technique. 
Quant aux sanctions, elles soulevent un probleme 
politique et constitutionnel difficile. Si l'on avait 
laisse le Conseil de securite fonctionner comme les 
auteurs de la Charte l'avaient prevu, nul n'eut 
songe a investir un autre organe que le Conseil de 
securite du pouvoir de prendre des sanctions. Le 
fait meme d'envisager la coexistence de plusieurs 
organes doues chacun du pouvoir d'appliquer des 
sanctions eiit ete considere comme presentant de 
serieux inconvenients. Pour que !'application de 
sanctions majeures soit reservee au Conseil de 
securite, il faut que toutes les parties a la conven
tion sur l'energie atomique, y compris.les membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite, acceptent de 
considerer comme obligatoire une decision du 
Conseil de securite prise a une majorite deter
mince, sans usage du droit de veto. 

La delegation de la Nouvelle-Zelal!d~ estime 
qu'un accord volontaire de ce genre, hmrtant les 



limiting the powers of the permanent members 
in a specific field, would not be contrary to the 
Charter. An agreement on such a basis, difficult 
though it might be to attain, would meet the 
practical requirements outlined by the Atomic 
Energy Commission in the passage of the majority 
report which Mr. Thorn had quoted (Thind 
Report, page 18). At the same time such a 
solution would be in keeping with the spirit of 
the Charter. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) emphasized the importance of the 
question with which the First Committee was 
dealing. A propaganda of terror such as that 
voiced by the representatives of Canada, the 
United Kingdom and Belgium could not be 
admitted. To exaggerate the effects of the 
Hiroshima bomb was indeed to play a nasty 
trick on those who were the first to use atomic 
weapons. 

The conscience of mankind condemned the 
atomic weapon. On the other hand, those who 
were constantly making speeches about the 
cruelty of the weapon were those who favoured 
its manufacture. 

Though the atomic weapon constituted a 
terrible danger for the large cities, it would be 
much less effective against annies in the field. 
The USSR delegation had therefore submitted a 
proposal (AJC.1 f310) which aimed at prohibiting 
atomic weapons. But Mr. McNeil had displayed 
brilliant casuistry in an attempt to defeat the 
USSR proposal, which the representative of the 
United Kingdom found lacking in realism and 
practicability. 

As a matter of fact, the submission of the 
USSR draft resolution marked a new phase in 
the discussion. Ever since the Canadian dele
gation had presented its draft resolution 
(A/C.l/308) the First Committee had simply been 
marking time. The USSR draft resolution, 
however, had brought the First Committee out 
of its rut by proposing the simultaneous entry 
into force of draft conventions on the prohibition 
of atomic weapons and on the establishment of 
an effective international control of atomic 
energy. 

As a result of the policy followed by the Anglo
American bloc, there had been no draft convention 
either on the prohibition of atomic weapons or 
on their international control. What was more, 
the authority of the Security Council had been 
undermined and reference was constantly being 
made to the obstinacy of the USSR so as to 
obscure the fact that atomic weapons were 
being produced in the United States. 

Under the terms of the Canadian draft reso
lution, the First Committee would sanction a 
situation which would give the United States 
a free hand in the preparation of a new war and 
the United Nations would be used to conceal 
the plans of American reactionary circles. To 
adopt the Canadian draft resolution, even with 
the Syrian amendment (A/C.l/309), would only 
worsen international relations. 

Should the Syrian amendment be accepted, 
the Atomic Energy Commission would continue 
to work on the basis of the United States plan. 
\3ut a choice had to be made : either the majority 
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pouvoirs des membres permanents dans un 
domaine bien determine, ne serait pas contraire a 
la .~hart~. U~ accor~ sur ces bases, pour diillcile 
~u ~l s_mt, repondra1t. a_ux ne~~ssites pratiques 
md1quees par la Comm1sswn de I energie atomique 
dans le passage du rapport de la majorite dont 
M. Thorn a donne lecture (troisieme rapport, 
page 18). En meme temps, cette solution serait 
conforme a !'esprit de la Charte. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) souligne !'importance de Ia question 
dont la Premiere Commission est en train de 
traiter. Une propagande de terreur, a la maniere 
des representants du Canada, du Royaume-Uni et 
de la Belgique n' est done pas de mise. En exagerant 
les effets de la bombe de Hiroshima, on joue 
d'ailleurs un bien mauvais tour a ceux qui furent 
les premiers a se servir d'armes atomiques. 

La conscience humaine condamne l'arme ato
mique. Par contre, ceux qui font le plus de 
discours sur la cruaute de cette arme approuvent 
sa fabrication. 

L'arme atomique presenterait des dangers 
formidables pour les grandes villes ; elle serait 
bien moins effective a l'egard d'armees en cam
pagne. Aussi la delegation de l'URSS a-t-elle 
soumis une proposition (A/C.l/310) tendant a 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques. Or, i\1. McNeil 
a deploye des tresors de casuistique pour tenter 
de faire echec a la proposition de l'URSS a 
laquelle il reproche de manquer de realisme et 
d'etre inapplicable. 

En fait, avec la presentation du projet de 
resolution de l'URSS, c'est une phase nouvelle 
des ctebats qui s'ouvre. Depuis le depot du projet 
de resolution de la delegation du Canada (AJC. 
1/308), la Premiere Commission ne faisait que 
marquer le pas, mais le projet de resolution de 
l'URSS a tire la Commission de son orniere en 
proposant l'entree en vigueur simultanee d.es 
projets de convention relatifs a !'interdiction des 
armes atomiques eta l'etablissement d'un controle 
international effectif de l'energie atomique. 

La politique du bloc ariglo-americain a en pour 
resultat !'absence d'un projet de convention aussi 
bien en matiere d'interdiction des armes atomiques 
qu'en matiere de controle international ; de plus, 
l'autorite du Conseil de securite a ete sapee et 
l'on a fait constamment allusion a l'obstination de 
l'URSS, afin de faire oublier la production 
d'armes atomiques aux :Etats-Unis. 

Selon le pro jet de resolution ?u Car:ada,. la 
Premiere Commission sanctionnermt une s1tuatwn 
qui laisserait aux :Etats-Unis les mains libres dans 
leur preparation a une nouvel~e guerre : les 
Nations Unies serviraient a couvr1r les plans des 
cercles reactionnaires americains. L'adoption du 
projet de resolution du Canada, meme av~c 
l'amendement de la Syrie (A/C.1j309), ne fermt 
qu'aggraver les relations i.ntern~ti?nales. . 

Si l'amendement synen etmt ac.cepte,. I~ 
Commission de l'energie atomique contlm:-ennt .a 
travailler sur la base du plan des Etats-~~1s. Ma_1s 
de deux choses l'une : ou bien la majonte au sem 



in the Atomic Energy Commission no longer 
knew what to do inasmuch as it had already 
adopted the United States plan, which meant 
that unlimited production of atomic weapons 
would go on, or the Commission would really 
try to get out of the impasse by considering 
the USSR proposals. 

l\lr. McNeil had thought it skilful to state 
that the United Kingdom delegation could not 
accept the Syrian amendment, but his manamvre 
was really too blatant. 

The United States plan for the so-called 
control of atomic energy was absolutely unaccep
table despite the efforts made to give it a scientific 
aspect (Report of 5 April 1948 submitted by 
the delegations of Canada, China, France and 
the United Kingdom1). The "scientific" testi
mony brought forward had actually been far 
from impartial. 

l\lr. Chester Barnard, president of the Bell 
Telephone Company of New Jersey, had told 
the Atomic Energy Commission that he was 
expecting to give his views on the general organ
ization of the atomic energy international 
control agency. However, he had been asked to 
speak on the organization of the Bell Telephone 
Company and 1\Ir. Barnard had remarked that 
he saw scarcely any connexion between the two 
bodies. 

The report submitted by the four Powers on 
5 April 1948 to the Atomic Energy Commission 
was intended to demonstrate that scientific 
factors called for the adoption of the United 
States plan. But even if Mr. McNeil's thesis 
-that the production process in the manufacture 
of bombs was to a great degree the same as in 
the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes -
were well-founded, it would only bring out more 
clearly the importance of controlling the process 
of production of nuclear energy rather than the 
entire world reserves of uranium and thorium. 
That was all the more true since Mr. Oppenheimer 
or 1Ir. Truman had confirmed that all atomic 
energy in the United States was being used for 
military purposes. The above mentioned report 
moreover also claimed that once nuclear fuel 
were produced, the secret manufacture of bombs 
would be very difficult to detect. Actually, an 
attempt was being made to prove that control 
should not begin with nuclear fuel or atomic 
bombs, but rather with the search for uranium 
and thorium. 

On that line of reasoning, however, it would be 
impossible to discover atomic weapons manu
factured in the United States and it would be 
vain to speak of control. That would be the 
result obtained if any credit were given to the 
so-called scientific testimony. Mr. McNeil and 
Mr. Ramadier had proposed the abolition of 
boundaries or the placing of all atomic plants in 
the hands of an international control agency ; 
but colonialism had shown that the elimination 
of boundaries led to the exploitation of the 
colonial population for the benefit of the metro
politan Power. 

It was intended to establish an international 
control agency which would become the owner 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council, page 29. 
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de la Commission de l'energie atomique ne sait 
plus guoi fair~, puisqu'elle a deja adopte le plan 
des Etats-Ums et, dans ce cas, la production 
illimitee des armes atomiques continuera ; ou 
bien la Commission cherchera vraiment a sortir 
de !'impasse en prenant en consideration les 
propositions de l'URSS. 

M. McNeil a cru habile de declarer que !'amen
dement de la Syrie ne pouvait etre accepte par la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni, mais la manceuvre 
est vraiment par trop grossiere. 

Le plan des Etats-Unis, qui pretend viser au 
controle de l'energie atomique, est absolument 
inacceptable, en depit des efforts que l'on a faits 
pour lui donner un revetement scientifique 
(Rapport presente par les delegations du Canada, 
de la Chine, de la France et du Royaume-Uni 
le 5 avril 19481). Les temoignages « scientifiques >> 

etaient, en n~alite, loin d'etre impartiaux. 
M. Chester Barnard, President de la Bell 

Telephone Company de New-Jersey, a declare ala 
Commission de l'energie atomique qu'il s'attendait 
a exposer ses vues sur !'organisation generale de 
I'organisme international de controle de l'energie 
atomique. Or, on lui a demande de parler de !'orga
nisation de la Bell Telephone Company, et 
M. Barnard a indique qu'il ne voyait a peu pres 
aucun rapport entre les deux organismes. 

Le rapport presente a la Commission de 
l'energie atomique par quatre Puissances le 
5 avril 1948 tend a demontrer que les facteurs 
scientifiques imposent !'adoption du plan des 
Etats-Unis. Mais meme si la theorie queM. McNeil 
a adoptee, et selon laquelle le processus de la 
production est, dans une large mesure, le meme, 
qu'il s'agisse de la fabrication de bombes ou de 
!'utilisation de l'energie atomique a des fins 
pacifiques, il n'en serait que plus vrai qu'il importe 
de controler le processus de la production de 
l'energie nucleaire plutot que les reserves 
d'uranium et de thorium dans le monde en tier. Cela 
est d'autant plus vrai que, selon M. Oppenheimer 
ou M. Truman, aux Etats-Unis, toute l'energie 
atomique est employee a des fins militaires. Le 
rapport deja mentionne pretend egalement que, 
une fois Ie combustible nucleaire produit, la 
fabrication secrete de bombes serait tres difficile 
a deceler. II s'agit en realite de demontrer que le 
controle ne doit pas commencer avec le combus
tible nucleaire ou les bombes atomiques, mais 
bien avec la recherche de I' uranium et du thorium. 

Mais selon ce raisonnement, les armes atomiques 
manufacturees aux Etats-Unis seraient impossibles 
a decouvrir et il serait illusoire de parler de 
controle. C'est a quoi l'on aboutirait si. l'o!l 
accordait foi a ces pretendus temoignages scte.nh
fiques. M. McNeil et M. Ramadier proposa1ent 
la suppression des frontieres ou la remise de toutes 
les entreprises atomiques a un organisme de 
controle international, mais le colonialisme a 
montre que !'abolition des frontieres aboutit a 
!'exploitation de la population coloniale au 
benefice de la metropole. 

On veut etablir un organisme international 
de controle qui deviendrait proprietaire des entre-

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux officiels de la r:ommissio.n. de 
l'energie atomique, troisieme annee,. supplement spec1al, 
troisieme rapport au Conseil de securzte, page 29. 



of atomic undertakings, but who would control 
that control agency? What penal code allowed 
an offender to judge his own crime? 

The representatives of Sweden and Belgium 
had said that the USSR control plan was 
inadequate. It was a well-known subterfuge to 
say that embarrassing laws were inadequate. 
That had been demonstrated in connexion with 
the export of capital. Mr. Bevin had said that 
nobody knew what was going on inside the 
USSR. However as the Press and reports of 
:ambassadors showed, the fact was, that con
structive work was being done there and that 
the war psychosis, raging in the United States 
and the United Kingdom, there seemed 
incomprehensible. 

In an effort to by-pass the principle of the 
unanimity of the five permanent members of the 
Council, Mr. Ramadier had suggested that the 
international control agency should be composed 
()f persons whose integrity was irreproachable. 
Yet, for two years, the Security Council had 
been looking vainly for a governor for Trieste 
and those who were trying to sabotage the 
Peace Treaty with Italy had been suggesting 
candidates closely dependent on the Anglo
American bloc, for it was easier to manceuvre 
individuals than peoples. 

But why should there be any desire to by-pass 
the Security Council? In December 1945 at 
the Moscow Conference, the USSR had declared 
itself in favour of establishing a United Nations 
commission for atomic energy and had submitted 
:a series of proposals concerning the relationship 
between that body and the Security Council. 
The Atomic Energy Commission was to have 
acted within the framework of the Security 
Council. The Powers represented at Moscow, 
including the United States, had agreed to those 
principles, but Mr. Ramadier was dealing with 
them as though they were scraps of paper. Yet, 
the resolution of 24 January 19461 establishing 
the Atomic Energy Commission stated : " In 
view of the Security Council's primary respon
sibility under the Charter of the United Nations 
for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, the Security Council shall issue directions 
to the Commission in matters affecting security. 
On these matters the Commission shall be 
accountable for its work to the Security Council. " 

Did not the question of atomic energy primarily 
affect peace and security? 

Paragraph 2 (b) of the resolution of 24 January 
1946 was the basis for solution of the problem 
of the relationship between the future control 
agency and the Security Council, since the 
Security Council bore " primary responsibility ... 
for the maintenance of international peace and 
security " and had the power to undertake 
measures of enforcement. Were so many 
decisions adopted by the great Powers going to 
be rejected? International co-operation could 
not be founded on such capricious methods. Even 
if a majority were to take a decision along those 
lines, the peoples of the world would know that 
those formal agreements had been violated. 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the first part of its first session, page 9. 

pyises atomiques, mais qui contr(}lera cet orga
msme de controle ? Selon le code penal, permet-on 
a qui que ce soit d'etre juge de son propre delit ? 

Les representants de la Suede et de la Belgique 
ont declare que le plan de l'URSS en matiere de 
controle etait insuffisant. C'est un subterfuge 
classique que de dire que des lois genantes sont 
insuffisantes. Cela s'est vu en matiere d'expor
tation de capitaux. M. Bevin a declare que l'on 
ne savait pas ce qui se passait sur le territoire de 
l'URSS. En fait, comme la presse ou les rapports 
des ambassadeurs le montrent, on y travaille 
constructivement, et la psychose de guerre telle 
qu'elle sevit aux Etats-Unis ou au Royaume-Uni 
y est incomprehensible. 

Afin de tourner le principe de l'unanimite 
des cinq membres permanents du Conseil, 
M. Ramadier a suggere l'etablissement d'un orga
nisme international de controle compose de person
nalites d'une integrite inattaquable. Mais depuis 
deux ans le Conseil de securite cherche un 
gouverneur pour Trieste. Or, ceux qui cherchent 
a saboter le traite de paix avec I' Italie proposent 
des candidats dependant etroitement du bloc 
anglo-americain car il est plus facile de manceuvrer 
des individus que des peuples. 

Mais pourquoi vouloir ecarter le Conseil de 
securite ? En decembre 1945, a la Conference 
de Moscou, le Gouvernement de l'URSS s'est 
prononce en faveur de la creation d'une 
commission des Nations Unies pour l'energie 
atomique, et a soumis une serie de propositions 
relatives aux rapports entre cet organisme et le 
Conseil de securite. La Commission de l'energie 
atomique devait agir dans le cadre du Conseil de 
securite. Les Puissances representees a Moscou, 
y compris les Etats-Unis, ont donne leur adhesion 
a ces principes. Or, M. Ramadier les traite comme 
des chiffons de papier. Et pourtant selon la 
resolution portant creation de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, en date du 24 janvier 19461, 
« en raison de la responsabilite principale du 
maintien de la paix et de la securite interna
tionales conferee au Conseil de securite par la 
Charte des Nations Unies, le Conseil de securite 
donne a la Commission des directives sur les 
questions interessant la securite. Dans cet ordre 
de questions, la Commission est responsable de 
ses travaux envers le Conseil de securite. >> 
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La question de l'energie atomique n'interesse
t-elle pas au premier chef la paix et la securite? 

Le paragraphe 2 b) de la resolution du 24 janvier 
1946 constitue la base de la solution du probleme 
des rapports entre le futur organisme de controle 
et le Conseil de securite, puisque c'est le Conseil de 
securite qui a << la responsabilite principale du 
maintien de la paix et de la securite interna
tionales » et le pouvoir de prendre des mesures 
de coercition. Tant de decisions acceptees par les 
representants des grandes Puissances vont-elles 
etre rejetees ? La cooperation internationale n~ 
peut pas etre fondee sur des methodes aussl 
capricieuses. Meme si une majorite devait.prendre 
une decision en ce sens, les peuples saura1ent que 
l' on a viole ces accords formels. 

1 Voir Ies Resolutions adoptees par I' AssembUe generale 
pendant Ia premiere partie de sa premiere session, page 9. 



The delegation of the Soviet Union had 
submitted a draft resolution (AJC.1 /310) which 
offered a new basis for the solution of the problem 
of atomic energy. While he was impatiently 
mvaiting a statement from the United States 
representative, Mr. Manuilsky considered that 
the intransigent attitude of the United States 
delegation in the Atomic Energy Commission 
:;1ad so far been in total contrast with the good
will shown by the USSR delegation. The United 
States representative had offered the choice of 
accepting the United States plan as it stood 
or failing that, that one could expect to find 
·~he United States arming itself to the teeth and 
never accepting international control or the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon. 

The fact was that, in 1946-1947, war propa
ganda in the United States had reached such 
proportions that the General Assembly had been 
.forced to adopt a resolution on the subject on 
;) November 1947.1 Nevertheless, it continued 
to be repeated in the United States that the 
atomic weapon was the essential weapon which 
the United States had no reason to abandon. 
fhat was what was called the doctrine of atomic 
peace which held that the United States had 
tJredominance over all other States and could 
::ontinue to hold other peoples in fear. 

How could Mr. Austin tell the First Committee 
that the United States was ready to give up 
:Jart of its power and its sovereignty in the 
interest of the control of atomic energy when 
military and political leaders in the United 
States were making speeches showing that the 
United States had no intention of arresting the 
Qrowth of its armed forces. Thus, the President 
~f the United States, according to the New York 
Times of 25 July 1948, said in that connexion 
that the principle by which he was guided was 
to maintain the paramount position of the United 
States in its knowledge of nuclear fuel and the 
use thereof for war-like purposes. 

It was said that by advocating the control of 
atomic energy, the United States was prepared 
to make a great sacrifice and that other States 
should give up part of their national sovereignty 
m order to achieve that control. Yet what part 
of its sovereignty was the United States giving 
up? Was it by concentrating the total 
production of atomic energy in the hands of 
the United States as the authors of the United 
States plan desired? According to the United 
States plan, the international control agency 
would be placed at a higher level than even the 
United Nations and the Security Council ; the 
United States would hold the majority of the 
votes, which would enable it to control that 
body. Far from representing a sacrifice, the 
United States plan was a manifestation of the 
super-nationalism which was poisoning inter
national life and preventing all co-operation. 

How could one reconcile the statements made 
by Mr. Austin and those put out by the United 
States State Department which were found in 
a document entitled Policy at the Crossroads, 
which bore a preface by Mr. Marshall explaining 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
as second session, resolution 110 (II). 

La delegation de l'Union sovietique a presente 
un projet de resolution (A/C1/310) qui offre une 
base nouvelle pour la solution du probleme de 
l'energie atomique. M. Manuilsky, tout en 
attendant avec impatience nne declaration du 
representant des Etats-Unis, considere que !'atti
tude intransigeante de la delegation des Etats
Unis au sein de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique a jusqu'ici contraste totalement avec le 
bon vouloir de la delegation de l'URSS. Le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis offrait le choix suivant: 
ou bien accepter le plan des Etats-Unis tel quel, 
ou bien s'attendre a voir les Etats-Unis armer a 
outrance et ne jamais accepter ni controle inter
national ni interdiction de l'arme atomique. 

Le fait est que, en 1946-1947, la propagande 
belliqueuse aux Etats-Unis a ete telle que 
1' Assemblee generale a du adopter nne resolution 
a ce sujet le 3 novembre 19471• Et pourtant, l'on 
ne cesse, aux Etats-Unis, de repeter que l'arme 
atomique est l'arme essentielle dont les Etats
Unis n'ont aucune raison de se departir. II s'agit 
de la doctrine de la paix atomique selon laquelle 
les Etats-Unis ont la haute main sur tous les 
autres Etats et peuvent maintenir les autres 
peuples dans la crainte. 

Comment M. Austin peut-il affirmer devant la 
Premiere Commission que les Etats-Unis sont 
prcts a abandonner une partie de leur puissance 
et de leur souverainete dans !'interet du controle 
de l'energie atomique alors que, aux Etats-Unis, 
des declarations sont faites par des chefs militaires 
et politiques a l'effet que les :Etats-Unis entendent 
ne pas cesser d'accroitre leurs forces militaires. 
Ainsi, le President des Etats-Unis, d'apres le 
New York Times du 25 juillet 1948, declarait a 
ce sujet que le principe directeur qui l'animait 
etait de conserver aux Etats-Unis la position 
preponderante qu'ils occupaient en matiere de 
connaissance du combustible nucleaire et de son 
utilisation a des buts de guerre. 

On nous dit que les Etats-Unis, en preconisant 
le controle de l'energie atomique, sont prets a 
faire un grand sacrifice et que les autres Etats 
devraient abandonner une partie de leur souve
rainete nationale pour que ce controle puisse etre 
atteint. Mais queUe partie de leur souverainete 
les Etats-Unis abandonnent-ils ? Est-ce, comme 
les auteurs du plan americain le desirent, en 
concentrant toute la production de l'energie 
atomique dans les mains des Etats-Unis ? L'orga
nisme international de controle, suivant le plan 
americain, serait place au-dessus des Natio~s 
Unies et du Conseil de securite ; les Etats-Ums 
possederaient la majorite des voix, ce qui l~ur 
permettrait de controler cette institution. Au heu 
de constituer un sacrifice, ce plan americain est 
une manifestation d'ultra-nationalisme qui empoi
sonne la vie internationale et empeche toute 
cooperation. . 

Comment concilier les declarations de M. Austm 
et les declarations du Departement d'Etat des 
Etats-Unis contenues dans un ecrit Policy at the 
Crossroads preface par M. Marshall, expliquant 
que si les deux conventions proposees par l'URSS 

I Voir Ies Resolutions adoptees par I' Assemblie genlrale 
pendant sa deuxieme session, resolution 110 (II). 



that if the two conventions proposed by the 
USSR were to be adopted, that would mean 
that the United States would lose, within thirty 
days, its principal weapon of destruction, its 
stocks of nuclear fuel and its technical advantages. 

\Vhy were Mr. Austin and Mr. McNeil trying 
to make believe that the adoption of the United 
State.s plan was the best way of preventing an 
atomic war, when, in the same book, Policy at 
the Crossroads, it was stated that the control 
system visualized by the majority of the members 
of the Atomic Energy Commission could not 
prevent the outbreak of an atomic war, and 
when the implementation of that system could 
not ensure an adequate system for controlling 
atomic energy? 

In view of such candid statements as those 
appearing in the official book of the State 
Department, why had it been stated that control 
must be instituted before atomic weapons were 
prohibited, that control must be established 
through successive stages, beginning with that 
of ores, before the manufacture of nuclear fuel 
could be controlled? The answer was simple : 
it was because the authors of the American plan 
thought that the General Assembly resolution 
of 24 January 1946 was useless. The American 
plan for the international control of atomic 
energy was really a manceuvre intended to 
confuse public opinion by laying the responsibility 
for failure on the USSR delegation. However, 
the USSR delegation had submitted a draft 
resolution which could serve as a basis for 
agreement, and which would certainly be 
supported by some representatives in the First 
Committee. 

Sir Benegal N. RAu (India) felt that the matter 
should be clarified before a vote was taken on 
the resolutions submitted. 

The Indian representative retraced the history 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, and pointed 
out that the Canadian resolution approved the 
recommendations and proposals embodied in 
various reports of the Atomic Energy Commission 
and recommended the adoption of necessary 
basic measures for setting up the control system 
advocated by the Commission. If the General 
Assembly decided, by a majority vote, that 
such was the case, the Commission should then 

f! carry on with its work and draw up a draft 
treaty containing its final proposals. That 
seemed to be the intent of the Canadian resolution. 
If that interpretation was correct, there was, 
so to speak, no difference between the Canadian 
resolution and the USSR resolution, because the 
latter also proposed that the Atomic Energy 
Commission should continue its work and draft 
two simultaneous conventions on the prohibition 
of atomic weapons and on the establishment 
of an international control system, which the 
Commission had always recommended. 

f' It was possible that, when the Canadian 
! proposal had been submitted, the USSR attitude, 
I as it would appear from the letter of 5 September 
\1947,1 was that the convention on the prohi-

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council, page E· 
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etaient adoptees, cela signifierait pour les :Etat~
Unis Ia perte dans l.es trente jours de leur principale
arme de destructiOn, la perte des reserves de 
combustible nucleaire et la perte de leurs avan-
tages techniques. 

Pourquoi M. Austin et M. McNeil essaient-ih 
de nous faire croire que !'adoption du plan des 
Etats-Unis constitue le meilleur moyen d'eviter 
la guerre atomique alors que dans le meme livre, 
Policy at the Crossroads, il est dit que le systeme 
de controle envisage par la majorite des membre~ 
de la Commission de I'energie atomique ne peut 
empecher le declenchement d'une guerre atomique 
et que la mise en ceuvre de ce systeme ne peut 
assurer un systeme efficace de contr<He de l'energie 
atomique? 

Pourquoi declarer qu'il faut adopter le controle 
avant !'interdiction des armes atomiques, qu'il 
faut etablir le controle par stades successifs en 
commen<;ant par le controle des minerais, avant 
de controler la fabrication du combustible 
nucleaire, en presence de declarations aussi 
candides que celles contenues dans ce livre officiei 
du Departement d'Etat ? La reponse est simple : 
c'est parce que les auteurs du plan americain 
considerent que la resolution de l' Assemblee 
generale du 24 janvier 1946 est inutile. Le plan 
americain de controle international de l' energie 
atomique est en realite une manceuvre destinee a 
confondre I'opinion publique, en cherchant a faire 
peser sur Ia delegation de I'URSS la responsabilite 
d'un echec. Cependant la delegation de l'URSS 
a presente un projet de resolution qui peut servir 
de base a un accord, et qui sera certainement 
appuye par certains representants a Ia Premiere 
Commission. 

SirBenegalN. RAu (Inde) estime que, avantqu'il 
soit procede a un vote sur les resolutions presentees, 
ii est necessaire d'apporter une clarification. 

Apres avoir fait l'historique des travaux de Ia 
Commission de l'energie atomique, le representant 
de l'Inde indique que la resolution du Canada 
approuve les recommandations et les propositions 
contenues dans les rapports de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique et recommande !'adoption de . 
mesures fondamentales indispensables pour 
instituer le systeme de controle preconise par Ia 
Commission. Si I' Assemblee generale decidait a la 
majorite qu'il en est ainsi, la Commission devrait 
alors poursuivre ses travaux et rediger un projet 
de traite contenant ses propositions definitives. 
C'est ce que semble indiquer le texte de la reso
lution du Canada. Des Iors, si cette interpretation. 
est exacte, ii n'y a pour ainsi dire pas de difference 
entre la resolution du Canada et la resolution 
de l'URSS puisque cette derniere propose, elle 
aussi, que la Commission de 1' energie atom~que 
continue ses travaux et prepare deux conventwns 
simultanees sur !'interdiction de l'arme atomique 
et sur la creation d'un systeme de controle inter
national, ce que la Commission a toujours recom
mande. 

Il est possible que Iorsque la proposition cana
dienne a ete presentee, !'opinion de l'URSS, telle 
qu'elle resulte de la lettre du 5 septembre 19471

• 

etait que Ia convention sur !'interdiction de I'arme 

1 Voir Ies Proces-verbaux officiels de la Commission. dt 
l'energie atomique, troisieme annee, supplement specral, 
troisieme rapport au Conseil de securite, page 27. 



bition of atomic weapons should precede the 
convention on control. But, at present, the 
Commission was contemplating only one treaty, 
and the USSR was proposing two conventions 
to be ratified simultaneously ; in other words, 
there seemed to be no difference between the 
two proposals. 

In any case, since the two parties had already 
found themselves closer together on the matter, 
they might also be able to come together on other 
matters, while the treaty was being drafted. 
No doubt the refusal on the part of the majority 
of the Atomic Energy Commission to apply the 
rule of unanimity of the five permanent members 
might be regarded as a disagreement. It was 
advisable, however, to make a comparison. The 
decisions of the International Court of Justice 
were made by the majority of judges present, 
and United Nations :Members 1vere bound to 
implement the Court's decisions; however, if the 
decision was not implemented, the injured party 
could then appeal to the Security Council, 
which took up the matter according to the 
voting procedure provided for in Article 27 of 
the Charter./ Hence, if the international control 
body were composed of competent and objective 
members, recruited on an international basis, 
there was no reason why its decisions should 
not be taken by a simple majority, as was the 
case in the International Court of Justice and 
in the Atomic Energy Commission itself. If 
the implementation of a decision necessitated 
the use of force, it might be necessary to appeal 
to the Security Council and, in such a case, 
the provisions of the Charter would automatically 
be applicable. The Atomic Energy Commission 
might well keep that suggestion in mind when 
it was drawing up the draft treaty or convention./ 

H enceforth the question at issue was the 
following : if the Canadian resolution were adopted 
and the Atomic Energy Commission received 
the support of the General Assembly, could not 
the Commission complete its work and prepare 
the draft treaty ? 

Listening to the discussion gave the impression 
that, from time to time, there was a danger of 
forgetting the words of the Charter : " ... the 
dignity and worth of the human person ". The 
most difficult conquest for man was certainly 
the conquest of himself. He suggested that the 
States Members should undertake that conquest 
immediately in order to survive and justify the 
hopes invested in them by the Charter. 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) stated 
that there were apparently three proposals from 
which the First Committee had to choose. 

Analyzing the first part of the USSR proposal 
he felt that " ... to continue their activity in the 
direction laid down in the above-mentioned 
General Assembly resolutions " implied that 
the reports of the majority of the Commission 
were approved. That expression would appear 
to mean that the USSR wished activity to begin 
along the lines which the three reports of the 
Commission had suggested. If that were so, it 
would be simpler to state that no basic dis
agreement existed; however, that was precisely 
what had to be made clear. In that connexion, 
the discussion seemed to point to the fact that 
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atomique devait preceder la convention sur Ie 
controle. Mais actuellement, la Commission envi
sage un traite unique et l'URSS propose deux 
conventions qui doivent etre ratifiees simulta
nement; c'est-a-dire qu'il ne semble pas y avoir 
de difference entre ces deux propositions. 

En tout cas, puisque les deux parties se sont 
deja rapprochees sur ce point, eiies pourront aussi 
le faire sur d'autres points pendant les travaux: 
de redaction du traite. Sans doute, le rejet par la 
majorite de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
de la regie de l'unanimite des cinq membres. 
permanents pent ctre considere comme un point 
de desaccord. Toutefois, il faut faire une compa
raison. Les decisions de la Cour internationale de 
Justice sont prises ala majorite des juges presents 
et Ies 1\fembres des Nations Unies ont !'obligation 
d'appliquer les decisions de la Cour ; toutefois, si 
la decision n'est pas appliquee, la partie lesee 
peut avoir recours au Conseil de securite qui 
s'occupc de l'afTaire en adoptant la procedure de 
vote etablie a l' Article 27 de la Charte. Ainsi, si 
l'organisme international de controle est compose 
de personnes competentcs et objectives, recrutees 
sur une base intcrnationale, il n'y a pas de raison 
pour que ses decisions ne soient pas prises a une 
simple majoritc, comme dans le cas de Ia Cour 
internationale de Justice, et comme dans le cas. 
de la Commission de l'cnergie atomique elle
meme. Dans le cas ou Ia mise en reuvre d'une 
decision necessiterait l'emploi de la force, il 
pourrait etre nccessaire d'avoir recours au Conseil 
de securite, et, dans ce cas, les dispositions de la 
Charte s'appliqueraient automatiquement. Cette 
suggestion pourrait peut-etre etre retenue par la 
Commission de l'energie atomique lorsqu'elle 
redigera le projet de traite ou de convention. 

Des lors, la question qui se pose est la suivant~ : 
si la resolution canadienne est adoptee, la Comrrus
sion de l'energie atomique, ayant regu l'appui 
de I' Assemblee generale, ne pourra-t-elle completer 
ses travaux: et pn§parer le pro jet de traite ? 

L'audition de ces debats permet de croire que~ 
de temps en temps, on est en danger d'oublier 
Ies mots de Ia Charte : « ••• Ia dignite et Ia valeur 
de la personne humaine ». Certainement, Ia plus 
difficile conquete de l'homme est la conquete de 
lui-meme. Sir Benegal suggere que les Et~ts t 
Membres commencent cette conquete immedia
tement s'ils veulent survivre et justifier les espoirs. 
que la Charte les a charges de realiser. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) constate 
qu'il y a apparemment trois propositions ~ntre 
lesquelles la Premiere Commission doit dec!~er. 

Analysant la premiere partie de Ia propos1hon 
de l'URSS, il estime que << poursuivre l~urs 
travaux dans le sens determine par les resolut10ns 
ci-dessus de l' AssemblCe generale '' implique une 
approbation des rapports de la m~jori~e de la 
Commission. Cette phrase voudra1t dire que 
l'URSS entend entamer des travaux: dans le sens. 
qui resulte des trois rapports de la Com~issio~. 
S'il en est ainsi, il serait plus simple de d1~e q,u Il 
n'y a pas de des accord fondamental, roms c _est 
precisement cela qu'il faut preciser. A ce suJet .. 
les debats semblent indiquer que l'URSS et 
quelques autres Membres n'acceptent pas ces. 



the USSR and certain other Members did not 
accept the three reports and were trying to find 
another way. It was therefore advisable for 
the author of the resolution to show clearly 
whether he was prepared to accept the reports 
and to proceed along the path already taken. 

As for the second proposal submitted by the 
USSR, its meaning seemed to be that the two 
conventions on the prohibition of atomic weapons 
and on the control of atomic energy should be 
written, signed and ratified simultaneously. Did 
the USSR, however, really intend to accept an 
effective international control? The discussions 
would seem, on the contrary, to show that the 
USSR was departing from that conception in 
favour of undiluted nationalism with right of 
veto. In that case, would the Canadian, the 
Syrian or the USSR proposal help most to resolve 
the difierences of opinion? 

Perhaps other delegations would submit yet 
further amendments. In the meantime, as the 
Indian representative had observed, the Canadian 
proposal would permit the Committee to make 
headway. The Canadian proposal seemed to 
imply on the one hand continual effort on the 
part of the General Assembly and, on the other 
hand, agreement among the Powers which had 
sponsored the resolution of January 1946 relating 
to the Atomic Energy Commission. That seemed 
a good method. 

While admitting the high purpose which the 
Syrian proposal was aiming at, the United 
States delegation considered that t he proposal 
'vas not justified because of the violent opposition 
shown towards it by the USSR. In fact, the 
danger was that if several members of the Atomic 
Energy Commission prepared a treaty without 
the participation of the USSR, that would 
increase the disagreement between the majority 
and the USSR and would not make the solution 
of the problem easier. Accordingly, unless the 
USSR accepted the Canadian resolution, the 
Syrian resolution did not seem to be desirable. 

Lastly, the Canadian resolution, which was 
supported by the United States delegation, 
gave approval to proposals that had been made 
for two and a half years by the Atomic Energy 
Commission as a basis for the setting-up of an 
international system for the control of atomic 
energy. That resolution, moreover, laid down 
that when the USSR would have accepted the 
first two reports, the Commission would resume 
its work of preparing a treaty. 

Now it was important to refute the view that 
the destruction of the stocks of atomic bombs 
would bring security. That view could in fact 
arise only from a misunderstanding or from bad 
faith. What did that proposal mean? Did it 
mean the destruction of the metal containers 
of the nuclear fuel or the destruction of nuclear 
energy itself? The destruction of the metal 
containers meant nothing, for they could be manu
factured again without difficulty ; as for the 
destruction of nuclear energy itself, everybody 
agreed that it should be preserved so as to make 
it available for peaceful purposes. Hence, why 
should time be lost in stating that atomic weapons 
should be prohibited and destroyed, and, later, in 
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trois rapports et essa.ient de trouver une voie 
differente. II convient, des lors, que !'auteur de Ia 
resolution indique clairement s'il est pret a 
accepter les rapports et a continuer dans la voie 
deja tracee. 

Quant a la seconde recommandation presentee 
par l'URSS, elle semble bien vouloir dire que Ies 
deux conventions relatives a !'interdiction de 
l'arme atomique et au controle de l'energie 
atomique doivent etre ecrites, signees et ratifiees 
en meme t emps. Toutefois, est-ce que l'URSS 
a reellement !'intention d'accepter un controle 
international effectif ? Les deba,ts sembleraient 
au contraire indiquer que l'URSS s'ecarte de cette 
conception, pour adherer a un nationalisme 
supreme avec droit de veto. Dans ce cas, est-ce 
la proposition du Canada, de la Syrie ou de 
l'URSS qui aidera le plus a eliminer les divergences 
d'opinion? 

Il est possible que d'autres delegations 
presentent encore des amendements. En 
attendant, comme l'a fait remarquer le repre
sentant de l'Inde, la proposition du Canada 
permettrait a la Commission de progresser. Cette 
proposition du Canada semble impliquer, d'une 
part, un effort continu de la part de l'Assemblee 
generale, et, d'autre part, un accord entre les 
Puissances qui ont appuye la resolution de janvier 
1946 etablissant la Commission de l'energie 
atomique. Cela semble une bonne methode. 

Tout en reconnaissant la noblesse du but que 
cherche a atteindre la proposition de Ia Syrie 
(A/C.l/309), la delegation des Etats-Unis estime 
que cette proposition ne se justifie pas, etant 
donne !'opposition violente dont a fait preuve 
l'URSS a son egard. En effet, il faut craindre que 
si quelques membres de la Commission de l' energie 
atomique etablissaient un traite sans la partici
pation de l'URSS, cela augmenterait le desaccord 
entre Ia majorite et l'URSS et ne faciliterait pas 
la solution du probleme. Des lors, a moins que 
l'URSS n'accepte Ia resolution du Canada, la 
resolution de la Syrie ne parait pas recomman
dable. 

Enfin, la resolution du Canada, que la delegation 
des Etats-Unis appuie, utilise les propositions 
qui ont ete faites pendant deux ans et demi par la 
Commission de l' energie atomique comme base de 
l'etablissement d'un systeme de controle inter
national de l'energie atomique. Cette resolution, 
en outre, indique que lorsque l'URSS aura accepte 
les deux premiers rapports, la Commission 
reprendra ses travaux en vue d'elaborer un traite. 

Il importe maintenant de refuter !'opinion 
suivant laquelle la destruction des stocks de 
bombes atomiques assurerait Ia securite. En effet, 
cette opinion ne peut resulter que d'un malentendu 
ou de la mauvaise foi. Que signifie cette propo
sition ? Est-ce la destruction des envelop pes metal
liques servant a contenir le combustible nucle?ire, 
ou est-ce la destruction de l'energie atomique 
elle-meme ? La destruction des enveloppes metal
liques ne signifie rien, car elles peuvent etre 
reconstruites sans difficulte ; quant a l' energie 
atomique elle-meme, toutle monde a ete d'accord 
pour dire qu'il fallait la conserver en I'a[fectant 
a des usages pacifiques. Des lors, pourqum perdre 
son temps a declarer qu'il faut interdire les armes 



negotiating a treaty for the controlofatomicenergy? 
Such a control which could not be enforced at 
any moment and to any operation would not 
ensure security. Atomic energy should be effec
tively controlled from the beginning. The USSR 
must in fact agree with that view, if the expression 
" effective international control ",which appeared 
in the USSR proposal, were given its usual 
meaning. 

No suggestion leading to more effective control 
than that envisaged in the three reports had 
so far been made. A less effective solution had 
just been put forward by the Indian representative, 
proposing that any possible sanctions to be 
taken should be decided upon, not by the inter
national agency itself, but by the Security 
Council, where the unanimity rule prevailed. 

If the Canadian proposal were adopted, the 
Committee would have a great task to carry out. 
The preamble to chapter 5 of the Second Report 
of the Atomic Energy Commission laid down 
that the international control agency should 
manage isotope separation plants, nuclear reactors, 
chemical extraction plants, and the preparation, 
storing and transport of high-grade nuclear fuel. 
Those products, which had required years and 
years of scientific work and effort and which 
could not be destroyed and lost to humanity, 
ought, nevertheless, to be the subject of world
wide security measures. Now was the time for 
such measures to be considered. It was thus 
a question of deciding on the only effective 
measures of security against the danger which 
atomic energy could represent. 

If the USSR resolution did in fact mean that 
such control would come into force as the atomic 
bombs were destroyed, what possibility of 
security could be found in national inspection 
and in coercive measures also taken on a national 
basis? Was it right to decide in favour of that 
proposal and to reject the Canadian proposal, 
which proposed effective security measures against 
the harmful use of that destructive power? 

The meeting rose at 12.48 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FORTY -NINTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, on Tuesday 
5 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

12. Continuation of the discussion on 
the Reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission 

General McNAUGHTON (Canada) stated that 
he was speaking for two reasons : first, to answer 
the question put by the representative of India 
as to whether the adoption of the Canadian 

atomiques, les detruire, et, ulterieurement 
negocier eventuellement un traite sur le control~ 
de l'energie atomique ? Un tel controle, s'il ne 
s'applique pas a tout moment et a toutes les 
operations n'assurera pas la securite. L'energie 
atomique doit etre controlee efficacement des 
le debut. L'URSS doit d'ailleurs partager ce 
point de vue si l'on donne a !'expression (( controle 
international efficace », qui se trouve dans la 
proposition de l'URSS, son sens normal. 

Aucune suggestion tendant a un controle plus 
efficace que celui envisage dans les trois rapports 
n'a ete presentee jusqu'a ce jour. Une solution 
mains efficace vient d'etre offerte par le repre
sentant de l'Inde, qui envisage que les sanctions 
qui devraient eventuellement etre prises en la 
matiere soient decidees non par l'organisme 
international lui-meme, mais par le Conseil de 
securite ou joue la regie de l'unanimite. 

Si la proposition du Canada est adoptee, la 
Commission aura une grande tache a accomplir. 
En effet, le preambule du chapitre 5 du deuxieme 
rapport de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
indique que l'organisme international de controle 
doit diriger !'exploitation des usines de sepa
ration des isotopes, des reacteurs nucleaires, des 
usines d'extraction chimique, et la preparation, 
l'emmagasinage et !'expedition des combustibles 
nucleaires concentres. Ces produits, qui ont 
necessite des annees et des annees de travaux 
scientifiques et d'efforts, et qui ne peuvent etre 
detruits et perdus pour l'humanite, doivent 
cependant etre !'objet de mesures de surete a 
l'echelle mondiale. C'est maintenant que ces 
mesures devront etre prises en consideration. 
Ainsi, il s'agit de decider des seules mesures de 
surete efficaces contre le danger que peut presenter 
l'energie nucleaire. 

Si la resolution de l'URSS signifie effecti
vement que ce controle entrera en vigueur en 
meme temps que Ia destruction des bombes 
atomiques, quelles possibilites de surete trouvera
t-on dans !'inspection nationale et dans les 
mesures de coercition prises egalement sur Ia base 
nationale ? A-t-on le droit d'opter pour cette 
proposition et de rejeter la proposition du Canada, 
qui comprend des mesures efficaces de surete 
contre !'usage nefaste de cette puissance de 
destruction? 

12. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 48. 

CENT-QUARANTE-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 5 octobre 1948, iz 10 h. 30. 

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

Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de 1' energie 
atomique 

Le general McNAUGHTON (Canada) souligne q_ue 
son intervention a un double but : en premier 
lieu, celui de repondre a la qu~stion posee p_ar I~ 
representant de I' In de et v1sant a sa voir SI 
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resolution would result in w~rk being resumed 
by ·the Atomic Energy Commission on the 
preparation of a draft treaty and secondly, 
to comment on the proposal of the Soviet Union. 

As regards the first question, if the General 
Assembly decided by a large majority, including 
~he affirmative votes of the great Powers, to 
mstruct the Atomic Energy Commission to 
draft such a tr~aty, undoubtedly the Commission 
would be bound to do so, and would be able 
to carry its task to a successful issue, if the 
nations of the world showed themselves united 
in desiring to control atomic energy in accordance 
with the programme of work adopted by the 
Commission on 10 April 1947. Work could 
not usefully be commenced, however, before 
agreement was reached on principles. Indeed, 
it would not be practical to consider the drafting 
of a treaty, if a wide basis of agreement did not 
first of all exist. 

In reference to the USSR proposal, the 
representative of Canada shared the perplexities 
of the United States representative as regards 
the meaning of the words used in the resolution. 
It was obvious that, if the words bore the usual 
meaning attached to them, the conclusion of 
one or two treaties simultaneously would be 
a drafting matter, presenting no particular 
difficulty. But the real issue was of vital 
importance and was one on which the 
representative of the Soviet Union should leave 
no shadow of doubt as to whether or not the 
proposals contained in the three reports of the 
Atomic Energy Commission would form the 
basis for the two conventions suggested by the 
USSR delegation. If his answer was in the 
negative, then unfortunately, it would seem 
a vain hope to recommence from the beginning 
discussions which, after two and a half years, 
had not yet reached a conclusion. 

General McNaughton then reviewed the studies 
carried out by Working Group B of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, of which he had been 
Chairman. He noted, in particular, that that 
Working Group had come to the conclusion 
that the control of uranium and thorium should 
begin at the time of their extraction from the 
ground. Moreover, the Working Group had 
concluded that, as it was technologically possible 
to control those ores, the international control 
agency should be charged to take decisions as 
regards extraction, transport and treatment 
of raw materials, in accordance with the 
provisions of the treaty. As a general rule, 
it would not be necessary for the international 
control agency itself to operate mines, but it 
should have the power to do so, in case of need, 
or to have information regarding their operation, 
and be authorized to inspect them and prescribe 
appropriate procedures. 

The \Vorking Group had also concluded that 
the international agency should be charged 
with the seeking out of all clandestine activities 
involving raw materials, and should be author
ized to carry out all the necessary enquiries. 
The control agency and its personnel should 
have the right of ingress and egress from all 
countries. 
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I' adoption de la resolution canadienne entraincrait 
la repri~e pa~ la C?mmissi_on de l'energie atomique 
de la redactiOn dun proJet de traite ; en second 
lieu, celui d'examiner Ia proposition de l'Union 
sovietique. 

En ce qui concerne la premiere question, il est 
certain que si l'Assemblee gerierale decide a unc 
forte majorite, dans laquelle seraient comprises les 
voix des grandes Puissances, de donner a Ia 
Commission le mandat de rediger un traite de ce 
genre, la Commission de l'energie atomique sera 
tenue d'y obeir et elle pourra mener sa t ache a 
bonne fin si les nations du monde manifestent 
leur desir commun de contr6ler l'energie atomique 
sur la base du programme de travail que la 
Commission a adopte le 10 avril1947. On ne peut 
cependant commencer utilement cette tache avant 
de s'etre mis d'accord sur les principes. On serait 
en effet depourvu de tout sens pratique si l'on 
envisageait la redaction d'un traite sans qu'il 
existat au prealable une large base d'entente. 

Analysant la proposition de l'URSS, le repre
sentant du Canada partage lcs doutes exprimes 
par le representant des Etats-Unis quant au sens 
des mots employes dans cette resolution. En ef'fet, 
si les mots de cette resolution ont leur sens 
habitue!, il est clair que la conclusion d'un seul 
traite ou de deux traites, simultanement, est une 
question de redaction qui ne presente pas de 
difficultes. Mais le vrai probleme, d'une impor
tance vitale, et sur Iequel le representant de 
l'Union sovietique ne devrait laisser planer aucun 
doute est celui de savoir si les propositions qui 
sont contenues dans Ies trois rapports de Ia 
Commission de l'energie atomique scrviront de 
base aux deux conventions proposees par la 
delegation de l'URSS. Si sa reponse est « non >>, 
il semblerait malheureusement vain de reprcndre 
a leur point de depart des discussions qui, apres 
deux ans et demi, n'ont pas encore abouti. 

L'orateur passe en revue ensuite Jes etudes 
accomplies par le Groupe de travail B ?c la 
Commission de l'energie atomique dont II fut 
President. II indique notamment que ce groupe 
de travail arriva a la conclusion que le contr6le 
de !'uranium et du thorium devrait commencer a 
l'epoque de leur extraction. D'autre part, etant 
donne que le controle de ces minerais est techni
quement possible, le groupe de travail a conch~ 
que c'est l'organisme international de contr6le qu~ 
doit etre charge de prendre les decisions en ce qm 
concerne I' extraction, le transport, et le traitement 
des matieres premieres, conformement aux ~ispo
sitions du traite. En regie generaJe, il ne sera1t pas 
necessaire que I'organisme internatio~a~ de co~
tr6le exploite lui-meme les mines, ma1s II dev:mt 
avoir Ie pouvoir, le cas echeant, de les expl_mter 
ou d'en connaltre le fonctionnement, le droit de 
les inspecter, et de prescrire des mesures 
appropriees. 

Le Groupe de travail concl~t egalement _que 
I'organisme international devralt etr~ charge de 
rechercher toutes les activites clandestmes concer
nant les matieres premieres et etre autorise a 
effectuer toutes les enquetes necessaires. L'orga
nisme de contr6le devrait ainsi que son personnel, 

' d' avoir le droit d'entrer dans tous les pays et en 
sortir. 



In conclusion, the representative of Canada 
observed that the problem of the control of 
atomic energy was a difficult task, but one 
which had to be accomplished. It was impossible 
to contemplate any other alternative. 

1\Ir. CLEMENTIS (Czechoslovakia) felt that 
the far-reaching USSR proposal would be an 
important milestone in the history of the 
implementation of the General Assembly's 
resolutions of 24 January1 and 14 December 19462• 

That history was unfortunately characterized 
by a deviation from the principle of loyal co
operation on the basis of unanimity, and by 
a policy directed against the Soviet Union. 

However regrettable it might be that the 
reports of the Atomic Energy Commission had 
been referred to the General Assembly, it would, 
however, have the advantage of acquainting 
public opinion with the facts. In that connexion, 
the USSR proposal plainly showed the importance 
of the problem, and it was advisable to study 
that proposal and that of Canada together. 

The Czechoslovak delegation could not admit 
that the Canadian proposal was of a revolu
tionary character and was surprised to hear 
that it meant the socialization of the resources 
of nuclear fuel and the management of atomic 
energy. The stockpiles of atomic bombs were 
being used as munitions in the " cold war " 
waged by what had been called the " automatic " 
majority. It had been said that if the United 
States proposal was not adopted, no agreement 
'vould be possible, and, at the same time, it 
had been pretended that the opposition of the 
minority was blocking the implementation of 
the revolutionary work which the proposal of 
the majority was supposed to represent. Would 
it not be more accurate to speak, in that case, 
of an unqualified pressure by the usual majority? 

All the facts serving to prove that the plan 
of the majority served to increase the monopoly 
of the United States in the realm of atomic 
energy had been passed over in silence. The 
international control agency would, however, 
have at its disposal enormous sources of energy 
which would be used according to majority 
views, that is, according to the needs of the 
capitalist system. The United States conception 
of the international agency was therefore 
unacceptable and could not~ serve the cause of 
peace. 

Changes in the present majority might of 
course take place, changes which might permit 
a solution to be found to problems as serious 
as that of atomic energy, but for the time being 
it could not be forgotten that the world was 
going through a period of " cold war ", a cold 
war waged, not by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, but by those who had invented that 
expression. 

No argument had been put forward during 
the discussion which might induce the Czecho
slovak delegation to alter its point of view towards 
the majority proposal, which, it had been said, 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the first part of its first session, page 9. 

2 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (1). 
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En conclusion, le representant du Canada fait 
remarquer que le probleme du controle de l'energie 
atomique presente une tache difficile mais qu'il 
faut accomplir. On ne peut envisager une autre 
solution. 

M. CLEMENTIS (Tchecoslovaquie) estime que 
)'interessante proposition de l'Union sovietique 
marquera une etape importante dans l'histoire de 
la mise en reuvre des resolutions de l'Assemblee 
generale des 24 janvier1 et 14 decembre 19462, 

histoire qui malheureusement est caracterisee par 
une deviation du principe de la cooperation loyale 
sur la base de l'unanimite et par !'adoption d'une 
politique dirigee contre l'Union sovietique. 

Aussi regrettable que puisse etre le renvoi a 
l'Asscmblee generate des rapports de la Commis
sion de I'energie atomique, cela aura eu cependant 
l'avantage de mettre I' opinion publique au courant 
de la realite. A cet egard, la proposition de l'URSS 
montre parfaitement !'importance du probleme ; 
il convient de 1' etudier parallelement a la propo
sition canadienne. 

La delegation tchecoslovaque ne peut admettre 
que la proposition canadienne ait un aspect 
revolutionnaire et s'ctonne d'entendre dire que 
cette proposition signifie Ia socialisation des 
ressources atomiques et de la gestion de l'energie 
atomique. Les stocks de bombes atomiques sont 
presentement utilises comme munitions dans la 
« guerre froide n par Ia majorite qu'on a qualifiee 
d' « automatique n. On declare que si la propo
sition des Etats-Unis n'est pas acceptee, il n'y a 
pas d'accord possible et, en meme temps, on 
pretend que !'opposition de la minorite empeche 
la realisation de lireuvre revolutionnaire qui serait 
exprimee dans la proposition de la majorite. Ne 
serait'-il pas plus exact de parler dans ce cas d'une 
pression inqualifiable de Ia majorite habituelle ? 

Tous Ies faits qui prouvent que le plan de la 
majorite tend a augmenter le monopole des Etats
Unis en matiere d'energie atomique sont passes 
so us silence. Cependant, I' organisme international 
de controlc aurait a sa disposition des sources 
enormes d'energie qui seraient utilisees suivant les 
vues de la majorite, c'est-a-dire selon les necessites 
du systeme capitaliste. C'est pourquoi la concep
tion americaine de l'organisme international ne 
peut servir la cause de la paix et est inacceptable. 

Sans doute, des changements pourront inter
venir dans la majorite actuelle, changements qui 
pourraient permettre de trouver une solution a des 
problcmes aussi graves que celui de l'energie 
atomique, mais pour !'instant, on ne saurait 
oublier que le monde traverse une periode de 
cc guerre froide n, guerre livree non par !'Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, mais par 
ceux-la memes qui ont invente cette expressiOn. 

Aucun argument n'a ete avance au cours des 
debats de nature a reviser le point de vue de la 
delegation tchecoslovaque a I' egard de _Ia propo
sition majoritaire qui, repete-t-on, sermt la seule 

1 Voir Jes Resolutions adoptees par l' Assemblt!e genirale 
pendant la premiere partie de sa premiere session, page 9. 

a Voir Ies Resolutions adoptees par l' Asse~blee gene:ale 
pendant Ia seconde partie de sa premiere sessron, 
resolution 41 (1). 



was the only possible solution of the problem. 
That meant that it was intended to prevent any 
futu:r:e agreement and that was undoubtedly 
not m conformity with the obligations of the 
Charter. 

The feeling of the peoples and the opinions 
of scientists should, however, be taken into 
consideration in that matter. Mr. Clementis 
stressed, in that connexion, the importance 
of a resolution adopted by the World Federation 
of Scientific Workers, which had met in September 
last at Dobrij (Czechoslovakia) under the 
chairmanship of Mr. J oliot-Curie. 

According to that resolution, the suspension 
of the Atomic Energy Commission's work was 
due to the fact that the political problems of 
control had not been studied simultaneously 
with the technical problems. The resolution 
demanded that the manufacture of atomic 
weapons should be suspended immediately and 
that suspension of the manufacture should be 
assured by a world system of inspection. It 
also requested the General Assembly to arrange 
for the resumption of work by the Atomic Energy 
Commission, within the framework of the 
Security Council. 

In addition, the resolution appealed to all 
Governments to stop manufacturing atomic 
weapons and to prosecute plans for the industrial 
and peaceful utilization of atomic energy. 

The representative of Czechoslovakia stated 
that every effort should be made to reach 
agreement in the matter. As the USSR resolution 
offered that possibility, the Czechoslovak 
delegation supported it unreservedly. That sup
port was not given, not because Czechoslovakia 
happened to possess uranium mines, which it 
would have to give up to the control of the 
international agency, in accordance with the 
majority proposal, but because it wished to 
see the resources of atomic energy utilized only 
for peaceful ends, for the benefit of mankind 
as a whole. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated that the 
discovery of atomic energy represented a challenge 
without precedent to mankind. During two 
years it had not been possible to reach agreement 
in the matter, and the continued development 
of scientific knowledge in the realm of atomic 
energy would not make the problem any easier 
to solve. 

The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics was wrong in stating that the majority 
plan of the Commission was a United States 
plan, designed to assure United States domination 
in the economic life of the world. The original 
plan had certainly been presented by the United 
States but it was natural that the United States, 
as the country with the most knowledge and 
experience in that sphere, should take the lead. 
The offer of the United States to give up its 
monopoly was an example of international 
co-operation without precedent. 

The representative of Australia recalled that 
his country had been represented on the Atomic 
Energy Commission during two years and that 
in 1946, Mr. Evatt, who had been its first 
Chairman, had submitted the basic principles 
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solution possible du probleme. Cela signifierait 
que 1:on vent empecher tout accord futur, ce qui 
certamement n'est pas conforme aux obligations 
imposces par la Charte. 

II faut cependant tenir compte en cette matiere 
du 

1 

sentiment des peuples et des opinions des 
savants. A cet egard, M. Clementis souligne 
!'importance d'une resolution adoptee par la 
Federation mondiale des travailleurs intellectuels 
rennie a Dobrij (Tchecoslovaquie) en septembre 
dernier so us la presidence de M. J oliot-Curie. 

D'apres cette resolution, la suspension des 
travaux de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
est due au fait que les problemes politiques que 
pose le controle n'ont pas ete examines en meme 
temps que les problemes techniques. La resolution 
demande que la fabrication des armes atomiques 
soit immediatement arretee et que Ia suspension 
de cette fabrication soit assuree par un systeme 
mondial d'inspection. Elle demande, en outre, a 
I'Assemblee generale de faire en sorte que la 
Commission de l'energie atomique reprenne ses 
travaux, dans le cadre du ConseU de securite. 

De plus, la resolution fait appel aux Gouver
nements de tons les pays pour que ceux-ci arretent 
la fabrication des armes atomiques et activent 
!'elaboration de plans en vue de !'utilisation 
industrielle et pacifique de l'energie atomique. 

Le representant de la Tchecoslovaquie declare 
qu'il est necessaire de faire tous ses efforts pour 
arriver a un accord en cette matiere; Ia resolution 
de l'URSS offrant cette possibilite, la delegation 
tchecoslovaque l'appuie sans reserve. Ce n'est pas 
parce que la Tchecoslovaquie possede des mines 
d'uranium dont elle devrait abandonner la 
propriete a un organisme international, suivant 
le plan de la majorite, qu'elle appuie la proposition 
de !'Union sovietique ; c'est parce qu'elle est 
desire use de voir les ressources de l' energie 
atomique utilisees exclusivement a des fins paci~ 
fiques pour le prom de l'humanite tout entiere. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) constate que 1a 
liberation de l' energie atomique constitue pour le 
genre humain un defi sans precedent. Depuis deux 
ans, aucun accord n'a pu encore intervenir en la 
matiere et le developpement continu des connais
sances scientifiques en matiere d'energie atomique 
ne rendra pas la solution du probleme plus facile. 

C'est a tort que Ia delegation de l'URSS a 
accuse le plan de la majorite de la Commission 
d'etre un plan americain destine a assurer la 
domination des Etats-Unis sur la vie economique 
du monde. II est vrai que ce sont les Etats-Unis 
qui ont presente le premier plan, mais il etait 
nature! que les :Etats-Unis prennent Ies deva~ts 
puisqu'ils etaient le pays ayant le plus de connaiS
sances et d'experience dans ce domaine. L'offre 
faite par les Etats-Unis de se dessaisir du,~ono
pole qu'ils possedent est un exemple sans precedent 
de cooperation internationale. 

Le representant de l' Australie rappelle que, son 
pays a ete represente pendant deux ans a la 
Commission del' energie atomique et q_ue !'1· E':att, 
qui en fut le premier President, ~va1t enonce en 
1946les principes qui devaient regir le controle de 



on which the control of atomic energy should 
be established, principles which the Australian 
delegation still maintained at the present time 
and which were to be found in the majority 
proposals contained in the First and Second 
Reports of the Commission. 

He noted that without grounds for doing so, 
the USSR representatives on the Atomic Energy 
Commission had asserted that, according to the 
General Assembly's resolutions of January and 
December 1946, the convention for the 
prohibition of atomic weapons was entitled to 
priority over the convention relating to the 
control of atomic energy ; while only a few 
days previously, the delegation of the Soviet 
Union had conceded that those conventions 
should be signed simultaneously. 

The position of the Soviet Union had been 
clearly shown in its amendment to the First 
Report of the Commission which amendment 
had been submitted on 18 February 1947.1 That 
amendment did not mention safeguards of 
inspection, supervision and licensing, on the 
ground that such measures infringed upon 
national sovereignty. In addition, inspection 
could only apply to reports and data submitted 
by the State concerned. Finally, no inspection 
designed to reveal clandestine activities would 
be permitted unless the State itself previously 
notified the control agency. 

The insistence on the part of the USSR for 
the agency to be maintained " within the 
framework of the Security Council " proved 
that the USSR wished to preserve its right of 
veto in that field. Indeed, the USSR plan 
provided solely for recommendations by the 
international agency to Governments or to the 
Security Council, even in the case of minor 
infringements. 

In the First Report of the Commission, the 
majority had plainty intended that the unanimity 
rule should not apply to the work of the 
international control agency. Moreover, the 
Australian delegation had always urged that 
executive authority should be vested in the 
control agency to cover minor infringements. 
Major violations threatening peace and 
international security could be reported to the 
Security Council. 

As regards the control itself, the ownership 
of raw materials and the machinery necessary 
for the manufacture of atomic energy, the USSR 
delegation appeared to contemplate control only 
at the final stage. If, however, it was prepared 
to reconsider its position on that point, that 
would constitute an important step forward. 

The Australian delegation was not prepared 
to accept the proposal of the Soviet Union in 
its present form, as its meaning was not clear. 
The mere signing of a convention did not, in 
itself, provide sufficient safeguards. The 
proposal, however, should be examined further 
and the USSR representative could furnish 
complementary explanations. 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council, page 20. 
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l'energie atomique, principes auxquels la dele
gation australienne est restee fidele et qui se 
retrouvent dans les propositions de la majorite des 
premier et deuxieme rapports de la Commission. 

L'orateur constate que, au sein de la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique, Ies representants de 
l'URSS ont soutenu sans raison qu'il resultait des 
resolutions de l'Assemblee generale de janvier et 
de decembre 1946 que la convention sur !'inter
diction des armes atomiques avait priorite sur la 
convention relative au contr6le de l'energie 
atomique. Ce n'est qu'il y a quelques jours que la 
delegation de !'Union sovietique a fait nne conces
sion en proposant que ces conventions soient 
conclues simultanement. 

La position de l'Union sovietique est clairement 
indiquee dans I'amendement presente par I'URSS 
au premier rapport de la Commission, amen
dement depose Ie 18 fevrier 19471• Cet amen
dement ne fait pas mention des mesures de 
surete concernant !'inspection, la surveillance et 
le systeme de licences, parce que ces mesures 
constitueraient autant d'atteintes au principe de 
Ia souverainete nationale. En outre, !'inspection 
ne pourrait porter que sur les rapports ou rensei
gnements fournis par l'Etat interesse. Enfin, 
aucune inspection ayant pour but de deceler des 
activites clandestines ne serait permise sans 
notification prealable de l' E. tat Iui-meme a 
1' organisme de controle. 

L'insistance de l 'URSS a maintenir cet orga
nisme « dans Ie cadre du Conseil de securite )) 
prouve que l'URSS veut continuer a user de son 
droit de veto dans ce domaine. Le plan de I'URSS 
prevoit en efiet que l'organisme international fait 
uniquement des recommandations aux Gouver
nements ou au Conseil de securite, meme dans le 
cas de violations peu importantes. 

Dans Ie premier rapport de la Commission, la 
majorite a indique clairement que la regie de 
l'unanimite devrait etre exclue des travaux de 
l'organisme international de controle. De plus, la 
delegation australienne a toujours insiste pour que 
I'organisme soit investi de l'autorite en matiere 
executive en ce qui concerne les violations 
mineures. Toutefois, les violations majeures mena
vant la paix et la securite internationales ~our
raient faire l'objet d'un rapport au ConseJl de 
securite. 

Au sujet du controle et de Ia propriete ~es 
matieres premieres et de I'equipement necessmre 
a la fabrication de l'energie atomique, ii semble 
que la delegation de l'URSS envisage u~iq~eme~t 
un controle au dernier stade de fabncatwn. S1, 
toutefois, elle modifiait sa position sur ce point, 
cela constituerait un pas en avant important. 

La delegation de l' Australie n'est pas prete a 
accepter Ia proposition de !'Union sovietiqu~ dans 
sa forme actuelle, car son sens n'est pas clair. La 
signature d'une convention ne constitue. pas en 
elle-meme une garantie suffisan~e .. ToutefOis, cet~e 
proposition devrait etre exammee plus attent~
vement et le representant de I'URSS pourra1t 
fournir des explications complementaires. 

1 Voir Jes Proces-uerbaux officiels de la Commission. de 
l'energie atomique, troisiim~e annee, ~uppJement specwl. 
troisieme rapport au ConseJI de secuntc, page 20. 



. The Syrian proposal was not acceptable, as 
It exaggerated the importance of the prohibition 
of atomic weapons. The Australian delegation 
nevertheless supported the basic idea of that 
proposal, namely that the work of the Atomic 
Energy Commission should not be abandoned. 

The Australian delegation could not support 
the Canadian proposal, as it was too negative. 
As Mr. Ramadier had said (147 th meeting) 
no possibilities of agreement should be neglected. 
Although the Canadian proposal called upon 
the United Nations to fulfil their responsibilities 
in that respect, it did not offer them any further 
assistance in doing so. The Canadian draft 
resolution should be amended to direct the 
Atomic Energy Commission to continue its 
work on the basis of the principles accepted by 
the majority. In addition, the Commission 
should establish a working committee to consider 
the machinery of the control agency and the 
selection of its personnel. 

To sum up, the Australian delegation endorsed 
the work and conclusions of the Atomic Energy 
Commission and recommended that it should 
continue its work in order to resolve the differences 
between the majority and minority views 
indicated in the reports so that it might produce 
a plan for the structure of the control organ, 
prepare a draft convention for the utilization 
of atomic energy for peaceful purposes, and 
report back to the General Assembly as soon 
as possible. 

The Australian delegation supported the 
suggestions made by the Belgian and French 
representatives that a sub-committee should 
be established whose mandate it would be to 
find some common ground of agreement on 
which to base a draft resolution for submission 
to the First Committee. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) summed up the 
various points of view expressed and noted that 
both the opposing groups had recognized the 
need to restrict the use of atomic energy to 
peaceful purposes only it was first of all 
necessary to abolish atomic warfare by an 
assurance given by Member States that they 
would not use atomic weapons, and secondly, 
to assure effective control of the fulfilment of 
that obligation. 

The representative of El Salvador thought 
that, if the Assembly was unable to establish 
the bases for the control of atomic energy and 
for the prohibition of its use for military purposes, 
the cause would be that some of the statements 
made had been insincere. 

It was encouraging that the three States, 
which possessed the secret of the manufacture 
of the atom bomb, namely the United States, 
the United Kingdom and Canada, had declared 
their readiness to give up that advantage in 
return for an assurance that a system of control 
would be established to prevent the use of atomic 
energy for military purposes. 

Of the remaining States an overwhelming 
majority were prepared to accept the conclusions 
reached by the Atomic Energy Commission, 
while the Soviet Union and some other States 

La proposition syrie~ne ne peut etre acceptee 
car elle donne une Importance exagen!e au 
probleme de !'interdiction des armes atomiques. 
Toutefois, la delegation australienne appuie l'idec 
qui est a la base de cette proposition, a savoir que 
la Commission de l'energie atomique ne doit pas 
mettre fin a ses travaux. 

La delegation australienne ne peut approuver la 
proposition canadienne, car celle-ci est trop 
negative. Comme I' a dit M. Ramadier (147e seance) 
il ne faut jamais se refuser a examiner des possi
bilites d'accord. Bien qu'elle invite les Nations 
Unies a faire leur devoir en cette matiere, la 
proposition canadienne ne leur vient pas en aide. 
Le projet de resolution canadien devrait etre 
amende de maniere a donner a la Commission de 
I 'energie atomique les instructions necessaires pour 
qu'elle continue ses travaux sur la base des 
principes acceptes par la majorite. La Commission 
devrait, en outre, creer un comite de travail charge 
d' etudier le mecanisme de l' organisme de controle 
et le choix de son personnel. 

En resume, la delegation australienne approuve 
les travaux et les conclusions de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique et recommande que celle-ci 
continue ses travaux a fin d'apianir les divergences 
de vues indiquees dans les rapports de la majorite 
et de la minorite, afin de dresser un plan de la 
structure de l'organisme de controle, de preparer 
un proj et de convention pour !'utilisation de 
l'energie atomique a des fins pacifiques et de faire 
rapport le plus rapidement possible a l'Assemblee 
generale. 

La delegation de l'Australie s'associe aux 
suggestions beige et fran<;aise de creer une sons
commission qui aura pour mandat de rE~aliser une 
base d'accord pour la redaction d'un projet de 
resolution a soumettre a la Premiere Commission. 

M. CAsmo (Salvador), passant en revue les 
differents points de vue exprimes, constate que les 
deux groupes opposes reconnaissent l'un et !'autre 
la necessite de limiter !'usage de l'energie atomique 
a des fins padfiques. II s'agit, en premier lieu, 
d'obtenir !'abolition de laguerre atomique, par un 
engagement des Etats Membres de ne pas utiliser 
d'armes atomiques, et, en second lieu, d'assurer le 
controle efficace de !'execution de cette obligation. 
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Le representant du Salvador estime que, si 
l'Assemblee ne peut etablir les bases d'un controle 
de l'energie atomique et de !'interdiction de son 
emploi a des fins militaires, il faudra en chercher 
Ia cause dans le manque de sincerite de certaines 
declarations. 

II fait remarquer combien il est encourageant 
de constater que trois :Etats, les Etats-Unis, le 
Royaume-Uni et le Canada, qui possedent le 
secret de la fabrication de la bombe atomique, se 
sont declares prets a renoncer a cet avanta~e 
moyennant !'assurance qu'un controle serazt 
etabli pour empecher !'utilisation de l'energie 
atomique a des fins militaires. 

Parmi les autres :Etats, une majorite ecrasante 
se declare prete a accepter les conclusion~ de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique, tand1s. que 
l'Union sovietique et quelques autres souhaztent 



were anxious that the Assembly should limit 
itself to the adoption of the USSR proposal. 

The delegation of the Soviet Union, be it 
noted, had urged in the Atomic Energy 
Commission that a convention on the prohibition 
of atomic weapons should be signed separately 
from a convention on the control of atomic 
energy. Moreover, the control authority would 
have been established within the framework 
of the Security Council, namely where the veto 
would have been applicable. The USSR 
delegation therefore appeared to be more 
interested in the destruction of atomic weapons 
than in the control of atomic energy. That 
standpoint was inacceptable, as it would still 
further increase international instability. 

Mr. Castro urged the representatives of the 
Soviet Union to understand that control of 
atomic energy must be established first, for 
only then could the United States give up the 
advantages it at present possessed. In view 
of the world importance of the problem and the 
good-will displayed by States actually in 
possession of the secret of the atom bomb, the 
Soviet Union should modify its demands. 

Mr. KrsELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) stressed the disillusionment felt by 
public opinion throughout the world at the 
negative results of some two hundred and forty 
meetings held under the auspices of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

Although General McNaughton and Mr. Austin 
had attempted to lay the blame for this failure 
at the door of the representatives of the USSR 
t was, in fact, the attitude of the United States 
delegation which had made any agreement 
impossible. Apart from the prohibition of 
atomic weapons, which the USSR considered 
should be total and unconditional, what other 
basis of control could there be? 

The United States had proposed that control 
should be established by consecutive stages, 
first with regard to raw materials and later to 
nuclear fuel. In the second place, that the 
system of control was not to operate within the 
framework of the Security Council, contrary 
to the provisions of the resolution of 
14 December 1946. 

On 18 February 1947, the USSR had put 
forward a number of proposals. in particular 
that the system of control should function 
within the framework of the Security Council, 
that research into the military use of atomic 
energy should be prohibited, and that all stocks 
of bombs should be destroyed. Those proposals 
had not been accepted. 

The United States had, in reality, been 
following a policy of world domination. In the 
weekly magazine Life, General Spaatz, had 
written about the possibility of a " blitzkrieg " 
against the Soviet Union. Similarly, under 
the auspices of Princeton University, a committee 
had openly advocated the militarization of all 
American life and the large-scale employment 
of the atom bomb as an instrument of policy. 

On 11 June 1947, the representative of the 
USSR had proposed that the production and 
use of atomic weapons should be prohibited, 
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que l'Assemblee se limite a !'adoption de la propo
sition de l'URSS. 

II faut faire observer que la delegation de 
l'Union sovietique avait insiste a la Commission 
de l'energie atomique pour que la convention sur 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques et la conven
tion etablissant le controle de l'energie atomique 
soient signees sepan\ment. De plus, l'organisme de 
controle aurait ete etabli dans le cadre du Conseil 
de securite, c'est-a-dire que le veto aurait ete 
applicable. II semble done que Ia delegation de 
l'URSS s'interesse davantage ala destruction des 
armes atomiques qu'au controle de l'energie 
atomique. Ce point de vue est inacceptable car il 
augmenterait encore l'instabilite internationale. 

L'orateur invite les representants sovietiques a 
comprendre que le controle de l'energie atomique 
doit etre etabli en premier lieu et que ce n'est 
qu'alors que les Etats-Unis pourront renoncer aux 
avantages qu'ils possedent actuelJement. Etant 
donne !'importance mondiale du probleme et 
!'attitude de bonne volonte de la part des Etats 
qui possedent actuellement le secret de la bombe 
atomique, il faudra que !'Union sovietique moclifie 
son point de vue. 

M. KrssELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) souligne la deception qu'a eprouvee 
!'opinion publique devant les resultats negatifs 
des quelqu.es deux cent quarante seances tenues 
sous Ies auspices de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique. 

Bien que le general McNaughton et M. Austin 
aient tente de faire retomber la responsabilite 
de cet echec sur le representant de l'URSS, c'est 
en fait l'attitude de la delegation des Etats-Unis 
qui a rendu tout accord impossible. En effet, en 
dehors de !'interdiction de l'arme atomique, qui, 
selon l'URSS, doit etre totale et inconditionnelle, 
queUe base le controle de l'energie atomique 
peut-il avoir ? 

Selon les propositions des Etats-Unis, le controle 
s'opererait par etapes : il s'appliquerait d'abord 
aux matieres premieres puis au combustible 
nucleaire. En second lieu, ce controle ne s'opererait 
pas dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, contrai
rement a ce qui avait ete prevu dans la resolution 
du 14 decembre 1946. 

Le 18 fevrier 1947, l'URSS soumettait un 
certain nombre de propositions. Il etait notamment 
prevu que Ie controle devrait s'operer dans le 
cadre du Conseil de securite. D'autre part, les 
recherches en vue de !'utilisation militaire de 
l'energie atomique devaient etre interdites et 
tous les stocks de bombes detruits. Ces propo
sitions n'ont pas ete acceptees. 

En fait, les Etats-Unis poursuivaient une 
politique de domination mondiale et, dans l'h~bdo
madaire Life, le general Spaatz affir~a1t . Ia 
possibilite d'une guerre eclair co?tre l U~w.n 
sovietique ; de meme, sous les au.s~ICes ?e l .un~
versite de Princeton, un comtte precorusa~t 
ouvertement la militarisation de toute la VIe 
americaine et !'utilisation massive de la bombe 
atomique comme instrument de politique. 

Le 11 juin 1947, le representa_?t d~ 1',f!RSS 
soumettait des propositions reia~v~s. a .I mter
diction de Ja production et de I utilisatiOn des 



but that atomic energy should be used solely 
for peaceful purposes. As the representative 
of the USSR had shown, progress in this sphere 
was dependent on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and on the destruction of existing 
stocks of bombs. 

The majority of the Atomic Energy Commission 
had upheld the view that an international organ 
should own all the raw materials required for 
atomic energy, and that a system of licences 
and quotas should be set up. Taken as a whole, 
this project would mean the establishment of 
a world rationing system for atomic energy 
under the aegis of powerful American monopolies. 
The development of United States air and naval 
bases, the Truman doctrine, the Marshall Plan, 
United States policy in Greece and Korea, and 
the renunciation by the United States of the 
policy of international co-operation were all 
parts of a strategic plan for the attainment 
of world domination. 

On the other hand, the proposals of the USSR 
of 19 June 1947 complied with the decisions 
of the General Assembly of 24 January and 
14 December 1946, which provided that 
an international control commission should 
carry out periodical inspections and special 
investigations. That Commission was to make 
recommendations to Governments on questions 
relating to the production and use of atomic 
energy, and also to the Security Council with 
regard to the steps to be taken in cases of violation. 

The representative of the United States, 
Mr. Osborne, had nevertheless declared that 
these proposals were unacceptable, since they 
were incapable of guaranteeing security. They 
were in fact unacceptable to the United States 
financial and industrial quarters. 

The importance assigned to the question of 
the control of raw materials in the Third Report 
of the Atomic Energy Commission clearly 
brought out the poverty of the United States 
in this sphere. In point of fact the United States 
were more intent on the control of the raw 
materials than on the control of manufacture 
or of the finished products. During the period 
covered by the Third Report of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the attitude of the United 
States completely changed. Instead of pressing 
on with the work of the Commission the United 
States began to lay emphasis on the divergent 
views in the Commission, and as Mr. Gromyko 
had pointed out at the 42nd meeting of the 
Working Group on 29 March 1948, all attempts 
made with a view pf indicating a date on which 
the prohibition of the atomic weapon should 
come into force had met with the opposition 
of the United States. Despite the efforts of 
the delegation of the USSR the principle of the 
destruction of bombs already manufactured 
or in process of manufacture did not prevail. 

The attitude of the United States could only 
be interpreted as a desire to prevent at all costs 
the establishment of a concrete system of control ; 
proof of this was also furnished by the recent 
statements by Mr. Austin on an eventual 
destruction of the metallic envelopes of the 
bombs, which he described as a futile gesture. 
That, however, was not the real question. The 
important thing was to outlaw the atomic bomb, 

rame.s ~tomiq~~s., P:u- contre, l'energie atomique 
devmt etre utihsee a des fins pacifiques. Comme 
I' a montre le representant de l'URSS, la condition 
de tout progres dans ce domaine reside dans 
!'interdiction de l'arme atomique et la destruction 
des stocks de bombes. 

La majorite de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique a pretendu qu'un organisme inter
national devrait posseder toutes les matieres 
premieres atomiques. Un systeme de contingents 
et de licences serait etabli. L'ensemble de ce projet 
aboutissait a l'etablissement d'un systeme de 
rationnement mondial de l'energie atomique sons 
I' egide de puissants monopoles americains. En 
realite, le developpement des bases aeriennes et 
navales des Etats-Unis, la doctrine Truman, le 
Plan Marshall, la politique americaine en Grece 
et en Coree, !'abandon par les Etats-Unis de la 
politique de cooperation internationale constituent 
les diverses parties d'un plan strategique de 
domination mondiale. 

Par contre, les propositions de l'URSS en date 
du 11 juin 1947 eta.ient conformes aux decisions 
de l'Assemblee generale du 24 janvier et 
14 decembre 1946. Une Commission internationale 
de controle devait proceder a des inspections 
periodiques ainsi qu'a des enquetes speciales. 
Elle adresserait des recommandations aux Gouver
nements sur des questions relatives a Ia production 
et a !'utilisation de l'energie atomique, ainsi que 
des recommandations au Conseil de securite au 
sujet des mesures a prendre en cas de violation. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis, M. Osborne, 
a cependant declare que ces propositions etaient 
inacceptables parce qu'elles ne pouvaient assurer 
la securite. En fait, elles etaient inacceptables 
pour les milieux financiers et industriels des 
Etats-Unis. 

Dans le troisieme rapport de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, !'importance attribuee a la 
question du controle des matieres premieres met 
en pleine lumiere la penurie americaine en ce 
domaine. En realite, les Etats-Unis tiennent bien 
plus au contrule des matieres premieres qu'au 
controle de la fabrication ou des produits finis. 
Au cours de la periode que couvre le troisieme 
rapport de la Commission de l'energie atomique, 
!'attitude des Etats-Unis change completement. 
Au lieu d'activer les tra.vaux de la Commission, 
ils commencent a souligner les divergences existant 
au sein de la Commission ; et, comme l'a declare 
M. Gromyko au cours de la 42e seance du Comite 
de travail, tenue le 29 mars 1948, toutes les tenta
tives faites pour preciser quelque peu le moment 
auquel interviendrait !'interdiction de l'arme 
atomique se sont heurtees a la resistance des 
Etats-Unis. Malgre Ies efforts de la delegation de 
l'URSS, le principe de la destruction des bombes 
achevees ou en voie de fabricationn'a pu triompher. 

L'attitude des Etats-Unis ne peut etre inter
pretee autrement que comme un desir de 
n'admettre a aucun prix un controle concret, 
ainsi que le montrent encore les recentes decla
rations de M. Austin relatives a nne eventuelle 
destruction de l'enveloppe metallique des bombes. 
M. Austin declare que la destruction ?e ~e3 
enveloppes metalliques serait un ges!e. muhle. 
Mais la question n' est pas la : ce qm 1m porte, 
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to prohibit its use and to destroy the stocks 
of these metallic envelopes and of these atomic 
bombs. A convention on the prohibition of 
the atomic weapon and the establishment of 
effective international control should therefore 
be concluded. 

The Third Report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission constituted an attempt to discredit 
the proposal of the Soviet Union ; the represen
tative of Belgium had vainly sought to acquit the 
majority of the Commission of this charge. 

The delegation of the Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic regarded the Canadian dele
gation's proposal as unacceptable and supported 
the draft resolution of the USSR, which provided 
for the prohibition of the atomic weapon and for 
effective international control over atomic energy 
under the auspices of the Security Council. The 
use of gas in war had been forbidden, and now it 
was the turn of atomic weapons to be formally 
prohibited. 

The CHAIRMAN asked members whether they 
wished the Committee to meet at 3 p.m. that 
afternoon. · 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that it would 
create difficulties for several delegations if the 
First Committee and the Security Council were 
to hold simultaneous meetings. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal that 
the First Committee should meet on 5 October at 
3 p.m. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The proposal was rejected by 27 votes to 7, with 

9 abstentions. 

l\Ir. McNEIL (United Kingdom) said that, if 
the Security Council were to hold meetings 
frequently in the afternoon, that should not 
prevent the First Committee from meeting. 

General Ro.MuLo (Philippines) said that the 
USSR proposal had brought a ray of hope into 
the discussion. That hope still existed. The 
representative of India had made a very moving 
speech, and Mr. Austin had earnestly requested 
some clarification as to the exact implications of 
the proposal of the USSR. 

It was essential to find out whether that 
proposal would enable the Committee to reach 
a final conclusion on the connexion to be estab
lished between control and prohibition. 

He referred to the Third Report of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. In part D of annex 2, 
headed " Prohibition of weapons ", it was stated 
that an international agreement to outlaw atomic 
weapons, if it were to be effective, would have to 
" be embodied in a treaty providing for a compre
hensive international system of control ". It 
was also stated that such a treaty would include 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and \Vould 
" provide for the disposal of any existing stocks 
of atomic weapons and for the proper use of 
nuclear fuel adaptable for use in weapons ". 

The treaty would, therefore, deal jointly with 
control on the one hand, and with the prohibition 
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c'est de declarer la bombe atomique hors la loi, 
d'interdire son utilisation et de detruire les stocks 
de ces enveloppes metalliques ou de ces bombes 
atomiques. II convient done de conclure une 
convention relative a !'interdiction de l'arme 
atomique et a l'etablissement d'un controle 
international efficace. 

Le troisieme rapport de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique constitue une tentative pour 
discrediter la proposition de !'Union sovietique ; 
c'est en vain que le representant de la Belgique 
a essaye d'innocenter la majorite de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. 

La delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie considere 
la proposition de la delegation du Canada comme 
inacceptable. Elle se prononce en faveur du 
projet de resolution de l'URSS qui prevoit 
!'interdiction de l'arme atomique et un controle 
international efficace de l'energie atomique, sous 
les auspices du Conseil de securite. Apres les gaz 
de combat, c'est maintenant l'arme atomique 
qui doit etre l'objet d'une interdiction formelle. 

Le Pm':SIDENT demande a la Commission si elle 
desire sieger ce jour meme a 15 heures. 
~\c-
"'M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) signale les difficultes que 
creerait pour un certain nombre de delegations la 
reunion simultanee de la Premiere Commission 
et du Conseil de securite. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la question de 
savoir si la Premiere Commission se reunira le 
5 octobre a 15 heures. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. 
Par 27 voix contre 7, avec 9 abstentions, la 

proposition est rejetee. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare que si le 
Conseil de securite doit tenir de frequentes seances 
l'apres-midi, il serait inadmissible que celles-ci 
empechassent la Premiere Commission de se 
reunir. 

Le general Ro.MULO (Philippines) evoque le 
rayon d'espoir qu'a fait luire le depot de la 
proposition de l'URSS (A/C. 1/310). Cet espoir 
subsiste toujours. Le representant de l'Inde a 
fait une intervention profondement emouvante ; 
et M. Austin a demande instamment des precisions 
sur la portee veritable de la proposition de l'URSS. 

II importe de voir si la proposition de l'URSS 
permettra de mettre definitivement au point la 
question du lien a etablir entre controle et inter
diction. 

Le general Romulo se reporte au troisieme 
rapport de la Commission de l'energie atomique. 
A l'annexe 2, section D : << Interdictions relatives 
aux armes >>, il est indique qu'un accord inter
national mettant hors la loi les armes atomiques 
doit, pour etre efficace, « etre incorpore da~s un 
traite qui etablira un systeme de controle mter
national >> effectif. II est en outre prevu que ce 
traite comportera interdiction de l'arme at~mique, 
« reglera le sort de toutes les reserves eXIstantes 
de bombes atomiques et decidera de l'usa?e. qu'il 
convient de faire des combustibles nuclemres >>. 

II s'agit done d'un traite dans lequel seraient 
conjointement traitees les questions du controle 



of atomic weapons and the destruction of stocks 
on the other. That draft treaty had, however, 
never been prepared. The principle of simul
taneous action in connexion with control and 
prohibition was implicit in the report adopted by 
the majority of the members of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and it was because the USSR 
had refused to agree to that principle that the 
work of the Commission had been undermined. 
Both in the Atomic Energy Commission and in 
the Security Council the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics had always insisted first and foremost 
on the prohibition and destruction of atomic 
weapons and secondly on an agreement on some 
system of control if possible of a limited character. 
Mr. Vyshinsky had again made that clear at the 
145th meeting of the First Committee. 

The proposal of the USSR now envisaged two 
separate conventions which would both be signed 
and brought into operation simultaneously. The 
representative of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic had stated at the 148th meeting that 
the proposal of the Soviet Union was a compro
mise. It did in fact appear to denote agreement 
with the recommendations of the Atomic Energy 
Commission ; but if it really meant what it seemed 
to mean, it was indeed a courageous action. 

The Philippine delegation was in complete 
agreement with the principal conclusions and 
recommendations of the Atomic Energy Com
mission. It was also in agreement with the first 
recommendation contained in the draft resolution 
submitted by the delegation of the USSR. That 
recommendation which had also been made by the 
Syrian delegation, was to the effect that the 
Security Council and the Ato~ic Energy Com
mission should " continue their activity in the 
direction laid down " in certain General Assembly 
resolutions, namely in the resolutions of 
24 January 1946 and 14 December 1946. 

In the interests of harmony the Philippine 
delegation did not think that the delegation of the 
USSR should be asked to state formally whether 
the first paragraph of the operative part of the 
draft resolution was actually an endorsement of 
the reports of the Atomic Energy Commission. It 
was more important to achieve an implicit 
agreement which would be translated into action. 
The crux of the problem was contained in the 
second recommendation, dealing with the prepa
ration of two conventions to be signed and brought 
into operation simultaneously. On that point he 
felt that the draft resolution of the USSR required 
some clarification and the Philippine delegation 
wished to ask certain questions. 

In the first place, the Atomic Energy 
Commission had recommended the conclusion of a 
single convention dealing with both control and 
prohibition, while the draft resolution of the 
USSR recommended two separate conventions. 
He wondered whether that was really only a 
technical difference without any particular impor
tance. The plan for control and prohibition 
envisaged by the Atomic Energy Commission 
would constitute an organic whole, and each part 
of that plan would be closely linked to the others. 
The control would be effective at every stage and 
the systems of control on the one hand, and prohi-

73 

d'une part, et de !'interdiction de l'arme atomique 
et de Ia destruction des stocks d'autre part. 
Mais ce projet de traite n'a jamais ete redige. 
Le principe de la simultaneite etait implicitement 
renferme dans le rapport de Ia majorite de la 
Commission de l' energie atomique. Et c' est 
precisement le refus de l'URSS d'admettre ce 
principe qui a compromis alors le travail de la 
Commission. Tant au sein de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique que devant le Conseil de 
securite la position de l'URSS etait constamment 
la suivante : en premier lieu et avant tout, inter
diction et destruction des armes atomiques ; 
en second lieu, accord sur un systeme de controle 
restreint si possible. C'est encore ce qu'a repete 
M. Vychinsky lors de la 145e seance de la Premiere 
Commission. 

Or, Ia proposition de l'URSS (AfC.l/310) 
prevoit maintenant deux conventions separees 
qui seraient signees et entreraient en vigueur 
simultanement. Le representant de la RSS 
d'Ukraine a declare a la 148e seance, que la 
proposition de l'Union sovietique constituait 
un compromis. En fait, il s'agit en apparence 
d'un ralliement aux recommandations de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique. Mais si ce 
document signifie vraiment ce que les mots 
semblent dire, il-s'agit la d'un acte de courage. 

La delegation des Philippines est en accord 
complet avec les principales conclusions et 
recommandations de Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique. Elle se trouve egalement en accord 
avec la premiere recommandation faite par la 
delegation de l'URSS dans son pro jet de resolution. 
Cette recommandation, qu'a faite egalement 
la delegation de la Syrie, consiste en ce que le 
Conseil de securite et la Commission de l'energie 
atomique poursuivent (( leurs travaux dans le 
sens determine » par certaines resolutions de 
l'Assemblee generale, celles des 24 janvier et 
14 decembre 1946. 

Dans l'interet de la bonne harmonie, la dele
gation des Philippines serait d'avis que l'on ne 
demandat pas a la delegation de l'URSS de 
dire formellement si le premier paragraphe du 
dispositif de son projet de resolution con~ti~ue 
un ralliement aux rapports de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. L'essentiel serait un 
accord implicite se traduisant par des actes. 
A cet egard, le nreud du probleme reside dans 
Ia seconde recommandation relative a !'ela
boration de deux conventions devant etre signees 
et mises en vigueur simultanement. Sur ~e 
point, le projet de resolution de l'URSS dmt 
etre quelque peu clarifie ; et la delegation des 
Philippines, pour sa part, desirerait poser un 
certain nombre de questions. . . 

En premier lieu, alors que la Comm1ss~on 
de l'energie atomique recommandait la conc~uswn 
d'une convention unique traitant a la fo1s .du 
controle et de !'interdiction, le projet de resolutiOn 
de l'URSS recommande la conclusion de deux 
conventions distinctes : ne s'agit-il vraiment Ia 
que d'un point purement technique. sans 
importance reelle ? Le plan de co.nt~<Jle et 
d'interdiction prevu par la Commission de 
l'energie atomique constitue un. ense~bl.e orga
nique dont toutes les parties sera.Ient etr?It~ment 
liees entre elles · Ie controle sermt effecbf a tous 
les stades ; et ia technique du contrOle d'une 



bition and destruction on the other, would be 
interdependent. 

If two separate conventions were to be drawn 
up, the organic character of the plan would be 
ruined. It remained to be seen whether the fact 
that the two conventions were to be signed and 
brought into operation simultaneously would 
compensate for that disadvantage. 

The inequality of the sacrifices agreed to and of 
the responsibilities assumed by the signatory 
Powers existed even in the plan which contem
plated a single convention. But that disadvantage 
would be considerably increased if two conventions 
were concluded, since a convention concerning the 
prohibition and destruction of atomic weapons 
would, in fact, constitute a unilateral obligation 
for the signatory State which possessed atomic 
bombs. 

On the other hand, if a single convention were 
concluded the sacrifice made by one State would, 
in some measure, be counterbalanced because it 
would be conditional upon the observance by all 
signatory States of the provisions for effective 
control. 

In any event, the principle of simultaneity did 
not have the same advantages as a single 
convention in which the two aspects of control and 
prohibition would be organically related. Or else, 
it would be necessary to specify in the convention 
on prohibition that it would not come into effect 
until 'after the international system of control 
provided in the other convention was in effective 
operation. In other words the basis of simul
taneity should not depend on the date of signing 
and of ratification of the two conventions but 
rather on the date at which the control system 
was operating effectively. 

General Romulo then asked whether in the 
expression " effective international control " used 
in the resolution of the Soviet Union, the word 
" effective " really had the meaning it appeared 
to have. Since the draft resolution would, in 
fact, be a mandate to the Atomic Energy Com
mission, would the Soviet Union be ready to 
accept the judgment of the Commission as to what 
constituted effective measures of control ? The 
majority of the Commission had already given its 
opinion on that point. It had proclaimed the 
necessity for an international control agency 
operating by majority rules, having rights of 
ownership, operation and control, and with 
unrestricted powers of inspection and of imposing 
swift sanctions against violations. The proposals 
of the Soviet Union were essentially based on the 
responsibility of each State and the international 
organ could only undertake inspections period
ically or in certain specific cases. It was, moreover, 
the veto-bound Security Council which would have 
the right to impose sanctions. 

It might then be asked whether the USSR was 
ready to renounce its national sovereignty to the 
extent required by the establishment of an 
effective international control. 

The delegation of the Soviet Union had 
expressed the very legitimate fear that its national 
interests might be jeopardized by the estab-

part et celle de !'interdiction et de la destruction 
d'autre part dependraient l'une de l'autre : 
en fait, elles seraient conditionnees l'une par 
I' autre. 

La conclusion de deux conventions separees 
ruinerait le caractere organique de ce plan. 
Reste a savoir si cet inconvenient serait compense 
par la simultaneite de la signature et de la mise 
en vigueur des deux conventions. 

L'inegalite des sacrifices consentis et des 
responsabilites assumees par les Puissances 
signataires existe meme dans le plan prevoyant 
une convention unique. Mais cet inconvenient 
serait sensiblement aggrave si deux conventions 
etaient conclues. Car, en fait, une convention 
relative a !'interdiction et a la destruction des 
armes atomiques constituerait une obligation 
unilaterale pour celui des Etats signataires 
qui possede des bombes atomiques. 

Au contraire, si une convention unique etait 
conclue, le sacrifice consenti par un Etat ne serait 
pas sans contre-partie, puisqu'il dependrait du 
respect par tons les Etats signataires des dispo
sitions relatives a un controle effectif. 

En somme, le principe de la simultaneite 
n'aurait pas les memes avantages qu'une 
convention unique dans laquelle les deux aspects 
de controle et d'interdiction seraient orga
niquement lies. Ou bien il faudrai~ alors, dans 
la convention relative a !'interdiction, specifier 
qu'elle n'entrera pas en vigueur avant que le 
systeme de controle international prevu a !'autre 
convention ne fonctionne efiectivement. En 
d'autres termes, la base de la simultaneite ne 
devrait pas etre la. date de la signature ou de 
la ratification des deux conventions, mais bien 
la date a laquelle le systeme de controle fonction
nerait effectivement. 

Le general Romulo demande ensuite si dans 
!'expression « controle international efficace >> 

employee dans la resolution de l'Union sovietique, 
le dernier mot a vraiment le sens qu'il parait 
avoir. Puisque le pro jet de resolution aboutit en 
fait a confier un mandat a la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, l'Union sovietique serait-elle 
prete a s'en remettre a Ia Commission pour la 
deflnition des mesures effectives de controle? La 
majorite de la Commission s'est deja prononcee 
sur ce point. Elle a proclame la necessite d'une 
institution internationale de contrOle, decidant a 
la majorite, investie des droits de propriete, 
d'exploitation et de controle, et du pouvoir absolu 
de proceder a des inspections et de prendre des 
sanctions immediates contre toutes violations. 
Quant aux propositions de l'Union sovietique, 
elles sont fondees essentiellement sur la respon
sabilite de chaque Etat et l' organisme international 
ne peut que proceder a des inspections periodiques, 
en certains cas. De plus, c'est le Conseil de securite, 
soumis a la regie du veto, qui aurait le droit 
de prendre des sanctions. 

L'on peut done se demander si l'URSS est 
prete a renoncer a sa souverainete nationale 
dans la mesure qu'exige l'etablissement d'un 
contrOle international efficace. 

La delegation de l'Union sov.ieti,q~e a e::cprime 
Ia crainte, fort legitime, que ses mterets natwnaux 
ne fussent compromis par l'etablissement d'un 
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lishme~t of an international system of ownership, 
operation and control of atomic energy. But 
the so-called " automatic majority " had not 
always been exclusively anti-Soviet. The whole 
of Asia and the Far East - an area as vast as, 
and far more densely populated than, the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe put together - had not 
one representative among the non-permanent 
members of the Security Council and not a single 
representative holding a key position either in the 
General Assembly or in its Commit tees. That 
was contrary to the Charter and to the rules of 
procedure of the United Nations organs. 

In that life-and-death question of atomic energy, 
the overriding requirements of international 
security would impose on States an attitude of 
discipline and mutual confidence. All peoples 
were bound by a common loyalty and allegiance 
to humanity itself. 

The only propaganda that mattered was propa
ganda for human life ; the representatives of the 
great Powers should make a supreme effort to 
find a true basis of agreement in the atomic energy 
question. International security must triumph 
over cynicism and pettiness. 

The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention 
to rule 120 of the rules of procedure which lays 
down that unless it decides otherwise, a Committee 
shall vote on the proposals in the order in which 
they have been submitted. 

The Secretary of the Committee had been 
instructed to draw up an exact table of the times 
at which proposals were submitted to him. Repre
sentatives were therefore asked to submit their 
proposals in writing to the Secretary. The table 
which he would compile would serve as an official 
basis in determining the order of voting. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) said that he had 
voted against the cancellation of the afternoon 
meeting of 5 October, because the fact that the 
Security Council was meeting at the same time 
as the First Committee was not a sufficient reason 
for delaying the work of that Committee which 
had a very heavy agenda. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that the decision only 
related to the afternoon meeting of 5 October. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTIETH MEETING 

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

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

13. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission 

Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) stated that 
those who possessed the atomic weapon had 
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sys~eme de propriete internationale, d'exploi
tahon et de controle de l'energie atomique. 
Mais la pretendue « majorite automatique » n'a 
pas toujours ete uniquement antisovietique. 
L'ensemble de l'Asie et de !'Extreme-Orient 
aussi vaste et bien plus peuple que l'Unio~ 
sovietique et l'Europe orientale reunies, n'est 
pas represente parmi les membres non permanents 
du Conseil de securite et n'occupe aucune des 
positions essentielles a l' Assemblee generale ni 
dans ses Commissions. Cela est contraire a la 
Charte et aux reglements interieurs de ces 
organes des Nations Unies. 

Dans cette question de l'energie atomique, 
qui est une question de vie ou de mort, les 
considerations decisives de la securite interna
tionale feront prevaloir une attitude de discipline 
et de confiance mutuelle. C'est envers l'humanite 
elle-meme que tous les peuples sont lies par 
un devoir commun. 

La seule propagande qui compte est la 
propagande en faveur de la vie humaine : que 
les representants des grandes Puissances tentent 
un effort supreme pour trouver une base veritable 
d 'accord en matiere d'energie atomique. La 
securite internationale doit triompher du cynisme 
et de la petitesse d'esprit. 

Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention de la 
Commission sur !'article 120 du reglement 
interieur, qui prevoit que, a moins que la Com
mission n'en decide autrement, les propositions 
sont mises aux voix dans l'ordre dans lequel 
elles ont ete presentees. 

Le Secretaire de la Commission a ete charge 
de dresser un tableau precis du moment auquel 
les propositions lui seront presentees. Les repre
sentants sont pries, en conseqence, de remettre 
le texte de leurs propositions au Secretaire. 
Le tableau qui sera dresse par celui-ci, servira 
de base officielle dans la determination de l'ordre 
de vote. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) indique qu'il 
a vote contre la suppression de la seance de 
l'apres-midi du 5 octobre, car le fait que le 
Conseil de securite se reunit en meme temps 
que la Premiere Commission ne peut etre invoque 
pour retarder les travaux de cette derniere dont 
l'ordre du jour est tres charge. 

Le PRESIDENT precise que la. decision qui 
a ete prise ne concerne que Ia seance de l'apres
midi du 5 octobre. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

CENT-CINQUANT!EME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 6 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

13. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique 

M. VITERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) rappelle que 
les detenteurs de l'arme atomique ont toujours 



:1lways declared that it should be internationally 
controlled. Was it necessary to recall that 
!1ardly three months had elapsed between a 
statement by Mr. Stimson regarding the 
~nternational control of atomic energy and the 
conclusion of the agreement at Washington 
:Detween the representatives of the United States, 
the United Kingdom and Canada (August
~ ovember 1945) ? 

The First Committee, of which he had been 
3apporteur, had worked in a noteworthy spirit 
of conciliation at the first session of the General 
Assembly, and had proposed that an Atomic 
Energy Commission should be established. 

Forty-six Members of the United Nations 
:u1d unanimously adopted, on 24 January 1946, 
::1 resolution establishing an Atomic Energy 
Commission,1 in accordance with a plan prepared 
by the five permanent members of the Security 
Council and Canada. 

That unanimity had not, unfortunately, been 
maintained in the Atomic Energy Commission. 
It was true that the latest USSR proposal might 
help to remove the disagreement which, up 
to the present, had appeared to divide the 
majority from the minority in the Commission. 

It was therefore advisable, first of aU, to 
nscertain the precise meaning of the USSR 
proposal; to that end, a smaller group than 
the First Committee should be formed. As 
regards the first operative part of the USSR 
draft resolution (AJC.1j310), it would be advisable 
to refer to the work carried out by the Atomic 
Energy Commission in two and a half years, 
for the conclusions reached by such a strong 
::najority of that Commission could not be ignored. 

As to the second USSR recommendation, 
it might be asked whether it was really necessary 
to conclude two separate conventions. 

He therefore proposed that a sub-committee 
should be established, representing all opinions, 
to examine the proposals submitted to the First 
Committee. Its object would be to reach 
agreement on a formula to allow the resumption 
of the Atomic Energy Commission's work. 
The delegations of the following countries might 
be represented on the sub-committee : the 
United States of America, the United Kingdom, 
Canada, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia, Norway, India, one of the 
Arab States, Uruguay, Colombia, Argentina, 
and perhaps some other countries. 

Understandably, some representatives might 
be sceptical about the possibility of reaching 
agreement in a sub-committee, when the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the Security Council 
had been unable to do so ; but the fact was 
that new proposals had been put forward. Thus 
far, the USSR had always stressed the necessity 
for beginning by the prohibition of atomic 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the first part of its first session, page 9. 
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proclarr:e q~'elle deyrait etre !'objet d'une regie
mentation mternatwnale. Faut-il rappeler que 
trois mois a peine s'ecoulerent entre une decla
ration de M. Stimson relative au controle inter
national de l'energie atomique et !'accord conclu 
a Washington entre les representants des :Etats
Unis, du Royaume-Uni et du Canada (aout
novembre 1945) ? 

Au cours de la premiere session de l' Assemblee 
generale, la Premiere Commission, dont M. Viteri 
Lafronte etait Rapporteur, travailla dans un 
esprit de conciliation remarquable. Elle proposa 
la creation de la Commission de l'energie atomique. 

Le 24 jan vier 1946, quarante-six Membres des 
Nations Unies adoptaient a l'unanimite une reso
lution etablissant la Commission de l'energie 
atomique1, conformement a un projet prepare par 
les cinq Membres permanents du Conseil de 
securite et le Canada. 

Par malheur, cette unanimite n'a pu etre 
maintenue au sein de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique. II est vrai que la, derniere proposition 
de !'Union sovietique va peut-etre aider a la 
solution du conflit qui, jusque-la, semblait separer 
la majorite de la minorite au sein de la Commission 
de I'energie atomique. 

II convient done tout d'abord de se rendre plus 
exactement compte du sens reel de la proposition 
de !'Union sovietique ; dans cet esprit, un groupe 
plus restreint que la Premiere Commission elle
meme devrait etre constitue. En ce qui concerne 
la premiere partie du dispositif du projet de 
resolution de l'Union sovietique (A/C.1/310), il 
serait bon de faire allusion au travail accompli en 
deux ans et demi par la Commission de l'energie 
atomique. Car il est impossible de negliger des 
resultats obtenus par une majorite si forte des 
membres de cette Commission. 

Quant a la deuxieme recommandation formulee 
par l'Union sovietique, il est permis de se 
demander s'il sera vraiment necessaire de con
clure deux conventions distinctes. 

La delegation de l'Equateur propose, en 
consequence, que soit creee une sous-commission 
au sein de laquelle toutes les opinions se trou
veraient representees et qui examinerait les 
differentes propositions soumises a la Premiere 
Commission. II s'agirait de se mettre d'aecord 
sur une formule qui permit a la Commission de 
l'energie atomique de poursuivre ses travaux. Les 
delegations des pays suivants pourraient etre 
representees au sein de la sous-commission : Etats
Unis d'Amerique, Royaume-Uni, Canada, Union 
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Tchecos
lovaquie, Norvege, Inde, un des Etats arabes, 
Uruguay, Colombie, Argentine, ainsi que peut
etre certains autres pays. 

Sans doute pourrait-on se montrer sceptique 
sur la possibilite de parvenir a un accord au sein 
d'une sous-commission puisque la Commission de 
l'energie atomique et le Conseil de securite n'ont 
pu se mettre d'accord. Mais le fait est que l'on se 
trouve aujourd'hui en presence de nouvelles 
propositions. Jusqu'ici, l'Union sovit~tique avait 
toujours insiste sur la necessite de commencer par 

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptees par 1' AssembUe generale 
pendant la premiere partie de sa premiere session, page 9. 



~eapons ; now, it admitted the principle of 
simultaneous action. 

It had been maintained, indeed, that if the 
two conventions were to be simultaneous it 
might_ be better to conclude only one. In ~ny 
case, It should not be forgotten that the United 
States, the United Kingdom and Canada had 
always r ecognized the need for the eventual 
prohibition of atomic weapons. 

Mr. FRAN<;:Ois (Netherlands) stated that the 
question of control of atomic bombs, not their 
destruction, was the main issue ; for there was 
universal agreement that the bombs should 
be destroyed as soon as effective control was 
established. 

But how was that control to be carried out? 
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
some other Powers were opposed to the principle 
of establishing an agency in which they would 
be in the minority, and wanted the Security 
Council to be the sole controlling body. The 
way in which some members had used the right 
of veto showed that they would only conform 
to majority decisions if those decisions suited 
them. The delegation of India had suggested 
that decisions should be taken by an agency 
in which the rule of the majority prevailed, but 
that the carrying out of those decisions should 
fall to the Security Council. It was doubtful, 
however, that that solution could be adopted. 

The Netherlands delegation had been gratified 
to see the USSR abandon its purely negative 
attitude. But the new USSR proposal would 
only make agreement easier if that delegation 
accepted effective control and adequate 
constraint ; for it was impossible for some States 
to renounce the use of the atomic weapon unless 
equivalent guarantees were given by the others. 

It was particularly surprising that the States 
which were ready to accept the strictest control 
were being attacked by those who persist in 
the obsolete conception of sovereignty. 

Control could be established so as to exclude 
predominance by any one State ; to refuse to 
admit that possibility would be to abandon 
all hope of international co-operation. 

The Netherlands delegation, which had sat 
on the Atomic Energy Commission for a year, 
was well aware of the desire for conciliation 
manifested by the majority of that Commission. 
It would therefore vote for the Canadian draft 
resolution, reserving the right to consider any 
amendment which might allow a resumption of 
work by the Atomic Energy Commission in favour
able circumstances. 

Mr. AcosTA (Paraguay) referred to the United 
States proposal, according to which an inter
national control agency would supervise the 
different stages in the production and utilization 
of nuclear energy. According to the USSR 
plan, on the contrary, each State would retain 
control of its own production, but would be 
subject to certain inspections and enquiries. 
It could not be denied, however, that the latest 
USSR proposal had raised hopes of reconciling 
the two points of view. 
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l'interdiction des a.rmes atomiques, or elle admet 
maintenant le principe de la simultaneite. 

L'on a. dit, il est vrai, que si les deux conven
tions doivent etre simultanees il vaudrait peut-etre 
mieux qu'une convention unique fiit conclue. De 
toute maniere, il ne faut pas oublier que les Etats
Unis, le Royaume-Uni et le Canada ont toujours 
reconnu la necessite d'arriver eventuellement a 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques. 

M. FRAN<,;:OIS (Pays-Bas) declare que la questioc 
essentielle est celle du controle, non celle de 12. 
destruction des bombes atomiques. Car tout le 
monde est d'accord pour que les bombes soient 
detruites des que le controle fonctionnera effec
tivement. 

Comment done effectuer ce controle ? l'Union 
sovietique et certaines autres Puissances sont 
opposees au principe d'un organisme oil elles 
seraient en minorite et elles entendent que le seui 
organe de controle soit le Conseil de securite. Or 
la fa<;on dont certains ont use du droit de «veto>> 
indique qu'ils ne se conformeront aux decisions 
de la majorite que si celles-ci leur conviennent. 
La delegation de l'Inde a suggere que les decisions 
soient prises par un organisme au sein duquel 
prevaudrait la regie de la majorite, mais que 
!'execution de ces decisions appartint au ConseH 
de securite. Il est toutefois douteux que cettc 
solution puisse etre acceptee. 

La delegation des Pays-Bas s'est rejouie de voii~ 
l'URSS abandonner son attitude purement nega
tive. Mais la nouvelle proposition de l'URSS ne 
saurait faciliter un accord que si cette delegation. 
accepte un contr6le effectif et une repre~sion 
efficace. Car il est impossible que certains Etats 
renoncent a l'emploi de l'arme atomique sans que 
les autres Etats ne donnent des garanties corres
pondantes. 

II est particulierement surprenant que ce soit 
les Etats prets a accepter le contr6le le plus strict 
qui soient attaques par ceux qui s'attachent a I:::. 
conception d'une souvera,inete surannee. 

Le contr6le peut etre organise de fa<;on fc 
eliminer Ia preponderance d'un Etat quelconque ; 
nier cette possibilite serait abandonner tout espoir 
de cooperation internationale. 

La delegation des Pays-Bas, qui a siege pendani; 
un an a Ia Commission de l'energie atomique, sait 
de queUe volonte de conciliation a fait preuve 
la majorite de cette Commission. Elle votera done 
en faveur du projet de resolution de la delegation 
du Canada, tout en se reservant d'examiner tout 
amendement tendant a permettre a la Commission 
de l'energie atomique de continuer ses travam:: 
dans de bonnes conditions. 

M. AcoSTA (Paraguay) fait allusion a la pr?po
sition des Etats-Unis selon Iaquelle un orgamsmr 
de controle international surveillerait les diffe .. 
rentes phases de I a production et de l'utili~ation 
de l'energie nucieaire. Selon le plan soum1s ~ar 
l'URSS, chaque Etat conserverait au c_ontra1~c 
le controle de sa propre production, ma1s sera1i: 
soumis a certaines inspections et enquetes. It 
est vrai que Ia derniere proposition de I'URSS 
a fait naltre l'espoir d'une conciliation de ces dem~ 
points de vue. 



The delegation of Paraguay considered that 
a permanent control should be exercised and 
that the proposed convention should not be 
subject to the "veto". Agreement on a control 
to be exercised by the whole world should be 
possibl(', provided perfect sincerity was evinced 
by the various delegations. 

The delegation of Paraguay declared itself 
in favour of the majority plan of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and of any proposal likely 
to form a basis for agreement. In that spirit, 
it supported the proposal of the Ecuador 
delegation. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) stated that 
his primary aim in speaking was to explore the 
possibility of reconciling the divergent views 
of the majority and minority of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

Contrary to the assertions of the representative 
of the Byelorussian SSR, the USSR delegation 
contemplated international co-operation only 
in organs of its own choosing and on its own 
terms. The representative of India had rightly 
stressed the need for finding grounds for 
agreement. Likewise, in view of the latest 
USSR proposal, the efforts of the Ecuador 
delegation were most praiseworthy. However, 
unless the various delegations came to an 
agreement on the essential questions of principle, 
a sub-committee would be of doubtful value. 
It was for that reason that he wished to ask 
the USSR delegation the following three questions. 

1. Did the USSR delegation agree that a 
fully effective international control system should 
come into operation before the other convention 
on the prohibition and destruction of atomic 
weapons was brought into effect? That was 
the crucial point, and the question of the number 
of conventions was of secondary importance. 

All delegations should be scrupulously honest 
and explicit on that point, so that the real 
situation would be clear to everyone. So far 
there had been a gulf between the majority 
and the minority in the Atomic Energy 
Commission ; it would be useless to attempt 
to bridge that gulf by juggling with words. 
Recalling that the United States had been the 
first country to possess and use the atomic 
bomb in the war against Japan (and the USSR 
had gained greatly from that use), he pointed 
out that the United States had also been the 
first to recognize the fact that fear and suspicion 
would persist as long as it retained a monopoly 
of atomic weapons. 

Some delegations had asked why the United 
States did not wish to reveal the secret of the 
atom. The United States, the United Kingdom 
and the other signatories of the report of the 
Atomic Energy Commission did not wish the 
information to be divulged and the atomic bombs 
to be destroyed with hardly any guarantee in ex
change, not because those countries were afraid of 
the USSR, but because they were afraid of what 
he USSR might at any time attempt to do. 
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La delegation du Paraguay considere que Ie 
controle doit s'exercer en permanence et que la 
convention a conclure dans ce domaine doit se 
placer en dehors du domaine d'application du 
droit de « veto )). Si les differentes delegations 
font preuve d'une sincerite totale, un accord doit 
etre possible sur un controle exerce par !'ensemble 
du monde. 

La delegation du Paraguay se declare en faveur 
du plan de la majorite de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique ainsi que de toute proposition 
susceptible de constituer la base d'un accord. 
Dans cet esprit, la delegation du Paraguay appuie 
la proposition de la delegation de l'Equateur. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare que Ie but 
primordial de son intervention est de rechercher 
s'il n'est vraiment pas possible de concilier les 
divergences entre les vues de Ia majorite et celles 
de la minorite de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique. 

Contrairement ace qu'a indique Ie representant 
de la RSS de Bielorussie, la delegation de l'URSS 
n'envisage la possibilite d'une cooperation inter
nationale que dans des organismes de son choix 
et aux conditions qui lui plaisent. Le representant 
de l'Inde a insiste a juste titre sur la necessite de 
trouver un terrain d'entente. De meme, etant 
donne Ia derniere proposition de l'URSS, les 
efforts tentes par la delegation de l'Equateur sont 
des plus louables. Toutefois, a moins que les 
differentes delegations ne puissent se mettre 
d'accord sur les questions de principe essentielles 
Ia constitution d'une sous-commission aurait peu 
de valeur pratique. C'est pourquoi M. McNeil 
desire poser trois questions a la delegation de 
l'URSS. 

1. La delegation de l'URSS est-elle d'accord 
pour qu'un systeme de controle vraiment efficace 
fonctionne avant que l'autre convention sur 
!'interdiction et Ia destruction des armes atomiques 
soit mise en application ? Telle est la question 
decisive ; le probleme de savoir s'il doit y avoir 
une ou plusieurs conventions est tout a fait 
secondaire. 

Les delegations doivent etre, sur ce point, d'une 
honnetete, d'une clarte absolues et s'expliquer 
d'une maniere telle que tout le monde puisse 
comprendre. Jusqu'a maintenant la majorite et 
la minorite de Ia Commission de l' energie atomique 
ont ete separees par un gouffre ; il serait vain 
d'essayer de le combler en se contentant de jouer 
sur des mots. Rappelant que les Etats-Unis ont 
ete les premiers a posseder et a utiliser la bombe 
atomique dans la guerre contre le Japon (ce dont 
l'URSS a largement beneficie), M. McNeil sou
ligne que les Etats-Unis sont aussi les premiers 
a reconnaitre que la crainte et la metiance 
regneront tant qu'ils conserveront le monopole 
de l'arme atomique. 

Certaines delegations demandent pourquoi les 
Etats-Unis ne veulent pas comuniquer le secret 
atomique. Si les Etats-Unis, le Royaume-Uni 
et les autres signataires du rapport de la Com
mission de l'energie atomique ne veulent pas que 
ces renseignements soient communiques et que 
Ies bombes atomiques soient detruites pres.que 
sans contre-partie, ce n'est pas que ces Etats ment 
peur de l'URSS ; mais ils ont peur de ce que 
l'URSS pourrait tenter de faire a tout moment. 



. The _territorial gains effected by the USSR, 
Its pohcy of encouraging the rebels in Greece 
and Indonesia, the siege of Berlin, the pressure 
exercised in an attempt to terrorize Greece, 
Turkey and Iran, and the presence of a Soviet 
fifth column in all Western European countries 
were certainly not manifestations of peace or 
of a good-neighbour policy. 

Moreover, nothing was known abroad of the 
armaments in the USSR and it was becoming 
more and more difficult to obtain information 
from objective sources, especially since the 
issuance of the circular of 30 September 1948, 
from the USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
imposing severer restrictions on the movements of 
the Diplomatic Corps within the USSR. He also 
recalled that the United Kingdom had never 
received a reply to its request to enter into 
diplomatic relations with the Ukrainian SSR, 
a request which had been made in 1947. 

Only an effective system of control could 
free the world from the fear caused by the policy 
of expansion and the aggressive political warfare 
carried on by the USSR, as well as by the fact 
that no one knew what was happening within 
the Soviet Union. 

2. Was the USSR delegation ready to accept 
the essential principles contained in the reports 
of the Atomic Energy Commission as a general 
basis for drafting a convention on the control 
of atomic energy? 

There was at present enough information 
available on the method of production of nuclear 
fuel to conclude that it could be used equally 
for peaceful or military purposes. There were 
not two varieties of atomic substance, one 
explosive and the other non-explosive. Nuclear 
fission was essentially a process involving 
explosion, and the only !difference between 
using nuclear fuel for peaceful as opposed to 
military purposes was that, in the first case 
there was a slow chain reaction, while in the 
second it was instantaneous. 

Those were inescapable scientific facts, proving 
conclusively that a system of control at every 
stage of production was absolutely essential. 
That control was not intended to be used for 
intervention in the economic life of any country ; 
it became necessary owing to actual scientific 
facts. 

3. Was the USSR delegation prepared to 
accept the principle that the veto should not 
apply to the work of the international control 
agency? On that question, the United Kingdom 
delegation had always maintained the same 
view. From the outset, it had stated that the 
control agency should be free from the veto 
in carrying out its day-to-day work. 

He thought that, if the USSR delegation 
could give satisfactory replies to the first two 
questions and if it were to accept in a general 
way the basic conclusions of the report of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the main part of 
the problem would be solved and a favourable 
reply to the third question would also follow. 

He stated that his Government did not wish 
to lose any opportunity of laying the foundations 
of an effective and comprehensive system of 
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Les gains territoriaux realises par l'URSS sa 
politique d'encouragement aux rebelles de G;ece 
et I'Indonesie, le siege de Berlin, la pression 
exercee en vue de terroriser la Grece, la Turquie, 
!'Iran, et la presence d'une cinquieme colonne 
sovietique dans tous les pays de !'Europe occi
dentale, ne constituent certes pas les attributs de 
la paix ni les preuves d'une politique de bon 
voisinage. 

En outre, l'etranger ne sait rien des armements 
de l'URSS. Et quant a puiser ses informations 
a des sources objectives, cela devient de plus en 
plus difficile du fait, notamment, de Ia circulaire 
du 30 septembre 1948 du Ministere des affaires 
etrangeres de l'Union sovietique, qui apporte de 
graves restrictions aux deplacements du corps 
diplomatique en URSS. Que I'on se souvienne 
egalement que le Royaume-Uni n'a jamais re~u 
de reponse a sa demande, faite en 1947, d'entrer en 
relations diplomatiques avec la RSS d'Ukraine. 

Seul un systeme de controle efficace peut 
delivrer le monde de la crainte qui resulte de la 
politique d'expansion de I'URSS, de Ia guerre 
politique agressive a laquelle elle se livre et, enfin, 
de !'ignorance de ce qui se passe sur le territoire de 
l'Union sovictique. · 

2. La delegation de l'URSS est-elle prete a 
accepter que les principes essentiels des rapports 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique constituent 
dans !'ensemble Ia base generale d'une convention 
relative au controle ? 

Il cxiste a l'hcure actuelle assez de rensei
gnements sur le; mode de production du combus
tible nucleaire pour arriver a la conclusion que ce 
combustible peut servir indifferemment soit a des 
fins pacifiques, soit a des fins militaires. II n'existe 
pas de matiere atomique explosive et de matiere 
atomique non explosive. La fission nucleaire est 
par essence un processus explosif et Ia seule 
difference entre !'utilisation du combustible 
nucleaire a des fins pacifiques et a des fins mili
taires est que dans un cas Ia reaction en chaine 
est lente alors qu'elle est instantanee dans I' autre. 

Ces faits sont des conclusions scientifiques 
indiscutables et ils demontrent irrefutablement 
qu'un systeme de controle a tous les stades de la 
production est une necessitee absolue. Le controle 
n'a pas pour but de s'immiscer dans la vie econo
mique d'un pays quelconque ; il est uniquement 
dicte par la realite des faits scienti'fiques. 

3. La delegation de l'Union so\rietique est-elle 
prete a accepter le principe selon lequel le veto 
ne s'appliquera pas au sein de l'organisme inter
national de controle ? A ce sujet la delegation 
britannique n'a jamais change d'attitude. Elle a, 
des le debut, indiquc que l'organe de controle 
devait echapper au jeu du veto dans ses operations 
de contrOle au jour le jour. 

M. McNeil estime que si Ia delegation de l'URSS 
peut donner des reponses satisfaisantes aux deux 
premi·eres questions et si elle se rallie, dans 
l'ensemble, mix conclusions essentielles du rapport 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique, le gros d; 
probJeme Sera resolu et Une reponse favorable S( 

aussi donn'ee a la troisieme question. 
Le representant du Royaume-Uni declare 

son Gouvernement desire ne perdre auc 
occasion permettant d'etablir la base d'un syst, 



control of atomic energy. If the USSR delegation 
were to move towards a compromise, it would 
then be possible to set up a subsidiary body to 
study the question in detail. 

Mr. KHALIFA (Egypt) recalled that, in 1946, 
his country had been a member of the Security 
Council and consequently also of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. The Egyptian Government, 
alarmed by the devastating effect of atomic 
weapons, had always recommended co-operation 
in that field in the hope that agreement would 
be possible. 

The difference of opinion between the United 
States and the USSR could be summarized as 
follows : both parties wished to have absolute 
guarantees, yet risks were really inevitable. The 
question had been discussed for two years and 
the situation had grown consistently worse 
because of the constantly increasing production 
of atomic weapons. The Egyptian delegation 
was in general agreement with the resolution 
submitted by the Canadian delegation. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
said that, as Mr. Vyshinsky had already given 
a detailed explanation of his delegation's attitude 
on the problem as a whole, he would simply 
reply briefly to the questions asked by the 
representatives of the United Kingdom and the 
United States with regard to the substance of 
the resolution submitted by the USSR delegation. 

His delegation had already stated that it 
could not accept the Canadian proposal because 
the latter would put an end to the work of the 
Atomic Energy Commission and confine itself 
to expressing a vague hope which would not 
have any binding force. He felt, on the contrary, 
that the Atomic Energy Commission should 
continue its work on the lines laid down by the 
General Assembly resolutions of 24 January and 
14 December 19461, and not along those suggested 
in the United States plan. The USSR proposal 
was to the effect that the Commission should 
prepare two draft conventions, one on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons, and the other 
on the effective control of the production of 
atomic energy ; both those conventions should 
be ratified and brought into operation simulta
neously. Those representatives who maintained 
that their plan would have to be accepted or 
else the work of the Atomic Energy Commission 
would have to come to an end, were attempting 
to impose their will on the Committee. His 
delegation felt that the Commission should 
continue its work in order to carry out the 
task assigned to it in the above-mentioned 
Assembly resolutions. 

In reply to the remarks made by Mr. McNeil, 
he stated that the people of the USSR were 
not threatening anyone ; the territories which 
had joined the USSR had done so legally on the 
basis of international agreements, and moreover, 
the peoples of those territories had voted in 
favour of joining the USSR. With regard to 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (1). 
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efficace et coherent de controle de l'energie ato
mique. Dans le cas oit la delegation de l'URSS 
ferait un pas en avant, il serait alors possible de 
creer un organe subsidiaire charge d'etudier plus 
avant la question. 

M. KHALIFA (Egypte) rappelle que son pays 
etait membre du Conseil de securite en 1946 et, 
par consequent, de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique. Le Gouvernement egyptien, alarme par 
l'effet devastateur des armes atomiques, a toujours 
prone la cooperation dans ce do maine, dans l' espoir 
qu'un accord serait realisable. 

Le conflit entre les Etats-Unis et !'Union sovie
tique peut se resumer en ceci : les deux parties 
recherchent des garanties absolues alors qu'il y a 
toujours des risques. Depuis deux ans que Ia 
question est debattue, la situation n'a fait 
qu'empirer, a cause de la production toujours 
croissante d'armes atomiques. En general, Ia dele
gation egyptienne se rallie a Ia resolution presentee 
par 1e Canada. 

M. J. MA;LIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) declare que etant donne que 
M. Vychinsky a deja expose en details le point de 
vue de sa delegation sur !'ensemble du probleme, il 
se bornera a faire une breve intervention en 
repondant aux questions posees par les repre
sentants du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis en 
ce qui concerne le fond de Ia resolution de l'Union 
sovietique. 

La delegation de l'URSS a deja indique que la 
proposition canadienne etait inacceptable car 
elle propose qu'il soit mis fin aux travaux de Ia 
Commission de l'energie atomique, et se borne a 
emettre un vreu general sans force obligatoire. 
Au contraire, la Commission de l'energie atomique 
doit _ poursuivre ses travaux dans I' esprit des 
resolutions de l'Assemblee generale des 24 janvier 
et 14 decembre 19461 et non dans !'esprit du plan 
des Etats-Unis. La proposition de l'Union sovie
tique prevoit la preparation par la Commission de 
deux projets de conventions, l'une sur !'inter
diction des armes atomiques, l'autre sur le 
controle efficace de la production atomique, 
conventions qui devraient etre ratifiees et entrer 
en vigueur simultanement. Ceux qui pretendent 
qu'il faut accepter leur plan ou sinon arreter les 
travaux de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
veulent imposer un diktat. II faut, au contraire, 
que la Commission poursuive sa tache pour 
arriver au but assigne par les deux resolutions 
de l'Assemblee mentionnees plus haut. 

Repondant aux observations de M. McNeil, 
M. Malik fait remarquer que le peuple sovietique 
ne menace personne, que les territoires rattaches a 
l'Union sovietique I'ont ete sur une base legale, 
conformement a des accords internationaux, et 
que, au surplus, les populations ont :rote pour 
leur rattachement a l'URSS. En ce qm concerne 

1 Voir Ies Resolutions adoptees par l' Assemblee generale 
pendant la seconde partie de sa premiere session, 
resolution 41 (I). 



Greece, he pointed out to the United Kingdom 
representative that the sufferings of the Greek 
people had been caused by the United Kingdom's 
mtervention in the internal affairs of Greece. 
As for the present situation in Berlin, it was 
due to the violation by the United Kingdom 
~nd the United States of international agreements, 
~n that they had partitioned Germany and had 
mtroduced a separate currency reform in ·western 
Germany. The steps taken by the USSR in 
Eastern Germany had been taken in the interests 
of the German people. 

Moreover, it was not surprising that the 
measures adopted by the new peoples' democracies 
were displeasing to the representative of the 
United Kingdom, for they had driven out those 
who had wished to make colonial peoples of them. 
Furthermore, it was untrue to say that British 
diplomats were not allowed freedom of movement 
in the Soviet Union when many foreign diplomats 
were free to go to Leningrad, Kiev and elsewhere ; 
Mr. McNeil had forgotten that a British military 
attache had recently been arrested for taking 
photographs of military installations in the 
Moscow area. 

Finally, Mr. Malik recalled that the United 
Kingdom representative had omitted to include 
in his statement of the scientific reasons for the 
control of atomic energy one of the fundamental 
conclusions of the experts, namely, that the 
problem of the control of atomic energy should 
be approached, not from the scientific but the 
political point of view. 

Mr. Louw (Union of South Africa) said that 
his country was particularly interested in the 
solution of the problem because it possessed 
uranium ore. Broadly speaking, he was in favour 
of the control of atomic energy. 

However, as regards methods of control, the 
interests of the Union of South Africa certainly 
differed from those of the majority of the Members 
of the Assembly. Uranium in the Union of 
South Africa was found as a component of the 
gold ore. He understood from the explanation 
given by the Canadian representative and from 
chapter V of the Second Report of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, dealing with the principles 
which might govern the control of atomic energy, 
that in certain cases the ownership of such ores 
might be transferred to the international control 
agency, which would mean, for the Union of 
South Africa, the possible transfer of its gold 
mines. 

To avoid any misunderstanding, he stated 
that his Government was not opposed to the 
principle of control within reasonable limits, but 
that he had to reserve his position on the question 
of measures of control whose nature and scope 
were undefined. 

The representative of the Union of South 
Africa added that his country had recently 
passed legislation according to which, not only 
the control, but also the ownership, of all 
fissionable material was vested in the State. 

Mr. RoLIN (Belgium) considered it would be 
advisable first of all to examine the answers 

la Grece, il rappelle au representant britannique 
que les souffrances du peuple grec sont le resultat 
de !'intervention du Royaume-Uni dans les affaires 
interieures de Ia Grece. Quant a Ia situation 
actuelle a Berlin, elle est due au fait que le 
Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis ont viole Ics 
accords internationaux en procedant a une 
division de l'Allemagne et a une reforme mone
taire separee en Allemagne occidentale. Les 
mesures adoptees par l'URSS en Allemagne 
orientale ont ete prises dans !'interet du peuple 
allemand. 

II n'est pas non plus etonnant que les mesures 
prises par les nouvelles democraties populaires 
ne plaisent pas au representant du Royaume
Uni, car ces democraties ont chasse du pays ceux 
qui voulaient faire d'elles des peuples coloniaux. 
Ertfin, c'est une calomnie de declarer que les 
diplomates britanniques n'ont pas le droit de 
circuler librement en URSS, alors que beaucoup 
de diplomates etrangers peuvent se rendre a 
Leningrad, a Kiev, et ailleurs, mais M. McNeil 
oublie que recemment un attache militaire britan
nique a ete arrete pour avoir photographic des 
ouvrages militaires sovietiques dans la region de 
Moscou. 

M: Malik rappelle enfin que, au cours de son 
expose des bases scientifiques du controle de 
l'energie atomique, le representant britannique a 
oublie de citer une conclusion fondamentale des 
experts, a savoir; que le probleme du controle de 
l'energie atomique doit etre aborde non pas du 
point de vue technique; mais du point de vue 
politique. 

M; Louw (Union Sud-Africaine) declare que son 
pays a un interet particulier a la solution du 
probleme etant donne qu'il possede des minerais 
d'uranium. En general, il est en faveur d'un 
controle de l'energie atomique. 

Toutefois, en ce qui concerne les methodes de 
controle, l'Union Sud-Africaine a certainement des 
interets differents de ceux de la majorite des 
membres de l'Assemblee. En effet, les minerais 
d'uranium que l'on trouve en Union Sud-JUri
caine sont intimemcnt melanges au minerai d' or. 
D'apres les explications qui ont ete donnees par le 
representant du Canada et d'apres le chapitre 5 
du deuxieme rapport de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique qui traite des principes pouvant regir 
le controle de l'energie atomique, i1 ressort que la 
propriete des minerais pourrait dans certains cas 
etre transferee a I' organisme international de 
controle, ce qui signifierait dans le cas de l'Union 
Sud-Africaine le transfert eventuel de ses mines 
d'or. 

Pour eviter tout malentendu, M. Louw declare 
que son Gouvernement n'est pas oppose au 
principe du controle pour autant qu'il soit :aison
nable, mais il doit reserver sa position au su]et des 
mesures de controle dont il ne connait pas les 
modalites ni l'etendue. 

Le representant de l'Union Sud-Africaine ajoute 
que son pays vient d'adopter nne loi aux termes 
de laquelle non seulement le controle ma~s encore 
la propriete de tons les materiaux fiss1les sont 
transferes a l'Etat. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) estime qu'il co?':ien:t avant 
tout d'examiner les reponses qui ont ete faites par 
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given by Mr. Malik to Mr. McNeil's questions in 
order to determine "·hether the Atomic Energy 
Commission could usefully resume its work. 

l\lr. ::\-lcNeil's first question, whether the 
control of atomic energy should come into force 
hefore the prohibition of atomic weapons, had 
been answered in the negative by the repre
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist He publics. 
It seemed likely that the expression " to come 
into force " was the basic cause of this 
disagreement. In asking that the two conventions 
should be signed simultaneously, the l;SSB was 
seeking an assurance that atomic weapons 
would be prohibited at the moment when that 
country would be called upon to subscribe lo 
the obligations of control. The two conventions 
would then be ratified and would come into force 
at the same time. I3ut that di<l nol necessarily 
mean tha t they would be put into execution 
at the same time. It seemed thal the convention 
on control could not cnler into force immediately 
since, at the moment of its ratillc'alion, the 
control agency would exist only on paper. There 
would inevitably be delay as the measures for 
control came gradually into execution ; and if, 
as l\Iarslwl Stalin had recognized, eiTeclive 
control was an indispensable condition of prohi
bition, it had to be admitted that there would 
also be a gradual application of the system of 
prohibition. He therefore asked the represen
lative of the USSH., concretely, whether he was 
in agreement with the principle of the gradual 
and parallel application of the conventions on 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and on the 
control of atomic energy. 

Mr. Malik had given an evasive answer to 
the second question which Mr. l\lcNeil had 
asked, concerning the acceptance of the majority 
report as the general basis of the conventions. 
l\evertheless, it was possible that th ere was no 
insuperable diiTerence ; of course, the USSH. 
delegation could not be asked to accept that 
report now, but it should bear in mind that if the 
Commission was to continue its work it would 
have to follow the main lines of the system of 
control which had been approved by nine votes 
to two. 

The representative of the Union of Soviet ' 
Socialist Republics had not answered the third 
question of the United Kingdom representative 
concerning the veto. It appeared, however, 
from earlier statements th:~t the USSR had 
already agreed that the control agency should 
not be subj ect to the operation of the veto for 
its inspections, and therefore for its control, and 
that the question of the veto would only arise 
on the higher level of the Security Council. He 
asked the USSR representative to confirm this 
point. 

lVIr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) considered that the 
new proposal submitted by the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics constituted a constructive 
contribution to peace and international under
standing and was framed in the spirit of the 
resolutions of the General Assembly of 24 January 
and 14 December 1946. Its very spirit of concil
iation made the proposal itself an act of peace. 

The discussion on that proposal had shown 
that, with a few exceptions, other members 
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M. Malik a l\f. McNeil afin de determiner si Ia 
Commission de l'energie atomique peut utilement 
reprendre ses travaux. 

Ala premiere question de M. McNeil, a savoir, si 
lc controle de l'encrgie atomique devait entrer 
en vigueur avant !'interdiction des armes ato
miqucs, le representant sovietique a repondu nega
tivement. II est probable que !'expression '' entrer 
en vigucur)) est a l'originc de cette discordance. 
En demandant que les deux conventions soicnt 
conclues simultanement, ce que l'URSS a en vue, 
c'est d'avoir une certitude quant a !'interdiction 
des annes atomiqucs au moment oi1 clle serait 
appelee i1 souscrire a des obligations de controle. 
Les deux conventions seront done rati fiees et 
enlreront en vigucur en mcme temps. Mais est-ce 
it dire qu'elles scront mises en applic::~tion en 
memc t emps '? II semble que Ia convention sur le 
controlc ne puisse entrer immediatement en appli
cation car, au moment de la ratification de Ia 
convention, l'organisme de controle n'existera que 
sur lc papicr. II y aura done un echelonnement 
dans la mise en ccuvre des mesures de controle et si, 
comme le marechal Staline I' a rcconnu, un controle 
eflicacc est nne condition indispensable d'un 
systemc d'inlerdiction, il faut admettre qu'il y 
aura aussi un cchclonnement dans Ia mise en 
application du systeme d'interdiction. Aussi, il 
conviendrait de poser cette question precise au 
representant de !'Union sovietique, a savoir s'il 
est !l'accord sur le principe de l'echelonnement 
parallele dans Ia mise en application des 
conventions sur !'interdiction des armes atomiqucs 
et sur le controle de l'energie atomique. 

l\1. 1\Ialik a repondu evasivement a Ia deuxieme 
question de M. McNeil sur I' acceptation du rapport 
de Ia majorite comme base generale des 
conventions. Toutefois, il est possible qu'il n'y 
ait point de desaccord insurmontable. Sans doute, 
on ne peut demander a Ia delegation de l'lJRSS 
d'accepter maintenant ce rapport, mais elle ne 
peut perdre de vue que si I'on demande a ]a 
Commission de poursuivre ses travaux, Ia Com
mission suivra les grandcs lignes du systeme de 
controle qu'elle a deja approuve par 9 voix 
contre 2. 

Le representent de !'Union sovietique n'a 
pas repondu a la troisieme question du repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, question relative au 
veto. Mais il semble resulter de declarations 
anterieures que l'URSS a deja marque son accord 
pour que I' organisme de controle ne so it pas 
soumis au jeu du veto pour ses inspections et 
done pour son controle, Ia question clu veto ne se 
posant qu'au stade superieur du Conseil de securite. 
La delegation de l'URSS pourrait-elle confirmer 
que ce point de vue est exact '? 

M. KATz-SucHv(Pologne) estime que la nouvelle 
resolution de !'Union sovi<:~tique repn!sente un 
apport constructif pour Ia paix et !'entente 
internationale, collf;ue dans I' esprit des resolutions 
de l'Assemblee generale des 24 janvier et 
14 decembre 1946. Par son esprit de conciliation, 
cette proposition est en elle-meme un acte de paix. 

Les discussions sur cette resolution ont montre 
que, a part quelques exceptions, les autres repre-



were also determined to apply the resolutions 
of the General Assembly. The Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics desired that the Atomic Energy 
Commission should take up its work again 
without delay, in the hope of finding a solution. 
If that proposal were adopted, the First Committee 
should recommend that the Atomic Energy 
Commission start work again immediately, that 
is to say, during the present session of the 
General Assembly. 

The Canadian proposal, however, assumed 
that the General Assembly would abandon the 
attempt to find a solution to the problem of 
atomic energy. It contained threats, and con
stituted a challenge to the resolutions of the 
General Assembly ; it was also an admission 
of complete failure. Furthermore, it contained 
no concrete proposition ; it merely recognized 
and accepted the principle of existing monopolies. 

In paragraph 7 it sought to condemn a State 
simply because it held a different opinion from 
that of the United States. It was based on the 
idea to be found also in Mr. Bevin's speech at 
the General Assembly,1 in which he had stated 
that if an atomic war broke out, responsibility 
would rest on the USSR because it had refused 
to subscribe to a system of control approved 
by the majority. If an atomic war did break 
out, however, it would be the fault of the country 
which had jealously retained its monopoly and 
had continued to manufacture increasingly 
efficient atomic weapons. 

A comparison of the two proposals showed 
clearly that one was designed to defend the 
interests of the United States, while the other 
suggested action in conformity with the aims 
of the resolutions adopted by the General 
Assembly. 

He then read extracts from an article in a 
United States aviation magazine by two officers 
of the United States Air Force. The writers, 
while agreeing on the use of the atom bomb, 
differed only on the question of the duration 
of an atomic war. The alleged generosity of 
the United States in the matter of divulging 
atomic secrets should be judged in the light of 
opinions of this kind. 

Mr. Katz-Suchy asked the United Kingdom 
representative to which conclusions of the reports 
of the Atomic Energy Commission he had been 
referring when he asked if the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics could accept them. Was 
it to the conclusion of the third report, which 
was an admission of failure? Or did he refer 
to others? On the question of the veto, the 
answer had been repeatedly given by the USSR 
representative, namely, that the principle of 
unanimity should not apply within the inter
national control organ, but that the veto should 
continue to apply within the Security Council, 
in conformity with the Charter, so long as the 
Council was competent to deal with possible 
violations. 

Commenting on the last speech of the United 
States representative, he pointed out that, on 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the General 
Assembly, 144 th plenary meeting. 
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sentants sont eux aussi decides a appliquer Jes 
resolutions de l'Assemblee generale. L'Union 
sovictique desire que la Commission de l'energie 
atomique reprenne irnrnediatement ses travaux en 
vue d'aboutir a une solution. Si cette resolution 
est adoptee, Ia Premiere Commission devrait 
exprimer le desir que la Commission de l'energie 
atomique reprenne ses travaux des maintenant, 
c'est-a-dire durant la session meme de l'Assemblee 
general e. 

La resolution canadienne, par contre, suppose 
que 1' Assemblee generale renonce a resoudre le 
probleme de l'energie atomique. Elle renferme des 
menaces, constitue un defi aux resolutions de 
l' Assemblee generale et est un aveu de faillite 
totale. De plus, elle ne eontient aucune propo
sition tangible, sauf qu' clle reconnait et qu' elle 
accepte Je principe des monopoles existant 
actuellement. 

En son paragraphe 7, elle tente de condamner 
un Etat pour la seule raison qu'il est d'un avis 
difierent cle celui des Etats-Unis. A cet egard, elle 
s'inspirc de la meme idee que celle qui animait 
!'intervention de M. Bevin a I' Assemblee generale1 

au COlll'S de laqueUe il declara que si une guerre 
atomique devait cclater, la responsabilite en 
tomberait sur l'URSS et ce parce qu'elle am·ait 
refuse de se rallier a un systeme de controle 
approuvc par la majorite. Mais, si une guerre 
atomique eclatait, le pays qui en porterait la 
responsabilite est cclui qui a jalousement garde 
son monopole et continue a fabriquer des armes 
atorrriques de plus en plus perfectionnees. 

Il suffit de comparer Ies deux resolutions pour 
constater que l'une s'emploie a defendre les 
interets des :Etats-Unis tandis que I' autre presente 
un programme conforme aux buts poursuivis par 
les resolutions de l'Assemblee gencrale. 

M. Katz-Suchy donne cns'lite lEcture d'extraits 
d'un article paru dans une revue d'aviation des 
Etats-Unis sous la plume de deux officiers de 
l'armce de l' Air amcricaine. c~s auteurs, tout en 
etant d'accord sur l'emploi de la bombc atomique, 
difieraicnt seulement d'avis sur Ia duree de la 
guerrc eclair atomique. C'est ala lumiere de points 
de vue de ce genre qu'il convient d'apprecier Ia 
pretendue gcnerosite des Etats-Unis quant a la 
divulgation des secrets atomiques. 

M. Katz-Suehy demande au representant du 
Royaume:..Uni a qu~lles conclusions des rapports 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique il faisait 
allusion lor~ qu' ; l demandait d !'Union sovietique 
pouvait les accepter. S'agit-il de la conclusion 
du troisiemc rapport, qui est un aveu d'echec ? 
Ou d'autres conclusions ? En ce qui concerne la 
question du veto, la reponse a ete donnee a maintcs 
reprises par le representant de l'URSS, ~ savo~r 
que le principe de l'unanimitc nc s'apphquermt 
pas au sein de l'organisme international de 
controle, mais que lc veto continuerait d'etre 
applique au sein du Cons~il de seeurlte eo?for
mement a la Charte, le Conseil etant competent 
pour connaitre des violations cventuelle3. 

Examinant la derniere intervention du rcpre· 
sentant des Etats-Uni~, M. Katz-Suchy fait 

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l' Assemblt!e generale, 144• seance pleniere. 



the one hand, 1\Ir. Austin had recognized that 
the USSR proposal constituted a step foward 
and that it might be possible to accept it ; 
nevertheless, he had concluded with a request 
that the Canadian proposal be adopted. Could 
such an attitude be considered as dictated by 
a spirit of conciliation? Since the Canadian 
proposal ofTered no way out of the difficulty and 
failed to remove the danger of atomic bomb 
production, how could the United States dele
gation seriously maintain that it would only 
agree to continuing the work of the Atomic Energy 
Commission if the proposal were adopted by a 
large majority? 

The attitude of the United States was in 
opposition to the will for peace of all the peoples 
of the world and also to the attitude of many 
delegations, particularly of the small countries, 
which continued to believe that agreement was 
still possible. 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY -FIRST 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, on Wednesday, 
6 October 1948, at 3.00 p. m. 

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

14. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) thought that the 
operative part of the important draft resolution 
submitted by the USSR delegation (A/C.l /310) 
was so concise that it was open to several inter
pretations. He pointed out that while the two 
conventions referred to in the USSR proposal 
might be signed simultaneously they might not be 
ratified by all. The result might be destruction 
of atomic weapons while effective control over 
atomic energy remained theoretical. In his 
opinion if there were to be two separate 
conventions, they should be interlocking so that 
neither would come into force unless the other 
were also ratified. His delegation would not 
favour the destruction of atomic weapons before 
an effective control was in full operation, for the 
world must be sure that there was no danger of 
the clandestine production or use of atomic 
weapons. 

While he was in favour of merging the three 
proposals which had been submitted to the 
Committee, Mr. Castro did not think such a 
merger was possible since the proposals appeared 
to be mutually exclusive. While approving the 
proposal that the Commission should continue its 
work, he thought the question of establishing a 
sub-committee should be put to a vote separately. 
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remarquer que si, d'une part, l\L Austin reconnait 
que Ia proposition de !'Union sovietique constitue 
un certain progrcs et qu'il serait peut-etre possible 
de I' accepter, d'autre part, il conclut en demandant 
!'adoption de Ia resolution du Canada. Peut-on 
dire qu'une telle attitude soit animee d'un esprit 
de conciliation ? Alors que cette proposition 
canadienne ne permet pas de sortir de !'impasse 
et laisse intact le d::mger que presente Ia production 
des bomhes alomiques, comment Ia delegation des 
Etats-Unis peut-ellc serieusement declarer qu'elle 
ne condescendra a ce que Ia Commission de 
I'cnergic atomique continue ses travaux que si 
une majorite importante s'est prononcee en faveur 
de cette proposition ? 

L'attitude des Etats-Unis s'oppose a Ia volonte 
de paix de taus les peuples du monde et aussi it 
!'attitude de beaucoup de delegations, specia
lement des petits pays, qui persistent a croire 
qu'un accord reste possible. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 10. 

CENT-CINQUANTE ET UNIEME 
SEANCE 

T enue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 6 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President: M.P.-H. SPAAJ{ (Belgique). 

14. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) estime que le dispositif 
de !'important projet de resolution presente 
par Ia delegation de I'URSS (AfC.l /310) est si 
concis qu'il laisse Ja porte ouverte a des 
interpretations diverses. II fait observer que, 
si les deux conventions auxquelles fait allusion 
Ia proposition de l'URSS peuvent etre signees 
simultanement, elles peuvent fort bien ne pas 
ctre ratifiees par tons. II pourrait en resulter 
une situation ou les armes atomiques seraient 
detruites alors que Je controle de l'energie 
atomique ne serait que purement theorique. 
S'il doit y avoir deux conventions separees, 
elles devraient etre si etroitement Iiees qu'aucune 
d'elles ne puissent entrer en vigueur sans que 
!'autre soit en meme temps ratifiee. La dele
gation du Salvador n'approuvera pas Ia 
destruction des armes atomiques tant qu'un 
controle efficace ne sera pas pleinement en vigueur, 
car Ie monde doit avoir une garantie sure contre 
toute production ou utilisation clandestines des 
armes atomiques. 

M. Castro serait d'avis de fusionner en une 
seule les trois propositions presentees a Ia 
Commission, mais il ne pense pas que cette fusion 
soit possible, du fait que les propositions semblent 
s'exclure mutuellement. Tout en approuvant 
Ies propositions tendant. a ce. que Ia Comm!ss~on 
poursuive ses trava~x, II estu~e 9ue Ia ~reatwn 
d'une sous-commisswn devra1t etre m1se aux 
voix separement. 



He wished to make it clear that while El 
Salvador approved the reports of the Atomic 
Energy Commission in principle, it considered that 
some of the recommendations would have to be 
modified. In particular, he agreed with the 
criticisms of the ownership proposals put forward 
by the representative of the Union of South 
Africa at the previous meeting and explained 
that present legislation in El Salvador would not 
permit the transfer to an international control 
authority of all minerals which contained the 
elements of atomic energy when these minerals 
might have other important uses. 

After the Chairman had declared the general 
debate closed, Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) asked 
permission to explain the proposals which had 
been circulated by his delegation (AJC.1f312 and 
AJC.1f313). He recalled his remarks during the 
general debate to the effect that the Canadian 
draft resolution (AJC.1/308) was negative and 
did not indicate how :Members of the United 
Nations would fulfil their responsibilities in the 
field of atomic energy and explained that he had 
therefore submitted an addition to the Canadian 
draft resolution which he considered would meet 
these objections. 

Colonel Hodgson added that he had also put 
his suggestion for the establishment of a sub
committee into the form of a draft resolution 
(A/C.1/312) and pointed out that it was similar to 
a draft resolution circulated at the some time by 
the delegation of Ecuador (AJC.1f311) except 
that the Australian delegation had left the number 
and designation of the members of the sub
committee to the discretion of the Chairman. He 
thought that the representative of the USSR 
might be better able to answer in a sub-committee 
the three fundamental questions which had been 
put to him. 

Mr. CHEVRIER (Canada) enumerated the various 
proposals which were now before the Committee 
and asked for an adjournment of the meeting in 
order to provide an opportunity (1) for consul
tation among the sponsors of the various 
resolutions, (2) for the Canadian delegation to 
consider clarifying its resolution, and (3) for the 
Canadian delegation to consider whether it was 
possible to add to its resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN invoked rule 105 of the rules of 
procedure, and noted the absence of any speakers 
against the motion of the Canadian representative. 

The meeting rose at 4.40 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY-SECOND 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 7 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

Quoiqu'il soit clairement entendu que, tout 
en approuvant en principe le rapport de la 
Commission de I'energie atomique, le Salvador 
eonsidere que des modifications s'imposent sur 
certaines des recommandations, M. Castro 
approuve notamment les critiques formulces 
a la seance precedente par le representant de 
l'Union Sud-Africaine sur les propositions 
concernant le droit de proprietc ; la legislation 
actuelle du Salvador, explique M. Castro, ne 
permettrait pas le transfert a nne autorite interna
tionale de controle des mineraux pouvant servir 
a produire l'energie atomique, ces mineraux 
peuvent avoir d'autres utilisations importantes. 

Le President ayant declare close la discussion 
gencrale, le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) desire 
apporter quelques precisions sur les propositions 
que la delegation australienne a fait distribuer 
(AJC.1J312 et AJC.1j313). Au cours de la discussion 
generale, il a deja fait observer que le projet 
de resolution du Canada (A/C.1 /308) est negatif 
et ne donne aucune indication sur les moyens 
qui permettraient aux l\fembres de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies de s'acquitter de 
leurs responsabilites dans le domaine de l'energie 
atomique ; il a par consequent propose d'ajouter 
au projet de resolution du Canada un passage 
qui, a son avis, sufllt a repondre a ces objections. 

Le colonel Hodgson ajoute qu'il a egalement 
propose sons la forme d'un projet de resolution 
(AJC.l/312) la creation d'une sons-commission. 
Il fait observer que la delegation de l'Equateur 
diffusait en meme temps un projet de resolution 
identique (AJC.1/311), a cela pres que la dele
gation australienne Iaissait au President le soin 
de designer les membres de la sons-commission 
et de fixer leur nombre. Pcut-etre le representant 
de l'URSS serait-il, dans une sons-commission, 
mieux a meme de repondre aux trois questions 
fondamentales qui lui ont ete posees. 

M. CHEVRIER (Canada) donne la liste des 
propositions soumises a Ia Commission et demande 
que la seance soit levee, afin que : 1) les auteurs 
des diverses resolutions aient le temps de se 
consulter ; 2) la delegation canadienne puisse 
cnoncer sa resolution plus clairement ; et 3) la 
delegation canadienne puisse etudier la possi
bilite d'additions a sa resolution. 

Le Pm~SIDENT rappelle l'article 105 du 
reglement interieur, et constate qu'aucun orat~ur 
ne desire prendre la parole contre la motwn 
d'ajournement presentee par le Canada. 

85 

La seance est levee a 16 h. 40. 

CENT-CINQUANTE-DEUXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 7 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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



15. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Committee had 
before it a Canadian proposal (A/C.1 /308), to 
which amendments had been submitted by the 
delegations of Syria and Australia (A/C.1 /309 and 
AfC.l /313 respectively), a USSR proposal (AjC. 
1 /310), an Ecuadorean proposal (AfC.1 /311 ), and 
an Australian proposal (A/C.l /312). He suggested 
that the last two proposals should be discussed 
first, as they called for the establishment of a 
sub-committee. 

~Ir. STOLK (Venezuela) stated that the purpose 
of the Canadian proposal, namely, that the 
findings of the majority of the Atomic Energy 
Commission should be endorsed, had much good 
in it, for the plan advocated by the majority was 
undoubtedly based on solid scientific findings. 
Some States had, however, expressed reserves and 
doubts as to the nature and extent of the proposed 
system of control. Moreover, a weakness of the 
resolution was that it left in abeyance the work of 
the Atomic Energy Commission so long as the 
minority failed to agree with the majority point 
of view. 

Although on the contrary, the Syrian amend
ment had the advantage of avoiding a deadlock 
in the discussions, it did not appear to provide a 
means of attaining the General Assembly's objec
tives, as set forth in its 1946 resolutions. At first 
sight, the USSR proposal offered a compromise 
solution and recommended the resumption of 
work by the Atomic Energy Commission, in 
accordance with the provisions of the above
mentioned Assembly resolutions. That recom
mendation seemed insufficient, however, in view 
of the wide divergence between the opinions of 
the majority and the minority on the subject of 
the establishment of a control system. As to the 
Australian amendment, it embodied constructive 
elements which should be retained in an effort to 
reconcile the two opposing views. The V ene
zuelan delegation therefore supported the Austra
lian and Ecuadorean proposals that a sub
committee should be established. A sub
committee of nine members, to be appointed by 
the Chairman, would be sufficient. Finally, the 
Venezuelan delegation supported the Chairman's 
proposal to discuss first the establishment of a 
sub-committee. 

Mr. THORN (New Zealand) said that his dele
gation favoured referring the question to a sub
committee for study, for all possibilities of 
reaching agreement in the field should be explored. 
In view of the fact, however, that several objec
tions had been raised against the appointment of 
a sub-committee, the New Zealand delegation 
was submitting a draft resolution, in the hope of 
meeting them (AfC.l/314). 

Mr. CHEVRIER (Canada) said he was happy to 
accept the New Zealand amendment to his pro
posal. Contrary to what had been said, Canada 
had never intended to bring to an end the Atomic 
Energy Commission's work : its work should be 
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15. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de 1' energie 
atomique 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que la Commission 
est saisie d'une proposition canadienne (A/C. 
1 j308), a bquelle deux amen dements ont ete 
presentes : un amendement syrien (A/C.l /309) 
et un amendement australien (A/C.1/313), d'une 
proposition de l'URSS (A/C.1f310), d'une propo
sition de l'Equateur (A/C.1/311), et d'une propo
sition australienne (A/C.1 /312). Comme ces deux 
dernicres propositions portent sur la creation 
d'une sons-commission, le President propose 
qu'elles soient etudiees par priorite. 

M. SroLK (Venezuela) declare que la propo
sition canadienne, qui a pour objet de fain~ 
accepter lcs co:1clusions du rapport de la majorite 
de la Comrni:;siOi1 de l'energie atomique, a beau
coup de bon, carle plan preconise par la majorite 
est certainement fonde sur des conclusions 
scientiftques solides. Cependant, certains Etats 
ont exprime des reserves et des doutes quant 
a la nature et a l'etendue du systcme de controle 
propose. De plus, cette resolution a le defaut 
de laisser en suspens les travaux de la Commission 
de l'cncrgie atomique tant que la minorite ne 
se sera pas rnlliee au point de vue de la majorite. 

Si l'amendement de la Syrie presente, au 
contraire, l'avantage d'eviter que les negociations 
n'arrivent au point mort, il ne semble pas qu'il 
fournisse le moyen de realiser les objectifs vises 
par les resolutions de l' Assemblee generale de 
1946. La proposition de l'URSS offre, a premiere 
vue, une solution de compromis et recommande 
que la Commission de l' energie atomique pour
suive ses travaux dans le sens des resolutions 
precitees de l'Assemblee. Toutefois, cette orien
tation paralt insuffisante, vu les opinions 
nettement opposees de la majorite et de la minorite 
au sujet de !'institution d'un systeme de controle. 
Quant a I' amen dement de I' Australie, il contient 
des elements judicieux qui devraient etre retenus 
dans un but de conciliation des deux points 
de vue opposes. La delegation du Venezuela 
appuie done les propositions de l'Australie et 
de l'Equateur tendant a la creation d'une sons
commission. Elle estime toutefois qu'une sons
commission de neuf membres, designes par le 
President, pourrait suffire. Enfin, la delegation 
du Venezuela appuie la motion du President 
tendant a examiner par priorite Ia question de 
la creation d'une sons-commission. 

M. THORN (Nouvclle-Ze1ande) indique que sa 
delegation est d'avis de renvoyer l'etude de 
la question a une sons-commission, car il faut 
rechercher toutes les possibilites d'arriver a une 
solution dans ce domaine. Etant donne que 
quelques objections ont cependant ete formulees 
contre la proposition tendant a creer une sons
commission, la delegation de la Nouvelle
Zelande soumet un projet de resolution dans 
l'espoir de les ecarter (AfC. l /314). 

M. CHEVRIER (Canada) declare qu'il est heureux 
d'accepter l'amendement. de la N~uvelle-~elan_d~ 
a sa proposit ion. Cont:atrem,~nt a .ce qUI a ete 
dit le Canada n'a jamals eu lmtenhon de mettre 
fin' aux travaux de la Commission de l'energie 



resumed at the earliest moment that it was 
possible to make progress. 

The Canadian delegation hoped that a sub
committee would be able to clear up misunder
standings ; and that it would examine all the 
resolutions which had been submitted and any 
new proposals which might be made, in an effort 
to reconcile them. He was sure that the decision 
of his delegation to accept the amendment would 
be followed by all delegations which had expressed 
themselves in favour of the Canadian resolution, 
in their desire to find a solution of the problem. 

:Mr. SANDLER (Sweden) recalled that his dele
gation had accepted in principle the plan of the 
majority of the Atomic Energy Commission, as a 
basis for its future work, and was still prepared to 
vote for the Canadian proposal, as it was doubtful 
that a sub-committee would be able to solve the 
existing difficulties. He did not oppose the 
establishment of a sub-committee, however, and 
submitted a draft resolution (A/C.1f316), defining 
its competence and limiting its membership to the 
five permanent members of the Council and 
Canada. 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) declared 
that the similarity in viewpoint shown by the 
statements of the New Zealand, Swedish and 
Canadian representatives indicated that progress 
had been made by the First Committee. The 
United States delegation would support the New 
Zealand proposal, and interpreted it as making 
clear what had always been the aim of the Cana
dian delegation, namely, that the Atomic Energy 
Commission should resume its work at the 
earliest moment that it was possible to make 
progress. In that connexion, the draft resolution 
merely made clear the common aim that no effort 
should be spared to reach unanimity. 

He read the New Zealand draft resolution and 
part of the recommendation contained in the 
Third Report of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
pointing out that the two texts were practically 
identical and that that was an added reason in 
favour of the adoption of the resolution. 

Mr. RAu (India) submitted a draft resolution 
(A/C.1/315) designed to amend the Canadian 
proposal so as to make it as non-controversial as 
possible. The first five paragraphs of the Indian 
resolution constituted the preamble, and differed 
little from the corresponding paragraphs of the 
Canadian resolution. The sixth paragraph called 
for virtual general approval of the Atomic Energy 
Commission's proposals and recommendations 
contained in the first two reports. The seventh 
paragraph was identical with the corresponding 
part of the Canadian resolution. Jl:he eighth 
paragraph was the most important, for it took 
into account the factors which showed that the 
situation which had led the Commission to 
recommend the suspension of its work had ceased 
to exist. Finally the ninth paragraph called 
upon the Commission to resume and continue its 
work. J 

atomique. Les travaux de la Commission doivent 
etre re~ri_s a':ssitot qu:un progres sera possible. 

La delegatwn canad1enne espere qu'une sons
commission pourra dissiper les malentendus et, 
que, dans sa tache de conciliation, elle examinera 
toutes les propositions presentees et toutes les 
suggestions qui pourraient etre faites ulterieu
rement. Elle est sure qu'cn acceptant cet amen
dement, le Canada sera suivi par toutes les 
delegations qui s'etaient prononcees en faveur 
de la resolution canadienne, dans leur desir de 
trouver une solution. 

M. SANDLER (Suede) rappelle que sa delegation 
avait accepte en principe que le plan de la majo
rite de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
servit de base aux travaux ulterieurs de Ia Com
mission. Aujourd'hui encore, la delegation de la 
Suede est prete a voter pour la proposition du 
Canada, car elle doute qu'une sons-commission 
puisse resoudre les difficultes existantes. Toutefois 
M. Sandler n'est pas oppose ala creation de cette 
sons-commission et presente un projet de reso
lution (A/C.1/316), determinant la competence 
et limitant Ia composition de cette derniere aux 
cinq membres permanents du Conseil de securite 
et au Canada. 
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M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) constate 
que l'uniformite de vues qui s'est manifestee 
dans les declarations des representants de la 
Nouvelle-Zelande, du Canada et de la Suede 
indique un progres au sein de la Premiere 
Commission. La delegation des Etats-Unis don
nera son appui a la proposition de la Nouvelle
Zelande, proposition qu'elle interprete comme 
precisant ce qui, en realite, a toujours ete le but 
de la delegation canadienne, a savoir que la 
Commission de l'energie atomique reprenne ses 
travaux des qu'un progres s'avcrera realisable. 
A cet egard, ce projet de resolution ne fait que 
mettre en relief le but commun, qui est de ne 
negliger aucun effort pour realiser l'unanimite. 

M. Austin, donnant lecture du projet de reso
lution neo-zelandais et d'une partie de la 
recommandation contenue dans le troisieme 
rapport de la Commission de l'energie atomique, 
constate que ces textes sont tres voisins. C'cst 
nne raison de plus pour approuver cette resolution. 

M. RAU (Inde) presente un projet de reso
lution (A/C.1/315) ayant pour but de reviser 
la proposition canadienne en la rendant aussi 
peu contestable que possible. Les cinq premiers 
paragraphes de la resolution de l'Inde constituent 
le preambule et different pen des paragraphes 
correspondants de la resolution canadienne. Le 
sixieme paragraphe a pour objet de demander 
une approbation quasi generale des propositions 
et recommandations de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique, telles qu' elles figurent dans les deux 
premiers rapport_s. Le septieme paragraphe _est 
identique a la partie correspondante de la reso
lution canadienne. Le huitieme paragraphe est 
le plus important car il tient compte des indi
cations montrant que la situation qui a amene 
la Commission a recommander la suspension de 
ses travaux, a pris fin. Enfin, le neuvieme para~ 
graphe invite la Commission a reprendre et a 
continuer ses travaux. 



The Indian delegation favoured the establish
nwnt of a sub-committee. 

:Hr. EL Knoum (Syria) stated that the General 
.\ssembly should take a definite position on two 
essential points : (1) it should approve the findings 
of the Atomic Energy Commission ; (2) it should 
give the Commission instructions as to how it 
should continue its work. The present suspension 
of activities was necessarily temporary. As the 
Canadian draft resolution settled only the first 
point, the Syrian delegation had proposed an 
amendment (A/C.1 /309) with the object of 
settling the second. Similar reasons appeared to 
have prompted the Indian resolution. 

It was essential that the Atomic Energy 
Commission should resume its work, for the 
peoples of the world were expecting results from 
the United Nations and the Atomic Energy 
Commission ; failure to achieve them would 
increase their anxiety and anguish. Further, it 
might be presumed in that case - no doubt, 
\Yrongly - that the States which at the outset 
had oficred to abandon the advantage they 
derived from their knowledge of atomic energy 
were going back on their offer. Finally, agree
ment might perhaps be reached, if the Commission 
\Ycrc to continue its work. As it was, the USSR 
proposal constituted a step forward. 

The Syrian delegation was not in favour of the 
New Zealand proposal, considering that it would 
be preferable for discussions to be resumed within 
the framework of the Atomic Energy Commission 
as the Commission included, among others, the six 
l\Iembers who had sponsored the General Assembly 
resolutions of 1946. There was no reason why the 
Atomic Energy Commission should suspend its 
\York until the view of the minority coincided 
\Yith that of the majority; its work should be 
continued, for agreement was possible. The 
Canadian proposal would, therefore, be accep
table, with the addition of a paragraph stipulating 
that the Commission should continue its work. 

The Syrian delegation was in favour of appoint
ing a sub-committee to study the proposed reso
lutions ; that body should be composed of the six 
Members sponsors of the 1946 resolutions, and 
all the movers of proposals. The sub-committee 
should submit its report within three or four days. 

Mr. RoLIN (Belgium) stated that he had 
no intention of submitting another proposal, 
although Belgium had been the first to recognize 
the need for a sub-committee. While he was less 
optimistic than the representative of India who 
saw signs of agreement being reached, he felt that 
the present disagreement should be explored in 
order to ascertain whether it was fundamental or 
whether on the contrary it was possible to bring 
the minority round to the majority viewpoint. 

As regards the terms of reference of the sub
committee responsible for drawing up a single 
draft, he considered that the Canadian proposal 
y;ras too abstract. For it to be understood by 
public opinion, it was desirable to indicate, in the 
body of the resolution, the nature of the difficulty 
which divided the minority from the majority, so 
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La delegation de l'lnde est favorable a la 
creation d'une sons-commission. 

M. EL KnouRI (Syrie) declare que l'Assemblee 
gcnerale devrait adopter une attitude precise 
sur deux points essentiels : 1) elle devrait 
approuver les conclusions auxquelles a abouti 
Ia Commission de l'energie atomique; 2) elle 
devrait donner a la Commission des instructions 
sur la fa<;on dont cette Commission devrait 
poursuivre ses travaux. La suspension actuelle 
est necessairement temporaire. Le projet de 
resolution canadien ne resolvant que le premier 
de ces deux points, Ia delegation syrienne a 
propose un amendement (A/C.l/309) en vue de 
rcsoudre le deuxieme point. La resolution de 
l' In de semble s'inspirer des memes raisons. 

II est necessaire que Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique reprenne ses travaux car les peuples 
attcndent de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
et de Ia Commission de l'energie atomique des 
rcsultats sans lesquels leur angoisse augmenterait. 
De plus, on pourrait croire dans ce cas, sans 
doute a tort, que les :Etats qui ont propose a 
l'originc d'abandonner leur privilege dans la 
connaissance de l'cnergie atomique sont revenus 
sur leur position. En fin, si la Commission continue 
ses travaux, I' entente pourra peut-etre intervenir. 
Deja Ia proposition de l'URSS marque un pas 
en avant. 

La delegation syrienne n'appuie pas la propo
sition de la Nouvelle-Zelande, car elle estime qu'il 
serait preferable que les discussions soient reprises 
dans le cadre de Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique iqui comprend notamment les six 
Membres promoteurs des resolutions de l'Assem
blee generale de 1946. II n'y a pas de raison pour 
que Ia Commission de I'energie atomique suspende 
ses travaux jusqu'a ce que Ia minorite se soit 
ralliee au point de vue de Ia majorite. Elle doit 
poursuivre ses travaux, car un accord est possible. 
La proposition canadienne est done acceptable 
si on y ajoute un paragraphe stipulant que Ia 
Commission devra poursuivre ses travaux. 

La dclCgation syrienne appuie les propositions 
tendant a la creation d'une sous-commission 
qui etudierait les propositions presentees, et 
qui serait composee des six Membres promoteurs 
des resolutions de 1946, ainsi que de tous les 
auteurs de propositions. Cette sous-commission 
devrait faire rapport dans un delai de trois ou 
quatre jours. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) declare qu'il n'a pas 
!'intention de presenter de nouvelle proposition, 
quoique la Belgique ait ete Ia premiere a prevoir 
Ia necessite d'une sons-commission. Sans etre 
aussi optimiste que le representant de I' In de, qui 
estime que certaines indications de Ia possibilite 
d'un accord existent, M. Rolin estime qu'on ne 
peut renoncer a explorer le desaccord actuel 
pour voir s'il est fondamental ou pour rechercher 
au contraire s'il est possible de rallier Ia minorite. 

Au sujet de Ia competence de la sous-commis
sion chargee de presenter un projet unique, le 
representant de Ia Belgique estime ~ue la prop?
sition canadienne est trop abstra1te. II sermt 
soubaitable, pour etre compris de !'opinion publi
que, d'indiquer dans le corps de Ia resolution 
Ia nature de la difficulte qui separe la minorite 



that any future tendentious interpretation might 
be avoided. The sub-committee should consider 
changes in the drafting of the Canadian proposal 
along those lines. . 

As to the membership of the sub-committee, 
the list proposed by the delegation of Ecuador 
seemed to be too long. The Swedish proposal, 
to assign the task of reaching agreement to the six 
sponsoring Members, should not be retained for 
the time being for the General Assembly had 
always maintained that the small Powers should 
co-operate with the great Powers during sessions ; 
further, the six sponsoring Members would have 
little chance of overcoming their difficulties during 
the General Assembly. For the moment, there
fore, it was advisable that the sub-committee 
should be selected on a slightly broader basis, 
with the inclusion of the six sponsoring Members. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics) noted that the new proposals which had 
been introduced since the previous day did not 
differ substantially from the Canadian proposal to 
suspend the work of the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

An attempt was now being made to set up a 
numerically limited sub-committee. It was 
obvious that the sub-committee should be set up 
on a broad basis, such as that proposed by the 
delegation of Ecuador. There was no reason to 
limit the membership of the sub-committee since 
no progress had been made in the three years 
during which the six sponsoring Members had 
been studying the question. There was only one 
difference at the present time, and that lay in the 
fact that the majority was attempting to impose 
its plan. Neither the United Kingdom nor the 
United States had in fact made any constructive 
compromise proposals. It was clear, in the 
circumstances, that the sub-committee should be 
based on fairly broad representation and should 
take into consideration all the proposals and 
resolutions submitted. 

The new proposals deliberately excluded all 
mention of the USSR resolution. The sub
committee should, however, take into account the 
fact that several delegations had commented 
favourably on the immediate prohibition of 
atomic weapons. 

Although the representative of Canada had 
stated that that was not the case, his proposal 
aimed at a suspension sine die of the work of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. The proposals sub
mitted by Syria and others were proof of that. 

The USSR delegation viewed the efforts to set 
up a sub-committee on a limited basis as an 
attempt to prevent the Commission from studying 
all the draft resolutions and to bring about an 
inevitable deadlock and the suspension sine die of 
the Atomic Energy Commission's work. It was, 
however, essential that that Commission should 
continue its work. ·would it really be such a 
grave matter if the Commission were obliged to 
resume the study from the beginning as the 
problem was of fundamental importance? In 
any case, that would not mean the Commission 

de la majorite, afin de couper court a l'avenir 
a toute interpretation tendancieuse. La sous
commission pourrait done etudier dans ce sens 
des modifications de redaction de la proposition 
canadienne. 

Quant a la composition de cette sons-commis
sion, la liste proposee par la delegation de l'Equa
teur semble trop longue. La proposition de la 
Suede, qui envisageait de confier aux six Membres 
promoteurs le soin de trouver un accord, ne 
devrait pas etre retenue pour le moment, car 
l' Assemblee generale a touj ours considere que 
les petites Puissances devaient cooperer avec 
les grandes pendant la duree des sessions ; de 
plus, les six Membres promoteurs auraient peu 
de chance de surmonter leurs difficultes au cours 
de l' Assemblee generale. Pour le moment, il 
conviendrait done que la Commission soit recrutee 
sur une base un peu elargie, les six Membres 
promoteurs etant naturellement inclus. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovh~tiques) constate que les nouvelles propo
sitions introduites depuis la veille ne different pas 
essentiellement de la proposition canadienne 
tendant a interrompre les travaux de la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique. 

On essaie maintement de creer nne sons
commission restreinte. Il est clair que la sout:
commission doit etre constituee sur une base 
large, comme l'a propose la delegation de l'Equa
teur. Il n'y a pas de raison de restreindre le 
nombre de membres de la sons-commission car, 
depuis trois ans que les six Membres promoteurs 
etudient la question, aucun progres n'a etc realise. 
II n'y a qu'un changement aujourd'hui: c'est que 
la majorite s'efforce d'imposer son plan. En effet, 
ni le Royaume-Uni, ni les Etats-Unis n'ont fait 
de propositions constructives dans le sens d'un 
compromis. Il est evident, dans ces conditions, 
que la sons-commission doit comporter une 
representation assez large et doit prendre en 
consideration toutes les propositions et toutes les 
resolutions presentees. 

Les nouvelles propositions excluent de fa<;on 
categorique toute mention a la resolution de 
l'URSS, mais la sons-commission devra cependant 
tenir compte du fait que beaucoup de delegations 
ont exprime un avis favorable en ce qui concerne 
!'interdiction immediate des armes atomiques. 

Quoique le representant du Canada ait affirme 
le contraire, sa proposition tend a l'ajournement 
des travaux de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique sine die. La presentation de la proposition 
syrienne et des autres propositions en fournissent 
la preuve. 

La delegation de l'URSS voit dans les ~en~a
tives faites en vue de creer une sous-comm1sswn 
sur une base restreinte, un essai d'empecher la 
Commission d' etudier to us les pro jets de resolution 
et de ramener la question a l'eternelle impa~se. et 
au renvoi sine die des travaux de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. Or cette .commissioll: ~oit 
continuer ses travaux. Meme s1 la Comm1sswn 
devait reprendre l'etude du probleme .depuis, le 
debut, qu'y aurait-il de si effrayant pmsque 1 on 
se trouve en presence d'un probleme fonda
mental ? Cela ne veut pas dire d'ailleurs qu'elle 
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would have to go back on its work, since the 
USSR delegation had tabled a compromise 
solution. 

:\Ir. ::\IcNEIL (United Kingdom) observed that 
the business of a sub-committee was not to adjust 
differences in principle, which should be slndied 
and smoothed out at the highest possible level. 
Since, however, the Indian representative thought 
that there were signs of a change of position on the 
part of the USSR delegation, it was at once 
desirable and essential to ascertain how far that 
change went. 

The United Kingdom representative categori
cally denied the allegation made hy the USSR 
representatiye that the United Kingdom dele
gation had evaded the problem of the prohi
bition of atomic " ·capons. He would have 
welcomed clarification of the meaning of the 
1.JSSR proposal and hoped that the sub-committee 
would help to clarify that point. It was con
sistent 'vith the United Kingdom's political 
tradition to seck compromise whenever possible, 
and while it 'vas prepared to give nwximum 
credit to the USSR draft resolution, it was 
anxious to know on what points agreement could 
he reached. 

l\Ir. McNeil added that he had never favoured 
the establishment of a sub-committee which 
would not be representative. He did not consider, 
however, that the broadest possible membership 
would yield the best results. He favoured a 
representative but relatively limited membership 
and suggested that the Chairman should suggest 
the members who would constitute it. 

The CHAIR~IAN stated that the First Com
mittee appeared to be unanimously in favour of 
setting up a sub-committee. The draft resolution 
of the delegation of Ecuador (A/C.l/311) could 
be taken as a basis for discussion. 

The Chairman stated thai, as no objection had 
been raised, the principle that a sub-committee should 
be set up was adopted. 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) pointed 
out th:1t the First Committee appeared to be 
considering the establishment of a drafting com
mittee and not a body to discuss the whole 
problem of atomic energy, as the preamble of the 
resolution of Ecuador would seem to indicate. 
That point should be clarified. 

Mr. VITERI-LAFRONTE (Ecuador) stated that 
in submitting its draft resolution (A/C.l /311), his 
delegation had aimed at setting up a body which 
would take into consideration the attitudes 
adopted by the various delegations and try to 
reconcile their points of view. 

The delegation of Ecuador would not raise any 
objections if the text of its draft resolution were 
amended so as to make it clearer. As for the 
membership of the sub-committee, the list of 
names was to be considered merely as a suggestion. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) pointed out that 
the text of Australia's draft resolution contained 
no preamble. Ecuador's draft resolution did, 'I 
on the contrary, allude to all the work which 

doive rcvenir en arriere puisque la delerration 
sovietique a presente une solution de comp~omis. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare que Ia 
tache d'une sons-commission n'est pas de con
cilier les divergences de vues quant aux principes. 
Celles-ci doivent etre Ctudiees et aplanies, si 
possible, au plus haut echelon. Mais puisque le 
representant de l'lnde cstime qu'il y a des indi
cations d'un changement d'attitude de la part 
de la delegation de l'URSS, il est non seulement 
desirable mais essentiel de ctecouvrir jusqu'ou 
va cc changement. 

Lc representant du Royaumc-Uni denie formel
lement, comme le representant de l'URSS 
l'insinue, que sa delegation ait esquive le probleme 
de !'interdiction des armes atomiques. II aurait 
souhaite connaitre mieux le sens de Ia proposition 
de I'URSS ct cspere que la sous-commission 
pcrmettra d'eclaircir ce point. II est dans la tradi
tion politique du Royaumc-Uni de recourir au 
compromis chaque fois que ccla est possible: sa 
delegation est prete a accordcr le maximum de 
credit au projet de resolution de l'URSS, mais 
cllc voudrait savoir sur quels points l'accord 
pourra se rcaliser. 

M. McNeil ajoute qu'il n'a jamais desire voir 
creer unc sons-commission qui ne soit pas repre
sentative, mais il estime que ce n'est pas en l'elar· 
gissant au maximum que l'on obtiendra les 
meilleurs resultats. II se prononce en faveur d'une 
commission representative mais relativement 
rcstreinte et suggere que le President propose !a 
liste des membres qui en feront partie. 

Le PRESIDENT constate que la Premiere Commis
sion paralt etre unanime pour souhaiter l'etablis
sement d'une sous-commission. Le pro jet de reso
lution de la delegation de l'Equateur (AjC. 1/311) 
pourrait etre pris comme base de discussion. 

Le President declare que, en l' absence de louie 
objection, le principe de la creation de la sous
commission est adopt~. 

:M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) indiquc 
que la Premiere Commission semble avoir en 
vue la creation d'un comite de redaction, et non 
d'un organe destine a reprendre l'examen de 
tout le probleme de l'energie atomique, comme 
semble l'indiquer le preambule de la resolution 
de l'Equateur. Il conviendrait que ce point fut 
clairement etabli. 

M. VnEm-LAFRONTE (Equateur) declare qu'en 
presentant son projet de resolution (A/C.l /311), 
sa delegation avait en vue Ia creation d'un organe 
qui prit en consideration les positions des difie
rentes delegations et cherch:it a rapprocher leurs 
points de vue. 

La delegation de l'Equatenr ne verrait aucun 
inconvenient a ce que le texte de son projct de 
resolution flit l'objet d'amcndements destines 
a le rendre plus clair. En ce qui concerne notam
ment la composition de la sons-commission, la 
liste donnee ne l'est qu'a titre d'indication. ; 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) indique que le 
texte du projet de resolution de l'Australie ne 
com porte pas de preambule. ~e proj~t de r~soln: 
tion de l'Equateur, au contrmre, fa1t alluswn a 
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had been accomplished, as summarized in the 
Commission's three reports ; however, as the 
Third Report showed, it did not appear possible 
to reach agreement on all the questions discussed 
by the Atomic Energy Commission. All that 
a committee could be called upon to do was to 
agree on the text of a draft resolution to be 
submitted to the First Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the preamble of 
the draft resolution of the Ecuadorean delegation 
was nothing more than a statement of fact. 
There could, therefore, be no objection to it in 
1Jrinciple. Moreover, the appointment of a sub
committee implied that, in the opinion of the 
First Committee, that procedure might make 
agreement possible. 

Mr. CLEMENTIS (Czechoslovakia) thought that 
the second paragraph of Ecuador's draft reso
lution excluded any possible misunderstanding. 
All that the future sub-committee could be 
called upon to do was to submit a draft resolution 
to the First Committee ; it was not for it to 
attempt to reach a general agreement on the 
problem of atomic energy as a whole. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) considered that an attempt was being 
made to limit the scope of the sub-committee and 
to prevent it from going any further than the 
majority allowed. What was the meaning of 
this strange caution evinced by the United States 
delegation? If, moreover, the pessimistic pre
dictions of the Australian representative were a 
true expression of the majority's firm intention 
to impose its views at any cost, it might well be 
asked of what use was the sub-committee. 

1\Ir. AusTIN (United States of America) thanked 
the representative of Ecuador for his offer to 
accept any suggestions tending to clarify the text 
of his draft resolution. The United States 
delegation proposed that in the preamble of the 
draft resolution (AJC.l/311), the words " general 
agreement " should be replaced by the words 
" agreement on a resolution for submission to the 
Committee ". That would keep the preamble 
in line with the operative part of the resolution 
and prevent any possibility of an erroneous inter
pretation by which the sub-committee would 
be empowered to study the whole question of 
atomic energy. 

Mr. VITERI-LAFIWNTE (Ecuador) accepted the 
amendment proposed by the United States 
delegation, which did not appear to him to 
change the meaning of the Ecuadorean draft 
resolution. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) noted that the First Committee desired 
to reach general agreement. The United States 
representative however seemed to be appre
hensive of such an outcome. But had that not 
always been the case? Whenever there seemed 
to be a chance of reconcilialion within the Atomic 
Energy Commission between the differing points 
of view, the United States delegation immediately 
made statements of a character precluding any 
possibility of agreement. 
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tout le travail accompli tel qu'il se trouve resume 
dans lcs trois rapports de cette Commission ; mais, 
comme le montre precisement le troisieme rapport 
de cet organe, il ne parait pas possible de realiser 
un accord s'etendant a toutes les questions dont 
a traite la Commission de l'encrgie atomique. 
Tout ce dont il peut s'agir au scin d'une sons
commission, c'cst de s'entendre sur le texte d'un 
projet de resolution a soumettre a la Premiere 
Commission. 

Le PRESIDENT considere que le preambule du 
projet de resolution de la delegation de l'Equateur 
ne constitue qu'une simple constation des faits. 
Ce preambule ne peut done soulever d'objections 
de principe. D'ailleurs, le scul fait de la creation 
d'une sons-commission implique que, dans l'esprit 
de la Premiere Commission, cette procedure peut 
faciliter un accord. 

M. CLEMENTIS (Tchecoslovaquie) pense que 
le second paragraphe du projet de resolution 
de l'Equateur rend tout malentendu impossible. 
Il ne pent s'agir, pour la future sons-commission, 
que de soumettre un projet de resolution a la 
Premiere Commission ct non de tenter de realiser 
un accord general sur !'ensemble du problemc 
de l' energie atomique. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) declare que l'on semble vouloir 
limiter la tache de la sons-commission, a laquelle 
il serait interdit d'aller plus loin que la majorite 
ne le permet. Que signifie done cette etrange 
prudence de la delegation des :Etats-Unis ? Si 
d'autrc part les pronostics pessimistes du repre
sentant de l' Australie refletent vraiment !'inten
tion bien arretcc de la majorite d'imposer ses 
vues a tout prix, il est permis de se demander de 
quellc utilite pourra etre la sons-commission. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) remcrcie 
le representant de l'Equateur qui s'est declare 
pret a accueillir toutes suggestions de nature a 
preciser lc texte du projet de resolution prese.n~e 
par cette delegation. La delegation des :Etats-Ums 
propose que, dans le preambule de ce projet de 
resolution (AJC.l/311), lcs mots « d'un accord 
general » soient remplaces par les mots « d'~n 
accord sur une resolution a soumettre ala Commrs
sion ». Ainsi la concordance entre le preambule 
et le dispositif serait retablie, et l'on ecarterait 
la possibilite d'une fausse interpretation, selon 
laquelle la sons-commission devrait examiner 
tout le probleme de l'energie atomique. 

lVL VrTERI-LAFRONTE (Equateur) declare 
accepter l'amendement presente par la delegation 
des Etats-Unis, qui ne lui parait pas changer le 
scns du projet de resolution de la delegation de 
l'Equateur. 

M. MANUILSKI (Republiquc socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) constate que la Premiere Commission 
souhaite la realisation d'un accord general. Par . u 0 bl contre, le representant des Etats- ms s~m .e 
redouter cette eventualite. Mais n' en a-t-rl pas 
toujours ete ainsi ? Des que, au sein de la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique, un rapproc~ement 
semblait s'amorcer entre les differents pomts de 
vue, la delegation des :Etats-Unis faisait immedia
tement des declarations de nature a rendre tout 
accord impossible. 



There was of course no question of solving 
within a few days a problem which had been under 
discussion for three years. It was, however, at 
once possible and desirable that agreement should 
he reached on a draft resolution which would make 
for general agreement. 

The USSR proposal did indeed ofier a way out 
of the dilemma which had prevented any progress 
within the Atomic Energy Commission for thirty 
months. 

In view of those new possibilities, the position 
of the United States delegation was quite unten
able, and the First Committee should be prepared 
to foil any attempt to sabotage possible agreement. 

~Ir. LA~GE (Poland) was of the opinion that, 
as the Czechoslovak representative had pointed 
out, the second paragraph of Ecuador's draft 
resolution excluded any possible misunderstanding. 
It stated, in point of fact, that the sub-committee 
should submit a draft resolution to the First 
Committee. There was, therefore, no need to 
~:1y that again by introducing it into the preamble. 
On the other hand, the need to reach general 
agreement should be indicated in the preamble, 
for it was above all in such agreement and not 
in obtaining an automatic majority that the real 
aim of setting up a sub-committee lay. The 
original text of Ecuador's draft resolution should 
therefore be retained. 

::\1r. RAMADIER (France) thought that there was 
no real problem involved. It went without 
saying that general agreement was the end in 
Yiew. The essential paragraph of the Ecuadorean 
proposal was the second, which clearly stated the 
task of the sub-committee. The French dele
gation proposed, therefore, that the preamble of 
the Ecuadorean draft resolution should be 
deleted. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed with the representatives 
of France, Poland, the Ukraine and Czechoslovakia 
that the question raised in the preamble of the 
draft resolution of Ecuador was of very little 
importance. 

The Chairman put to the vote the amendment 
submitted by the French delegation to delete 
the preamble of the draft resolution submitted 
by the delegation of Equador (A/C.l/311). 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The amend
ment was adopted by 33 votes to 14, with 3 absten
tions. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the 
vote which had just been taken had resulted in 
eliminating all reference to the desire of the First 
Committee to achieve agreement. 

Hitherto there had been two conflicting con
ceptions about the form which control of atomic 
energy should take. The question now was to 
decide whether or not the sub-committee should 
aim at a general agreement, a solution which 
would be acceptable to the permanent members 
of the Security Council. 

The delegation of Yugoslavia therefore proposed 
the following amendment : namely, to delete the 
word " suitable " in the second paragraph of the 
draft resolution of Ecuador, and to substitute the 
following words : " which may be useful in facili
tating an approach to general agreement ". 
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Sans doute ne peut-il s'agir de resoudre en 
quelques jours un probleme a l'etude depuis trois 
ans. Mais ce qui est possible et desirable, c'est que 
!'accord se fasse sur un projet de resolution de 
nature :1 faciliter un accord general. 

Avec In proposition de l'URSS, en efiet, l'on 
echappe au dilemme qui a empeche pendant 
trente mois tout progres au sein de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. 

En presence de ces nouvelles possibilites. 
!'attitude de la delegation des .Etats-Unis est 
done absolument inadmissible ; et la Premiere 
Commission doit etre prete a dejouer toute tenta
tive pour saboter les possibilites d'accord. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) considere que, comme l'a 
ditle representant de la Thecoslovaquie, le second 
paragraphe du projet de resolution de l'Equateur 
ne laisse place a aucun malentendu. On y lit en 
cfiet que la sons-commission devrait soumettre 
un projct de resolution a Ia Premiere Commission. 
Il n'y a done pas lieu d'exprimer une deuxieme 
fois cette idee en l'introduisant dans le preambule. 
Par contre, la necessite de rcaliser un accord 
general doit etre indiquee dans le preambule. 
car c'est bien dans cet accord et non dans !'obten
tion d'une majorite mecanique que reside le but 
veritable de Ia creation d'une sons-commission. 
Le texte original du projet de resolution de l'Equa
teur doit done etre maintenu. 

M. RAl\IADIER (France) estime que l'on se 
trouve en presence d'un pseudo-probleme. Que 
le but soit de rcaliser un accord general, c'est ce 
qui va sans dire. Le paragraphe essentiel de la 
proposition de l'Equatem: est le deuxieme, car 
il indique avec precision la tache de la so us
commission. La delegation franvaise propose done 
Ia suppression du prcambule du projet de reso
lution de l'Equateur. 

Le PRESIDENT considere que, comme I'ont dit 
les representants de Ia France, de la Pologne. 
de !'Ukraine et de la Tchecoslovaquie, le probleme 
souleve par le preambule du projet de resolution 
de l'Equateur est d'une importance fort reduite. 

Le President met aux voix l'amendement 
presente par la delegation fran~taise et tendant 
a supprimer le preambule du projet de resolution 
de la delegation de l'Equateur (A/C.1/311). 

Le vote a lieu i1 main levee. Par 33 voix contre 
14 et 3 abstentions, l' amendement est ado pte. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) constate que le vote 
qui vient d'avoir lieu a pour resultat de faire 
disparaltre toute mention du desir d'accord qui 
prevaut au sein de la Premiere Commission. 

Jusqu'ici deux conceptions se sont heu:tees 
en matiere de controle de l'energie atomtque. 
La question qui se pose est de savoir si Ia_ s?us
commission doit tendre a un accord general. 
c'est-a-dire a une solution acceptable pour les 
membres permanents du Conseil de securite. 

La delegation de Ia Youg?slavie propose.'. en 
consequence, l'amendement smvant : au deuxteme 
paragraphe du projet de .resolution ?e l'Equateur, 
le mot « pertinent » sera1t rempl~ce par les ~ots 
suivants : « susceptible de contnbucr a facthter 
la realisation d'un accord general ''· 



That was not, of course, a proposal to reconsider 
the whole problem of the control of atomic energy, 
but merely an invitation to the Atomic Energy 
Commission to seek an agreement. For that 
purpose, it was important that the draft drawn 
up by the sub-committee should condemn neither 
the view of the majority in the Atomic Energy 
Commission, nor the view of the minority. For 
the weakest point of the Canadian draft reso
lution was that it amounted to taking position 
against the minority view within the Commission. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) supported the Yugoslav 
amendment. The impression might indeed have 
been given that the majority of the Committee 
wished to perpetuate the disagreement between 
the majority and the minority view. In order 
to dispel any such false impression, the Com
mission had to take a clear stand on the amend
ment proposed by Yugoslavia. 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) reminded 
the meeting that a majority of 33 to 14 had voted 
for the deletion of the preamble of the draft reso
lution of Ecuador. To attempt now to make the 
Committee reverse its decision was unthinkable. 
The very fact that a persistent attempt was being 
made to do so showed that there was more in the 
matter than met the eye. 

Mr. RAMADIER (France) said that naturally it 
was desirable to reach general agreement, though 
it could not be said in advance that that was 
possible. Whatever happened, the work of the 
General Assembly should not stop. The sub
{',Ommittee should submit its report in any case. 
It would be incumbent on the First Committee to 
make fresh efforts, if the work of the sub-com
mittee was to end in failure. 

The delegation of France therefore proposed to 
amend the second paragraph of the draft reso
lution of Ecuador as follows : " to appoint a sub
committee to study the various proposals which 
have been submitted, to seek general agreement and, 
(lf any rate, to submit to this Committee for 
{',Onsideration a suitable draft resolution ". 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) pointed out that he had 
not intended to call for a fresh vote on the pre
amble to the resolution of the delegation of 
Ecuador. At the same time some delegations 
seemed actually to fear any form of general 
agreement although the promotion of agreement 
was in fact the object of the United Nations. 

Mr. TsiANG (China) proposed that the text of the 
Australian draft (A/C.1j312) should be substi
tuted for the second paragraph of the Ecuadorean 
draft resolution. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that the representatives of the 
United States and France were both opposed to 
an amendment by which the task of the sub
eommittee would be to facilitate a general 
agreement. The fact was that as soon as the 
possibility of agreement emerged as the result of 
the efforts of the small countries or of other 
Powers less directly concerned, efforts were made 
to sabotage such agreement. 

Il ne s'agit pas, naturellement, de soumettre a 
un nouvel examen tout le probleme du controle 
de l'energie atomique, mais d'inviter la Commis
sion de I' energie atomique a rechercher un accord. 
A cette fin, il conviendrait que le projet qu'elabo
rera la sons-commission ne condamne ni le point 
de vue de la majorite, ni celui de la minorite de 
la Commission de l'energie atomique. Car, preci
sement, le defaut essentiel du projet de resolution 
du Canada etait qu'il equivalait a une prise de 
position contre le point de vue de la minorite 
de cette Commission. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) se prononce en faveur de 
l'amendement de la Yougoslavie. L'impression 
a pu etre creee qu'une certaine majorite cherchait 
a perpetuer le desaccord. Afin de dissiper ce 
malentendu, il est done necessaire que la Commis
sion prenne nettement position sur l'amendement 
yougoslave. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) rappelle 
qu'une majorite de 33 Membres contre 14 s'est 
prononcee pour la suppression du preambule du 
projet de resolution de l'Equateur. n est done 
inadmissible que l'on s'efforce maintenant 
d'amener la Commission a se dejuger. Le fait 
meme de cette obstination montre bien d'ailleurs 
que la question n'est pas aussi insignifiante 
qu'elle pent le paraltre a certains. 

M. RAMADIER (France) declare qu'il est naturel
lement desirable qu'un accord general se fasse. 
L'on ne peut toutefois affirmer a l'avance que ce 
souhait se trouvera realise. De toute maniere, 
l' Assemblee generale ne do it pas se trouver 
arretee dans son travail. La sons-commission 
devra done faire rapport dans tous les cas. Il 
appartiendra d'ailleurs ala Premiere Commission 
de tenter de nouveaux efforts, si ceux de la sons
commission ne sont pas couronnes de succes. 

La delegation fran<;aise propose done d'amender 
comme suit le cleuxieme paragraphe du projet 
de resolution de l'Equateur « de constituer nne 
sons-commission chargee d'etudier les diverses 
propositions presentees, de rechercher l' accord 
general et en tout cas de soumettre a l' examen de 
la Commission un projet de resolution pertinent >>. 
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M. LANGE (Pologne) indique qu'il ne s'agissait 
pas dans sa pensee de revenir sur le vote relatif 
au preambule du projet de resolution de l'Equa
teur. Mais comment est-il possible que certaines 
delegations paraissent redouter un accord general, 
alors que Ie but meme de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies est de faciliter cet accord ? 

M. TsiANG (Chine) propose de remplacer le 
deuxieme paragraphe du projet de resolution 
de l'Equateur par le texte du projet de resolution 
de l'Australie (AJC.1j312). 

M. KrssELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) constate que les repn\sent~nt~ 
des Etats-Unis et de la France se sont opposes a 
un amendement selon lequel la sons-commission 
aurait pour mission de faciliter un accord gener~l. 
En realite, des qu'une possibilite d'accord appa~mt, 
grace aux efforts des petits pays ou de certames 
Puissances moins directement interessees, l'on 
s'evertue a saboter cet accord. 



The Byelorussian delegation supported the 
Yugoslav amendment and requested that it should 
he put to the vote. 

The CHAIID!A;-.; explained that the Committee 
had before it three amendments to the second 
paragraph of the drdft resolution submitted by 
Ecuador. Those amendments had heen sub
mitted by the delegations of Yugoslavia, France 
and China respectively. 

The Chairman put to the vote the Chinese 
amendment, as being furthest removed from the 
original text ; it read as follows : " that the 
second paragraph of Ecuador's draft resolution 
should be deleted and the Australian draft reso
lution (A/C.l/312) insert,:d ". 

:1 vole was taken by show of hands. The amend
ment submillcd by the Chinese dell'qalion was 
acloptccl by 47 votes, with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIInlA>l ruled that the Committee should 
proceed to discuss the membership of the sub
committee. The third paragraph of the Ecua
don•an draft resolution suggested a number of 
drlegations. On the other hand, the Swedish 
delegation had submitted a draft resolution 
(A/C.l/316). 

li.Ir. ~1cNEIL (United Kingdom) proposed that 
the First Committee should request the Chairman 
to submit, at its next meeting, a list of nine dele
gations to comprise the sub-committee. 

That list should take full account of the prin
ciple of geographical distribution and the various 
opinions expressed during the debate. 

~Ir. CASTRO (El Salvador) seconded the proposa1 

of the United Kingdom representative. 

:\Ir. SANDLER (Sweden) pointed out that the 
draft resolution submitted by his delegation had 
proposed difierent terms of reference for the 
sub-committee from those which the First Com
mittee had decided upon. Hence, while the 
s,vedish proposal was no longer applicable, the 
question it raised had still to be considered, and 
the sub-committee should agree on a suitable time 
for a consultation between the six sponsors of 
General Assembly resolution 1 (I} of 24 January 
194!3. 

l\ir. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) was of the opinion that the list prepared 
by the delegation of Ecuador was in conformity 
with the principle of geographic distribution. The 
Committee should now come to a conclusion on 
the third paragraph of the draft resolution 
submitted by Ecuador. 

Mr. THORN (New Zealand) declared that his 
delegation did not wish to take part in the work 
of the sub-committee. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) suggested that the repre
sentatives of Sweden and Norway should come to 
an agreement which would enable the Swedish 
delegation, which had put forward a draft reso
lution, to be represented on the sub-committee. 

Mr. LANGHELLE (Norway) said that his dele
gation would be glad, if necessary, to agree that 
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La delegation de Bielorussie se prononce en 
faveur de l'amendemcnt de Ia Yougoslavie et 
demande que celui-ci soit mis aux voix. 

Lc PRESIDENT indiquc que Ja Premiere Commis
sion se trouvc en presence de trois amendements 
au deuxieme paragraphe du projet de resolution 
de l'Equatcur. Ces amendements ont ete soumis 
respectivement par les delegations de Ja Yougo
slavie, de la France et de la Chine. 

Le President met aux voix l'amendement 
de l::t Chine qui s'ecartc le plus dn projet de 
resolution ell' l'Equatcur, et qui sc lit comme 
suit : << supprimer IC' dcuxicme paragraphe dtt 
projct de resolution de I'Equateur, inserer Ie 
texte du projet de resolution de In delegation de 
l'Australic (A/C.1j312) JJ. 

Lc vole a lim a main levee. Par 47 voix, avec 
5 a bstcnl ions, l' amendcmrnl de la delegation de 
Ia Chine est adopte. 

Le PntsmE:--~T indique que Ia Commission va 
maintement ctre appelce a se prononcer sur Ia 
composition de ln sons-commission. Le troisieme 
paragraphc du projet de resolution de l'Equateur 
mentionne un certain nombre de deh~gations. 
D'autrc part, le delegation de Ia Suede a soumis 
un pro jet de resolution (AJC.l /316). 

l\1. McNmr. (Royaume-Uni) suggerc que Ia 
Premiere Commission charge le President de 
soumettrc a Ia prochaine seance une Iiste des 
neuf delegations qui seraient appelees a sieger a 
la sons-commission. 

Cette Iiste devrait tenir compte du principe 
de repartition geographique, ainsi que des difTC
rentes opinions exprimees au cours des dcbats. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) appuie Ia proposition 
du representant du Royaume-Uni. 

M. SANDLER (Suede) indique que, scion le 
projet de resolution de sa delegation, le mandat 
de la future sons-commission n'est pas celui que 
la Premiere Commission a decide tl.e donner a 
cet organe. Mais si la proposition suedoise est 
desormais sans objet, la question meme qu'elle 
souleve reste entiere et Ia sou~-commission 
pourra chercher a determiner le moment opportun 
pour une consultat ion entre les six promoteurs 
de la resolution 1 (I) de l'Assemblee generale 
du 24 janvier 1946. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) declare que Ia liste presentee par la 
delegation de I'Equateur est conforme au principe 
d'une repartition geographique equitable. Il 
conviendrait done que Ja Commission soit appelee 
a se prononcer sur le troisieme paragraphe du 
projet de resolution de cette delegation. 

M. THORN (Nouvelle-zelande) indique que sa 
delegation ne desire pas faire partie de la sons
commission. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) suggere que les repre
sentants de la Suede et de Ia Norvegc s'entendent 
pour que Ia delegation de l~ Sue~e, qui. ava~t 
presente un projet de r~so!utwn, so1t representee 
au sein de la sous-comm1sswn. 

M. LANGHELLE (Norvege) indique que sa 
delegation serait heureuse eventuellement de 



the Swedish delegation should represent the 
Scandinavian countries on the sub-committee. 

Mr. RAMADIEn (France) thought that it would 
be more suitable if the sub-committee were com
posed of twelve members. It would then be 
possible to add to the six sponsors of the reso
lution of 24 January 1946, six other countries, 
\Yhich could be chosen from among those which 
had submitted draft resolutions or amendments. 
In the latter category, it would be appropriate 
if Belgium were represented in the sub-committee. 

Ivir. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) stated that the sub-committee's task 
would be to find a basis for agreement. The 
question as to whether the sub-committee should 
consist of twelve or fifteen members was therefore 
relativ-ely unimportant. Besides, Mr. Ramadier 
had put forward no arguments in favour of his 
proposal that the sub-committee should be com
posed of eleven or twelve members. 

::\1r. McNEIL (United Kingdom) accepted the 
amendment submitted by the French delegation 
to the effect that the sub-committee should be 
composed of twelve members. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the sub-com
mittee should be composed of eleven members. 
He put to the vote the proposal that the sub
committee should comprise eleven members to be 
appointed by the Chairman in accordance with 
the principle of equitable geographical distri
bution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands and the 
Chairman's proposal was adopted by 43 voles to 3, 
with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIR"-'lAN called for a vote on the whole 
of the draft resolution on the establishment of a 
sub-committee. 

::\ir. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) thought that the vote on the draft 
rcsJlution as a whole should not take place until 
the Chairman had made his suggestions for 
membership of the sub-committee : 

~Ir. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that his delegation wished to 
make the following statement. 

In the course of the discussion on the appoint
ment of a sub-committee, and especially during 
the discussion of the question of instructing that 
sub-committee to prepare a text which would 
facilitate general agreement, the United States 
representative had categorically opposed any 
mention of a" general agreement" and the major
itv of the committee had endorsed his stand. 

·The USSR delegation therefore felt obliged 
to point out how dangerous it would be if the 
United States delegation were to participate in the 
work of the sub-committee with the fixed intention 
of preventing any agreement on the fundamental 
question at issue. 

:vir. J.\:1 NEIL (United Kingdom) stated that his 
delegation had taken no part in the discussion 
or the vote on the subject mentioned by the 
USSR representative. It had only been a minor 
drafting point. The sub-committee was in any 
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laisser a la delegation de la Suede le soin de repre
senter les pays scandinaves au sein de la sons
commission. 

M. RAMADIER (France) considere que le chiffre 
de douze membres serait plus approprie. Il serait 
ainsi possible d'ajouter aux six promoteurs de la 
resolution du 24 janvier 1946, six autres E. tats 
qui pourraient etre choisis parmi ceux qui ont 
soumis des projets de resolution ou des amende
ments. C'est ainsi qu'il conviendrait que la 
Belgique flit representee au sein de la sons
commission. 

M. MANUILSKI (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) indique que les fonctions de la sons-
commission consisteront a trouver une base 
d'accord. Il importe done assez peu que cet 
organe comprennc douze ou quinze membres .. 
De fait, M. Ramadier n'a prescnte aucun argument 
en faveur de sa proposition tendant a nommer une 
sons-commission de onze ou douze membres. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare acceptm
l'amendement de la delegation fran<;aise selon 
lequel la sons-commission devrait comprendre 
douze membres. 

Le Pn-E:smENT suggere que le nombre des 
membres de la sons-commission soit de onze. Il 
met aux voix la proposition tendant a fixer a 
onze le nombre des membres de la sons-commis
sion, qui seraient designes par le President 
suivant une equitable repartition geographique. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Par 43 voix contre 
3, avec 6 abstentions, cette proposition est adoptee. 

Le PmismENT annonce qu'il va mettre aux 
voix !'ensemble du projet relatif a l'etablissement 
d'une sons-commission. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) declare que le vote sur !'ensemble 
ne devrait pas intervenir avant que le President 
ait Soumis SCS propositions relativement a la 
composition de la sons-commission. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) indique que la delegation de l'URSS 
desire faire la declaration suivante : 

Au cours des debats sur la creation d'une 
sons-commission, et plus particulierement lorsqu'il 
s'est agi de donner pour mandat a cette sons
commission d'elaborer un texte qui put faciliter 
un accord general, la delegation des Etats-Unis 
s'est formellernent opposee a ce que mention 
fut faite d'un « accord general ll, et la majorite 
a suivi le representant des Etats-Unis. 

La deh?gation de l'URSS se voit done dans 
!'obligation de signaler le danger qu'il y aurait 
a ce que la delegation des Etats-Unis participat 
aux travaux de la so us-commission avec !'intention 
bien arretee que celle-ci ne parvienne pas a Un 
accord sur cette question fondamentale. 

J.\:1. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) indique que la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni n'a pris part ~i a 
la discussion relative a la question dont Vlent 
de parler le representant de l'URSS, ni au. vo.te 
qui est intervenu sur ce point. Il ne s'agtssmt,. 



case hound to make every effort to achieve 
agreement and there was no need to state that 
fact explicitly. Certain delegations had, however, 
for propaganda purposes exploited a procedural 
incident without any real significance. 

:\Ir. Ausn:-< (United States of America) pro
tested against the statement made by the USSR 
representative. The verbatim report would show 
what had actual!y happened. 

The United States delegation had actually pro
pcs;d that the words" general agreement "should 
be replaced by the words " agreement on a reso
lution for submission to the Committee ". It 
was absurd to argue that the United States did 
not wish agreement to be reached, as the chief 
desire of his delegation was, in fact, to reach an 
agreement. 

1\fr.J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republic3) 
explained that he had been referring only to the 
attitude adopted by the United States delegation 
and not to that of the United Kingdom delegation. 

The meeting rose at 1.17 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY -THIRD 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 7 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

16. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission 

The complete text of the resolution (A.C.1 /317), 
which had been adopted paragraph by paragraph 
at the 152nd meeting, was adopted by 34 votes 
in favour, with 3 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Sub-Committee 
should be composed of the following countries : 
Brazil, Canada, China, Ecuador, France, India, 
Sweden, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Kingdom, United States of America. 

It was so agreed. 

17. Discussion on the prohibition of the 
atomic weapon and the reduction by 
one-third of the armaments and 
armed forces of the permanent 
members of the Security Council : 
item proposed by the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics (A/658) 

Mr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that the proposal submitted 
by the USSR delegation (A/658) at the plenary 
meeting of the General Assembly on 25 September 
was in accord with its consistent and unchanging 
policy of strengthening peace and security and 
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en effet, que d'une question de redaction sans 
importance. La sons-commission se doit, de toute 
maniere, de faire tous ses efforts pour parvenir 
a un accord, et cela n'avait nul besoin d'etre 
indique explicitement. Certaines delegations 
ont profite d'un incident de procedure sans 
aucune signification veritable pour faire de la 
pro pagan de. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) s'eleve 
contre les declarations du representant de l'URSS. 
Le proces-verbal fera justice de ces allegations. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis avait, en effet, 
propose de remplacer les mots «accord general 11 

par les mots « accord sur une resolution a sou
mettre a la Commission>>. II est d'ailleurs parfai
tement absurde de pretendre que les Etats-Unis 
ne veulent pas qu'un accord se realise. La recherche 
d'un accord est precisement ce qui inspire Ia 
delegation des Etats-Unis. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) precise qu'il s'est refere a !'attitude 
de Ia delegation des Etats-Unis, non a celle du 
representant du Royaume-Uni. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 17. 

CENT-CINQUANTE-TROISIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 7 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

16. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique 

Par 34 voix, avec 3 abstentions, le texle complet de 
la resolution (AJC.1j317), adoptee article par 
article a la 1526 seance est adopte. 

Le President propose que la Sons-Commission 
soit composee des pays suivants : Bresil, Canada, 
Chine, Equateur, France, lnde, Suede, Republique 
socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique. 

ll en est ainsi decide. 

17. Discussion sur !'interdiction de 
l'arme atomique et la reduction 
d 'un tiers des armements et des 
forces armees des membres perma
nents du Conseil de securite: point 
propose par l'Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques (A/658) 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que, l~ pr.opositi~n pre
sentee le 25 septembre par la delegatwn de I URSS 
(A/658), a la seance pienie~e. de l'Assemblee 
generale est conforme a la pohtrque constante et 
immuabie de l'URSS, tendant a renforcer Ia paix et 



struggling for democratic principles in the post
war peace against the plans of certain States 
for dividing the United Nations. Such a policy 
was determined by the very substance and 
character, the very nature of the Soviet Socialist 
Government of workers and peasants who were 
highly interested in setting up and maintaining 
a solid and durable peace all over the world. 
The USSR, which had defeated the Fascist 
aggressors and had worked toward reconstruc
tio~ for three years, had continually fought 
a?amst .the war psychosis which was being 
kmdled m certain countries, particularly in the 
United States. 

Mr. Vyshinsky reviewed the policy of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in the League 
of Nations to show that the USSR had always 
taken the initiative against war and for the 
reduction of armaments and stressed the active 
participation of the USSR delegation in the 
Preparatory Commission for Disarmament. 

He cited the proposal of the USSR delegation 
regarding immediate and full disarmament which 
was presented for consideration at the first 
meeting of the fourth session of the Preparatory 
Disarmament Commission in 1927, but which 
did not gain support. 

He further cited the second proposal of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics regarding 
the proportional reduction of armaments which 
also did not gain support and was rejected at 
the sixth session in April, 1929. 

Nevertheless every effort to reach positive 
results had failed and the work of the Dis
armament Commission had been wrecked. He 
recalled the report of Mr. Molotov to the Congress 
of Soviets in 1931 that the words about dis
armament used in the Commission had in fact 
screened a mad armaments race. The United 
States proposal at that time would have given 
each State the right to exceed the established 
norm when it deemed its security to be threatened, 
provided only that it advised the other signa
tories to the Convention, thus freeing them to 
do the same. Mr. Molotov had pointed out 
that the cutting edge of the rise in capitalist 
armaments expenditures was directed against 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

Mr. Vyshinsky noted that the Disarmament 
Conference of 1932 had also failed. The French 
delegation had insisted on security guarantees 
and had again proposed an international army 
under the League of Nations. Some delegations 
had attempted to arm Germany against France 
and others to arm her against the USSR. The 
United Kingdom position had not been clear, 
but it had opposed French demands for security 
because it feared to strengthen France. The 
United States had proposed the reduction of 
land forces to the level necessary for the mainte
nance of internal order. It was clear that naval 
powers wished land disarmament, which was a 
predicate of the United Kingdom plan, while 
the land {lOWers wished naval disarmament. 

la securite et. a l~ttter d~ns le n:onde d'apres-gu.errc 
pour les prmcipes democratlques, en resistant 
aux menees de certains Etats qui s'efforcent de 
semer la division parmi les Nations Unies. Une telle 
politique est inherente a la nature, au caractere 
a l'essence meme du Gouvernement socialist~ 
sovietique d'ouvriers et de paysans, qui manifeste 
un vif interet pour l'etablissement et le maintien 
d'une paix solide et durable dans le monde entier. 
L'URSS, qui a ecrase les agresseurs fascistes et qui 
travaille depuis trois ans a sa reconstruction, n'a 
cesse de Iutter contre la psychose de guerre qu'on 
entretient dans certains pays, notamment aux 
Etats-Unis. 

M. Vychinsky passe en revue la politique pour
suivie autrefois par !'Union sovietique au sein de 
la Societe des Nations, pour montrer que l'URSS a 
toujours pris l'initiative de I' opposition ala guerre 
et des efforts en faveur de la reduction des 
armements et il fait nssortir la part active prise 
par la delegation de l'URSS aux travaux de la 
Commission preparatoire du desarmement. 

II cite la proposition de desarmement immediat 
et total presentee par Ia delegation de l'URSS a 
la premiere seance de la quatrieme session de la 
Commission preparatoire du desarmement en 
1927, mais qui n'a pas ete soutenue. 

II cite encore une deuxieme proposition de 
!'Union des Republiques socialistes sovietiques 
visant la reduction proportionnelle des armements 
qui, elle non plus, ne trouva pas le soutien neces
saire et fut repoussee a la sixieme session, en 
avril 1929. 

Malgre ces propositions, tous les efforts pour 
aboutir a des resultats positifs out echoue et le 
travail de la Commission du desarmement n'a pas 
eu de suite. Il rappelle que le rapport de M. Molotov 
au Congres des Soviets de 1931 constatait que les 
belles phrases proferees ala Commission a propos du 
desarmement avaient, en fait, servi de paravent 
a une folie course aux armements. La proposition 
faite a l'epoque par les Etats-Unis d' Amerique 
aurait donne a chaque Etat Ie droit de depasser 
la norme d'armements fixee s'il estimait sa secu
rite menacee, a la seule condition d'en aviser les 
autres signataires de la Convention, ce qui aurait 
autorise ceux-ci a faire de meme. M. Molotov avait 
fait remarquer que Ia menace que constituait 
l'accroissement des depenses des pays capitalistes 
pour les armements etait dirigee contre l'Union 
sovietique. 

M. Vychinsky rappelle ensuite que la Conference 
du desarmement de 1932 a egalement echoue. 
La delegation fran~aise a cette Confer.ence ava~t 
insiste pour que la securite rut garantle et avait 
propose a nouveau de constituer une .arm~e_inter
nationale qui aurait ete placee a la dispositiOn de 
la Societe des Nations. Certaines delegations y ont 
essaye d' armer l' Allemagne contre la France, 
d'autres ont essaye de l'armer contre l'URSS. 
La position du Royaume-Uni n'y fut pas .nette 
mais sa delegation, parce qu'elle crmgnmt de 
renforcer la position de la France, s'oppos_a aux 
demandes de cette derniere, qui reclamait des 
garanties de securite. Les :Etats-Unis proposerent 
de ramener les effectifs des armees de terre au 
niveau minimum indispensable au maintien de 
l'ordre interieur. Les Puissances navales sou
haitaient evidemment le desarmement terrestre, 

97 



The efforts of the USSR for a reduction of 
armaments had been opposed in the League of 
Nations by the United Kingdom and France, 
a situation which reminded Mr. Vyshinsky of 
the present stubborn opposition of certain 
leading delegations to the generous initiative 
of the Soviet Union. Paul Boncour's formula 
of twenty years ago was now being repeated 
by such persons as Mr. Bevin and Mr. Spaak, 
who kept insisting on security guarantees as 
a preliminary to a mere reduction of armaments, 
rather than to disarmament itself. The security 
formula had been embodied in the Treaty of 
Locarno, the ineffectiveness of which had been 
shown in the shame of Munich when Czechoslo
Yakia was betrayed and Hitler's hands had 
been untied for aggression against the East, 
against the USSR. Thus the political environ
ment for the unification of Europe without 
Russia had been created, reminding one of the 
present effort of the United States to organize 
hlocs against the USSR. 

While the British position at first had been 
land disarmament and then security, the United 
Kingdom had adopted the Paul Boncour formula 
in 193·1 under pressure from the British Dom
inions who were interested in freeing themselves 
from the Locarno obligations. Disarmament of 
naval forces was not contemplated by the United 
Kingdom. The United States for its part had 
refused to participate in any control plan under 
the League of Nations. Nevertheless, on 27 
September 19·18, Mr. Bevin had advanced the 
same formula of " security first ". 

Mr. Vyshinsky then adverted to l\1r. Spaak's 
observation in the General Assembly that the 
USSR statement had shown an ignorance of the 
aims of the Benelux countries. The USSR 
representative had said that such treaties as the 
Brussels Treaty could be directed against former 
allies, and had pointed out that the United 
States and United Kingdom Press admitted 
that the treaty was directed against the USSR. 
Mr. Spaak had adduced no evidence that the 
treaty was defensive nor shown against whom 
defence was needed ; instead he had made mere 
rhetorical references to the fear in the West. 
It was clear from Mr. Spaak's speech itself that 
the defensive alliance was directed against 
the USSR. Despite Mr. Spaak's denial, respon
sible groups in Belgium, including Mr. Spaak's 
mvn party, had engaged in warmongering against 
the USSR. Mr. Vyshinsky challenged Mr. Spaak 
to point out in the newspapers of the USSR or 
in the statements of USSR leaders any hint of 
the preparation of an attack against any country, 
particularly Belgium, which the people of the 
USSR had liberated at a cost of much blood. 
If, as Mr. Spaak said, the nations of Western 
Europe feared the USSR, they should support 
the proposals of the USSR for a reduction of 
military power. However, they were willing 
to accept the reduction only of the military 
power of the USSR, but not of that of their 
own friends. Mr. Spaak's expressed fear that 

qui etait la base meme du plan du Royaume-Uni 
tandis que les Puissances terrestres souhaitaient 
le desarmement naval. 

Les efforts de l'URSS pour obtenir une reduction 
des armements s'etaient heurtes a la Societe des 
Nations a !'opposition du Royaume-Uni et de Ia 
France; M. Vychinsky fait un parallele entre cette 
situation et !'opposition opiniatre que manifestent 
actuellement certaines delegations importantes 
a l'egard de la genereuse initiative de l'Union 
sovietique. La formule lancee il y a vingt ans par 
M. Paul-Boncour est reprise maintenant par des 
personnages tels que M. Bevin et M. Spaak, qui 
reclament avec insistance des garanties de securite, 
comme conditions preliminaires a une simple 
reduction d'armements, plutOt qu'au desar
mement lui-meme. La formule << securite » etait 
incluse clans le Traite de Locarno, dont l'ineffi
cacite a ete clemontree par la honteuse capitu
lation de Munich qui trahissait Ia Tchecoslovaquie 
et laissait les mains libres a Hitler pour attaquer 
l'Est europeen, pour attaquer l'URSS. On creait 
ainsi le climat politique voulu pour !'unification 
de !'Europe sans Ja Russie, ce qui annonc;ait les 
efforts que font actuellement les Etats-Unis pour 
organiser des blocs hostiles a l'URSS. 

Alors qu'a l'origine, la politique britannique 
avait ete de reclamer le desarmement terrestre 
cl'abord, et Ia securite ensuite, le Royaume-Uni, 
sous la pression de ses Dominions, qui desiraient 
se liberer des obligations que leur imposait le 
Traite de Locarno, s'est rallie en 1934 ala formule 
Paul-Boncour. Le Royaume-Uni n'envisageait 
pas le desarmement des forces navales. De leur 
cote, Ies Etats-Unis ont refuse de participer a tout 
systeme de controle subordonne a l'autorite de 
la Societe des Nations. Cela n'a pas empechC 
l\1. Bevin de proposer, le 27 septembre 1948, la 
meme formule de (( securite d'aborcl )). 

M. Vychinsky fait ensuite allusion aux paroles 
de M. Spaak a I' Assemblee generale, selon lequel 
Ia declaration de l'URSS aurait temoigne d'une 
meconnaissance complete des buts clu Benelux. 
Le representant de l'URSS avait declare que des 
traites comme celui de Bruxelles pouvaient etre 
cliriges contre d'anciens allies, et il avait fait 
remarquer que Ia presse americaine et anglaise 
reconnaissait que ce traite etait clirige contre 
l'URSS. M. Spaak n'a fourni aucune preuve du 
caractere defensif du traite ; il n'a pas etabli non 
plus contre qui cette defense s'imposait; il s'est 
borne a faire de la rhetorique en parlant de la peur 
qui regne dans les pays de I' Ouest. II ressort nette
ment du discours meme de lVI. Spaak que cette 
alliance defensive est dirigee contre l'URSS. 
Malgre les denegations de M. Spaak, des groupes 
influents, en Belgique, y compris le propre parti 
de M. Spaak, se sont lances dans une cam
pagne cl'incitation a la guerre contre l'URSS. 
M. Vvchinsky clefie M. Spaak de trouver dans les 
journ~ux de l'URSS ou dans les declarations 
d'hommes d'Etat de l'URSS une allusion 
quelconque ala preparation d'une agression contre 
un pays quelconquc, en particulier contre la 
Belgique, que les peuples de l'URSS ont liberee au 
prix de tant de sang. Si, comme I~ pretend M. ~paak, 
les nations cl'Europe occidentale cra1gnent 
l'URSS, elles devraient appuyer les propositions 
de l'URSS tendant a la reduction dn potentiel 
militaire. Or, ils sont disposes a accepter la reduc-



while mankind knew what to do, it would be 
unable to do it, was a poorly masked threat 
to peace and security. It was the language 
of attack rather than of defence. Mr. Spaak 
had by-passed the proposals of the USSR. 
Apart from his statements against the USSR, 
he had contributed nothing to the liberation 
of mankind from the threat of a new war or of 
atomic weapons. It was clear that he opposed 
the reduction of armaments, the prohibition 
of atomic weapons, and effective international 
control. He had not even followed the formula 
of " security first ". 

Mr. Spaak had tried to help prove Mr. Bevin's 
nonsense that according to Marxist-Leninist 
doctrine there could be no compromise between 
the Communist and non-Communist world. 
Mr. Bevin had quoted Lenin out of context 
without showing that Lenin's statement had 
been made at a time when the new Soviet State 
was being threatened by the armed intervention 
of fourteen other European States including 
the United Kingdom. Mr. Bevin had tried to 
pro\~e that the USSR did not wish to co-operate, 
for without a basis of confidence, co-operation 
and treaties were without meaning. This argu
rnen~ put forth by Mr. Bevin and supported by 
Mr. Spaak had been a fiasco for it had lacked 
objectivity. While Lenin was still the head 
of the USSR, every effort had been made to 
establish peaceful relations with all countries. 
In particular, peaceful trade relations with the 
United Kingdom had been a central aim of 
USSR policy. In 1922 Lenin had pointed out 
the urgency of broadening trade between Russia 
and the capitalist countries on the basis of 
which the development of proper relations 
wouH go forward. Lenin had also said that the 
USSR had taken the road towards co-operation 
and that the normalizing of diplomatic relations 
must go forward despite opposition. 

This indication of Lenin led the highest 
legislative body at that time - the Second 
Congress of the Soviets of the USSR - to state 
in 1924 regarding the re-establishment of relations 
between the United Kingdom and the USSR that 
such a co-operation should be the principal aim 
of the USSR Government. Mr. Vyshinsky 
also quoted Generalissimo Stalin's statement to 
Mr. Stassen in 1947 that the Soviet people 
desired to co-operate with the capitalist countries. 
These were basic formulations of foreign policy 
by the heads of the Soviet State. There had 
been no departure from Lenin's system. The 
Soviet people desired to co-operate ; it was the 
capitalist system that was unwilling. 

Mr. Bevin had uttered his falsehood for political 
reasons in order to destroy co-operation. Instead 
of talking about the desirability of co-operation 
he had brought into question its very possibility. 
On the basis of this policy of the United States 
and the United Kingdom, the successful operation 
of the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
was impossible. At the last session of the 
Assembly, Mr. Molotov had stressed the impor
tance of beginning to implement Article 11, 
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tion du potentiel militaire de la seule URSS, mais 
non la reduction de celui de leurs propres amis. 
M. Spaak dit eraindre que l'humanite, tout en 
sachant ce qu'il y a lieu de faire, ne soit incapable 
de le realiser ; cette declaration constitue une 
menace mal deguisee a la paix et a la securite. 
C'est la, le langage de l'agression, plutot que celui 
de la defensive. M. Spaak a elude les propositions 
de l'URSS. Abstraction faite de ses declarations 
hostiles a l'URSS, il n'a contribue en rien a deli
vrer l'humanite de la menace d'une nouvelle 
guerre ni de la menace des armes atomiques. Il 
est evident qu'il s'oppose a la reduction des 
armements, a !'interdiction des armes atomiques 
et a un controle international effectif. II n'a pas 
suivi la formule << securite d'abord ». 

M. Spaak s'est aussi efforce de justifier 
l'absurdite qu'a proferee M. Bevin quand il a dit 
que la doctrine marxiste-leniniste ne permet 
aucun compromis entre les pays communistes et 
les pays non communistes. M. Bevin a cite Lenine 
en separant les passages de leur contexte, sans 
preciser que Lenine avait fait ces declarations 
alors que quatorze Etats europeens, y compris 
le Royaume-Uni, mena<;aient, par leur inter
vention armee, le nouvel Etat sovietique. M. Bevin 
a tente de prouver que l'URSS ne veut pas 
cooperer ; en effet, sans la confiance indispensable, 
la cooperation et les traites n'ont aucun sens. M. 
Bevin, appuye par M. Spaak, n'a rien prouve car 
il a manque d'objectivite. Lorsque Lenine etait 
encore a la tete de l'URSS, tous les efforts ont ete 
faits en vue d'etablir des relations pacifiques avec 
toutes les nations. Le principal objectif de la poli
tique de l'URSS avait ete, en particulier, d'etablir 
des relations commerciales pacifiques avec le 
Royaume-Uni. En 1922, Lenine souligna la neces
site urgente d'intensifier le commerce entre la 
Russie et les pays capitalistes, ce qui formerait le 
point de depart de bonnes relations. Lenine avait 
declare egalement que l'URSS s'etait engagee sur 
la voie de la cooperation et que la reprise des rela
tions diplomatiques normales devait s'effectuer 
en de pit de l' opposition. 

Cette indication de Lenine engagea le corps 
lcgislatif supreme de l'URSS a cette epoque - le 
deuxieme Congres des soviets de l'URSS - a 
declarer, en 1924, au sujet du n~tablissement des 
relations entre le Royaume-Uni et l'URSS, que le 
Gouvernemcnt de l'URSS devait tendre avant 
tout a cette cooperation. M. Vychinsky cite 
egalement un passage de la declaration faite par 
le generalissime Staline aM. Stassen, en 1947, et 
selon laquelle la population de l'URSS desire 
cooperer avec les Etats capitalistes. Tels sont les 
points principaux de la politique etrangere des 
dirigeants de l'URSS. Ils ne sc sont pas ecartes du 
plan de Lenine. Le peuplc de l'URS~ vent 
cooperer ; c'est le monde capitaliste qm ne le 
veut pas. 

C'est pour des raisons politiques, et afin de 
detruire la cooperation que M. Bevin a profere ses 
propos denues de fondement. Au lieu d~ parle_r des 
avantagcs qu'il y aurait a cooperer, Il a _m1~ en 
doute la possibilite meme de cette cooperatiOn. 
Cette politique des Etats-Unis et du Royaume
Uni rend impossible le succes des travaux ~e la 
Commission des armements de type class1que. 
A la derniere session de l' Assemhlee gencrale, 
M. Molotov avait souligne qu'il etait important de 



paragraph 1 of the Charter, which empowered 
the General Assembly to consider the general 
principles of co-operation in the maintenance of 
international peace and security, including the 
pri.nciples governing disarmament and the regu
latiOn of armaments. Mr. Molotov had stressed 
at the time the contribution to security which 
disarmament could make. l\L Vyshinsky further 
pointed out that there was a Military Staff 
Committee which, among other things, was to 
advise the Security Council on the regulation of 
armaments. Despite the efforts of the USSR, 
implementation of the General Assembly resolution 
had been resisted, no positive results had been 
attained, and the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments had failed just as had the Atomic 
Energy Commission. As a symptom of this 
resistance, Mr. Vyshinsky pointed to the vote at 
the previous meeting of the First Committee on 
the paragraph of the Ecuadorean draft resolution 
(A JC.1 /311) calling for an effort towards general 
agreement. Resumption of the work was an 
inescapable necessity. Aggressive weapons, such 
as the atomic bomb, were needed only by those 
with designs on the territories of others. Without 
the prohibition of atomic weapons it was useless 
to talk of the reduction of conventional arma
ments, for the two problems were closely inter
related and required a concerted decision. 

Mr. Vyshinsky declared that an armaments 
race was in progress in which the United States 
held first place. He pointed out that the United 
States Congress had appropriated 15,200 million 
dollars for military purposes for the fiscal year 
1947-1948. This was 39.1 per cent of the total 
budget and did not present the whole picture 
since it did not include 500 million dollars for 
the production of atomic energy, 600 million 
dollars for stockpiling strategic materials, and 
400 million dollars for military assistance to 
Greece, Turkey, China, etc. The burden of 
this mad armaments race fell on the working 
people of the United States and demonstrated 
that the United States Government did not 
want disarmament. 

Mr. Vyshinsky also quoted from a United Press 
dispatch of 2 October giving information on United 
States plans for the development of atomic 
weapons during the next fifty years. The 
article stated that the United States would 
ensure its supremacy by means of atomic weapons 
and predicted that the USSR would not be 
able to overcome the advantage which the 
present monopoly of atomic energy gave to the 
United States. In his opinion this was a good 
example of how the military officers in certain 
countries were preparing for a new war while 
their representatives in the United Nations 
were talking of control of atomic energy. Even 
if it were true that the prohibition of atomic 
weapons would deprive the United States of an 
advantage, it was demagogic to use such an 
argument, for it should be remembered that 
this advantage was one of mass extermination 
of which all peace-loving peoples stood in horror. 
It was for those reasons that the delegation 

com~encer a appliquer le paragraphe premier de 
I' Article 11 de la Charte qui autorise I' Assemblee 
generale a etudier les principes generaux de coope
ration pour le maintien de Ia paix et de la securite 
internationales, y compris les principes regissant 
le desarmement et Ia reglementation des ar
mements. M. Molotov avait montre a l'epoque 
que le desarmement pourrait contribuer dans une 
grande mesure a assurer la securite. M. Vychinsky 
poursuit en soulignant qu'il existe un Comite 
d'etat-major qui doit, entre autres taches, 
donner au Conseil de securite des avis sur la regie
mentation des armements. En depit des efforts de 
l'URSS, on s'est oppose a Ia mise en ceuvre de Ia 
resolution de l'Assemblee generale; on n'a pu 
parvenir a aucun resultat concret et Ia Commission 
des armements de type classique a echoue, tout 
comme la Commission de l'energie atomique. 
M. Vychinsky voit une preuve de cette opposition 
dans le vote qui a eu lieu, a Ia seance precedente de 
Ia Premiere Commission, sur le paragraphe du 
projet de resolution de l'Equateur (A/C.1/311) 
qui recommande une tentative d'accord general. 
II est absolument indispensable de reprendre les 
travaux. Seuls ceux qui ont des visees sur le terri
toire d'autrui peuvent avoir besoin d'armes 
d'agression, telle que Ia bombe atomique. Si l'on 
n'interdit pas les armes atomiques, il est vain de 
parler de la reduction des armements de type 
classique, car il existe un rapport tres etroit entre 
ces deux questions qui appellent une decision 
commune. 

Le monde assiste a une course aux armements 
dans laquelle les Etats-Unis sont en tete. 
M. Vychinsky fait remarquer que le Congres des 
Etats-Unis a alloue, pour l'exercice 1947-1948, 
15.200 millions de dollars a des fins militaires. 
Ce chiffre represente 39,1 pour 100 du budget 
total, mais il est incomplet car il ne tient com pte 
ni des 500 millions de dollars prevus pour la 
production d'energie atomique, ni des 600 millions 
destines au stockage de matieres premieres 
d'interet militaire, ni des 400 millions au titre 
de !'aide militaire a la Grece, a la Turquie, a la 
Chine, etc. Les depenses occasionnees par cette 
course effrenee aux armements sont supportees 
par les travailleurs des Etats-Unis et prouvent 
que le Gouvernement de ce pays ne veut pas de 
desarmement. 

M. Vychinsky cite egalement un passage d'une 
depeche de Ia United Press en date du 2 octobre 
qui donne des informations sur le projet de deve
loppement des armes atomiques aux Etats-Unis 
au cours des cinquante annees a venir. Cette 
depeche declare que Ies Etats-Unis assureront 
leur superiorite par le moyen des armes atomiques 
et que l'URSS ne pourra rattraper l'avance que le 
monopole actuel de l'energie atomique donne aux 
Etats-Unis. Pour M. Vychinsky cela montre bien 
que les cadres militaires de certains pays se pre
parent a une nouvelle guerre alors que les repre
sentants de ces memes pays a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies discutent du controle de l'energie 
atomique. Meme s'il etait vrai que !'interdiction 
des armes atomiques priverait les Etats-Unis d'un 
avantage, ce serait faire preuve de ?emagogie que 
d'invoquer un tel argument, car II ne faut pas 
oublier qu'il s'agit d'un av~n.tag~ permettant une 
extermination en masse, qm msp1re une profonde 
horreur a taus les peuples pacifiques. C'est 
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of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had 
put forward its proposal for the reduction of 
armaments, the prohibition of atomic weapons 
and the establishment of a system of control, 
the adoption of which would be a first step 
toward security for the peoples of the world. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) thought that 
Mr. Vyshinsky had not met the point of Mr. 
Bevin's remarks in saying that Mr. Bevin had 
quoted from Lenin's statements in the early 
years of the new Soviet Republic. To prove 
that no notice should be taken of such quotations, 
l\Ir. Vyshinsky should show that these t eachings 
had been discarded forever. H e thought 
Mr. Bevin had quoted from the latest publication 
by Mr. Stalin on the Problems of Leninism and 
he himself could recall from the same publication 
the statement that USSR leaders need never be 
afraid of tactical deviations. Mr. Bevin's quota
tion was relevant because it expressed an axiom 
of Leninht thought which had never been 
completely repudiated by the USSR Government. 
Only if Mr. Vyshinsky could assure the Com
mittee that these teachings were to be disregarded 
as having only historical interest could he 
condemn Mr. Bevin for introducing an irrelevant 
quotation. 

Mr. Vyshinsky himself used the classical 
Leninist approach in accusing Mr. Spaak of 
dishonestly describing the Brussels Treaty as 
a defensive arrangement. That approach led 
Mr. Vyshinsky to picture Luxembourg as strain
ing at the leash to attack the entirely pacific 
USSR. Moreover, it was a strange injustice 
to suggest that Mr. Bevin was unfamiliar with 
the situation to which Mr. Vyshinsky said the 
quotation from Lenin applied. Whatever some 
elements in the United Kingdom might regrettably 
have done or sought to do to prevent the emer
gence of the USSR, Mr. Bevin had taken the 
leadership in the British Trade Union movement 
to prevent such intervention and it was ungrateful 
to suggest anything else. 

However, while those whom Mr. Vyshinsky 
criticized still felt only friendship for the people 
of the USSR, their attitude towards the USSR 
Government had necessarily become somewhat 
qualified because of the intransigent and unpre
dictable position of that Government. The 
USSR had claimed for itself a monopoly of 
political righteousness and wisdom and its 
representatives declared that all who disagreed 
were dishonest, were warmongers, vicious, wicked, 
and of aggressive intent. 

With regard to the USSR draft resolution, 
Mr. McNeil said that he did not pretend to know 
of any sure method of disarmament, but he 
believed that all the representatives would agree 
on the unrealistic nature of the USSR proposal, 
which was not calculated to create the conditions 
of world confidence essential to disarmament. 
While the USSR knew exactly how much was 
spent on armaments by the United Kingdom, 
for instance, how many men it had under arms, 
and how they were equipped and disposed, no 
one, not even ther epresentatives of countries most 
closely associated with the USSR, knew the 
full data in respect of that country. From 

pourquoi la delegation de I'URSS a presente une 
proposition en vue de Ia reduction des armements 
de !'interdiction des armes atomiques et de I~ 
creation d'un systeme de controle: !'adoption de 
cette proposition serait un premier pas vers Ia 
securite pour les peuples du monde. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume- Uni) estime que 
M. Vychinsky n'a pas repondu aux observations de 
M. Bevin en disant que celui-ci a cite des passages 
de declarations faites par Lenine pendant les 
premieres annees de Ia jeune republique sovietique. 
Si M. Vychinsky veut prouver qu'il ne faut pas 
tenir compte de ces passages, il doit montrer que 
les enseignements de Lenine ont ete abandonnes 
a jamais. La citation de M. Bevin, croit M. McNeil, 
a ete extraite du plus recent ouvrage de M. Staline 
sur les Problemes du leninisme, et M. McNeillui
meme se souvient a voir lu dans cet ouvrage que les 
chefs de l'URSS ne doivent pas craindre les 
changements de tactique. Le passage cite par 
M. Bevin est pertinent, car il contient un principe 
de la pensee leniniste que le Gouvernement 
de l'URSS n'a jamais totalement repudiee. 
M. Vychinsky ne pourrait accuser M. Bevin de 
citer un passage hors de propos que s'il etait en 
mesure d'affirmer a Ia Commission qu'il ne faut 
plus tenir compte de ces enseignements, qui ne 
presenteraient plus qu'un interet historique. 

M. Vychinsky lui-meme utilise la methode 
leniniste classique lorsqu'il accuse M. Spaak de 
presenter faussement Ie Traite de Bruxelles comme 
un accord defensif. Dans cette disposition d'esprit, 
il nous montre un Luxembourg impatient 
d'attaquer la tres pacifique URSS. De plus, il est 
curieusement injuste de pretendre que M. Bevin 
connait mal la situation a laquelle se rapporte le 
passage de Lenine qu'il a cite. Quelles que soient 
les methodes que certains milieux du Royaume
Uni aient malheureusement pu utiliser ou t enter 
d'utiliser pour s'opposer a Ia formation de l'URSS, 
M. Bevin, lui, a Ia tete du mouvement syndical 
britannique, avait pris !'initiative de combattre 
cette intervention et c'est etre ingrat que d'insi
nuer autre chose. 

Toutefois, alors que ceux qui font l'objet des 
critiques de M. Vychinsky n'ont encore que de 
l'amitie envers le peuple de l'URSS, leur attitude 
envers le Gouvernement de ce pays est, par Ia 
force des choses, devenue reservee par suite de Ia 
politique intransigeante et versatile de ce Gouver
nement. L'URSS pretend qu'elle est seule loyale 
et sage en politique et ses repn\sentants declarent 
que quiconque n'est pas d'accord avec eux est 
malhonnete, vicieux, mechant, incite a la guerre 
et nourrit des desseins agressifs. 

A propos du projet de resolution de l'URSS, 
M. McNeil ne pretend connaitre aucune m~tho~e 
qui conduirait surement au desarmement; 11 cro1t 
neanmoins que tousles representants sont ~·~ccord 
sur le caractere peu realiste de Ia propositiOn de 
l'URSS qui n' est pas pro pre a cr~er d_ans le 
monde les conditions de confiance necessmres au 
desarmement. Alors que l'URSS connait le 
montant exact depense par le Royau~e-Uni ~our 
les armements, qu'elle connait l'effectlf, Ie station
nement et l'equipement des troupes de ce pays, 
personne n'a de renseignements complets sur 
l'URSS a ce sujet, pas meme les represent~~ts des 
Etats qui sont le plus directement assoc1es a ce 
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published figures which he had hastily collected 
during the meeting, Mr. McNeil estimated that 
the USSH had devoted 17 per cent of its national 
income to defence. However, he did not know what 
was done wii.h an estimated surplus of 41,000 
million rubles. 1\Ir. JicNeil estimated that 66,100 
million rubles were allocated for defence in the 
USSH IW.lional budget for 19c18 as against 17,500 
million rubles in 1937. 

l\Ioreover, the method of disarmament proposed 
by the USSR gave ~ premium to those who 
had disarmed least. Unlike the USSR, the 
United Kingdom, in common with most of the 
other countries of \Vestern Europe, had, since 
the last war, committed itself to drastic dis
armament, and its defence forces were now down 
to a minimum. 

Since 1\Ir. Vyshinsky had given an outline 
of the disarmament discussions in the Lenguc 
of Nations, he could not be unavmre that when 
Jir. Litvinofi tabled similar proposals in 1934, 
there had been an exhaustive discussion of that 
method of proportional disarmament. Presum
ably 1\Ir. Vyshinsky had not commented on this 
because it would not have helped his argument. 

However, the Government of the United 
Kingdom might conceivably be willing to under
take these risks for the sake of the gains - and 
t,his was the crucial point of the debate- if a 
plan for an adequate system of inspection' veri
fication and control were presented. However, 
no such plan had been presented and in view of 
the discussion which had taken place in relation 
to atomic energy, Mr. McNeil believed that 
he would be false to his trust if he exposed the 
British people to so grave a risk. The work 
of the Atomic Energy Commission had been 
fruitless for the very reason that a number of 
Powers had been unwilling to disarm without 
sufficient guarantees, guarantees which they 
were willing and the USSR was unwilling to give. 
For that reason the acceptance of a USSR 
proposal depended upon the submission, by the 
USSR, of a system of adequate control and 
inspection which would persuade the peoples of 
the world that the USSR was in earnest and 
had nothing to hide. 

For years the peoples of the world had displayed 
an overwhelming desire to believe in the good 
intentions of the USSR but, said Mr. McNeil, 
they were now afraid and that because their 
deepest instincts had been stirred. Mr. Malik 
had said at the previous meeting that every 
USSR extension of territory had been effected 
by legal and legitimate means. Whether or 
not that was true did not matter. People in 
many parts of the world had become afraid 
of that expansion and were prepared to believe 
the worst. However, Mr. Vyshinsky should 
be assured that no nation could reject an appeal 
for disarmament if its genuineness were placed 
beyond doubt by an ofier of a system of verifi
cation, inspection and control satisfactory to 
the world. 

The experience of the Military Starr Committee 
scarcely gave grounds for optimism, however ; 
there -t;oo an intransigent minority had contin-

P~Y:s. D'apres certains chiffres publics, qu'il a 
hatiVement rassembles au cours de la seance 
M. McNeil evalue a 17 pour 100 de son reven~ 
national les credits que l'URSS consacre a sa 
defense. Mais, il ignore a quoi sont consacres les 
excedents budgetaires estimes a 41.000 millions de 
roubles. II a calcule que 66.100 millions de roubles 
sont consacres ala defense dans le budget de 19c!8, 
contre 17.500 millions en 1937. 

D'autre part, la methode de desarmement pro
posee par l'URSS favorise ceux qui ont le moins 
desarme. A la difierence de l'URSS, le Royaume
Uni, comme la plupart des autres pays de !'Europe 
occidentale, s'est engage a proceder a un desar
mement radical et ses forces defensives sont main
tenant reduites au minimum. 

Puisque M. Vychinsky a rappele dans leurs 
grandes !ignes les debats qui ont ...eu lieu sur le 
dcsarmement a Ia Societe des Nations, il ne peut 
ignorer que, lorsqu' en 1934 M. Litvinofi deposa 
devant cette Assemblee des propositions simi
laires, cette methode du desarmement propor
tionnel a fait l'objet d'une discussion detaillee. 
Sans doute, M. Vychinsky n'a-t-il pas commente 
ce fait parce qu'il n'aurait gu~re servi a etayer sa 
these. 

Cependant, il n'est pas inconcevable que le 
Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni puisse accepter 
de courir ces risques en raison des avantages 
escomptes ; mais- et c'est la le point crucial du 
dcbat- il faut pour cela qu'un plan soit soumis 
qui offre un systeme d'inspection, de verification 
et de controle efficace. Toutefois, aucun plan de 
ce genre n'a ete presente, et compte tenu de la 
discussion qui s'est deroulee au sujet de l'energie 
atomique, M. McNeil estime qu'il manquerait a 
son devoir s'il exposait le peuple britannique a un 
danger aussi grave. Les travaux de la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique ont ete infructueux 
pour cette raison meme qu'un certain nombre de 
Puissances se sont refusees a desarmer sans 
garanties suffisantes, garanties qu'elles etaient 
pretes a accorder, tandis que l'Union sovietique 
se refusait a en faire autant. C'est pour cette 
raison que la proposition de l'URSS ne sera 
adoptee que si elle apporte un plan d'inspection 
et de controle efficace, susceptible de convaincre 
les peuples du monde que l'URSS est de bonne 
foi et qu'elle n'a rien a cacher. 

Pendant de longues annees, les peuples du 
monde etaient manifestement desireux d'ajouter 
foi aux bonnes intentions de I'URSS, mais, declare 
M. McNeil, maintenant ils ont peur, et cela parce 
que leurs instincts les plus profonds ont ete mis en 
eveil. M. Malik a dit, a la seance precedente, que 
chaque fois que l'URSS a acquis un nouveau terri
loire, elle l'a fait par des moyens legaux et legi
times. II importe peu que ce soit vrai ou non. Un 
peu partout dans le monde, on s'efiraie maintenant 
de cette expansion, et on est pret a croire le pire. 
Cependant, M. Vychinsky pent etre assure 
qu'aucune nation ne repousserait un appel au 
desarmement, si, pour garantir la sincerite de cet 
appel, l'offre etait faite d'un systeme de verifi
cation, d'inspection et de controle satisfaisant 
pour le monde. 

Toutefois, ce qui s'est passe au Comite d'Etat
major n'autorise guere J'optimisme ; la aussi, 
une minorite intransigeante s'est continuellement 
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uously prevented action on a course on which 
the others had agreed. He hoped that the 
USSR would review its policy ; but not until 
trust had been created could any representative 
accede to the USSR proposals on behalf of his 
country. 

. l\:Ir. RoLIN (Belgium) reserved the right to reply 
Ill full to the criticisms directed by the USSR 
representative against Mr. Spaak. However, 
on this occasion he wished to correct the tenden
tious and distorted picture of the armaments 
problem which Mr. Vyshinsky had presented. 
How could the representative of the USSR 
suggest that the peoples of Western Europe 
who had suffered during the war years did not 
share with the peoples of the USSR their passion
ate desire for peace? 

Mr. Rolin had for twenty years taken part in 
the League of Nations discussions on disarmament 
to which Mr. Vyshinsky had referred. Mr. 
Vyshinsky had omitted one word which belonged 
in the trilogy, namely, arbitration. At that 
time it had been fully realized that the first 
condition of security was that juridical security 
derived from willingness to have recourse to 
loyal and impartial judges for the settlement of 
disputes. However, as Mr. Herriot had stated 
at that time, the three elements were inter
dependent and must be pursued simultane
ously. It was true that the League of Nations 
had been unable to carry out this programme 
but Mr. Rolin did not consider that the Dis
armament Conferencew as entirely a failure and 
thought valuable lessons could be drawn from it. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had referred to the Munich 
Agreement; but it must be remembered that 
none had been so critical of that agreement as 
the Belgian leaders. He did not think that 
much would be gained by recrimination concerning 
treaties entered into in those years, such as the 
German-USSR treaty. 

It was true that the world was witnessing a 
tragic armaments race. The people of Belgium 
in common with others were obliged to bear a 
crushing financial burden on that account and 
were anxious to cast it off. Moreover, they 
recognized that armaments did not ensure 
security. Mr. Spaak together with the majority 
of Belgians was anxious to put an end to the 
lamentable situation and it was ridiculous to 
suggest that, in his speech, he had envisaged 
anything other than the security of Belgium 
and her neighbours. 

While agreeing with Mr. Vyshinsky in purpose, 
~1r. Rolin felt bound to say that he had never 
encountered a cruder and more unacceptable 
proposal than that put forward by Mr. Vyshinsky. 
Did the latter forget the long discussion of 
proportionate reduction of armaments at the 
Disarmament Conference of 1932 ? What did 
armaments mean? Did it cover the budget, 
cffectives, materials, war potential? Adoption 
of the proposal would mean the beginning, not 
the end, of difficulties. 

opposee a !'adoption du plan auquel les autrcs 
s'etaient rallies. Le repre~ entant du Royaume-Uni 
espere que l'URSS va reviser sa politique ; en 
effet, tant qu'on n'aura pas fait naitre la confiance 
aucun representant ne pourra, au nom de so~ 
peuple, appuyer les propositions de l'URSS. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) se reserve le droit de 
repondre en detail aux critiques formulees par le 
representant de l'URSS a l'adresse de M. Spaak. 
Il tient cependant a rectifier des maintenant 
le tableau peu fidele et tendancieux que 
M. Vychinsky a pre>ente du probleme des arme
ments. Est-il admissible, demande-t-il, que le 
representant de l'URSS puisse insinuer que les 
peuples de l'Europe occidentale, apres avoir tant 
souffert pendant les annees de guerre, ne parta
gent pas le desir passionne de paix qui anime les 
peuples de l'URSS ? 

M. Rolin a pris part, pendant vingt ans, a la 
Societe des Nat ions, aux discussions sur le desar
mement auxquelles M. Vychinsky a fait allusion. 
M. Vychinsky a omis un mot, qui etait l'un des 
elements de la trilogie, a savoir, !'arbitrage. On se 
rendait parfaitement compte a cette epoque que 
Ia premiere condition de la securite, c'etait cette 
securite juridique qui consiste en !'acceptation du 
recours, pour le reglement des differends, a des 
juges impartiaux et loyaux. Toutefois, commc 
M. Herriot l'avait indique a l'epoque, les trois 
elements sont interdcpendants et doivent etre 
recherches simultanement. II est exact que la 
Societe des Nations n'a pu mener a bien ce pro
gramme, mais M. Rolin ne considere pas que la 
Conference du desarmement ait completement 
echoue, et il cstime que l' on peut tirer de ses 
travaux d'utiles levons. 

M. Vychinsky a parle de l'accord de Munich, 
mais il ne faut pas oublier que les dirigeants de la 
B~lgique ont critique cet accord plus que personnc; 
M. Rolin ne croit pas qu'il y ait avantage a recri
miner contre les traites conclus a cette epoque, 
par exemple contre le traite germano-sovietique. 

II est exact que le monde assiste a une course 
aux armements, ce qui est tragique. Le peuple 
beige, comme les autres, porte pour cette raison 
un fardeau financier ecrasant, et il souhaite 
pouvoir s'en debarrasser. Au reste, tous s'ac
cordent a reconnaitre que les armements 
n'assurent pas la securite. M. Spaak, comme la 
majorite des Belges, est anime d'un vif desir de 
mettre fin a cette situation deplorable, et il est 
ridicule de pretendre que, dans son discours, il ait 
envisage quoi que ce soit d'autre que la securite 
de la Belgique et de ses voisins. 

Tout en partageant les intentions ~xprime:s 
par le representant de l'URSS, M. Rohn se vmt 
contraint de dire qu'il ne s'est jamais trouve en 
presence d'une proposition plus simpliste e~ plus 
inacceptable que celle presentee pa1: M. Vychmsky. 
Ce dernier a-t-il oublie la longue dtscusswn sur la 
reduction proportionnelle des armements qui a eu 
lieu a la Conference du dcsarmement en 1932 ? 
Que faut-il entendre par armements ? ~e mot 
s'applique-t-il au budget, aux . effect1fs, r.u 
materiel, au potenticl de guerre ? S1 l'o? ad~ptmt 
la proposition de l'URSS, les dlfficultes, lom de 
finir, ne feraient que commencer. 
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:\Ir. Vyshinsky had proposed control within 
the frame,vork of the Security Council. Yet, 
Generalissimo Stalin had himself recognized 
how essential was the establishment of strict 
control. How could disarmament take place 
before a control body was established or even 
conceived? l\Ir. Rolin stressed his conviction 
that the USSR proposal was not viable. 

In conclusion, he urged the USSR delegation, 
if it desired to succeed in promoting the aims 
of the United Nations Charter, not to persist 
in insulting the members of other delegations. 

ll1r. illANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Hcpublic) proposed adjournment in order to 
give all delegations opportunity to study the 
exceptionally important USSR statement. 

The meeting rose at 5.10 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY -FOURTH 
MEETING 

11 cld at the Pal a is de Chaillot, Paris, on Saturday, 
9 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

18. Continuation of the discussion on the 
USSR proposal concerning the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of 
the armaments and armed forces 
of the permanent members of the 
Security Council : item proposed by 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics (A/658) 

:Mr. MoDZELEWSKI (Poland) observed that his 
country, having suffered under hitlerite occu
pation, was more anxious than any other that 
there should never be another war. 

He remarked that the question of disarmament 
should be considered in relation to the general 
political situation, the economic position of the 
various countries and the psychological atmos
phere. 

With regard to the general political situation, 
he declared that whereas certain countries, 
including the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
strove to maintain peace because they needed it, 
others, in particular the United States of America 
envisaged only a pax Americana in their thirst for 
domination. Whereas two years previously Pres
ident Truman had told the General Assembly 
that the rumours of war should be silenced, since 
all peoples wished peace, today the United States 
had become the foremost exploiter of those fears 
which were preventing the wounds caused by the 
Second World War from healing. When Mr. Spaak 
talked about fear, he should be logical and admit 
that the peoples were afraid of being pushed into 
a war by the United States. Both in the Com
mission on Conventional Armaments and in the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the United States 
representatives had done their utmost to prevent 
agreement being reached, utilizing the experience 

M. Vychinsky propose un controle dans le cadre 
du Conseil de securite. Cependant, le gem\ralissime 
Staline a lui-meme reconnu a quel point il est 
essentiel d'etablir un controle vraiment strict. 
Comment le desarmement pourrait-il done s'effec
tuer avant qu'un organe de controle ait ete 
etabli ou meme congu ? M. Rolin souligne qu'il 
est convaincu que la proposition de l'URSS n'est 
pas viable. 

Pour conclure, il conseille a la delegation de 
l'URSS de ne plus insulter les membres des autres 
delegations, si elle a vraiment le desir d'atteindre 
les buts enonces dans la Charte des Nations Unies. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) propose de lever la seance afin de 
permettre a toutes les delegations d'etudier la 
declaration particulierement importante du repre
sentant de I'URSS. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 10. 

CENT-CINQUANTE-:QUATRIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 9 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

18. Suite de la discussion sur la propo
sition de I 'URSS concernant !'inter
diction de I'arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de secu
rite: point propose par !'Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques 
(A/658) 

M. MoDZELEWSKI (Pologne) rappelle que son 
pays, qui a subi !'occupation hitlerienne, est plus 
que quiconque desireux d'cviter a jamais le 
retour d'une guerre. 

II constate que le desarmement doit etre 
etudie en fonction de la situation politique 
generale, de la situation economique des differents 
pays et du climat psychologique. 

Au point de vue de la situation politique 
generale, il fait observer que, alors que certains 
pays, dont !'Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, sont les champions de la paix parce 
qu'ils ont interet a la paix, d'autres, comme les 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, dans leur desir de supre
matie et de domination, n'envisagent qu'une 
paix americaine. Alors qu'il y a deux ans, le 
president Truman declarait encore a I'Assemblee 
generale qu'il fallait couper court a toutes les 
rumeurs de guerre car tous les peuples desirent 
la paix, aujourd'hui, les Etats-Unis sont devenus 
le grand exploiteur de la peur, qui rend impos
sible la guerison des plaies causees par la deuxieme 
guerre mondiale. Lorsque M. Spaak parle de la 
peur, il devrait etre logique avec lui-meme et 
constater qu'en effet les peuples ont peur d'etre 
pousses dans une guerre par les Etats-l!nis. 
A la Commission des armements de type class1que 
et a Ia Commission de l'energie atomique, les 
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gained at the League of Nations in sabotaging 
disarmament. 

Referring to the USSR proposal, he maintained 
that the reduction by one-third of their armaments 
and armed forces by the Hve permanent members 
\Vould be a first step towards peace ; first, because 
those States disposed of large armies and arma
ments, and secondly, because the chief responsi
bility for the maintenance of international peace 
and security rested on them. The adoption 
of the USSR proposal as a whole would doubtless 
constitute only a first step, but it would be a step 
in the right direction. The reduction of arma
ments by one-third would reduce fear in the same 
proportion. 

In reply to Mr. McNeil's arguments with regard 
to the size of the armaments and the armed forces 
of the USSR, he suggested that those arguments 
were prompted by the United Kingdom represen
tative's anxiety not to have the USSR proposal 
considered. 

As regards the possible economic consequences 
of the USSR proposal, Mr. Modzelewski cited as 
an example the present difficult situation of the 
British and Italian steel and iron industries and 
concluded that a reduction of armaments would 
make available to them great quantities of raw 
materials which could be used for peaceful pur
poses. The reason why Poland had been able 
rapidly to reconstruct its economy was that it had 
reduced its military budget to one-third of the 
pre-war figure, without waiting for the present 
resolution. 

\Vith reference to the psychological atmosphere, 
the speaker asserted that the · war psychosis was 
spreading from the United States to the United 
Kingdom, and even to the Continent. The 
adoption of the USSR proposal would break the 
vicious circle of fear leading inevitably to an 
armaments race, which in turn led to greater 
fear. 

The vote on that resolution would indicate 
which States wanted war and which wanted peace. 

In reply to the charge of engaging in propa
ganda, the Polish representative affirmed that his 
country would never cease from making propa
ganda for peace. In that connexion, the conver
sations between the general staffs of the five 
\Vestern European States proved that if some of 
those countries had no warlike intentions, they 
had at any rate become tools in the hands of 
bellicose Powers. 

In conclusion the speaker made an appeal to 
the United Nations for peace, in particular to 
those nations which had everything to lose in 
allying themselves with imperialism. 

Mr. KrsELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) attributed the failure of the Security 
Council and of the Commission on Conventional 
Armaments to achieve concrete results with regard 
to the implementation of the General Assembly 
resolution 41 (I) to the attitude of the representa-

representants des Etats-Unis ont fait tout ce 
qu'ils ont pu pour empecher tout accord, en 
mettant a profit !'experience de sabotage du 
desarmement acquise a Ia Societe des Nations. 

Analysant la proposition de l'URSS, il fait 
observer que la reduction par les cinq membres 
permanents du tiers de leurs armements et de 
leurs forces armees constituerait un premier 
pas vers la paix car, d'une part, ces Etats possectent 
des forces armees et des armements considerables 
et, d'autre part, c'est a eux qu'incombe la respon
sabilite principale du maintien de la paix et 
de la securite internationales. L'adoption de 
I' ensemble de la proposition de !'Union sovietique 
ne serait sans doute qu'un premier pas, mais ce 
serait un pas dans la bonne direction. La reduction 
d'un tiers des armements reduirait la peur 
dans la meme proportion. 

Refutant la critique de M. McNeil sur !'impor
tance des armements et des forces armees de 
!'Union sovietique, il estime que cette critique 
est basee sur le fait que le representant du 
Royaume-Uni tient a ne pas examiner la propo
sition de l'URSS. 

En ce qui concerne les consequences econo
miques que pourrait avoir la proposition de 
l'Union soviE~tique, M. Modzelewski constate 
les difficultes dans lesquelles se debattent, par 
exemple, les industries siderurgiques anglaises 
et italiennes et il en deduit que la reduction 
des armements mettrait a la disposition de ces 
entreprises des quantites importantes de matieres 
premieres qui pourraient servir a des fms paci
fiques. Si la Pologne parvient a reconstruire 
rapidement son economie, c'est parce que, sans 
attendre cette resolution, elle a reduit de deux 
tiers son budget militaire par rapport a celui 
d'avant-guerre. 

En ce qui concerne le climat psychologique, 
l'orateur estime que la psychose de guerre qui 
regne aux Etats-Unis tend a se developper en 
Angleterre et meme sur le Continent. L'adoption 
de la proposition de !'Union sovietique permettrait 
de sortir du cercle vicieux de la crainte qui 
provoque inevitablement la course aux arme
ments, laquelle, a son tour, engendre une crainte 
accrue. 

Le vote sur cette resolution designera les Etats 
qui veulent la guerre et ceux qui veulent la paix. 

Repondant a ceux qui l'accusent de faire de 
la propagande, le representant de la Pologne 
declare qu'efTectivement son pays ne cessera 
jamais de faire de la propagande pour Ia paix. 
A ce propos, les conversations qui se deroulent 
entre les etats-majors des cinq Etats de !'Europe 
occidentale prouvent que si certains de ces 
Etats n'ont pas de visees offensives, du moins 
sont-ils devenus un instrument aux mains de 
Puissances bellicistes. 

L'orateur conclut en lanc;ant aux NationsUnies 
un appel pour la paix et, en particul.ier, aux 
Nations qui auraient tout a perdre en hant leur 
sort a celui de l'imperialisme. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) explique que si le Conseil de 
securite et Ia Commission des armements de type 
classique n'ont pu obtenir de resultats conc~ets 
en ce qui concerne Ia mise ·en reuvre de la ;eso
lution 41 (I) de l'Assembh~e generale, cet echec 
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tivcs of the United States and the United 
Kingdom, who had divided the question and 
had prevented the Commission on Conventional 
Armaments from dealing with the question of 
atomic weapons and weapons of mass destruction. 
:\1oreover, those representatives had obviously 
departed from the letter and the spirit of that 
resolution by insisting, as a preliminary to the 
reduction of armaments and armed forces, on a 
number of conditions such as the establishment 
of an atmosphere of world confidence, the 
ronclusion of peace treaties with Germany and 
Italy, the conclusion of conventions relating to the 
armed forces placed at the disposal of the Security 
Council, and so on. 

That attitude had resulted from changes in the 
foreign policy of the United States and the United 
Kingdom. The United States, seeking new 
markets for its industries, "'hich had grown during 
the last war, was attempting to change the ,..,-oriel 
balance of power. The expansionist policy of the 
United States was reflected in a new armaments 
race. That country was making every efiort 
to induce the States participating in the l\1arshall 
Plan to enter into a military alliance, and though 
Mr. l\IcNeil might say that Luxembourg, for 
instance, had no aggressive designs, the truth 
was that behind the policy of the Benelux countries 
could be felt the aggressive policy of the United 
States. 

In reply to the criticism made by Mr. Rolin 
(Belgium), Mr. Kiselev expressed the hope that 
he would not cast upon the United Nations the 
experience which the League of Nations had had 
in regard to disarmament, for the Second ·world 
\Var had been the outcome of that experience. 

In its expansionist policy, the Government of 
the United States of America enjoyed the 
constant support of the United Kingdom Govern
ment ; United Kingdom air bases had been leased 
to the United States of America, preparations 
were in progress for the standardization of the 
military equipment of the two countries and an 
exchange of staff officers was being organized. 

Quoting statements by Senator Tydings and by 
Secretary of \Var Royall, the speaker observed 
that official representatives of the United States 
Congress and administration did not conceal 
the fact that United States policy aimed at the 
acquisition of air bases in Europe and Asia with 
a view to attacking the Soviet Union. 

In its preparations for war, Mr. Kiselev went 
on, the United States of America had undertaken 
a number of economic and legislative measures 
for the mobilization of industry and the organi
zation of a war economy. The Vandenberg Plan, 
which had been adopted by the State Department, 
laid down that aid would only be granted to 
States when the United States had direct interest 
therein. 

In conclusion, the speaker expressed his cer
tainty that the adoption of the USSR proposal 
would stren~then international :peace and secur
ity, would hghten the burden Imposed by the 
production of arm~ments and would meet the 
desires of peace-lovmg peoples. 

~rovient de !'attitude des representants des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni qui ont divise 
le probleme et se sont refuses a ce que la Com
mission des armements de type classique s'occupe 
de la question des armements atomiques et des 
armes de destruction massive. De plus, ces 
representants, en posant comme condition 
prealable a la reduction des armements et des 
forces armees, une serie de points tels que l'etablis
sement d'une atmosphere de confiance dans le 
monde, Ia signature du traite de paix avec 
l'Allernagne et I'Italie, la signature des conventions 
relatives aux forces armees mises a Ia disposition 
du Conseil de securite, etc., se sont manifestement 
ecartes de Ia lettre et de I' esprit de cette resolution. 

Cette attitude est le n!sultat des modifications 
de Ia politique exterieure des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni. Lcs Etats-Uni>, en effet, cherchant 
des debouches nouveaux pour leurs industries 
accrues pendant la guerre, essaient de modifier 
l'equilibre des forces internationales. La politique 
d'expansion des Etats-Unis se refiete dans Ia 
nouvelle course aux armements. Les Etats-Unis 
s'efforcent de lier par un accord militaire les 
differents Etats qui participent au Plan Marshall 
et si M. McNeil pent affirmer que le Luxembourg, 
par exemple, n'a pas de plans ·agressifs, en verite, 
l'on pent deviner dans Ia politique des Etats de 
Benelux la politique agressive des Etats-Unis. 

Repondant a une critique fonnulee par le 
representant de la Belgique, M. Kisselev souhaite 
que celui-ci se garde de faire beneficier les Nations 
Unies de !'experience acquise a la Societe des 
Nations en matiere de desarmement car Ia 
deuxieme guerre mondiale fut le resultat de cette 
experience. 

Dans sa politique d'expansion, le Gouvernement 
des Etats-Unis beneficie de l'appui constant du 
Gouvernement du Royaurne-Uni qui lui accorde 
des bases aeriennes sur son propre territoire, 
qui prepare la normalisation des equipements 
militaires entre les deux pays, au moment meme 
oil ces pays procedent a l'echange de leurs officiers 
d'etat-major. 

Citant certaines declarations du senateur 
Tydings et du secretaire d'Etat a la guerre, 
Royall, l'orateur fait remarquer que des repre
sentants officiels du Congres et du Gouvernement 
des Etats-Unis ne cachent pas que la politique 
des Etats-Unis est de rechercher des bases 
aeriennes en Europe et en Asie, afin de pouvoir 
attaquer !'Union sovietique. 

Dans leur preparation a la guerre, poursuit 
M. Kisselev, les Etats-Unis ont pris une serie 
de mesures economiques et de dispositions 
Iegislatives concernant la mobilisation de 
l'industrie et Ia preparation a l'economie de guerre. 
Le Plan Vandenberg enfin, adopte par le Depar
tement d'Etat, prevoit que les Etats-Unis n'appor
teront une aide quelconque a un Etat que lors
qu'ils y auront un interet direct. 

En concluant, l'orateur exprime sa certitude 
que !'adoption de Ia proposition de l'URSS 
renforcerait la paix et la secnritc internationales, 

· allegerait le fardeau que represente la construction 
des armements et repondrait aux aspirations 
des peuples pacifiques. 
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Mr. FRAN~ms (Netherlands) recalled that the 
first attempts to secure disarmament, at the Peace 
Conferences held at The Hague in 1899 and 1907, 
and the work of the League of Nations on dis
armament, had demonstrated the overwhelming 
eomplexity of the problem and the impossibility 
of fmding a solution by using intransigent phra
seology. 

The system of proportional r eduction of arma
ments and armed forces proposed in the USSR 
resolution had been studied at Geneva, where it 
was agreed that the system was only equitable 
if the already existing basis of armaments and of 
armed forces was equitable in the first place. 
In the absence of statistics on the armaments 
and armed forces of the USSR, it was difficult to 
know whether that basis could be accepted. 
It must be added that the problem presented 
technical difficulties. \Vas the reduction to be 
applied to personnel, materials, the navy or the 
air force? Finally, no reduction of armaments 
could be effective unless an efficient system of 
control was in existence. ·without such an 
effective system of control, the disarmament 
proposed by the USSR resolution would be a trap 
in which the world would not allow itself to 
become ensnared. 

As the Netherlands delegation had never 
ceased to maintain at Geneva, arbitration, 
security and disarmament were indissolubly 
linked. In order to establish security, proof 
must first be given of a spirit of collaboration. 

Sir H artley SHAWCRoss (United Kingdom) 
thought it illogical to consider the problem of 
disarmament before agreement had been reached 
on the controlled prohibition of the atomic 
weapon and of weapons of mass destruction, 
particularly since the question was under con
sideration by a sub-committee. 

If the USSR delegation were to make a move 
towards effective control of the atomic weapon, 
the question of disarmament could be discussed 
under much more favourable conditions. The 
United Kingdom delegation could not take a 
definite stand until it had studied the conclusions 
of the sub-committee. 

The representative of the United Kingdom was 
nevertheless glad to discuss the USSR proposal, 
since that would serve to disnerse the cloud of 
polemics and propaganda with which the USSR 
delegation had enveloped the resolution and to 
prove that failure of the Military Staff Committee 
and the Committee on Conventional Armaments 
was solely due to the obstructionist attitude 
of the USSR. The present debate would throw 
further light on the question as a whole and parti
cularly on the question of atomic energy. 

Sir Hartley Shawcross ~aid that on one point 
he found himself in agreement with the represen
tative of Poland, namely that, in ·order to secure 
disarmament, an atmosphere of psychological 
confidence must be created. \Vhy, therefore, 

M .. FRAN<;Ois (Pays-Bas), rappelle que lcs 
premiers efforts en faveur du desarmement 
tentes aux deux conferences de Ia paix de La Hay~ 
de 1899 et 1907, et les travaux de la Societe des 
Nations sur le desarmement ont montre l'acca
blante complexite du probleme et l'impossibilite 
d 'y trouver une solution par l'emploi d'une 
phraseologie outranciere. 

Le systeme de reduction proportionnelle des 
armements et des forces armees propose par la 
resolution de l'URSS a deja ete etudie par Ia 
Societe des Nations. On est tombe d'accord a 
I'epoque pour estimer que ce systeme n'etait 
equitable que s'il existait au point de depart, 
une proportion raisonnable entre les armements 
et les forces armees de chaque Etat. Or, en 
!'absence de publication par l'Union sovietique 
de renseignements sur ses armements et ses 
forces armees, il est impossible, actuellement, de 
savoir si cette proportion a l'origine est acceptable. 
II faut ajouter que le probleme pose des difficultes 
techniques. La reduction doit-elle s'effectuer 
sur les effectifs, sur le materiel, sur la flotte, 
ou sur la flotte aerienne? Enfin, une reduction 
des armements ne peut etre efficace qu'en presence 
d'un systeme de contrOle serieux. Sans un tel 
systeme de controle, cette reduction desarmements 
que vise la resolution de l'URSS serait un piege 
dans lequel le monde se refuse de tomber. 

Comme n'a cesse de le soutenir la delegation 
des Pays-Bas a Geneve, il y a un lien indissoluble 
entre !'arbitrage, la securite et le desarmement. 
Pour etablir cette securite, il faut d'abord faire 
preuve d'un esprit de collaboration. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (Royaume-Uni) estime 
qu'il n'est pas raisonnable d'examiner le probleme 
de la reduction et la reglementation des armements 
et des forces armees, tant que l'accord n'a pas 
ete etabli sur la prohibition controlee des armes 
atomiques et de destruction massive, et cela 
d'autant plus que Ia question est a l'etude par 
une sons-commission. 

Si Ia delegation de l'URSS faisait preuve de 
bonne volonte en ce qui concerne le controle 
efficace des armements atomiques, la question 
du desarmement pourrait certainement etre 
abordee dans des conditions rJu> f worabbs. La 
delegation du Royaume-Uni, pour ces raisons, 
ne peut adopter une attitude definitive tant 
qu'clle n'aura pas etudie les conclusions de cette 
sons-commission. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni declare 
toutefois qu'il est heureux de discuter Ia propo
sition de l'URSS car cela permettra de dissip:>r 
!'atmosphere de propagande et de polemique 
dont Ia delegation de l'URSS a entoure cette 
resolution et de montrer que si b Comite d'etat
major et la Commission des armements de type 
classique n'ont abouti a aucun resultat, c'est 
a cause de !'attitude d'obstruction de l'URSS. 
De plus, le debat actuel aidera a mettre en lumiere 
!'ensemble de Ia question en y integrant 
notamment les donnees relatives a l'energie 
atomique. . 

Sir Hartley Shawcross declare que sur un pomt 
il est d'accord avec Ie representant de la Pologne, 
a savoir, que pour desarmer il faut d'a.bor? creer 
une atmosphere de confiance. Pourquo1, des lors, 
les discours des representants de l'URSS et des 
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were the speeches of the USSR representatives 
and of the States which normally followed the same 
line, charged with hostility, deepening the 
already existing tension? 

\Vhen the USSR resolution on disarmament had 
been under discussion two years ago, the speaker 
had maintained that, unless the question were 
lifted out of the realm of propaganda and were 
examined with a view to the establishment of an 
eiiective system of control, the proposal "·ould be 
nothing more than fraud creating a false sense of 
security. After two years, in the course of which 
no progress had been made, it was natural that 
the USSR proposal should give rise to suspicion. 
In fact, although the first paragraph of the 
resolution stated that the Committees concerned 
had done nothing to further the general reduction 
of armaments, the USSR reprcsentativc seemed 
to have lost sight of the very full proposals drafted 
by the majority of the Commission. The provo
cative speeches of the ussn representatives, 
implying that the United States and the United 
Kingdom were ready to make war for the purpose 
of world domination, might give rise to the fear 
that that phraseology was symptomatic of a 
deeper ill-will on the part of the USSR. In that 
connexion Mr. Vyshinsky's apparent concession 
regarding the problem of atomic energy, so 
closely followed by aggressive speeches, provided 
ground for the fear that the USSR was applying 
the old German proverb : " Either be my brother 
or I'll break your skull. " 

The United Kingdom delegation would continue 
to display the utmost good faith and a sincere 
desire not to allow any possibility of reconcili
ation to be missed. But the extravagance of the 
attacks launched by certain delegations was 
steadily increasing. To be sure, Mr. Vyshinsky 
was in the habit of suddenly shifting his ground ; 
but his followers seemed unable to turn from 
their aggressive ways. 

\Vas it, then, impossible to cut out all polemics 
and examine each proposal on its merits? 

In addition to the propaganda campaign, there 
was another reason, quite apart from the actual 
nature of the proposal, why the United Kingdom 
delegation viewed the USSR draft resolution with 
mistrust. It was the history of the work of the 
Commission on Conventional Armaments to 
which the Byelorussian representative had made 
misleading allusions. It had taken the Com
mission two years to dispose of the first two items 
of its plan of work, items which consisted simply 
of defining the kind of armaments which fell 
within its jurisdiction and of determining " the 
general principles in connexion with the regulation 
and reduction of armaments ". 

Even that meagre progress had not yet been 
reported to the Security Council, owing to the 
insistence of the USSR delegation on inserting in 
the report all kinds of statements for purely 
propaganda purposes. 

The USSR delegation had refused to adapt 
itself in the slightest degree to the resolution or to 
the general principles adopted by nine members 
of the Commission and by the Security Council 

Etats qui suivent d'habitude sa politique, sont-ils 
charges d'hostilite et augmentent-ils la tension 
deja existante ? 

L'orateur rappelle qu'il y a deux ans, il avait 
declare, lors de l'examen de la resolution de l'URSS 
sur le desarmement, qu'a mains que la question 
nc soil debarrassce de son contenu de propagande, 
et qu'clle soit examinee en ayant en vue 
l'etahlissemcnt d'un systeme de contrOle efficace, 
clle ne serait qu'une tromperie qui creerait un 
sens faux de Ia securite. Aujourd'hui, apres 
deux ans pendant lcsquels aucun progres n'a ete 
realise, il est facile de comprendre, que la nouvelle 
resolution de I' UHSS eveille certains soup<;ons. 
En cfTct, alors que le premier paragraphe de cette 
resolution constate que les commissions compe
tcntcs n'ont pas jusqu'a present fait progresser 
la reglcmcntation gcnerale des armements, le 
representant de l'URSS semble perdre de vue 
lcs propositions tres compli~tes etablies par la 
majoritc de Ia Commission. De meme, les discours 
provocateurs des represcntants de l'URSS tendant 
a insinuer que les Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni 
scraicnt prcts a dcclencher une guerre dans ?n 
hut de domination mondiale, peuvent fmre 
craindre que cctte phraseologie ne cache des 
symptOmcs plus profond de la mauvaise volonte 
de I'URSS. A cet cgard, la concession apparente 
faite par M. Vychinsky, en ce qui concerne le 
problCme de l'cnergic atomique, suivie peu ap~es 
de discours agressifs, fait craindre que l'Umon 
sovietique ne fasse application du vieux proverbe 
allemand : « Sois mon frere, ou je te tue ». 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni con~inuera 
a faire preuve de ]a plus entiere bonne fOl et du 
dcsir sincere de ne laisser echapper aucune 
possibilite de rapprochement. Mais l'ex~ra
vagance des attaques declenchees par certames 
delegations croit sans cesse. Sans dou~e 
M. Vychinsky est-il coutumier de brusques rev~
rements. Mais ses emules ne semblent pas pouvmr 
se departir de leur agressivite. . 

Est-il done impossible de faire abstra~t~on 
de toute polt:~mique et de juger chaque propositiOn 
sur ses merites '? 

En plus de cette campagne de propagande, 
et tout a fait en dehors du caractere meme des 
propositions de !'Union sovietique, il ,Y, a _un 
autre motif a la mefiance qu'eprouve Ia dele~atl?n 
du Royaume-Uni. Ce motif reside dans l'h1stmre 
des travaux de Ia Commission des armements 
de type classique, auxquels certaines allusions 
inexactes ont etc faites par le representant de 
Ia RSS de Bielorussie. II a fallu deux ans a cette 
Commission pour en finir avec les ~eux p:e~iers 
points de son plan de travail qm cons1sta1ent 
simplement dans Ia definition des types d'a~me
ments qu'elle aurait a etudier et dans l~ d~ter
mination des « principes generaux relattfs a Ia 
reglementation et a Ia reduction des armements ». 

Mais ce succes limite n'a pu etre l'objet d'un 
rapport au Conseil de securite, car Ia delegation 
de l'Union soviE\tique tenait a inserer dans le 
rapport toute sorte de declarations qui n'etaient 
que pure propagande. , . . , . , 

La delegation de I Umon soVIet:~ue s est 
refusee a s'inspirer en aucune mamere de la 
resolution ou des principes generaux adoptes 
par neuf membres de Ia Commission et approuves 
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on 8 July 1947 1 ; and it had persisted in its refusal 
to recognize the plan. Again, in July 1948, the 
USSR delegation had urged on the Working 
Committee of the Commission a proposal based 
on the USSR plan of work which had been 
rejected by the Security Council over a year before. 
Lastly, the USSR Government had recently 
re-affirmed its rejection of the " general prin
ciples " adopted by the majority of the Com
mission. 

For all those reasons the United Kingdom dele
gation felt some doubt as to how it should receive 
the proposals of the USSR delegation. 

That doubt was in no way diminished by the 
nature of the proposals, according to which the 
flve permanent members of the Security Council
one of whom was engaged in a struggle against a 
Communist rebellion- should " during one year" 
reduce by one-third all their present sea, land and 
air forces. At flrst sight, that proposal might 
appeal to people overburdened by armaments 
and the fear of war. But what were its practical 
and technical implications? As Mr. McNeil 
had pointed out, a reduction of that kind was 
bound to leave the nation which had heretofore 
maintained the biggest forces, in as favourable -
and probably in a more favourable - position to 
commit acts of aggression and acts of war. But 
a comparatively small force would be put com
pletely out of balance and would lose its military 
value. 

Reduction of the size of forces would create 
confidence only if the remaining forces were 
reasonably proportionate to the legitimate needs 
of each State. Because of the practice of the 
USSR Government, it was impossible to say with 
certainty what was the size of the USSR forces in 
any particular domain. 

At the meeting of the Commission on Conven
tional Armaments held on 12 September 1947, the 
United Kingdom representative had submitted a 
proposal2 for the exchange of information on the 
armed forces of Members of the United Nations. 
A simple control system had been contemplated. 
Each State was to indicate what information it 
would provide and what facilities it would allow 
the Commission for verifying information. Infor
mation had to be included not only on total 
manpower but also on duration of service, period 
of reserve training, etc. 

Nothing had been done about that United 
Kingdom proposal; and yet, if action were to be 
taken on Mr. Vyshinsky's proposal, it would be 
necessary to make preliminary enquiries and 
assemble information. It seemed, and official 
statements confirmed it, that the USSR main
tained forces which were vast when compared, for 
instance, with those of the United Kingdom, and 
which were higher by 125 per cent than the USSR 
forces in 1939. 

par le Conseil de securite le 8 juillet 19471 ; et 
cette delegation a persiste a ne pas vouloir 
connaitre ce plan. En juillet 1948, la delegation 
de l'Union sovietique s'effon;ait derechef d'imposer 
au Comite de travail de Ia Commission une 
proposition fondee sur le plan de travail de !'Union 
sovietique, plan rejete par le Conseil de securite 
plus d'un an auparavant. Enfin le Gouvernement 
de !'Union sovietique declarait encore tout 
recemment qu'il rejetait les '' principes generaux )) 
adoptes par la majorite de la Commission. 

Pour toutes ces raisons la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni eprouve quelques doutes sur la 
maniere dont elle doit accueillir les propositions 
de la delegation de !'Union sovietique. 

Ces doutes ne se trouvent nullement apaises 
par le caractere meme de ces propositions selon 
lesquelles les cinq membres permanents du 
Conseil de securite, dont l'un se trouve aux prises 
avec une rebellion communiste, devraient reduire 
d'un tiers (( pendant une annee )) toutes leurs 
forces terrestres, navales et aeriennes actuelles. 
A premiere vue, cette proposition peut sourire 
a des peuples accables par le fardeau des 
armements et Ia crainte de la guerre ; mais 
qu'implique-t-elle en fait et techniquement ? 
Comme M. McNeil l'a indique, le pays qui a 
conserve les forces Ies plus considerables se 
trouverait du fait de la reduction proposee dans 
une situation aussi favorable, probablement 
plus favorable, pour commettre s'il le voulait 
des actes de guerre et d'agression. Mais des forces 
comparativement reduites seraient completement 
desequilibrees et perdraient de leur valeur militaire. 

Il est impossible que la reduction des forces 
militaires engendre la confiance si les forces 
existantes ne sont pas approximativement propor
tionnelles aux besoins legitimes de chaque Etat. 
Du fait des pratiques du Gouvernement de 
!'Union sovietique, il est impossible de dire avec 
certitude queUe est !'importance des forces 
sovietiques dans quelque domaine que ce soit. 

A la seance du 12 septembre 1947 de la Com
mission des armements de type classique, le 
representant du Royaume-Uni soumettait une 
proposition2 relative a l'echange de renseignements 
sur les forces armees des Membns des Nations 
Unies. Un systeme de controle simple etait prevu. 
Les differents Etats devaient indiquer quels 
renseignements ils fourniraient et quelles facilites 
ils donneraient a la Commission pour leur controle. 
Les renseignements devaient porter non seulement 
sur l'effectif total des forces armees mais sur la 
dun~e du service, les periodes de reserve, etc. 

Rien n'a ete fait au sujet de cette proposition 
de la delegation du Royaume-Uni. Et pourtant 
si l'on devait donner une suite pratique ala propo
sition de M. Vvchinsky, il serait necessaire de 
rassembler des · renseignements et de faire des 
enquetes prealables. Comme des declarations 
officielles le confirment, il semble que les forces 
de l'URSS soient considerables en comparaison 
de celles du Royaume-Uni par exemple, et supc
rieures de 125 pour 100 aux forces de l'URSS 
en 1939. 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, Second Year, 1 Voir les Proces-verbaux o[Jiciels du Consei l de securil~, 
No. 55. deuxieme annee, no 5.'>. 

• See <:'.ocument A/C.3jS.C.3/SR5. 2 Voir document : A/C.3/S.C.3/SHfi. 
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It was a matter of common kno,vledge, on the 
other hand, that the United Kingdom forces were 
reduced to a minimum, and that the reduction 
now suggested would produce a great misbalance, 
and probably make it impossible for the United 
Kingdom to meet its obligations under Article 43 
of the Charter, if, through some unexpected turn 
of events, the USSR were prepared to make it 
possible for the agreements under that article to 
be brought into effect. The USSR army 'vould 
rrmain greater than any other. 

:\Ioreover, among other considerations, the 
United Kingdom delegation considered that a 
reduction of armed forces ";as quite meaningless 
unless, at the same time, a reduction of war 
potential was effected. That was to say that 
such a reduction could not be conceived without 
the establishment of an effective system of inter
national control. For, resolutions on disarma
ment unaccompanied by international enforce
ment would only result in the peace-loving States 
loyally reducing their defences while the would-be 
aggressors increased their strength. 

Preliminary assurances would have to be given 
about the control organ proposed by l\1r. Vysh
insky ; otherwise, other matters apart, the 
L:nited Kingdom delegation could not consider 
the putting into effect of the USSR plan. 

It \vas also quite clear that any reduction of 
armed forces, unless it was accompanied by a 
reduction in gendarmerie and armed police would 
inevitably operate to the advantage of those 
countries which were known as " police states ". 

Although disarm~ment was the d~arest hope of 
mankind, the United Kingdom delegation could 
not be a party to any proposals which ofiered no 
efTective guarantee of security. It was with that 
fact in mind that the United Kingdom delegation 
had insisted on the need for an exchange of 
information on armed forces between Members of 
the United Nations and on the organization of an 
efTective system of control. Nevertheless, the 
"United Kingdom delegation would examine any 
statement made by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics in the hope of finding therein a basis 
for a suitable compromise proposal. The history 
of the period between the two world wars had 
been marked by numerous pacts and treaties of 
non-aggression and proposals for disarmament. 
Therefore, at the present time, before adopting 
any resolution, it was essential to make sure that 
it could be put into effect. 

Up to date all the attempts made by the 
United Kingdom to achieve a compromise had 
been rebufied. Would it not be possible to try 
once more, while there was still time, to reach an 
agreement by discussing matters on their merits 
in a calm, friendly and objective manner? The 
United Kingdom delegation, for its part, was 
ready to make that new attempt. 

Mr. EL-KHouRI (Syria) said that the Com
mission on Conventional Armaments had failed 
to achieve any results because of the disagreement 
among the great Powers. 

~ais, d'autre part, les forces du Royaume-Uni 
qm sont, comme nul ne !'ignore reduites au 
minimum, se trouveraient completement dese
quilibrees par la reduction que I'on suggere 
maintenant, et ne scraient sans doute plus en 
ctat de faire face aux obligations decoulant de 
!'Article 43 de la Charte si !'Union sovietique 
venait par hasard a permettre la mise en vigueur 
des accords prcvus a cet Article. Quant a l'armee 
de !'Union sovietique, elle resterait superieure 
a toute autre. 

Entre autres considerations, la delegation dtt 
Royaume-Uni estime d'autre part, qu'une 
reduction des forces armees est depourvue de 
toute signification, si elle ne s'accompagne d'une 
reduction du potentiel de guerre, c'est-a-dire 
qu'elle ne se conc;oit pas en dehors de l'etablis
sement d'un systeme de controle international 
approprie. Car, faute d'un systeme d'application 
sur le plan international, les resolutions relatives 
au desarmement n'auraient qu'un resultat : les 
Etats pacifiques reduiraient loyalement leur 
moyens de defense, alors que les forces d'un 
agresseur eventuel ne feraient que s'accroitre. 

Des assurances prealables doivent done etre 
donnees relativement a l'organe de controle 
que M. Vychinsky propose d'instituer ; sinon, 
toute autre consideration a part, la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni ne pourrait envisager de mettre 
en application le plan de !'Union sovietique. 

II est incontestable egalement que toute 
reduction des forces armees qui ne prevoit pas 
une reduction analogue de la gendarmerie et 
de Ia police armce ne peut que tourner a l'avantage 
des pays connus comme « Etats policiers ». 

Bien que le desarmement soit l'espoir le plus 
cher des hommes, la delegation du Royaume-Uni 
ne saurait souscrire a des propositions n'offrant 
aucune garantie effective de securite. Et c'es~ 
dans cet esprit que Ia delegation du Royaume-U~1 
avait insiste sur la necessite d'echanger des rensei
gnements sur les forces armees des Membres. de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies et d'orgamser 
un systeme de controle efiectif. Elle examinera 
toute declaration de !'Union Sovietique dans 
l'espoir d'y trouver les bases de propositions 
appropriees et conciliantcs. 

L'histoire de Ia periode d'entre les deux guerres 
mondiales est riche en pactes et traites de non
agression et propositions de desarmement. 
Aujourd'hui il importe done de ne pas adopter 
une resolution avant de savoir si elle est d'une 
application possible. 

Toutes ces tentaiives de conciliation faites 
par le Royaume-Uni se sont toujours heur~ees 
a des rebufTades. Mais n'cst-il pas poss1ble 
d'essayer, une fois encore, pendant qu'il est 
temps, de voir si une discussion calme, amicale, 
objective des questions elles-memes ne peut 
aboutir a un accord ? La delegation dn Royaume
Uni, pour sa part, est prete a faire cette nouvelle 
tentative. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syric) declare que le desaccord 
des gran des Puissances a amene l' echec des 
efiorts de la Commission des armements de type 
classique. 



For example, the Genera Assembly had 
recommended 1 that Member States should submit 
information on their armaments to the Security 
Council so that the Council might know to what 
extent reductions could be made. No such 
statement had, however, been submitted to the 
Council by any Power. Moreover, opposition on 
the part of some of the great Powers had pre
vented the Council from adopting resolutions 
urging the major Powers in particular to submit 
such statements. 

The draft resolution submitted by the USSR 
delegation called for a reduction of armaments by 
one-third, but that proposal was drafted in vague 
and general terms. 

The reduction of armaments should be propor
tional and should fulfil certain technical require
ments. It was, therefore, essential to ascertain 
the size of existing forces and the extent to which 
reductions could be made. Certain countries 
might have to reduce their armaments by one
half, others by one-fourth and others might not 
have to make any reduction at all if the political 
situation of the world and that of the country 
concerned, as well as its situation, resources and 
requirements were taken into account. 

A plan taking all those factors into account 
should be prepared and the size of existing armed 
forces throughout the world should therefore be 
ascertained. Statements made by the various 
countries in that connexion should be subjected 
to inspection and investigation in order to verify 
their accuracy. 

The peoples of the world expected the General 
Assembly to implement Article 11 of the Charter. 
In present circumstances, a simple rejection of the 
USSR proposal would mean that the Assembly 
had nut taken any action in that direction. 

His delegation therefore submitted the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C.l/318 and 
emphasized the need for ending the deadlock in 
the Commission on Conventional Armaments. 

The meeting rose at 12.35 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY-FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 11 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. CosTA ou RELs (Bolivia). 

19. Continuation of the discussion on 
the prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of 
the arn'laments and armed forces 
of the permanent members of the 
Security Council : item proposed by 
the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics (A/658) 

:\Ir. BEen (Luxembourg) replied to criticisms 
which had been directed against his country on 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 
during the second part of its first session, resolutions 41 (1) 
and 42 (1). 

C'est ainsi que l' Assemblee generale a ado pte 
une recommandation1 selon Iaquelle Ies Etats 
Membres devaient fournir des renseignements au 
Conseil de securite au sujet de leurs armements 
afin que le Conseil put se rendre compte de Ia 
reduction qui pouvait etre operee. Or aucune 
Puissance n'a fait de declaration a cet egard 
au Conseil. Et !'opposition de certaines grandes 
Puissances a empeche !'adoption par le Conseil 
de resolutions enjoignant particulierement aux 
grandes Puissances de soumettre certaines 
informations. 

Le projet de resolution de la delegation de 
l'URSS prevoit une reduction d'un tiers des 
armements. Mais cette proposition est faite sous 
une forme vague et generale. 

Or la reduction des armements doit avoir un 
caractere proportionnel et repondre a certaines 
exigences techniques. ll importe done de deter
miner queUes sont les forces existantes et queUes 
reductions peuvent etre operees. Il est possible 
que certains pays doivent reduire leurs forces 
de moitie, d'autres d'un quart, alon; que d'autres 
encore n'auraient pas de reduction a operer, 
compte tenu de la situation politique dans le 
monde, du pays lui-meme, de sa situation, de ses 
ressources et de ses necessites. 

Il importe d'etablir un plan dans lequel tons 
ces facteurs seront pris en consideration. Il faut 
done savoir quel est l'etat actuel des forces armees 
dans le monde. Les indications donnees par les 
differents :Etats devraient donner lieu a des 
inspections et enquetes destinees a verifier leur 
exactitude. 

Les peuples du monde attendent de l'Assemblee 
generale qu'elle donne suite a l' Article 11 de la 
Charte. Dans l'etat actuel des chases, le rejet pur 
et simple de la proposition de l'Union sovietique 
signi fi erai t que l' Asscmblee gcnerale n' a pris 
aucune action en ce domainc. 

La deh~gation de la Syrie presente done son 
projet de resolution (A jC.1/318). II convient de 
mettre fin a !'impasse dans laquelle se trouve la 
Commission des armements de type classique. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 35. 

CENT-CINQUANTE-CINQUIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le fundi 11 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. CosTA ou RELS (Bolivie). 

19. Suite de la discussion sur }'inter
diction de 1' arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et forces armees des me1nbres 
permanents du Conseil de secu
rite: point propo~e .par l'U~i~x;t des 
Repuhliques soc1ahstes sov1etlques 
(A/658) 

M. BECH (Luxembourg) repond aux critiques 
adressees a son pays du fait de sa pm 

1 Voir Jes Resolutions adoptees par l'Asser 
pendant la sccondc partie de sa premier 
Juti ons 41 (I) et 42 (I). 
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account of its participation in the Brussels Pact. 
He considered that his country's participation in 
a pact for mutual security against possible 
aggression was proof in itself of Luxembourg's 
desire for peace. Luxembourg was proud to be 
associated with the United Kingdom and others 
in the \Vestern Union and he stressed that such 
an agreement would be unnecessary if States 
co-operated under the Charter to abolish fear and 
promote the welfare of all. As long as that unity 
did not exist, the traditional type of alliance would 
still continue. 

Mr. Bech considered that after the experience 
of the past thirty years, it would be a dream to 
hope for disarmament without first creating moral 
disarmament. Discussion in the First Committee 
showed that confidence had not been established. 
Those who wished to disarm must first bring about 
peace and harmony. The experience of the 
League of Nations had shown that the road to 
disarmament was difficult. Representatives 
should begin by reducing the virulence of their 
speeches. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that the three proposals presented 
by the delegation of the USSR (A/658) at the 
third session of the Assembly should be taken 
together. It was unthinkable to conceive of 
disarmament which did not include atomic 
weapons and it was the artificial distinction made 
by the Anglo-American bloc between conven
tional armaments and weapons of mass destruc
tion which had wrecked the Assembly's resolution 
of 14 December 1946. 1 

The policy of the USSR had been made clear 
in Mr. Molotov's proposal for the general regula
tion and reduction of armaments of 29 October 
19462 and in the further draft resolutions relating 
to atomic energy submitted on 19 June 1946 and 
11 June 1947. 3 In supporting his proposal before 
the Assembly in 1946, Mr. Molotov had said tJwt 
after the ex-enemy States had been disarmed, the 
time would come for general disarmament which 
would prove that the United Nations was working 
for peace and would put an end to the activities 
of warmongering groups. He had also said that 
if States increased their arms, then the world 
would be justified in doubting the sincerity of 
lheir peaceful aims. 

That statement applied particularly to the 
present circumstances when according to the 
United Stales News and World Report, the United 
States was raising its military expenditures from 
10,700 million dollars for the year 1947-1948 to 
22,500 million dollars in the year 1952-1953. The 
appropriations during the current year would be 
greater than during the nineteen years preceding 
the war. Fifty per cent of every industry in the 

1 See Resolutions adopted by tlze General Assembly 
during the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (I). 

2 See Oflicial R ecords of tlze second part of tlze first sess ion 
of the General Assembly, 42nd plenary meeting. 

a See Oflicial Records of tlze Atomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council, pages 18 and 22. 

au Pacte de Bruxelles. II considere que Ia parti
cipation de son pays a un pacte de securite 
mutuelle contre une agression eventuelle est Ia 
preuve meme du desir de paix du Luxembourg. 
Ce dernier est fier d'etre assode au Royaume
Uni et aux autres pays de l'Union Occidentale; 
M. Bech souligne qu'un tel accord serait inutile 
si les Etats collaboraient dans l'esprit de la 
Charte a abolir Ia peur et a favoriser le bien-etre 
general. Tant que cette unite n'existe pas, les 
alliances de type traditionnel doivent etre 
maintenues. 

M. Bech pense qu'apres !'experience des 
trente dernieres annees, il serait chimerique 
d'esperer Ie dcsarmement materiel sans realiser 
au prealable le desarmement moral. Le debat 
au sein de la Premiere Commission montre que 
Ia confiance n'a pas ete etablie. Ceux qui desirent 
desarmer doivent d'abord amener Ia paix et 
I' harmonic. L' experience de Ia Societe des Nations 
a montre que Ia route du desarmement etait 
malaisee. Les representants devraient en premier 
lieu rcduire la virulence de leurs propos. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovil:\tique 
d'Ukraine) declare que les trois propositions 
presentees par la delegation de l'URSS a la 
troisieme session de l' Assemblee constituent un 
tout (A/658). On ne peut concevoir un desar
mement qui ne s'appliquerait pas aux armes 
atomiques, et si Ia resolution de l'Assemblee 
du 14 decembre 19461 a ete torpillee, cela est 
du a la distinction artificielle etablie par le bloc 
anglo-americain entre les armes de type classique 
et celles de destruction massive. 

La politique de l'URSS a ete precisee dans la 
proposition de M. Molotov en date du 29 Octobre 
19462, prevoyant Ia reglementation et Ia reduction 
generales des armements, ainsi que dans les 
nouveaux projets de resolution concernant 
l'energie atomique, deposes les 19 juin 1946 et 
11 juin 19473• En defendant sa propositio_n 
devant l' Assemblee en 1946, M. Molotov a d1t 
qu'apres le desarmement des pays ex-ennemis, 
le temps viendrait oil l'on devrait proceder au 
desarmement general, en prouvant ainsi que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies travaille a 
etablir la paix, et en mettant fin aux activites 
des groupes bellicistes. II a egalement indique 
que si certains Etats augmentaient leurs 
armements, le monde pourrait, a juste titre, 
mettre en doute Ia sincerite de leurs intentions 
pacifiques. 

Cela s'applique tout particulierement a la 
situation actuelle, puisque, d'apres le United 
States News et le World Report, les Etats-Unis 
sont en train de porter leurs depenses militaires 
de 10.700 millions de dollars pour l'annee 1947-
1948 a 22.500 millions de dollars pour l'annee 
1952-1953. Les credits pour l'annee en cours 
seraient superieurs a ceux des dix-neuf annees 
qui ont precede la guerre. Chaque industrie aux 

1 Voir Ies Resolutions adoptees par l' Assemblee generate 
pendant !a sccondc partie de sa premiere session, reso
lution 41 (1). 

• Voir les Documents ofliciels de la seconde partie de la 
premiere session de l' Assemblee generale, 42• seance pleniere. 

a Voir !es Proces-verbaux officiels de la Commission de 
l'energie .atomique, troisiem~ anne_e, s_upph~ment special, 
troisieme rapport au Conse1l de secunte, pages 18 et 22. 
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United States was burdened with military orders, 
and during 1948, military aid to foreign States 
totalled 7,000 million dollars in contrast to 
19 million during 1939. The significance of those 
figures was confirmed by the statement of 
Mr. Bevin before the General Assembly (144th 
plenary meeting) that the United Kingdom was 
diverting resources from reconstruction to its 
military programme. 

From the beginning of the United Nations, no 
act had enhanced the prestige of the Organization 
move than the USSR proposal of October 1946 
which became the basis for the Assembly's resolu
tion of 14 December 1946. The people of the 
world saw how the USSR submitted practical 
proposals which would strengthen trust and lead 
to a feeling of security. That recommendation 
was adopted unanimously 1 because no State was 
willing to face world-wide disapproval by opposing 
it outright. Nonetheless, the USSR was aware 
that the draft submitted2 would be opposed by 
certain financial monopolies and expansionist 
groups and could not close its eyes to the expe
rience of the League of Nations. Since the 
adoption of that resolution, 3 the Anglo-American 
bloc had utilized all the manreuvres which it had 
employed to frustrate all efforts toward disarma
ment. Even the arguments now being used were 
virtually identical with those which had been 
used against the USSR proposal at the Disarma
ment Conference. Sir Hartley Shawcross was 
imitating Lord Cushendon when he described the 
USSR proposals as propaganda designed to hide 
the real aims. The present-day Cushendons 
seemed to have learned nothing from and forgotten 
nothing of the miserable experience of the League 
of Nations. Those who said they did not know 
what was happening behind the borders of the 
USSR should remember the fateful results of the 
League of Nations policy: the growth of arma
ments which wrecked the basis of world security 
and laid the basis for the Second World War. 

Mr. Manuilsky detected a division of labour 
between the United States and its junior partners. 
It was well known that the United States favoured 
an armaments race and was a centre of propa
ganda in favour of a third war. The United 
States was now endeavouring to avoid the glare 
of world public opinion and permitting other 
delegations such as the United Kingdom and 
Belgium to make the most aggressive speeches. 
The delegation of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic well understood the meaning of that 
division of labour. 

Mr. Manuilsky considered that the speech of 
Sir Hartley Shawcross (154 th meeting) had been 
an attempt to lower the level of the discussion. It 

1 See Official Records of the second part of the first session 
of the General Assembly, 63rd plenary meeting. 

2 Ibid., 42nd plenary meeting. 
3 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 

during the second part of its flrst session, resolution 41 (I). 

Etats-Unis travaille a 50 pour 100 pour les 
commandes de guerre, et au cours de l'annee 1948 
l'aide militaire apportee a des Etats etrangers 
s'est elevee a sept milliards de dollars contre 
dix-neuf millions en 1939. La signification que 
revetent ces chiffres a ete soulignee par M. Bevin 
lorsqu'il a declare devant 1' Assemblee generale 
(144e seance pleniere) que le Royaume-Uni 
affectait a son programme militaire des ressources 
qui avaient ete destinees a la reconstruction. 

Depuis le debut de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, rien n'a autant renforce le prestige de 
!'Organisation que la proposition faite par l'URSS 
en octobre 1946 et qui a servi de base a la reso
lution de l'Assemblee en date du 14 decembre 
1946. Les peuples du monde entier ont constate 
le caractere pratique des propositions presentees 
par l'URSS en vue de renforcer la confiance 
et de creer un climat de securite. Cette recom
mandation a ete adoptee a l'unanimite1, car 
aucun Etat ne desirait encourir la desapprobation 
mondiale en s'opposant ouvertement a la 
proposition. Neanmoins, I'URSS savait que son 
projet2 se heurterait a !'opposition de certains 
monopoles financiers et de groupes a tendance 
expansionniste ; de plus, elle ne pouvait oublier 
!'experience de la Societe des Nations. Depuis 
!'adoption de cette resolution3 le bloc anglo
americain s'est livre a toutes les manceuvres 
auxquelles il avait deja eu recours pour rendre 
inoperants les efforts pour le desarmement. Les 
arguments memes que 1' on invoque en ce moment 
sont a peu pres identiques a ceux dont on usait 
pour combattre la proposition de l'URSS a la 
Conference du desarmement. Sir Hartley 
Shawcross imite Lord Cushendon lorsqu'il qualifie 
les propositions de l'URSS de propagande destinee 
a cacher ses veritables visees. Les Cushendon 
d'aujourd'hui semblent n'avoir rien appris de la 
triste experience de la Societe des Nations et 
n'en avoir non plus rien oublie. Ceux qui disent 
qu'ils ignorent ce qui se passe derriere les 
frontieres de l'URSS devraient se rappeler les 
funestes resultats auxquels a abouti la politique 
de la Societe des Nations : la course aux 
armements, qui detruisit les bases de la securite 
mondiale et prepara la seconde guerre mondiale. 

M. Manuilsky constate qu'il y a repartition 
de taches entre les Etats-Unis et leurs partenaires 
mineurs. Il est bien connu que les Etats-Unis 
favorisent la course aux armements et sont au 
centre de la pro pagan de que I' on mene en vue 
d'une troisieme guerre. Ils s'efforcent en ce 
moment de rester dans l' ombre et laissent a 
d'autres delegations, celles de la Belgique et du 
Royaume-Uni notamment, le soin de faire les 
discours les plus agressifs devant !'opinion 
mondiale. La delegation de la Republique socia
liste sovietique d'Ukraine saisit fort bien le sens 
de cette division du travail. 

M. Manuilsky estime que le discours d: 
Sir Hartley Shawcross (154e seanc.e) ,a. cherche 
a abaisser le debat a un niveau mfeneur. On 

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la seconde partie de la 
premiere session de l' Assemblee generale, 63• seance p!eniere. 

2 Ibid, 42• seance pleniere. 
3 Voir les Resolutions ado plies par l' AssembU~ gener;ale 

pendant la seconde partie de sa premiere sesswn, reso
lution 41 (1.). 
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was understandable to be angered by persons but 
not hy the truth and facts. To refuse to accept 
the truth was to avow fear of the truth and prefer
ence for untruth. The United Kingdom repre
sentative utterly distorted the facts in alleging 
that the USSR draft resolution (AJC.1j310) was 
unacceptable because it was only a declarative 
resolution. The falseness of his argument was 
shown by the statement that the ussn was 
rejecting control. In fact the USSH draft reso
lution proposed the establishment of a control 
body in its last paragraph. That was not an 
accidentnl proposal ; it derived direclly from the 
position of the USSil as stated by Generalissimo 
Stalin on 23 October HJ.!G. The need for control 
had been frequently iterated hy the USSR dele
gation both in the Atomic Energy Commission 
and in the Commission on Conventional Anna
ments. Those were facts which disproved the 
thesis of the United Kingdom that the USSR 
desired to circumvent control. Indeed, it was 
·well-known that the representatives of the Anglo
American bloc had rejected the USSR proposal of 
June HH7 for the establishment of control over 
atomic energy because the United States wanted 
to attain uncontrolled production of atomic 
weapons. Similarly, the USSR proposal for the 
establishment of an international control system 
over conventional armaments was rejected because 
the Anglo-American bloc did not wish armaments 
to be reduced. 

One of the principal reasons given for rejecting 
the USSR proposal relating to atomic energy 
(AJC.1j310) was the unsettled question of whether 
control or prohibition of atomic weapons should 
come first. The USSR delegation had now 
resolved that problem by proposing the adoption 
of two simultaneous conventions. However, by 
rejecting that offer of co-operation, the \Vestern 
Powers had assumed full responsibility for the 
usc of atomic energy for warlike purposes. 
Now the United Kingdom was asking that the 
USSR make further concessions. But, said 
Mr. Manuilsky, that was not a gesture of co
operation ; rather it should be otherwise described. 
If the opponents of the USSR proposals were 
prepared to examine the work of the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments, they would see that 
the USSR had proposed on 3 October 1947 
(SJC.3JSC.3/9) a plan which would have placed 
disarmament on a practical basis. Items 1 and 2 
of that plan answered the question of the United 
Kingdom representative whether military poten
tial had been taken into account by the USSR. 
The USSR plan not only did that but also took 
into account all those practical problems which it 
had been accused of ignoring. The USSR plan 
was broader, more profound and more viable than 
that adopted by the majority. 

The onus for the failure of the Commission on 
Conventional Armaments must be borne by the 
Anglo-American bloc, which had made clear its 
intent to wreck the Assembly's resolution of 

peut se facher contre les personnes, mais non 
contre la verite et les faits. Ceux qui se revoltent 
cor:tre la vcri~e. ?t les faits montrent qu'ils 
crmgnent la vente et preferent son contraire. 
En pretendant que le projet de resolution de 
l'URSS (AJC.1/310) est inacceptable, parce qu'il 
ne constitue qu'une resolution sur le papier, le 
representant du Tioyaume-Uni a completement 
deformc les faits. En affirmant que l'URSS 
refuse le controle, il n'a fait que mettre en 
evidence Ia faussetc de son argument. En fait, 
le projet de resolution de l'URSS propose dans 
son dernier parugraphe Ia creation d'un organe 
de controle. Cela n'est pas un hasard; cette 
proposition derive directement de Ia declaration 
faite le 23 octolJre 1946 par le generalissime 
Slaline concernant !'attitude de l'URSS. La 
deiegation de l'URSS a frequemment souligne 
Ia nccessitc du controle, tant a Ia Commission 
de l'cnergie atomique qu'a Ia Commission des 
armements de type classique. Cet ensemble de 
faits dement Ia these du Royaume-Uni selon 
laquelle l'URSS cherche a se derober au contr~le. 
D'ailleurs, tout Ie monde sait que, parce qu'ils 
dcsiraient pouvoir produire sans aucune 
restriction lcs armes atomiques, Ies representants 
du bloc anglo-americain ont rejete la proposition 
de l'URSS, faite en juin 1947, et qui tendait a 
ctablir un controle de l'energie atomique. De 
meme, Ia proposition de l'URSS en vue de 
l'Ctablissement d'un systeme de controle inter
national sur les armements de types classique 
a ete repoussce, et cela parce que le bloc anglo
americain ne tenait pas a une reduction des 
armements. 

L'une des principales raisons donnees au rej~t 
de la proposition de l'URSS relative a l'energ~e 
atomique (A/C.1/310) etait que l'on ne sava1~ 
s~il fallait accorder le priorite au controle o~ a 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques. La delegatiOn 
de l'URSS a rcsolu ce probleme en proposant 
!'adoption de deux conventions simultanees. 
Cependant, en repoussant cette offre de 
cooperation, les Puissances occidentales ont 
assume toute Ia responsabilite de l'emploi de 
l'energie atomique a des fins de guerre. Le 
Royaume-Uni demande maintenant a l'URSS 
de faire de nouvelles concessions. Cela ne 
constitue pas, scion M. Manuilsky, un geste de 
cooperation, mais merite une autre qualification. 
Si les adversaires des propositions de l'URSS 
veulent bien prendre la peine d'examiner les 
travaux de Ia Commission des armements de 
type classique, ils verront que, le 3 octobre 
1947 (S/C.3/SC.3/9) l'URSS a propo~e un pla_n 
qui, s'il avait ete pris en consideratiOn, a~na1t 
place Ie desarmement sur une base pratique. 
Les points 1 et 2 de ce plan repondent a la 
question posee par le representant du Royaume
Uni et qui etait de savoir si l'URSS a tenu compte 
du potentiel militaire. Le plan de l'URSS ne se 
contente pas de le faire, il ~ient egale~ent compte 
de tous les problemes d ordre pratique qu on 
!'accuse de negliger. Il. est plus l.arg~ et plu~ 
viable, il va aussi plus 1om que celm qu a adopte 
la majorite . . 

La responsabilite de l'echec essuye pa: la 
Commission des armements de type class1que 
doit etre attribuee au bloc anglo-ameri~ai!l, qui. 
des la premiere seance de la CommiSSIOn, a. 
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14 December 1946 from the very first meeting of 
the Commission. All the discussion which ensued 
and the revised draft resolution introduced by the 
United Kingdom on 7 April 1948 and embodying 
the amendments submitted by the United States 
and Canada (S/C.3/SC.3/15) which was adopted on 
12 August 1948 only served to confirm the position 
which had been consistently espoused by the 
Anglo-American bloc. No attempt at co-opera
tion with the USSR had been made and no 
proposals for joint action submitted by the latter 
were adopted. The United Kingdom draft reso
lution (A/C.l/319) now submitted was merely a 
restatement of that position. It again insisted 
upon the re-establishment of international confi
dence as a prerequisite for disarmament, though 
the USSR disarmament proposals (A/658) would 
in themselves decrease international tension and 
re-establish the conditions essential for inter
national co-operation. Their adoption would 
mean a rebirth of international confidence. 
Confidence was to be established not by mere 
declaration but by concrete acts, including the 
stringent implementation of existing agreements 
such as those of Potsdam and Yalta. Mr. 
Manuilsky reminded the Committee that history 
showed that insistence upon the establishment of 
" confidence " was a formula which had always 
been used by those who desired to justify an 
armaments race. Those who now insisted upon 
it were sowing the seeds of disorder. Could 
anyone imagine that confidence and trust would 
be increased by the establishment Df a bloc hostile 
to the USSR? That could only disrupt the 
United Nations. 

Mr. Manuilsky found the other prerequisites to 
disarmament which had been put forward in the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments and its 
working committee to be equally suspicious. He 
believed that they incriminated their authors and 
were stumbling blocks to disarmament. For 
example, the Anglo-American bloc called for the 
establishment of an international police force but, 
as was well known, it was that very group which 
had prevented progress in the Military Staff Com
mittee. In that Committee, the USSR had 
submitted a just and equitable proposal for the 
contribution by the great Powers of equal num
bers of troops and armaments. The rejection of 
that proposal could not be justified. Mr. Man
uilsky believed that the United States had 
insisted upon a larger force in order to justify its 
own armaments boom. 

A further example was the proposal submitted 
by the Anglo-American bloc in April and May of 
19481 to suspend the work of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. The USSR and the Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic had opposed that move 
as designed to wreck the implementation of the 
General Assembly's resolution of 24 January 
1946.2 Now the Anglo-American bloc was contin
uing its organized sabotage in the attempt to 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Council. 

a .see Resolutions adopted by tht General Assembly 
durmg the first part of its first session, page 9. 

manifeste dairement son intention de torpiller 
la resolution de I' Assemblee generale en date 
du 14 decembre 1946. Toute Ia suite de la dis
cussion, ainsi que Ie projet de resolution amende 
presente par le Royaume-Uni le 7 avril 1948, 
en reprenant les amendements des Etats-Unis 
et du Canada (SJC.3/S.C.3/15) et qui a ete 
adopte le 12 aout 1948, ne font que confirmer 
!'attitude que n'a cesse d'adopter le bloc anglo
americain. On n'a fait aucune tentative de 
collaborer avec l'URSS, on n'a adopte aucune 
des propositions que l'URSS a presentees en vue 
d'une action commune. Le projet de resolution 
propose aujourd'hui par le Royaume-Uni 
(A/C.1f319) ne fait que reaffirmer cette position. 
Il insiste a nouveau sur Ia necessite de restaurer 
la confiance entre les nations avant de desarmer, 
bien que les projets de desarmement proposes 
par l'URSS (A/658) devraient suffire a eux seuls 
a diminuer la tension internationale et a ramener 
les conditions necessaires a la cooperation entre 
les nations. L'adoption de ces projets ferait 
renaltre la confiance internationale. La confiance 
ne s'instaure pas par de simples declarations, 
mais bien par des actes concrets, y compris la 
stride application des accords existants, tels que 
ceux de Potsdam et de Yalta. L'histoire montre, 
dit M. Manuilsky que cette « confiance » reclamee 
avec tant d'obstination est une formule qu'ont 
toujours employee ceux qui cherchaient a justifier 
la course aux armements. Ceux qui insistent 
aujourd'hui sur ce point sement le desordre. 
Peut-on imaginer que la creation d'un bloc 
hostile a l'URSS contribuera a augmenter la 
confiance ? Cela ne pourra que detruire !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. 

M. Manuilsky trouve egalement suspectes les 
conditions preliminaires au desarmement, dont 
il a ete question a la Commission des armements 
de type classique et au sein de son Comite de 
travail. Il croit que ces conditions incriminent 
leurs auteurs et constituent des obstacles au 
desarmement. C'est ainsi que le bloc anglo
americain, s'il demande la creation d'une force 
internationale de police, n'en a pas moins, comme 
tout le monde le sait, empeche tout progres au 
sein du Comite d'etat-major. L'URSS, tout au 
contraire, a soumis a ce Comite une proposition 
equitable et juste, d'apres laquelle les grandes 
Puissances auraient du fournir un nombre egal 
de troupes et d'armements. Le rejet de cette 
proposition ne peut se justifier. M. Manuilsky 
croit que si les Etats-Unis ont insiste pour obtenir 
une force plus grande, c'est afin de justifier leur 
propre rearmement. 

Autre exemple : la proposition, faite par le 
bloc anglo-americain en avril et en mai 19481, 
de suspendre l'activite de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. L'URSS et la Republique 
socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine se sont opposees 
a cette proposition, considerant qu'elle etait 
dirigee contre Ia mise en application de la 
resolution de l'Assemblee generale en date du 
24 janvier 19462. Maintenant, le sabotage organise 

1 Voir les Proces-uerbaux officiels de Ia Commission 
de l'energie atomique, troisieme annee, ~upplement 
special, troisieme rapport au conseil de secur1te, 
~oir les Resolutions adoptees par l'Assembtee generale 

pendant la premiere partie de sa premiere session, page 9. 
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ensure the defeat of the USSR proposal on the 
reduction of armaments. 

In spite of the speeches which were being made, 
there could be no doubt of the real desires of the 
Anglo-American group. The truth was that 
adoption of the USSR proposal would mean a 
saving to the United States taxpayer in the year 
19-i8-1949 of about 5,000 million dollars. The 
vast sum being expended on military production 
by the Western PO\vers could more usefully be 
diverted to reconstruction. The reduction of the 
military budgets of the five permanent members 
of the Security Council would help the small and 
medium-sized countries, particularly those which 
had been devastated during the war, to set their 
finances in order and to improve their economic 
situation and the standard of living of their 
people. The adoption of the USSR draft resolu
tion would help to re-establish international trust 
and security and form a solid foundation for the 
future development of all States. Consequently, 
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, basing 
itself on the facts, would .wholeheartedly support 
the USSR proposal as a blow against warmongers 
and a step towards peace. 

Mr. KARDELJ (Yugoslavia) noted that despite 
expressed devotion to the cause of peace, peaceful 
proposals such as that of the Soviet Union 
(A/658) were being obstructed by the majority 
faction in the United Nations. Unlike Sir 
Hartley Shawcross, he found this proposal wholly 
realistic. It had been received in silence only 
because to implement it would mean a decisive 
step toward peace. That was not to the liking of 
certain Governments, which did not seek to reach 
agreed decisions in the United Nations. This stand 
was characteristic of the British and other repre
sentatives who made not the least attempt to meet 
the Soviet Union on the question of disarmament. 

This attitude of the majority, which was 
connected with their responsibility for the present 
general state of affairs, was determined by the 
changes in American policy to which Mr. Vy
shinsky had referred. The profits of American 
companies had increased in 1947 over 1946 by 
33 per cent ; the foreign investments of the United 
States had increased in 1947 by 83 per cent, 
compared with an increase of only 24 per cent in 
investments at home. Leaders of American 
monopolies, strengthened during the war, wished 
lO deprive other nations of their economic inde
pendence and by economic power to impose their 
political will. American political and military 
interventions occurred wherever the democratic 
masses of the people made their power felt. 

Freedom-loving nations could not accept ,the 
alternative of " an American peace or no peace 

par le bloc anglo-americain continue pour faire 
rcjeter la proposition de l'URSS sur Ia reduction 
des armements. 

En depit des discours prononces par ses 
reprcsentants, les intentions reelles du groupe 
anglo-americain ne font aucun doute. II n'en est 
pas moins vrai que !'adoption de la proposition 
de l'URSS signifierait pour les contribuables 
americains une economic de 5 milliards de 
dollars environ pour l'annee 1948-1949. Les 
sommes cnormes consacrees par les Puissances 
occidcntales a leur production militaire pourraient 
etre employees bien plus utilement a la recons
truction. Si les cinq membres permanents du 
Conseil de securite reduisaient leurs budgets 
militaircs, cela aiderait les nations petites et 
moyennes, et notamment celles qui ont ete 
dcvastees pendant Ia guerre, a mettre de l'ordre 
dans leurs finances et a relever leur economie, 
ainsi que le niveau de vie de leurs peuples. 
L'adoption du projet de resolution de l'URSS 
contribuerait a faire renaitre Ia confiance et 
Ia sccurite internationales et constituerait une 
fondation solide pour le developpement futur 
de tous les Etats. Aussi le representant de Ia 
RSS d'Ukraine, dont l'attitude est dictee par 
les faits, appuie-t-il sans reserve la proposition 
de l'URSS qui porte un coup aux fauteurs de 
guerre et marque un progres vers Ia paix. 

M. KARDELJ (Yougoslavie) constate qu'en 
depit des protestations de devouement a la cause 
de la paix, des propositions pacifiques telles que 
celles de l'URSS (A/658) soulevent !'opposition 
du clan que forme Ia majorite au sein des Nations 
Unies. II ne partage pas Ia maniere de voir .de 
Sir Hartley Shawcross et estime au contram 
que cette proposition est realiste. L'accueil reserve 
qu'a rer;u la proposition montre simplem~nt 
qu'elle marque un progres decisif vers Ia pru.x. 
Cela ne plait pas a certains Gouverne~ents, P.eu 
soucieux de voir !'Organisation des Nations Umes 
parvenir a des decisions prises d'un commun 
accord. 

Cette attitude est caracteristique de la part 
des representants du Royaume-Uni et d'autres 
pays qui ne font pas le moindre effort pour se 
rapprocher de l'URSS. Cette position prise par 
Ia majorite n'est pas sans rapports ~vee. Ia 
responsabilite qui lui incombe pour la situatwn 
generale actuelle. Elle a etc determine~ . par 
les changements intervenus dans . la pohtiq~e 
americaine et auxquels M. Vychmsky a fait 
allusion. Les benefices des societes americaines 
ont ete en 1947 de 33 pour 100 superieurs .a 
ceux de 1946 ; les investissements des Etats-Ums 
a l'etranger ont augmente, en 1947, de 83 pour 10?, 
alors que les investissements aux Etats-UIDs 
meme n'ont augmente que de 24 pour 100. Les 
dirigeants des monopoles americains, monopoles 
qui ont etc renforces durant Ia gue~re, _cherchent 
a priver les autres nations de leur mdepe~dance 
economique et, par le moyen de la pmssanc: 
economique, a imposer a ces n~~ions leur :V?lo.nte 
politique. Les interventions.pohtiques et mili~aires 
des Etats-Unis se prodmsent partout o~ les 
masses democratiques du peuple font senbr la 
preuve de leur puissance. . . 

Les nations eprises de hb~rte n.e. p~uvent 
accepter Ie dilemme « une pmx amencame ou 
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at all " and putting the question in that way 
inevitably led to tension. The aggressive trend 
in the policy of the United States and other 
countries contradicted the spirit and letter of the 
post-war agreements signed by the Allies. The 
difficulty lay not in those agreements but in the 
radical change towards intimidation and pressure 
which had occurred in the foreign policy of the 
United States since. This was the cause for the 
refusal of the Western delegations to pursue a 
constructive policy of co-operation with the 
USSR in the field of disarmament. Mr. McNeil's 
argument tha.t distrust of the USSR presented 
agreement with its disarmament proposal had 
been refuted by Mr. Vyshinsky and by the whole 
history of the USSR. The USSR had consistently 
pursued a policy of peaceful co-operation while 
the Western Powers had consistently proved by 
their numerous anti-Soviet interventions that they 
did not wish to co-operate peacefully with the 
Soviet Union. The leading group of the majority 
was returning to its former hostile policy against 
the USSR, although the USSR had continued its 
policy of peace as demonstrated by its proposals 
at the first two sessions of the General Assembly, 
its fight for the swift implementation of inter
national obligations, the withdrawal of Soviet 
troops from Iran and Korea, and its latest 
proposal for the reduction of armaments. The 
policy of opposition to the USSR fostered antag
onisms in international political relations and 
strengthened anti-democratic fascist elements. The 
bitter experience of World War II showed where 
such a policy led. 

Mr. Kardelj emphasized that Yugoslavia and 
the other peoples' democracies had never been 
under the control of the USSR. There was there
fore nothing against which to defend them, 
whereas Western Europe where controls were 
being established by others than the USSR stood 
in need of such defence. 

The pretext of distrust of the Soviet Union was 
but an unconvincing justification of an aggressive 
policy against peaceful co-operation. The repre
sentatives of the leading countries of the majority 
faction should show their devotion to the cause of 
peace in actual practice. Mr. Vyshinsky had 
convincingly criticized the thesis of " security 
first " and " disarmament afterwards " which 
had enabled Hitler and other aggressors to discard 
all disarmament proposals. To show the danger 
of a similar development today, Mr. Kardelj 
quoted statements by Mr. Marshall and Mr. Austin 
to the effect that military strength was of imme
diate and major importance in the present world 
situation. In his opinion such policies were at 
the root of the present international tension. He 
recalled a statement by the late President Roose
velt in 1941 that freedom from fear meant a 
worldwide reduction of armaments so that no 
nation would be in a position to commit aggression 

pas de paix du tout ''· Poser la question de cette 
maniere provoque inevitablement une tension. 
La tendance agressive qui se manifeste dans la 
politique des Etats-Unis et d'autres pays est 
contraire a !'esprit et a la lettre des accords 
signes par les Allies apres la guerre. Ce n'est pas 
dans ces accords que git la difficulte ; elle reside 
plutot dans le changement radical qui est inter
venu depuis lors dans Ia politique etrangere des 
Etats-Unis devenue une politique d'intimidation 
et de pression. C'est a cette cause qu'il faut 
attribuer le refus des delegations occidentales 
de poursuivre une politique constructive de 
cooperation avec l'URSS en matiere de desar
mement. M. McNeil soutient que Ia mefiance 
qu'inspire l'URSS empeche d'arriver a un accord 
sur Ia proposition de desarmement de l'URSS : 
cette these a ete refutee par M. Vychinsky et 
se trouve dementie par toute l'histoire de l'URSS. 
L'URSS a toujours poursuivi une politique de 
cooperation pacifique alors que les Puissances 
occidentales n'ont cesse de demontrer par les 
nombreuses interventions qu'elles ont dirigees 
contre l'Union sovietique qu'elles n'etaient pas 
desireuses de cooperer d'une maniere pacifique 
avec l'URSS. Le groupe qui mene Ia majorite 
revient a sa politique anterieure d'hostilite a 
l'URSS, alors que celle-ci a poursuivi sa politique 
de paix, comme en temoignent les propositions 
presentees par elle lors des deux premieres sessions 
de I' Assemblee generale, les efforts tentes par elle 
pour que soient executees sans tarder les obli
gations internationales, le retrait des troupes 
sovietiques d'Iran et de Coree, et la proposition 
qu' elle a presentee tout recemment pour Ia 
reduction des armements. La politique d'oppo
sition a l'URSS a encourage les antagonismes 
dans les relations politiques internationales et a 
donne un regain de force aux elements fascistes 
et antidemocratiques. L'experience amere de la 
deuxieme Guerre mondiale a montre ou menait 
une telle politique. 

M. Kardelj souligne que ni la Yougoslavie, ni 
les autres democraties populaires, n'ont jamais 
ete sous Ia tutelle de l'URSS. Aussi n'ont-elles 
besoin d' etre clef endues contre quoi que ce so it, 
alors que !'Europe occidentale, ou d'autres que 
l'URSS installent leur domination, a besoin d'une 
telle defense. 

La mefiance qu'inspirerait l'URSS n'est qu'un 
pretexte fallacieux pour justifier une politique 
agressive dirigee contre une cooperation pacifique. 
Les representants des pays qui sont a Ia tete du 
clan majoritaire devraient donner des preuves 
concretes de leur devouement a la cause de la 
paix. M. Vychinsky a refute a l'aide d'arguments 
convaincants Ia these de la << securite d'abord '' 
et du (( desarmement ensuite ll, qui a permis a 
Hitler et a d'autres agresseurs d'ecarter toutes 
propositions de desarmement. Pour montrer le 
risque actuel d'une evolution semblable des 
evenements, M. Kardelj cite des declarations 
de M. Marshall et de M. Austin sur !'importance 
immediate et preponderante de Ia force militaire 
dans la situation actuelle du monde. A ses yeux, 
la politique de ces pays est a l'origine de la 
tension internationale actuelle. Il rappelle un 
discours prononce par le President Roosevelt 
en 1941 ou celui-ci disait que liberer le monde 
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and he noted that the United States represen
tatives today asserted just the contrary. 

The arguments of Mr. McNeil (153rd meeting) 
and Sir Hartley Shawcross (154th meeting) that 
the USSR proposal would favour the USSR which 
had disarmed the least, were unconvincing and 
contradictory. The important fact, however, was 
that the rejection of the USSR proposal led to the 
conclusion that the leaders of the majority opposed 
all disarmament. Contrary to the militaristic 
theories of security through armaments the 
peopl=s' democracies viewed disarmament as a 
first step without which firm international co
operation was impossible. The USSR proposal 
required responsible States to give minimum 
proofs of their goodwill and thus was a realistic 
and constructive step. States must be enabled 
to rid themselves of the burden of armaments and 
thus to hasten economic progress and to free 
humanity from the fear of war. For these 
reasons he supported the USSR proposal and 
appealed for its adoption. 

Mr. TsiANG (China) said that since the question 
of atomic weapons had been discussed previously, 
he would concentrate on the part of the USSR 
proposal calling for a reduction by one-third 
within one year, of all present land, naval and 
air forces of the five permanent members of the 
Security Council. Comparing Eastern Asia and 
Europe in the period between wars, he noted two 
common factors of fundamental importance : 
(1) an imperialist and expansionist aggressor, 
Germany in Europe and Japan in Asia; (2) total 
unpreparedness. In some cases this second 
factor stemmed from a lack of war potential and 
in other cases from pacifism. These two factors 
and the absence of a strong international autho
rity had made global war inevitable. 

The men who had drafted the Charter had tried 
to find an answer for such imperialistic aggression. 
They considered that there was no security in 
individual national armaments and offered in the 
Charter : (1) a Security Council which was given 
the primary responsibility for the maintenance of 
international peace and security and the decisions 
of which the Members of the United Nations 
agreed to accept and carry out ; and (2) a common 
international force to be placed at the disposal of 
the Security Council. 

In his opmwn that formula was still valid. 
The trouble was that the Security Council was 
not permitted to function because of the abusive 
use of the " veto " and, secondly, that the Mili
tary Staff Committee had failed to reach agree
ment on the establishment of an international 

de la peur supposait une reduction universelle 
des armements, de manii~re qu'aucune nation ne 
flit a meme de commettre une agression, et il 
constate qu'aujourd'hui les representants ame
ricains affirment precisement le contraire. 

Les arguments de M. McNeil (153e seance) et 
de Sir Hartley Shawcross (154e seance), selon 
lesquels Ia proposition sovietique favoriserait 
I'URSS, en taut que pays qui a desarme le moins, 
ne sont pas convaincants et renferment une 
contradiction. Toutefois, il importe de souligner 
que le rejet de Ia proposition de l'URSS mene a 
Ia conclusion que les dirigeants de Ia majorite 
s'opposent a toute tentative de desarmement. 
Contrairement aux theories militaristes de Ia 
securitc par les armements, les democraties 
populaires considerent le desarmement comme 
un premier pas sans lequel il est impossible 
d'etablir une cooperation internationale durable. 
La proposition de l'URSS demande aux Etats 
conscients de leurs responsabilites de donner des 
preuves, seraient-elles meme minimes, de leur 
bonne volonte et, en ce sens, represente une 
initiative realiste et constructive. Les Etats 
doivent avoir la possibilite de se debarrasser des 
charges que leur imposent les armements et par 
Ia meme de bater le progres economique et de 
liberer l'humanite de Ia crainte de Ia guerre. 
C'est pour ces raisons que M. Kardelj appuie Ia 
proposition de l'URSS et conjure Ia Commission 
de !'adopter. 

M. TsiANG (Chine) declare que, puisque la 
question de l'arme atomique a deja ete discutee, 
il ne s'ctendra que sur Ia partie de Ia proposition 
de l'URSS qui prevoit la reduction dans le delai 
d'un an d'un tiers de toutes les forces terrestres, 
navales et aeriennes des cinq Etats membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite. Etablissant 
une comparaison entre l'Asie de l'Est et !'Europe, 
dans Ia periode de l'entre-deux-guerres, il releve 
deux facteurs communs d'une importance 
capitale : 1) !'existence d'un agresseur aya~t. des 
visees imperialistes et poursuivant une pohtique 
d'expansion: l'Allemagne en Europe, le Japon 
en Asie ; 2) un defaut total de preparation. Ce 
dernier facteur derive dans certains cas d'une 
absence de potentiel de guerre, et, dans d'autres, 
du pacifisme. Ce sont ces deux facteurs, e~ 
!'absence d'une autorite internationale forte, qm 
ont rendu inevitable la guerre mondiale. 

Ceux qui ont elabore Ia Charte se sont efforces 
d'apporter une solution au probleme 9u~ pose 
l'agression imperialiste. Ils ont eshme . que 
I' existence d'armements nationaux dans les d1vers 
pays etait incompatible avec la securite ; c'e~t 
pourquoi ils ont prevu dans Ia Charte: 1) un Co~s.ei~ 
de securite, auquel est confie~ Ia respons~bll~t~ 
principale du maintien de Ia pmx, e~ _de Ia se~unte 
internationales, et dont les decisions d01vent 
etre reconnues et executees par ]es Etats Membres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, et ?) ,une 
force armee internationale commune placee a la 
disposition du Conseil de securite. . 

L'orateur trouve que cette formule est touJours 
valable. Malheureusement, on n'a pas pe.rmis 
au Conseil de securite de remplir ses fonctwns, 
car on a abuse du droit de veto, et d'autre 
part, Ie Comite ~·e~at-m~jor n'a pu s~ n:tettre 
d'accord sur la creatwn dune force armee mter-
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force. The proposal of the USSR delegation did 
not remedy these difficulties ; the Chinese dele
gation wished to stress that no scheme of disar
mament could be expected to succeed unless it 
were accompanied by the establishment of an 
international force. 

Mr. Tsiang noted that the Commission on 
Conventional Armaments had completed items 
one and two of its plan of work and thought that 
if the USSR had not persistently obstructed the 
Commission much more progress would have been 
made. 

The Chinese delegation subscribed to the 
criticisms made by other members of the Com
mittee of the technical difficulties of the USSR 
proposal. In addition to these general reasons 
rendering the USSR proposal unacceptable, China 
had particular reasons. The Communist Party 
of China had a large army. In spite of the 
Communist menace, the Chinese Government had 
started the demobilization of its army immedi
ately after the war with a view to beginning 
national reconstruction. The Communists, how
ever, had chosen to undertake armed rebellion 
against the lawful Government of China. China 
was therefore in the midst of a struggle to preserve 
its national unity. Its armed forces were not a 
contributing cause of the present world tension 
and served only to ensure domestic security. No 
scheme of disarmament would be acceptable 
which did not give due consideration to the 
requirements of domestic security. His country 
would however fulfil every duty and obligation 
under the Charter. 

Mr. CLEMENTIS (Czechoslovakia) noted that the 
attitude of suspicion toward the proposals of the 
countries of the new democracies was being 
brought forward again in connexion with the new 
USSR proposal. An attempt had been made to 
cultivate, artificially, an unhealthy distrust for 
the USSR amounting to a psychosis. An example 
was the intervention of the United States dele
gation against the preamble of the Ecuadorean 
resolution calling for an " approach to general 
agreement" (A/C.l/311). The differences in 
the Press of the USSR and Czechoslovakia and the 
Press of the Western countries since the USSR 
proposal was presented were significant. The 
former contained news of the harvest, of indus
trial production, of the hope for an agreement 
leading toward the reduction of armed forces. 
The Western Press was filled with reports and 
articles of a martial nature and campaigns 
advocating an increase in armaments. This war 
psychosis in the Press reflected actual prepa
rations for war as shown by the reports in the 
London Observer showing that American re
armament was ahead of the 1940 defence pro
gramme. Mr. Clementis also pointed to the 
carry-over or renewal of institutions set up during 
the war to prosecute the war, which were now 
organizing war potential. The United States 
Army was being armed and equipped for attack 
on the USSR. All civilian and military research 
in the United States was directed toward offensive 
war. A heavy though not comparable burden 

nationale. La proposition qui a ete presentee par 
la delegation de l'URSS n'aplanit pas ces diffi
cultes ; la delegation de la Chine souligne qu'on 
ne peut s'attendre ace qu'un plan de desarmement 
aboutisse, s'il ne s'accompagne pas de la creation 
d'une force armee internationale. 

M. Tsiang fait remarquer que la Commission 
des armements de type classique a termine 1' etude 
des deux premiers points qui flgurent au pro
gramme de ses travaux. Si l'URSS n'avait pas 
entrave systematiquement les travaux de la 
Commission, celle-ci aurait realise des progres bien 
plus considerables. 

La delegation de la Chinese rallie aux critiques 
formulees par les autres membres de la Commission 
au sujet des difficultes techniques que souleve la 
proposition presentee par l'URSS. En plus de ces 
raisons d'ordre general, qui rendent inacceptable 
la proposition sovietique, la Chine a egalement 
des raisons particulieres de s'y opposer. Le parti 
communiste de la Chine possede une armee 
considerable. Malgre la menace communiste, le 
Gouvernement chinois a commence a demobiliser 
son armee immediatement apres la fin de la 
guerre, en vue d'entreprendre le relevement du 
pays. Les communistes, eux, ont prefere declencher 
une revolte armee contre le gouvernement h~gi
time. La Chine se trouve ainsi engagee a fond dans 
une lutte dont son unite nationale est l'enjeu. 
Loin de contribuer a l'etat de tension qui existe 
actuellement dans le monde, ses forces armees ne 
sont utilisees que pour assurer la securite interieure 
du pays. La Chine n'acceptera aucun plan qui ne 
tienne dument compte des exigences de la securite 
interieure. Toutefois, elle remplira tous les devoirs 
et engagements qu'elle a contractes aux termes 
de la Charte. 

M. CLEMENTIS (Tchecoslovaquie) fait remarquer 
que !'attitude de suspicion a l'egard des propo
sitions presentees par les pays de la nouvelle 
democratie se manifeste de nouveau a !'occasion 
de la proposition que vient de soumettre l'URSS. 
On entretient artificiellement, a l'egard de l'URSS, 
une mefiance malsaine qui equivaut a une veri
table psychose. C'est ainsi que la delegation des 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique s'est opposee au pream
bule de la resolution presentee par l'Equateur, 
preambule oil il etait question de (( la realisation 
d'un accord general» (A/C.l /311). De puis que 
l'Union des Republiques socialistes sovietiques a 
presente sa proposition, on peut relever une 
difference significative entre le ton de la presse 
en URSS et en Tchecoslovaquie et le ton de la 
presse dans lespays occidentaux. Les journauxde 
l'URSS et de la Tchecoslovaquie publient des 
informations sur la recolte et la production 
industrielle, et se declarent en faveur d'un accord 
tendant a Ia reduction des forces armees. Par 
contre, les journaux des pays occidentaux publient 
a foison des informations et des articles de nature 
militaire et menent campagne en faveur d'une 
augmentation des armements. Cette psychose de 
guerre, qui se manifeste dans la presse, correspon? 
a des preparatifs auxquels on se livre effech
vement ; cela est illustre par les informations 
parues dans le London Observer, qui montrent que 
le rearmement des Etats-Unis d'Amerique est 
en avance sur le programme de defense de .1940. 
M. Clementis signale egalement que les orgamsmes 
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of armaments was also being borne by other 
countries impoverished or damaged during the 
war. 

In the circumstances, the Committee was being 
told that the whole world lived in dread of the 
USSR but the man on the street as well as the 
responsible statesmen in the \Vest were well 
aware that the USSR did not want war. After 
such statements as that by l\Ir. Charles E. Salzman, 
United States Assistant Secretary of State, on 
8 October, that it might not be possible to avoid 
war with the USSR, the peoples' democracies 
were more warranted in distrusting the peace
loving speeches before the Committee. 

It had been argued that acceptance of the 
USSR proposal must be subject to the introduction 
of effective control but this control was an integral 
part of the proposal itself. Since the working out 
of details might require protracted negotiations, 
there must be an agreement on the principle, 
that is, on the reduction of armed forces. No 
other concrete proposal which could stop the mad 
armaments race had been put forward and an 
agreement of the five Powers on this question 
would be accepted with confidence and hope. To 
say that such an agreement would not be kept 
simply proved that certain countries did not 
intend to fulfil their solemn obligations unless 
there were established a control requiring deep 
inroads into the sovereignty of States. The 
question of control was not such a complex affair 
as it had been pictured and the acceptance or 
non-acceptance of the USSR proposal would 
depend exclusively on whether the Powers 
concerned were prepared to accept the idea of 
reducing their armed forces at all. 

The meeting rose at 13.05 hours. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY-SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 11 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 
Chairman : Mr. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivia). 

20. Continuation of the discussion on 
the prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments and armed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council: item proposed by the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics (A/658) 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) reminded the Committee 
that all weapons in themselves were a potential 

qui avaient ete crees pendant la guerre a des fins 
militaires ont ete maintenus ou remis en activite 
et qu'ils procedent actuellement a l'organisatio~ 
des ressources militaires. On est en train d'armer 
et d'equiper l'armee des Etats-Unis d'Amerique 
en vue d'une attaque contre l'URSS. Tous les 
travaux de recherche entrepris aux Etats-Unis 
d'Amerique, a titre civil ou militaire, s'inspirent 
d'une strategic offensive. D'autres pays, qui 
pourtant ont ete appauvris ou devastes par la 
guerre, maintiennent eux aussi, bien qu'a une 
echelle plus modeste, des armements considerables. 

C'est dans ces conditions qu'on vient declarer a 
la Commission que le monde entier vit dans la 
terreur que lui inspirerait l'URSS ; mais les 
simples citoyens aussi bien que les hommes d'Etat 
eminents des pays occidentaux savent parfai
tement que l'URSS ne desire pas la guerre. Or, le 
8 octobre dernier, M. Charles E. Salzman, Secre
taire d'Etat adjoint des Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
a declare qu'il serait peut-etre impossible d'eviter 
la guerre avec I'URSS ; et certes, de telles decla
rations sont de nature a inspirer aux pays de la 
democratic populaire une mefiance justiflee a 
l'egard des discours pacifistes que l'on prodigue a 
la Commission. 

On a soutenu que !'acceptation de la propo
sition presentee par l'URSS devait etre subor· 
donnee a !'institution d'un controle efficace ; 
pourtant, ce dernier fait partie integrante de la 
proposition. La mise au point des details peut 
exiger des conversations prolongees ; il faut done 
parvenir a un accord portant sur le principe meme 
de Ia reduction des forces armees. On n'a soumis 
aucune autre proposition concrete qui fut capable 
d'arreter la course forcenee aux armements; 
pourtant, Ia conclusion d'un accord entre les cinq 
Puissances serait accueillie avec confiance et 
espoir. En pretendant que cet accord ne serait pas 
respecte, on prouve tout bonnement que certains 
pays n'ont pas !'intention de remplir les obligations 
solennelles qu'ils ont assumees, a moins que l'on 
n'institue un controle qui empiE~terait conside· 
rablement sur la souverainete des Etats. La 
question du controle n'est pas aussi complexe 
qu'on l'a dit, et !'acceptation ou le rejet de Ia 
proposition soumise par l'URSS dependra exclu
sivement d'une chose, a savoir : les Puissances 
interessees voudront-elles accepter le principe 
meme de la reduction de leurs forces armees ? 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 05. 

CENT-CINQUANTE-SIXIEME 
SEANCE · 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 11 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President: M. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivie). 

20. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
reduction d 'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des . inembres 
permanents du Conseil de securite: 
point propose ~ar. l'Union ~?~ Re
publiques soc1ahstes sov1et1ques 
(A/658) 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) rappelle qu.e toute arme 
constitue en elle-meme un danger v1rtuel pour la 

120 



danger to the peace. Nevertheless, disarmament 
could in certain cases benefit the countries 
which were politically and economically the 
most powerful. Moreover, there was always 
the risk that agreements might not be carried out. 

In the special case of partial disarmament, 
matters were even more complicated, for account 
had to be taken of industrial or geographical 
factors or of the means of communication. 
There was also the new factor of the maintenance 
by a foreign country of a secret army on the 
territory of a given country. In that way less 
powerful or less far-seeing nations could be 
brought under subjection without a blow being 
struck. Would that new weapon also be reduced 
by a third? 

For all those reasons the limitation of arma
ments through an over-simplified formula might 
prove merely a snare and delusion. Peaceful 
Powers had played the part of dupes only too 
often in the past. 

A system of collective security which inspired 
confidence should therefore be created first of all. 
The difficulty was that that implied international 
control of armaments ; and it was impossible 
to claim that such control, if exercised within 
the framework of the Security Council, could 
really prevent secret rearmament. 

The peace treaty with Bulgaria had provided 
for limitation of the armaments of that ex-enemy 
country. Yet those provisions had not been 
carried out and every attempt at inspection 
had been met with a plea in bar. 

If both solutions - pure and simple limita
tion of armaments and international control -
were equally impracticable, that certainly did 
not mean that there was no other possibility of 
obtaining immediate results ; the representatives 
of Belgium and the Netherlands had mentioned 
another method, the strengthening of the law 
and of the processes of arbitration. 

If the Members of the United Nations accepted 
a broad formula for the peaceful settlement of 
international disputes and for arbitration, all 
nations would have the opportunity of proving 
their good faith, and those which felt themselves 
threatened could mobilize world opinion in their 
favour. 

The system of control of armaments could 
later be merged in that system of arbitration 
and of pacific settlement. 

From that point of view, could not the General 
Act of 1928 form a starting point for the solution 
of the disarmament problem? A minimum of 
mutual confidence could thus be restored. 

The Greek delegation reserved the right to 
give more concrete form to that suggestion, 
should the Committee consider it worthy of 
retention. 

:Mr. CHEVRIER (Canada) said he agreed with 
the Greek representative on a number of points. 

Disarmament was a universal objective. His 
delegation favoured anything consistent with 
security that might reduce military expenditure. 

The USSR delegation claimed to be the sole 
champion of peace and disarmament. Canada, 

paix.. Toutefois, le desarmement peut, dans 
certams cas, avantager les pays les plus forts 
poli.tiquemen~ et economiquement. De plus, il y a 
tOUJOurs le nsque que les accords ne soient pas 
executes. 

Dans le cas particulier d'un desarmement 
partiel, les choses sont encore plus compliquees. 
En effet, il faut t enir compte de facteurs industriels 
ou geographiques ou des moyens de commu
nication. Il y a aussi le facteur nouveau de 
l'entretien par l'etranger d'une armee secrete sur 
le territoire meme d'un pays donne. C'est ainsi 
que l'on peut, sans coup ferir, asservir des nations 
moins puissantes ou moins avisees. Cette arme 
nouvelle sera-t-elle aussi reduite du tiers ? 

Pour toutes ces raisons, Ia limitation des 
armements selon une formule simpliste risquerait 
bien de n'etre qu'un leurre. Trop souvent dans le 
passe, les Puissances pacifiques ont deja joue le 
role de dupes. 

II convient done tout d'abord d'elaborer un 
systeme de securite collective qui engendre la 
confiance. La difficulte est que cela implique un 
controle international des armements et qu'il est 
impossible de pretendre que ce controle, s'il 
s'exer~ait dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, put 
vraiment empecher un rearmement clandestin. 

Le traite de paix avec la Bulgarie prevoyait 
une limitation des armements de ce pays ex
ennemi. Or, ces clauses n'ont pas ete executees et 
toutes les tentatives pour proceder a des veri
fications se sont heurtees a une fin de non recevoir. 

Si les deux solutions d'une limitation pure et 
simple des armements et d'un controle inter
national sont egalement impraticables, doit-on 
conclure qu'il ne reste aucune possibilite d'obtenir 
des resultats immediats ? II n'en est rien. Car les 
repn\sentants de la Belgique et des Pays-Bas ont 
fait allusion a une autre methode, le renforcement 
du droit et de !'arbitrage. 

Si les Membres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies souscrivaient a une large formule de solution 
pacifique des differends internationaux et d'arbi
trage, toutes les nations auraient !'occasion de 
prouver leur bonne foi, et celles qui se sentent 
menacees pourraient mobiliser en leur faveur la 
conscience universelle. 

Le systeme de controle des armements pourrait 
ulterieurement etre integre dans ce systeme 
d'arbitrage et de reglement pacifique. 

Dans cet esprit, l'Acte general de 1928 ne 
pourrait-il servir comme point de depart pour la 
solution du probleme du desarmement ? Ainsi 
un minimum de confiance mutuelle pourrait etre 
retabli. 

La delegation hellenique se reserve de donner 
eventuellement a cette suggestion une forme plus 
concrete, si le Comite estime qu'elle est digne 
d'etre retenue. 

M. CHEVRIER (Canada) indique que, sur plusieurs 
points, il se trouve generalement en accord avec 
le representant de la Grece. . . . 

Le desarmement constitue un objectif umversel. 
La delegation du Canada, pour sa part, se declare 
favorable a tout ce qui pourrait amener une 
reduction des depenses militaires. 

La delegation de l'URSS pretend etre le se':l-1 
champion de la paix et du desarmement. Mms 
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on the other hand, had never acquired territory 
by force. It had no inclination whatever to 
expand and it harboured no aggressive designs 
against anyone. The USSR on the contrary 
was responsible for international tension, and it 
maintained forces of discord within all the demo
cratic countries. If the USSR really wanted 
peace why did it not moderate that t ension? 

l\Ir. Vyshinsky in his last speech had not dealt 
with his own delegation's draft resolution. 
How then could so vague a proposal form a 
solution to the problem of disarmament? 

Reservations had already been made concerning 
the expediency of reducing by a third the arma
ments of the five permanent members of the 
Security Council. Disannament had to be quali
tative as well as quantitative. Also what 
were the practical steps provided for in the 
USSR draft? Despite the assurances given 
by l\1r. l\lanuilsky, there was nothing to prove 
that an agreement on disarmament would be 
eficctivcly applied in USSR territory. 

His own country had substantially reduced 
its armaments and its armed forces since the end 
of the Second World War. In doing so it had 
thought it could rely on the undertakings given 
by all the Members of the United Nations and 
on the machinery provided by the Charter for 
the maintenance of international security. His 
country would still welcome any plan for disarm
ament which would not endanger its security 
and that of the nations devoted to the principles 
of the Charter. But he suggested that the main 
causes of the present tension were : (1) the 
USSR maintained considerable military forces ; 
(2) the USSR had not co-operated in applying 
the provisions of Article 43 of the Charter ; 
(3) the USSR had shown no co-operative spirit 
in the question of the control of atomic energy ; 
(4) the USSR had done nothing to conform 
with the views of the majority of the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments in the matter of 
practical steps to strengthen international security, 
as a preliminary to any regulation or reduction 
of armaments. 

The USSR draft resolution, by providing for 
the establishment of an international body 
functioning within the fram ework of the Security 
Council, could only mean that the right of veto 
might at any moment paralyze inspection and the 
application of measures of implementation. 

The USSR proposals relating to international 
control of the implementation of disarmament 
measures were at the very least, ambiguous. 
In that field, however, international inspection 
was essential. It was one thing for the USSR 
to announce that it would reduce its armaments 
by a third, or even in due course that it had 
reduced them by a third ; it would be quite 
another thing to say that international observers 
would be welcomed. For in the one case, the 
world would have only the mere statement 
of the USSR to go on, and in the other, it could 
make sure of the way in which disarmament 
was really being carried out. Inspection would 
naturally be carried out in the territories of all 
the countries involved. 

The USSR delegation had already been asked 
to give a direct answer to the following question : 

le Canada n'a jamais acquis de territoires par Ia 
force. Il n'a aucune velleite d'expansion et ne 
n?urrit d'intentions agressives contre personne. 
L URSS, au contraire, est responsable de Ia 
tension internationale. Et elle entretient des 
fo_rces d~ dissen.si~n au sein de ~ous les pays 
democratlques. S1 I URSS veut vrmment la paix, 
que ne diminue-t-elle cette tension ? 

M. Vychinsky, dans sa derniere intervention, 
n'a pas traite du projet de resolution de sa delt\
gation. Comment done un projet aussi vague 
pourrait-il constituer une solution au probleme 
du desarmcment ? 

Des reserves ont d'ailleurs ete formulees sur 
l'opportunite de desarmer d'un tiers les forces 
des cinq membres permanents du Conseil de 
securite. Le desarmement doit etre non seulement 
quantitatif, mais aussi qualitatif. Et, d'autre 
part, queUes sont Ies mesures d'application pn\vues 
dans le projet de l'URSS ? Malgre les assurances 
donnees par M. Manuilsky, rien ne prouve qu'un 
accord rclatif au desarmement serait effectivement 
applique sur le territoirc de l'URSS. 

Depuis Ia fin de la deuxieme guerre mondiale, le 
Canada a reduit de fat;on substantielle ses 
armements ct ses forces armees. Ce faisant, le 
Canada pcnsait pouvoir compter sur les enga
gements souscrits par tons les membres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies et sur le meca
nisme prevu par Ia Charte pour le maintien de la 
securite internationale. Maintenant encore, le 
Canada accueillerait favorablement tout plan de 
desarmement qui n'aboutirait pas a mettre en peril 
la securite du Canada et des nations devouees aux 
principes de la Charte. Or, les causes principales 
de Ia tension actuelle sont : 1) l'URSS entretient 
des forces militaires considerables ; 2) l'URSS 
n'a pas coopere a !'application des dispositions de 
I' Article 43 de Ia Charte ; 3) l'URSS n'a fait preuve 
d'aucun esprit de cooperation en matiere de 
controle de l'energie atomique ; 4) l'URSS n'a rien 
fait pour se conformer aux vues de la majorite de 
Ia Commission des armements de type classique, 
quant aux mesures susceptibles de renforcer la 
securite internationale, avant toute reglementation 
ou reduction des armements. 

Le pro jet de resolution de l'URSS, en prevoxant 
Ia creation d'un organisme internatwnal 
fonctionnant dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, 
ne peut que vouloir dire que le droit de. veto 
pourrait, a tout moment, paralyser l'inspectwn et 
!'application de mesures d'execution. 

Les propositions de l'URSS au sujet du controle 
international de I' execution des mesures de ctesar
mement sont au moins ambigues. Or, en ce 
domaine, !'inspection internationale est essentielle. 
Annoncer que I' on va desarmer, ou meme eventuel
lement que l'on a desarme d'un tiers, est une 
chose ; declarer, au nom de l'URSS, que l'on ':a 
accueillir des observateurs internationaux en sera1t 
une autre toute differente. Car, dans le premier cas, 
le monde devrait s'en tenir a une simple decla
ration de l'URSS, et, dans l'autre, il pourrait 
s'assurer de la maniere dont le desarmement 
s'efiectue en realite. Il va de soi que !'inspection 
serait faite sur le territoire de tous les pays 
interesses. 

Il a deja ete demande a !a delegat~on de _l'URS~ 
de repondre sans ambage a Ia questwn smvante · 
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'Vas it ready to open its frontiers to international 
teams of observers who would ascertain the 
quantitative and qualitative position of the 
armed forces and the armaments, both actual 
and potential of the USSR, such inspection to 
take place on the territory of the USSR and on 
the territories under her control, as well as on 
the t erritories of the other great Powers? 

Such inspection was the essential condition 
for a real general and progressive disarmament. 
A formula for disarmament should then be 
worked out which would take account of the 
conditions necessary for international peace and 
security. 

His delegation would be interested to hear the 
reply of the USSR to that question, which had 
now been put to it twice. 

The USSR resolution could be only a step 
backward in the matter of disarmament. In 
1946 the General Assembly had already adopted a 
resolution on disarmament! and the appropriate 
machinery had been set up. At present, therefore 
only one thing was required : that aJI nations 
should accept the principles and methods approved 
of by the majority. 

The United Kingdom delegation's draft reso
lution referred to the Military Staff Committee, 
the Commission on Conventional Armaments 
and the Atomic Energy Commission. That 
draft resolution showed that a majority of the 
Governments which were members of those 
bodies were ready to disarm in conditions which 
did not endanger their peoples. 

If that United Kingdom draft resolution was 
adopted, the world would know that disarma
ment was possible and that no danger would 
result from it to any State, whether it belonged 
to the majority or the minority group, provided 
certain methods were followed. The Canadian 
delegation gave its fulJ support to the principles 
upon which that draft resolution rest ed. It 
was ready to continue its efforts for the practical 
application of those principles. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Savador) emphasized that the 
small nations particularly desired peace. 

El Salvador had been one of the five Central 
American republics which, in 1907, had helped 
to set up the first International Court of Justice. 
In 1923 the same five republics had signed a 
convention on the limitation of land armaments, 
a particularly thorny question, as the history 
of that period showed. 

History had more than once provided the 
example of a war deliberately provoked by a 
government in order to keep itself in power. 
That was an element which contrasted with the 
will for peace of the peoples themselves. 

Was it possible to come to an agreement on 
limiting armaments before the question of 
controlling atomic energy was solved? Indeed, 
it would never be possible to reduce armaments 
before the question of controlling atomic energy 
was settled. 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 
during the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (I). 

l'URSS est-elle prete a ouvrir ses frontieres a des 
equipes internationales d'observateurs qui s'assu
reraient de Ia situation quantitative et qualitative 
des forces armees et des armements actuels et 
virtuels de !'Union sovietique, ce controle s'operant 
sur le territoire de l'URSS et sur les territoires 
qu'elle controle, ainsi que sur les territoires des 
principaux autres Etats ? 

Semblablc inspection est la condition essentielle 
d'un veritable desarmement general et progressif. 
Une formule de desarmement devrait ensuite etre 
elaboree, qui tint compte des exigences de la paix 
et de la securite internationales. 

La delegation du Canada considerera avec 
interet la reponse de l'URSS a la question ainsi 
posee a deux reprises. 

La resolution de l'URSS ne constituerait qu'un 
recul en matiere de desarmement. En 1946, 
l'Assemblee generale a deja adopte une resolution 
relative au desarmementl et le mecanisme appro
prie a deja ete etabli. Il suffit done maintenant 
d'une chose : que toutes Ies nations se rallient aux 
principes et aux methodes qu'accepte la majorite. 

Le projet de resolution de la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni se refere au Comite d'etat-major, 
a la Commission des armements de type classique 
et a la Commission de l' energie atomique. Ce 
projet de resolution indique d'autre part qu'une 
majorite des Gouvernements membres de ces 
organismes est prete a desarmer dans des 
conditions qui ne mettent pas leurs peuples en 
peril. 

Si ce projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni est 
adopte, le monde saura que le desarmement est 
possible, que, si certaines methodes sont suivies, il 
ne doit en resulter aucun danger pour quelque 
Etat que ce soit, qu'il appartienne a la majorite 
ou a la minorite. La delegation du Canada donne 
son adhesion complete aux principes sur lesquels 
repose ce projet de resolution. Elle est prete a 
poursuivre ses efforts en vue de !'application de 
ces principes. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) souligne le desir parti
culier des petites nations pour la paix. 

En ce qui concerne le Salvador, il fut l'une des 
cinq republiques de !'Amerique centrale qui firent 
etablir en 1907 la premiere Cour internationale 
de Justice. En 1923, les cinq memes Republiques 
signaient une Convention relative a la limitation 
des armements terrestres, question parti
culierement epineuse comme le montre l'histoire 
de cette periode. 

L'histoire a muntre plus d'une fois l'exemple 
d'une guerre deliberement provoquee par un 
gouvernement pour se maintenir au pouvoir. Et 
c'est la un facteur qui contraste avec la volonte de 
paix des peuples eux-memes. 

Est-il possible d'arriver a un accord sur la 
limitation des armements avant que soit resolue 
la question du controle de l'energie atomique ? 
En fait il ne sera jamais possible de reduire les 
armements avant que la question du contrtJie 
de l'energie atomique soit tranchee. 

x Voir les Resolutions adoptees par l' Assemblee generale 
pendant la seconde partie de sa premiere session, reso
lution 41 (I). 
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With regard to atomic weapons, a simple 
declaration on the illegality and the destruction 
of atomic weapons was insufficient. Effective 
inspection and control were necessary. 

Would it not be advisable to settle the question 
of controlling atomic energy by granting, if 
necessary, new powers to the Atomic Energy 
Commission? Once that difficulty was solved, 
it would have to be seen which of the United 
i'\ations bodies was the best qualified to consider 
the problem of reducing armaments. It would 
seem that no body had more experience in that 
field than the Atomic Energy Commission. 
The problems of inspection and control were 
always the same whether it was a matter of 
atomic energy or of conventional armaments. 
Furthermore, restricting the use of atomic 
energy to peaceful purposes represented a reduc
tion of armaments. The two problems were 
therefore closely linked. 

That did not however mean that they should 
he merged. It was only after the question of 
controlling atomic energy was solved that the 
problem of reducing armaments would really 
be simplified. 

The Salvadorian delegation was submitting 
a draft resolution (A/C.l/320) based on the 
principles he had just mentioned. 

With regard to the last part of the Salvadorian 
proposal, if the Atomic Energy Commission did 
not succeed in finding a satisfactory basis for 
controlling atomic energy, it would not try to 
draft a convention on the reduction of armaments, 
because its efforts would be a waste of time. 

Mr. PARODI (France) felt that the USSR 
proposal was principally intended to make an 
impression. That . explained the fact that it 
had not been submitted several weeks previously 
to the Commission on Conventional Armaments 
where it might have become the basis of a report 
which would have made the Assembly's work 
easier. 

Moreover, the USSR delegation had completely 
disregarded previous disarmament experience. 

The USSR had before it enormous recon
struction tasks and wanted peace. One would 
have thought that it would have other aims 
in view than providing propaganda matter 
for the newspapers which it controlled. Never
theless, that delegation's draft represented no 
improvement on previous disarmament efforts. 

The question of disarmament was complex. 
The peace-loving Powers had paid dearly for 
their lack of foresight in that regard during the 
period before the Second World War. Disarma
ment should be made possible, and the USSR 
delegation had to make a real contribution 
towards making it so. 

Disarmament presupposed the existence of 
confidence and security. But insecurity prevailed. 
For two years France had tried to find compromise 
solutions. The USSR delegation, however, had 
never made that task easy for it. At present 

En ce qui concerne l'arme atomique, une simple 
declaration relative a l'illegalite et a la destruction 
des armes atomiques ne pent suffire. Uneinspection 
des armes atomiques ne peut suffire. Une 
inspection et un controle effectif sont essentiels. 

Ne convient-il pas de regler la question du 
controle de l'energie atomique en donnant, si, cela 
est necessaire, de nouveaux pouvoirs a la Com
mission de l'energie atomique ? Cette difficulte, 
une fois resolue, il conviendrait de se demander 
quel est l'organe de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies le plus qualifie pour etudier le probleme de 
Ia reduction des armements. Or, il semble qu'aucun 
organisme n'ait plus d'experience en ce domaine 
que Ia Commission de l'energie atomique. En 
effet les problemes d'inspection et de controle 
sont toujours les memes, qu'il s'agisse d'energie 
atomique ou d'armements de type classique. De 
plus, restreindre l'emploi de l'energie atomique ii 
des usages pacifiques constitue une reduction des 
armements. Les deux problemes sont done 
etroitement lies. 

Cela ne signifie pas, toutefois, qu'ils doivent etre 
confondus. Ce n'est qu'apres que Ia question du 
controle de l'energie atomique aura ete resolue 
que le probleme de Ia reduction des armements se 
trouvera vraiment simplifie. 

La delegation du Salvador presente un projet 
de resolution (A/C.l /320) qui s'inspire des prin
cipes que M. Castro vient d'indiquer. 

En ce qui concerne Ia derniere partie de la 
proposition du Salvador, si la Commission de 
l'energie atomique ne parvenait pas a trouver une 
base satisfaisante au controle de l'energie ato
mique, cette Commission ne devrait pas chercher 
a rediger une convention relative a la reduction 
des armements car ses efforts seraient condamnes 
a l'avance. 

M. PARODI (France) considere que Ia propo
sition de l'URSS etait avant tout destinee a 
frapper les esprits. C'est ainsi qu'on s'explique 
qu'elle n'avait pas ete presentee il y a quelques 
semaines a Ia Commission des armements de type 
classique, pour faire I' objet d'un rapport qui aurait 
facilite le travail de I' Assemblee: 

D'autre part, la delegation de l'URSS a f~it 
completement abstraction de !'experience acqmse 
en matiere de desarmement. 

L'URSS, ayant devant elle les taches immenses 
de sa reconstruction, desire Ia paix. II faut done 
penser qu'elle poursuit un autre but que de fournir 
des themes de propagande aux journaux qu'elle 
controle. Et pourtant le projet de cette delegation 
ne constitue pas un progres par rapport aux efforts 
anterieurs en matiere de desarmement. 

C'est un probleme complexe que celui du desar: 
mement. Et les Puissances pacifiques ont paye 
cher leur imprudence en ce domaine dans la 
periode qui a precede Ia deuxieme Gu~rre 
mondiale. Le desarmement doit etre rendu possible 
et Ia delegation de l'URSS doit se preter serieu
sement a le rendre tel. 

Le desarmemcnt suppose Ia confiance et la 
securite. Or, c'est l'insecurite qui prevaut. La 
France s'est efforcee pendant de1_1x .ans ~e trou~~r 
des solutions de compromis. Ma1s Jamms la dele
gation de l'URSS ne lui a facilite Ia tache. Et 
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the various United Nations bodies were paralyzed 
because, as far as certain Powers were concerned, 
a spirit of collaboration, without which no 
international life was possible, was lacking. 
The veto in the Security Council, the discontent 
resulting from it in the General Assembly, the 
tendency of the Economic and Social Council 
to give sterile political arguments precedence 
over really constructive work, the unwholesome 
atmosphere at present prevailing in the Trust
eeship Council, all those were symptoms of a 
canker which was endangering peace and resulting 
in the complete isolation of six delegations, 
that of the USSR and of those which associated 
themselves with it. 

The United Kingdom representative had 
stressed the paradoxical nature of the aggressive 
language used in the USSR disarmament 
proposals. But who could doubt that a spirit 
of collaboration was the necessary condition 
underlying any just and generally acceptable 
solution? 

From a technical point of view a pure and 
simple reduction by one-third represented a 
totally unacceptable simplification of the problem 
because, as far as, say, France was concerned, 
military estimates were under public control ; 
that was not so in the case of all United Nations 
Members. 

Furthermore, it was impossible to reduce by 
the same percentage the armaments of Powers 
which had only partly demobilized and those 
of countries which had been reducing their 
armaments since the end of the Second World 
War. 

Hence, certain rules had to be observed. 
In that respect the work of the League of Nations 
could not be disregarded. The French delegation 
felt that every Power which disarmed was 
entitled to seek elsewhere the security which 
it had thereby renounced. That might be done 
in two ways. Firstly, other Powers should 
also disarm, in which case problems of simul
taneousness, the maintenance of an equal balance 
and finally, control, arose. A census of the 
forces of the various countries should be carried 
()Ut and a balanced and gradual disarmament 
programme evolved. It would no doubt be 
normal to make use of the Security Council in 
such circumstances. But no State should be 
able to shirk its obligations. Effective inter
national control was indispensable ; and it had 
to be recognized that the USSR had made no 
really constructive proposals in that connexion. 

The second compensating factor, which every 
Power was entitled to expect when it disarmed, 
lay in the organization of collective security. 
France's efforts in the Military Staff Committee 
had unfortunately been thwarted by proposals 
of an entirely negative character. 

The absence of an international army was, at 
the present juncture, a serious obstacle. But 
it was certainly not necessary for security to 
be complete and control perfect before any 
effort could be made towards achieving disarma
ment. Besides, disarmament was itself an element 
of security. Hence France had, in the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments, proposed a system 

maintenant les differents organes de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies se trouvent paralyses par 
!'absence, chez certaines Puissances, de cet esprit 
de collaboration sans lequel il n'y a pas de vie 
internationale possible. Le veto au Conseil de 
securite, le mecontentement qui en resulte a 
I' Assemblee generale, la ten dance du Conseil 
economique et social a donner a de steriles contra
verses politiques le pas sur des efforts vraiment 
constructifs, !'atmosphere empoisonnee qui est 
maintenant celle du Conseil de tutelle, autant de 
symptomes d'un mal qui met en danger la paix 
et aboutit a l'isolement absolu des six delegations, 
celles de l'URSS et de ses associes. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a souligne 
ce qu'avait de paradoxale la redaction sous une 
forme agressive des propositions de l'URSS 
relatives au desarmement. En fait, l'esprit de 
collaboration est la condition necessaire de toute 
recherche d'une solution juste et acceptable pour 
to us. 

Du point de vue technique, une reduction pure 
et simple du tiers constitue une simplification 
inadmissible du probleme. Car, en ce qui concerne 
par exemple la France, son budget militaire est 
publiquement controle; mais il n'en est pas de 
meme pour tousles Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

D'autre part, il est impossible de reduire d'un 
meme pourcentage l'armement des Puissances qui 
n'ont que partiellement demobilise et celui de 
pays qui n'ont pas cesse de reduire lenrs 
armements depuis la fin de la deuxieme Guerre 
mondiale. 

Certaines regles doivent done etre observees. 
Et, en ce domaine, il est impossible de faire 
abstraction des travaux de la Societe des Nations. 
La delegation franc;aise considere que toute 
Puissance qui desarme est en droit de pretendre 
a retrouver, dans un autre domaine, la securite a 
laquelle elle renonce de ce fait. Cela peut se faire 
de deux manieres. En premier lieu, les autres 
Puissances doivent egalement desarmer. 11 se pose 
done des problemes de simultaneite, d'equilibre 
et, en definitive, de controle. Un recensement des 
forces des differents pays doit etre opere et un 
systeme equilibre de desarmement par etapes doit 
etre amenage. Sans doute, serait-il normal que ce 
flit au Conseil de securite qu'on recourut en 
l'occurence. Mais aucun Etat ne doit pouvoir se 
soustraire a ses obligations. Un controle inter
national effectif est indispensable ; et I' on doit 
reconnaitre que l'URSS n'a fait aucune propo
sition vraiment constructive en ce domaine. 

Le deuxieme ordre de compensations que toute 
Puissance est en droit d'attendre lorsqu'elle 
desarme reside dans !'organisation de la securite 
collective. Les efforts de la France au Comite 
d'etat-major se sont malheureusement heurtes a 
certaines positions d'un caractere absolument 
negatif. 

L'absence d'une force internationale est ici un 
serieux obstacle. Sans doute ne s'agit-il pas que 
la securite soit totale, et le controle parfait, avant 
que tout effort puisse etre tente en matiere de 
desarmement. D'ailleurs, le desarmement en 
lui-meme est un facteur de secur:te. Aussi la 
France avait-elle, au sein de la Commission des 
armements de type classique, suggere un systeme 
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to .bring about .both security and disarmament 
.by successive stages. 

The fate of the USSR proposals depended 
on two conditions : international confidence 
and co-operation. There was a striking contrast 
between the wording of those proposals and the 
tone in which USSR statements were made. 

If only there appeared some glimmer of hope 
of progress towards international co-operation, 
the \vork of building up peace could be started 
again and the peoples of the world would 
regain hope. 

l\1r. l\IANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Hcpublic), supported by Dr. SoLH (Lebanon) 
and Mr. :\1oozELEWSKI (Poland) moved that the 
meeting should be adjourned. 

The motion was adopted. 

The meeting rose at •1.55 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY -SEVENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 12 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. CosTA ou RELS (Bolivia). 

21. Continuation of the discussion on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments and armed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council: item proposed by the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics (A /658) 

2\lr. Soui (Lebanon) said that the problem 
of disarmament was of concern to the small 
Powers since in time of war it was the smaller 
countries which suffered most. They desired 
a peace based on justice and had joined the 
United Nations with that conviction. It was 
courageous to fear war ; hence thorough study 
should be made of any proposal for disarmament, 
whether it came from the East or the West, 
with a view to unanimous acceptance. 

The criticisms of the USSR proposal extended 
only to its application and not to its principles, 
to which all adhered. It had been said that 
confidence must come first, but that confidence 
must come from agreement on those questions 
which divided the nations. It was also said 
that collective security must come before dis
armament, but a system of collective security 
already existed in the Charter of the United 
Nations ; its principles remained to be applied 
in the spirit of San Francisco. Instruments 
of arbitration existed, but no one could be 
asked to disarm until an organ of international 
control had been established. In connexion 
with the criticism that the USSR proposal 
permitted abusive application of the veto, in 
his opinion such matters as checking and verifying 
the implementation of disarmament could be 

selon lequel des etapes successives etaient prevues 
dans le double domaine de la securite et du 
desarmement. 

Confiance et collaboration internationales, telles 
sont les conditions memes desquelles depend le 
sort des propositions de l'URSS. Or, le contraste 
est frappant entre le texte de ces propositions et 
le ton des interventions des representants de 
l'URSS. 

Si la possibilite apparaissait de realiser quelque 
progres dans Ia voie de la collaboration inter
nationale, le travail d'edification de Ia paix 
pourrait etre repris et les peuples renaitraient a 
l'espoir. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) appuye par le Dr SoLH (Liban) et 
par M. MoDZELEWSKI (Pologne) presente une 
motion d'ajournement. 

Cette motion est adoptee. 

La seance est levee a 16 h. 55. 

CENT-CINQUANTE-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 12 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivie). 

21. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
r ,eduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces arnaees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite: 
point propose par !'Union des Re
puhliques socialistes sovietiques 
(A/658) 

M. SoLH (Liban) declare que le probleme du 
desarmement preoccupe les petites Puissances car, 
en temps de guerre, ce sont les petits pays qui 
souffrent le plus. Ils desirent une paix fondee sur 
la justice et ont adhere a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies dans cette conviction. C'est faire 
preuve de courage que de craindre la guerre ; il 
faut done etudier de fac;on approfondie, aux fins 
d'une acceptation unanime, toute proposition de 
desarmement, qu'elle emane de l'Est ou de !'Ouest. 

Les critiques faites ala proposition de l'URSS ne 
portent que sur son application et non sur ses 
principes, lesquels rec;oivent !'adhesion de tous. 
On a dit que la confiance doit tout d'abord etre 
creee, mais une telle confiance ne peut naitre que 
d'un accord sur les questions qui divisent les 
nations. On a egalement dit que la securire 
collective doit pn\ceder le desarmement, mais il 
existe deja dans la Charte de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies un systeme de securite collective 
dont les principes restent a etre appliques dans 
!'esprit de San-Francisco. II existe certes des 
dispositions relatives a !'arbitrage, mais on ne 
peut demander a quiconque de desarmer avant 
qu'un organe de contr&le ~nt~rnational .a~t ete 
etabli. Quant a la critique falte a la propositiOn de 
l'URSS en ce qu'elle permet une application 
abusive du veto, le representant du Liban estime 
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treated as procedural, hence free from the veto. 
The decision to be taken by the Security Council 
on the control organ's reports would be subject 
to the rule of unanimity. He noted in this 
connexion that all the great Powers agreed that 
investigation should not be impeded in any way. 

A reduction of armaments on the basis of present 
levels would perhaps be inequjtable ; hence 
another point of departure should be taken. 
He suggested 1945 as a fair date to take, with 
due allowance for those countries which were 
then under military occupation. 

These were the essential points in a draft reso
lution which he had submitted for the conside
ration of the Committee (A/C.1/321). 

Mr. THORN (New Zealand) thought that the 
important lessons to be learned from the failure 
of the League of Nations in the field of disarma
ment had been distorted by certain representatives. 
·while he agreed with the Netherlands repre
sentative on the extreme complexity of the 
problem, he did not think this should be a cause 
for discouragement. Furthermore, no opposition 
on the part of vested interests could prevail 
against a real desire for agreement. The major 
cause of the League failure jn respect of disarma
ment had been doubt and fear, especially of 
Germany's intentions. 

Replying to the criticism expressed of the 
desires of certain countries for security before 
disarmament, he asked whether these doubts 
had not been justified in February 1933 when 
Nazism in Germany reached full flood and in 
October 1933 when Hitler left the Disarmament 
Conference. To the able diagnosis of the causes 
of the recent war made by the Chinese repre
sentative, he would add the absence of the 
United States and the USSR from the League 
of Nations. At San Francisco the necessity 
for security first had been taken as axiomatic ; 
and the organization set up there was by agree
ment to be primarily an organization for security. 
The framers of the Charter, while not forgetful 
of the burdens of armaments, had cautiously 
conceived of disarmament as a function of 
security. There was room for no other kind 
of disarmament. The Charter pointed the way 
to disarmament, namely, the conclusion of 
agreements under Article 43 and the solution of 
international problems in the spirit of the prin
ciples of the Charter. Perhaps the time had 
come for the Assembly itself to undertake 
directly the task assigned specifically to it in 
the Charter by Article 1, of considering the 
principles governing disarmament and the regu
lation of armaments. 

Mr. EL~KHoum (Syria) did not think that the 
complicated matter of disarmament could be 
discussed in the First Committee or the General 

que les questions qui ont trait au controle et a la 
verification de Ia mise en reuvre du desarmement 
doivent etre traitees comme questions de proce
dure, c'est-a-dire qu'elles doivent etre soustraites 
a !'application du veto. Les decisions a prendre 
par le Conseil de securite au vu des rapports de 
l'organe de controle seront, par contre, soumises 
a la regie de l'unanimite. M. Solh fait remarquer, 
a ce propos, que toutes les grandes Puissances sont 
d'accord pour qu'aucune entrave ne soit apportee 
aux enquetes. 

Une reduction des armements sur la base de 
leurs niveaux actuels serait peut-ctre contraire a 
l'equite ; il faut done choisir un autre point de 
depart. L'annee 1945 serait une date convenable, 
compte tenu du fait que certains pays etaient a 
l'epoque occupes militairement. 

Ces idees sont ala base d'un pro jet de resolution 
que M. Solh a depose aux fins d'etude par la 
Commission (A/C.l /321 ). 

M. THORN (Nouvelle-Zelande) estime que les 
legons importantes qu'il faut tirer de l'echec de 
Ia Societe des Nations dans le domaine du desar
mement out ete deformees par certains repre
sentants. S'il est bien d'accord avec le representant 
des Pays-Bas sur !'extreme complexite du 
probleme, il ne pense pas que cette complexite 
doive etre une cause de decouragement. En outre, 
on ne saurait permettre que !'opposition suscitee 
par des interets ego!stes l'emporte sur le reel desir 
d'aboutir a un accord. Les causes majeures de 
l'echec de la Societe des Nations dans le domaine 
du desarmement ont ete !'incertitude et Ia crainte 
oil I' on se trouvait, notamment quant aux desseins 
de I' Allemagne. 

Repondant a la critique dirigee contre la 
preoccupation de certains pays de voir la securite 
assuree avant le desarmement, M. Thorn demande 
si de tels doutes n'etaient pas justifies en fevrier 
1933, lorsque le flot du nazisme em porta I' Alle
magne, et en octobre 1933, lorsque Hitler quitta 
la Conference du desarmement. Aux causes de la 
derniere guerre qu'a enumerees le representant de 
la Chine en un diagnostic remarquable, M. Thorn 
ajoute le fait que les Etats-Unis etl'URSS etaient 
absents de la Societe des Nations. A San~ Francisco, 
on a pris comme axiome principal la necessite 
d'assurer en premier lieu Ia securite et l'on s'est 
mis d'accord pour fonder une organisation visant 
a assurer au premier chef cette securite. Les 
auteurs de Ia Charte, bien que n'ignorant pas 
quelles charges representent les armements, ont, 
par prudence, congu le desarmement comme 
devant se faire en fonction de la securite. Il ne 
saurait etre question d'aucun autre genre de 
desarmement. La Charte montre comment peut 
se realiser le desarmement, a savoir par la 
conclusion d'accords en vertu de l' Article 43 et 
par la solution des problemes internationaux dans 
l'esprit de la Charte. L'heure est peut-etre v~nue 
oil l'Assemblee doit entreprendre elle-meme dlrec
tement la tache qui lui est assignee en toutes 
lettres par l' Article premier de la Char.te, a sa,voir 
l'etude des principes qui doivent reglr le desar
mement et la reglementation des armements. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) ne pense pas. que. la 
question complexe du desarmeme~t .pmsse etr? 
discutee a la Premiere CommlSSlOn ou a 



Assembly. A commission of the Security Council 
had already been charged with detailed study 
of the question. The detailed plan of work 
drawn up by the commission showed that 
conclusions could not be improvised. Many 
factors were involved such as a country's political 
responsibility for the maintenance of peace and 
security, relations with its neighbours, and its 
military requirements for internal security, as 
well as considerations based on Articles 43 and 51 
of the Charter. For that reason the Syrian 
delegation had submitted a draft proposal 
(A/C.1/318) to refer the entire matter back to 
the Commission on Conventional Armaments 
with the recommendation that the Commission 
continue its studies in accordance with its plan 
of work under which it could examine the other 
draft resolutions submitted to the Committee. 
He suggested that the frequently used word 
"disarmament" was inappropriate and should 
be replaced by "regulation and reduction of 
armaments ". 

Colonel HonGSON (Australia) expressed regret 
that the USSR proposal had been introduced 
at this stage since its principles and ideas had 
been rejected by the Assembly more than two 
years earlier, and discussion of it had only 
increased suspicion and ill-will. Even if all 
were motivated by the same ideals, opinions 
on the approach, methods and priorities of the 
disarmament problem would differ as they had 
in the League Preparatory Commission on 
Disarmament and in the Commission on Conven
tional Armaments. The real difficulty was lack 
of good-will and camaraderie. Those who believed 
that security should come first now went beyond 
the resolution of the General Assembly of 14 De
cember 19461 and asked for international confidence 
first, including the implementation of Article 43, 
the conclusion of peace treaties and an atmosphere 
of good-will and co-operation. The opposing 
school insisted on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and on disarmament before proceeding 
to an agreement on a system of control. The 
Australian Government together with France, 
Syria, and others who were non-permanent 
members of the Commission on Conventional 
Armaments thought that security and disarma
ment should proceed simultaneously by progres
sive stages, a view which was clearly intended 
by the General Assembly in its resolution. 

The " security first " school had not asked 
for the impossible achievement of complete 
security for all nations. Together with those 
who thought security and disarmament could 
he combined, it had asked for adequate safeguards 
such as an exchange of information, verification, 
inspection and control. During the preparatory 
examination of the subject in the Commission 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (I). 

l'Assemblee generale. Une commission du Conseil 
de securite a deja ete chargee de !'etude detaillee 
de Ia question. Le plan de travail minutieu." 
elabore par cette commission montre qu'on ne 
peut improviser des conclusions. De nombreux 
facteurs entrent en jeu, tels que Ia responsabilite 
politique d'un pays dans le maintien de Ia paix 
et de Ia securite, ses relations avec ses voisins, ses 
besoins militaires en vue d'assurer sa securite 
interieure, ainsi que les considerations qui 
decoulent des Articles· 43 et 51 de Ia Charte. C'est 
pourquoi Ia delegation de Ia Syrie a depose un 
projet de resolution (A/C.l/318) tendant au renvoi 
de toute la question a Ia Commission des 
armements de type classique, a Iaquelle il serait 
recommande de poursuivre ses etudes confor
mement a son plan de travail ; aux termes de ce 
plan de travail, elle peut examiner les autres 
projets de resolution soumis a la Premiere Com
mission. Le representant de Ia Syrie estime que le 
terme << desarmement » si souvent employe est 
impropre et qu'on devrait lui substituer 
!'expression (( reglementation et reduction des 
armements >>. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) regrette que Ia 
proposition de l'URSS ait ete soumise ace moment 
car les principes et les idees de ce projet ont ete 
repousses par 1' Assemblee il y a deja plus de deux 
ans et sa discussion n'a fait qu'aggraver Ia mefiance 
et la mauvaise volonte. Meme si tous Ies pays 
etaient animes du meme ideal, Ies conceptions 
concernant Ia fa~on d'aborder le probleme du 
desarmement, les methodes a employer et l'ordre 
d'urgence a fixer difiereraient comme elles l'ont 
fait au sein de la Commission preparatoire du 
desarmement de la Societe des Nations et a la 
Commission des armements de type classique. La 
difficulte reelle est le manque de bonne volonte 
et d'esprit de camaraderie. Ceux qui croient que 
la securite doit avoir le pas sur le desarrnement ne 
s'estiment pas satisfaits par Ia resolution adoptee 
par l'Assemblee generale le 14 decembre 19461 et 
demandent d'abord le retablissement de Ia 
confiance internationale, en particulier par la mise 
en application de !'Article 43, Ia conclusion des 
traites de paix et la creation d'une atmosphere 
de bonne volonte et de cooperation. L'autreecole 
demande avec insistance !'abolition des armes 
atomiques et le desarmement avant toute 
conclusion d'accord sur un systeme de contr6le. 
Le Gouvernement australien, ainsi que Ia France, 
la Syrie et d'autres membres non permanents de 
Ia Commission des armements de type classique, 
pense qu'il faut realiser simultanement et graduel
lement Ia securite et le desarmement, comme l'a 
signifie sans equivoque possible l'Assemblee 
generale par sa resolution. 

Les partisans de la << securite d'abord » n'ont 
pas reclame la realisation d'une securite integrale 
pour toutes les nations, realisation qui se serait 
averee impossible. Ainsi que ceux qui pensent que 
la securite et le desarmement peuvent etre 
combines, ils ont reclame des mesures de surete 
suffisantes, telles que l'echange de renseignements, 
la verification, !'inspection et Ie controle. Au cours 

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptt!es par l' Assemb/ee generale 
pendant a seconde partie de sa premiere session, resolution 
41 (I). 
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on Conventional Armaments, each member of 
the Commission save one had indicated what it 
had done toward disarmament, but the repre
sentative of the USSR who had spoken last 
said no word on the position of the USSR in this 
regard but placed all his emphasis on the prohi
bition of atomic weapons and on disarmament, 
after which would come a control system. The 
same difference appeared in the plans of work 
submitted by the majority and by the USSR 
representative. Indeed, Mr. Gromyko had stated 
that control could not be introduced until the 
Security Council had taken practical measures 
to implement the General Assembly's reso
lution. 

Colonel Hodgson warned the small nations 
that the implementation of Article 43 stressed 
by the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.1/ 
319) would give them no real security. The 
Military Staff Committee had been sitting more 
than two years. The non-permanent members 
of the Security Council, though not allowed to 
take part in its work, were expected to rubber
stamp any agreements reached when they came 
before the Security Council. He criticized espe
cially the misapplication of the unanimity rule 
in connexion with the Military Staff Committee's 
work. The First Report of the Military Staff 
Committee (S/336), stated clearly that the forces 
to be provided to the Security Council were for 
use only against small or medium Powers and 
not against a great Power aggressor. Moreover, 
it had not been possible to reach agreement 
on the principle of contribution, although 
common sense showed that the majority view 
of comparable rather than equal contributions 
was correct since certain nations would be unable 
to contribute aircraft carriers, submarines, etc. 

There could be no system of disarmament 
·unless atomic weauons were included but the 
fields of atomic e~ergy and disarmament were 
quite distinct. The former involved control 
and then total prohibition, the latter a simul
taneous process of control and disarmament. 
The General Assembly resolution had recognized 
this distinction by creating separate organs 
and yet the proposal of the USSR lumped these 
two fields together. The USSR proposal appeared 
to be directed against China which was asked to 
disarm in the face of Communist civil war. 
Moreover, the USSR proposal did not make 
clear whether such States as the Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic and the Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, controlled by the 
USSR, would have to reduce their arms by 
one-third. The USSR must have known that 
its proposal could not be accepted as it stood 
and must have wanted it to be rejected in order 
to blame others for the disarmament failure. 

Colonel Hodgson stated that his delegation 
could not accept the Syrian draft resolution 

de l'e::--m;nen pn\liminaire de la question a la 
Comllllsswn des armements de type classique, 
tous les membres de la Commission ont indique cc 
qu'ils ont fait pour le desarmement, a seule 
exception du representant de l'URSS ; celui-ci a 
parle en dernier, n'a rien dit de la situation de son 
pays a cet egard, mais a mis tout !'accent sur 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques et Ie desar
mement, le systeme de controle venant ensuite. La 
meme divergence de vues apparait dans Ies plans 
de travail proposes par la majorite et par le repre
sentant de l'URSS. M. Gromyko a declare, en 
fait, que le controle ne peut pas etre mis en 
vigueur avant que le Conseil de securite ait pris 
des mesures pratiques en vue de la mise en ceuvre 
de la resolution de l' Assemblee generale. 

Le colonel Hodgson previent les petites nations 
que la mise en application de l' Article 43, sur 
laquelle est mis l'accent dans le projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni (AfC.1J319) ne leur 
donnerait aucune securite reelle. Le Comite d'etat
major siege depuis plus de deux ans. Les membres 
non permanents du Conseil de securite, bien qu'il 
ne leur soit pas permis de prendre part aux 
travaux du Comite, sont supposes donner automa
tiquement leur adhesion a tous les accords inter
venus lorsque ceux-ci viennent devant le Conseil 
de securite. Le colonel Hodgson critique en 
particulier le mauvais usage de la regie de l'una
nimite a propos des travaux du Comite d'etat
major. Le Premier rapport du Comite d'etat
major (S/336) declare nettement que les forces 
qui doivent etre fournies au Conseil de securite 
ne peuvent etre utilisees que contre des petites ou 
moyennes Puissances, et non pas contre une 
grande Puissance qui commettrait une agression. 
D'autre part, il n'a pas ete possible d'aboutir a 
un accord sur le principe de la contribution, bien 
que le bon sens montre que le point de vue de la 
majorite, a savoir, celui de contributions compa
rables plutot qu'egales, est correct, puisque 
certaines nations seraient dans l'impossibilite de 
fournir des porte-avions, des sous-marins, etc. 

Il ne peut y a voir de desarmement si les armes 
atomiques n'y sont pas incluses, mais les domaines 
de l'energie atomique et du desarmement sont 
tout a fait distincts. Les problemes que souleve 
le premier sont le controle, puis !'interdiction 
totale ; ceux que souleve le second sont constitues 
par un processus simultane de controle et de 
desarmement. La resolution de l' Assemblee gene
rale a reconnu cette distinction en creant des 
organes separes ; la proposition de l'URSS, par 
contre, ne fait qu'un de ces deux domaines. La 
proposition de l'URSS parait dirigee contre la 
Chine, a qui on demande de desarmer alors qu'elle 
est en proie a la guerre civile qui oppose les 
communistes au Gouvernement. D'autre part, 
cette proposition n'indique pas clairement si des 
.Etats tels que les Republiques socialistes sovie
tiques d'Ukraine et de Bielorussie, controlees 
par l'Union sovietique, devraient reduire leurs 
armements d'un tiers. La delegation de l'URSS 
devait savoir que sa proposition ne pouvait etre 
acceptee telle quelle et elle souhaitait prob~
blement qu'elle fut repoussee afin de pouv01r 
rejeter sur les autres la responsabilite de l'echec 
du desarmement. 

Le colonel Hodgson declare que sa delegation 
ne peut accepter le projet de resolution de la 
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(A/C.l/318) since it only passed the problem 
over to a body which was completely deadlocked. 
The United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C. 
1 /319) also was completely negative and did 
not offer a real approach to the problem. For 
rt>asons already explained he could not accept 
Lh e El Snlvador draft resolution (A/C.l /320). 
After much consideration he had decided to 
submit for the Committee's consideration a 
draft resolution which would establish a sub
committee to examine the principles governing 
disarmament and to submit a resolution to the 
Committee (A. /C.l/322). 

~1r. FEn:--:A.:·-mEz (Chile), explaining the reasons 
for his delegation's support of the United Kingdom 
draft resolu tion, expressed mistrust of the proposal 
submitted hv the USSR. He summarized the 
history of the disarmament discussions since 
December Hl-16. The USSR representative in 
the Security Council had, from the beginning, 
opposed the creation of the Commission on 
Conventional Armaments, insisting that the 
t erms of reference of any commission should 
include the subj ect of atomic energy in spite of 
the existence of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
Throughout th~ work of the Commission on 
Conventional Armaments, the USSR had consis
tently opposed the views of the majority, and the 
Commission had been able to continue its work 
only on account of the conciliatory attitude 
of the majority. Yet in spite of its continued 
opposition to any attempt to adopt a practical 
system of work which waul d have provided a 
possibility of agreement on disarmament, the 
USSH delegation now submitted a proposal which 
" 'ot!ld not be taken seriously in view of the 
obstructive attitude which it still maintained. 

l\Ir. SANDLER (Sweden) supported the Australian 
proposal for the establishment of a sub-committee 
hut believed that its report could not be submitted 
until the First Committee had had an opportunity 
to discuss and take a decision on the closely 
connected problem of atomic energy. 

Mr. HoLIN (Belgium), recalling his statement 
at a previous meeting (A/C.2/SR. 153), said that 
it was t he first duty of the Commission to justify 
its rejection of the USSH proposal and con
sequently, he proposed that the following 
paragraph (A/C.l/323) be added to the United 
Kingdom draft resolution : 

"But considering that no useful result can be 
obtained by the adoption of the USSR proposal 
without essential information regarding the 
armaments which it is proposed to reduce and 
especially regarding the methods of the control 
recoonized to be necessary. " 
H~wever, he concurred in the Australian 

Yiew that the United Kingdom proposal was 
too negative and did not express the wishes 
of either the United Kingdom representative 
himself or of many other delegations. He felt 
that there was danger of exaggeration of the 
majority thesis .concerning confidence as. a 
pr~condition of drsarmament. Even a solution 

Syrie (A/C.l/318) puisque eelui-ci ne fait que 
proposer de transmettre le probleme a un organe 
qui se trouve dans une impasse. Le projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni (A/C.l/319) lui aussi, 
est completement negatif et ne permet pas d'entre
prendre vraiment !'etude du probleme. Pour les 
raisons deja expliquees, il ne peut accepter le 
projet de resolution du Salvador (A /C.l /320). 
Apres mure reflexion, le representant de l'Aus
tralie a decide de soumettre a la Commission un 
pro jet de resolution (AJC.l /322), tend ant a 
l'etablissement d'une sons-commission qui serait 
chargee d'etudier les principes n3gissant le desar
mement et de soumettre a la Commission un 
projet de resolution. 

M. FERNANDEZ (Chili), expliquant les raisons 
pour lesquelles sa deh3gation appuie le projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni, exprime sa mef1ance 
a l'egard de la proposition de l'URSS. II rappelle 
les discussions sur le desarmement qui ont lieu 
depuis decembre 1946. Le representant de l'URSS 
au Conseil de securite s'est, des le debut, oppose 
a la creation de la Commission des armements de 
type classique ; malgre !'existence de Ia Com
mission de l'cnergie atomique, il demandait que le 
mandat de toute commission portat egalement sur 
l'energie atomique. Tout au long des travaux de 
la Commission des armements de type classique 
l'URSS n'a cesse de s'opposer aux vues de la 
majorite et la Commission n'a pu poursuivre ses 
travaux qu'en raison des dispositions concilia
trices de la majorite. Cependant, en depit de son 
opposition constante a toute tentative visant a 
!'adoption d'un systeme de travail pratique qui 
eut fourni nne possibilite d'accord sur le desar
mement, la delegation de l'URSS soumet main
tenant une proposition qui ne sera pas prise 
serieuscment, en raison de !'attitude d'obstruction 
dans laquelle elle continue a se cantonner. 

M. SANDLER (Suede) appuie la proposition de 
I' Australie en vue de la creation d'une sons
commission mais croit que celle-ci ne pourrait 
soumettre son rapport avant que Ia Premiere 
Commission ait eu !'occasion de discuter le 
probleme etroitement connexe de l'energie ato
mique et de prendre une decision a ce sujet. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique), rappelant ses declarations 
a nne seance preccdente (AjC.lfSR.l53), dit que 
le premier devoir de Ia Commission est de justifier 
le rejet de la proposition de l'UHSS et, en conse
quence, il propose d'ajouter au projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni I'alinea suivant (AfC.l/323) : 

<< Mais, considerant qu'aueun resultat utile ne 
>> peut etre atteint par I' adoption de Ia proposition 
>> de l'URSS, faute de precisions essentielles quant 
>> aux armements dont la reduction est suggeree 
>> et surtout quant aux modalites du controle 
>> reconnu necessaire. >> 

Cependant, il est d'accord avec la delegation 
australienne pour estimer que Ia proposition du 
Royaume-Uni est par trop negative et n'exprime 
ni les vceux du representant du Royaume-Uni, ni 
ceux de beaucoup d'autres delegations. II se 
pourrait - et ce serait dangereux - que l'on 
exagere la these de la majorite selon laquelle la 
confiance constitue une condition prealable du 
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of the major political problems confronting the 
United Nations would not restore confidence 
while anarchy obtained with respect to arma
ments. The result of that anarchy was not 
only a feeling of insecurity, but was itself a cause 
of insecurity. Thus there was a vicious circle. 
However, he recognized that so long as there 
remained a grave uncertainty as to the future, 
it was fully understandable that the Governments 
of the United States and the United Kingdom 
should seek to increase their military strength. 
It was quite possible that the Belgian Government 
might find itself under a similar obligation. 
Nevertheless, he appealed to the delegations 
of nations which were rearming to reaffirm 
their desire for disarmament in spite of existing 
circumstances. 

Mr. Rolin could not understand why it was 
proposed to stop the work of the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments. If anything was 
to be learned from the experience of the League 
of Nations, it was that the disarmament problem 
was so complex that it required considerable 
study to prepare a plan which could be put 
into effect when the politicalatmosph~repermitted. 
He proposed an amendment to replace the third 
to the eighth paragraphs inclusive of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution instructing the Com
mission on Conventional Armaments to continue 
its work. 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) said 
that two years had elapsed since the General 
Assembly requested the Security Council to 
formulate practical measures for the general 
regulation and reduction of armaments and 
armed forces. It was significant that in the one 
and a half years during which the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments had been in existence, 
the USSR had not found occasion to submit 
its proposal for a one-third reduction in the 
armed forces of the permanent members of the 
Council. Nine members of the Commission had 
agreed on principles to govern the regulation 
and reduction of armaments and armed forces. 
Those principles had been rejected by the USSR. 
In the light of those principles, Mr. Austin 
undertook an examination of the USSR proposal. 
The majority of the Commission had agreed 
that disarmament could take place only in an 
atmosphere of confidence and security and that 
the conditions essential to security were the 
implementation of Article 43 of the Charter, 
the control of atomic energy, and the conclusion 
of peace settlements with Germany and Japan. 
The USSR appeared to be unprepared to permit 
the United Nations to establish an effective 
armed force. The USSR had not yet accepted 
the only system of effective enforceable inter
national control of atomic energy found acceptable 
by the majority. National military requirements 
for self-preservation could not be determined 
until the peace settlements with Germany and 
Japan were determined. Yet the USSR blocked 
the efforts toward a lasting peace. There could be 
little confidence and security so long as a perma
nent member of the Security Council created 
a threat to peace by imposing a land blockade 

d.esarmem~nt. Meme si les grands problemes poli
tlques qm se posent devant !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies se trouvaient regles, la confiance 
ne reviendra pas taut que persistera l'anarchie qui 
regne actuellement dans le domaine des 
armements. Non seulement cette anarchic pro
voque un sentiment d'insecurite, mais elle est 
elle-meme une cause d'insecurite. II y a done la 
un cercle vicieux. L'orateur reconnalt que, aussi 
longtemps que l'avenir apparaitra incertain, il sera 
tout a fait comprehensible que les Gouver
nements des Etats-Unis d'Amerique et du 
Royaume- Uni cherchent a augmenter leur 
potentiel militaire. II est tout a fait possible que 
le Gouvernement beige se trouve un jour devant 
une situation similaire. Neanmoins, M. Rolin 
demande aux delegations des pays qui rearment 
de reaffirn1er, en depit des circonstances actuelles, 
leur desir de desarmement. 

M. Rolin ne comprend pas pom·quoi on propose 
d'arreter les travaux de la Commission des 
armements de type classique. Si quelque chose est 
a retenir de I' experience de la Societe des Nations, 
c'est que le probleme du desarmement est si 
complexe qu'il exige des etudes considerables 
pour preparer un plan qui puisse etre mis en 
application quand !'atmosphere politique le 
permettra. II propose un amendement pour 
remplacer les paragraphes 3 a 8 indus du projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni, amendement qui 
invite la Commission des armements de type 
classique a poursuivre ses travaux. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) rappelle 
que deux ans se sont ecoules depuis que 
l'Assemblee generale a demande au Conseil de 
securite d'elaborer des mesures pratiques en vue 
de la reglementation et de la reduction generales 
des armements et des forces armees. II est signi
ficatif que, depuis dix-huit mois que la Commission 
des armements de type classique existe, l'URSS 
n'ait pas trouve l'occasion de soumettre sa propo
sition en vue de la reduction d'un tiers des forces 
armees des membres permanents du Conseil de 
securite. Neuf membres de la Commission se sont 
trouves d'accord sur les principes devant regir 
la reglementation et la reduction des armements 
et des forces armees. Ces principes ont ete 
repousses par l'URSS. A la lumiere de ces prin
cipes, M. Austin entreprend l'examen de la propo
sition de l'URSS. La majorite de la Commission 
est d'accord sur le point suivant : le desarmement 
ne pent a voir lieu que dans une atmosphere de con
fiance et de securite et les conditions essentielles a 
la securite sont la mise en application de I' Article 43 
de la Charte, le controle de l'energie atomique 
et la conclusion de traites de paix avec l' Allemagne 
et le Japan. L'URSS ne semble pas prete a per
mettre la creation, par !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, d'une force armee efficace. L'URSS n'a pas 
encore accepte le seul systeme de controle inter
national de l'energie atomique que la majorite ~it 
considere comme efficace et pratique. Les besoms 
de chaque pays en matiere de defense natio~a~e 
ne pourront etre determines tant que les trmtes 
de paix avec l'Allemagne et le Japan n'auront pas 
ete conclus. Pourtant, l'URSS cree des obstacles 
a I' elaboration d'une paix durable. II ne peut guere 
y avoir de confiance et de securite tant qu'un 
membre permanent du Conseil de securite creera 
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of Berlin, refused to participate in the efforts 
of the Security Council to remove such threat, 
and frustrated the efforts of all the other occupying 
Powers to achieve a peaceful settlement of the 
dispute. 

The majority of the Commission on Conventional 
Armaments had considered it essential that an 
adequate system of safeguards should precede 
any disarmament but the USSR, both in the 
field of atomic energy and in that of conventional 
armaments, steadfastly refused to agree in 
common with other members to open its territory 
to representatives of the United Nations so that 
they might determine \Yhether the agreements 
were being carried out. Was it conceivable 
that the Members of the United Nations could 
disarm while the USSR gave no evidence that 
it would participate in a control system? The 
USSR had replied to the majority proposals 
with a counter-proposal for a system of super
vision 'vithin the framework of the Security 
Council and subject to the rule of unanimity. 
Mr. Austin suggested that the USSR represen
tative had submitted his proposal to the General 
Assembly rather than to the Commission on 
Conventional Armaments for the propaganda 
effect. In this connexion, Mr. Austin cited a 
resolution of the Sixth Congress of the Communist 
International as proof that the USSR disarma
ment proposal submitted to the League of Nations 
in 1927 had really been intended to demonstrate 
that disarmament was possible oniy with the 
fall of capitalism. 

The USSR had for more than a year devoted 
itself to a " peace offensive " and Mr. Vyshinsky 
had contrasted the peaceful intentions of the 
USSR with the alleged warlike attitude of the 
United States. He had mistranslated the words 
" technical improvement " as " progress " in 
order to show the inhumanity of the United 
States in the question of the atomic bomb. 
It was interesting that Mr. Vyshinsky had 
spoken much of the horrors of atomic warfare 
and had stressed the frightful effects of the 
ever more powerful atomic bomb, which, he said, 
the United States was developing. It was 
strange however that he had laid less emphasis 
on the horrors of war itself. Mr. Austin considered 
that the current Marxist teaching in the USSR 
showed that war was recognized as a legitimate 
means of achieving a Communist world society. 
He asked the representative of the USSR to 
assure the Committee and to follow such assurance 
with concrete action to demonstrate that those 
writings did not represent the policy of the 
USSR Government and that the latter did not 
regard a conflict with the Western Powers as 
inevitable. 

Among recent publications of the USSR, 
Mr. Austin cited in particular the History of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union which 
justified war to liberate the people from capitalist 
slavery. From the Economy of the USSR during 
World War II, published in 1947, and written 
by the Deputy Premier of the USSR and Chief 
of the State Planning Commission, he quoted 
statements that wars against capitalism were 

une menace a la . paix en imposant le blocus 
terrestre de Berlin, refusera de participer aux 
efforts du Conseil de securite en vue de dissiper 
cette menace et fera echec aux efforts des autres 
Puissances occupantes en vue d'aboutir a un 
reglement pacifique du differend. 

La majorite des membres de la Commission 
des armements de type classique a reconnu qu'il 
fallait etablir un systeme approprie de mesures de 
securite avant de proceder a tout desarmement; 
mais l'URSS, dans le domaine de l'energie 
atomique comme dans le domaine des armements 
de type classique, n'a pas sui vi les autres membre5, 
et a obstinement refuse d'ouvrir ses frontiims 
aux representants de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies pour leur permettre de juger si les accords 
etaient observes. Est-il possible de concevoir que 
les Membres de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
puissent desarmer tandis que l'URSS ne manifeste 
aucun desir de participer a un systeme de controle? 
L'URSS a repondu aux propositions presentees 
par la majorite de la Commission par une contre
proposition visant a etablir un systeme de contr!'Jle 
dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, systeme qui 
serait done soumis a la regie de l'unanimite. 
M. Austin tend a penser que c'est a des fins de 
propagande que lc representant de l'URSS a 
SOumis cette proposition a I' Assembh~e generale 
plutOt qu'a la Commission des armements de 
type classique. Ace sujet, M. Austin cite une reso
lution du sixieme Congres de 1' Internationale 
communiste pour prouver que la proposition de 
desarmement presentee par l'URSS a la Societe 
des Nations en 1927 avait pour but reel de 
demontrer qu'un desarmement n'etait possible 
qu'apres l'effondrement du capitalisme. 

Depuis plus d'un an, l'URSS se consacre a 
une « offensive de paix », et M. Vychinsky oppo5e 
les intentions pacifiques de son pays a !'attitude 
des Etats-Unis, qu'il qualifie de belliqueuse. II 
a faussement interprete les mots (( amelioration 
technique >> en les traduisant par u progres >>, pour 
pouvoir montrer que les Etats-Unis manquaient 
d'humanite en ce qui concerne la bombe atomique. 
Il est remarquable que M. Vychinsky se soit 
etendu sur les horreurs de la guerre atomique 
et ait insiste sur la puissance destructrice sans 
cesse croissante de la bombe atomique que, 
dit-il, fabriquent les Etats-Unis. Il est etrange 
pourtant que M. Vychinsky ait beaucoup moins 
insiste sur les horreurs de la guerre elle-meme. 
M. Austin estime que la doctrine marxiste qui 
a cours en URSS reconnait dans la guerre un 
moyen legitime de realiser une societe mondiale 
communiste. II demande au representant de 
l'URSS de declarer formellement devant la 
Commission que cette doctrine ne represente pas 
la politique de son Gouvernement et que ce 
dernier ne juge pas inevitable un conflit avec les 
Puissances occidentales ; de plus, M. Austin 
demande que l'URSS le prouve par ses actes. 

M. Austin cite, parmi les publications parues 
n\cemment en URSS, L'histoire du parli commu
niste de l'Union souietique, qui justifie la guerre 
lorsqu'elle est menee pour liberer les peuples 
de l'esclavage capitaliste. Dans un rapport publie 
en 1947 et intitule L'economie de l.' URSS pendant 
la deuxieme Guerre mondiale, le Vice-President 
du Conseil des ministres de l'URSS et chef de 
Ia Commission de planification d'Etat declare que 
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lawful and holy and that war was a product 
of the capitalist economic system. From Izvestia 
for 22 September 1948, he quoted a statement 
that capitalism v;as doomed to destruction but 
that this could only come about in a fierce class 
struggle. Only two years previously, the Literary 
Gazette had stated that war should be written 
about in such a way that the new generation 
of the USSR would love arms and be ready for 
battles. In view of all this how could non
Communist Governments fail to experience 
apprehension? 

The past actions of the USSR were hardly 
more reassuring. The representative of the 
USSR had indignantly denied that the territory 
of his country had been extended by any means 
other than through the freely expressed wishes 
of the people. But Mr. Austin recalled that 
the eastern part of Poland had been seized in 
1939 by a sudden military offensive after an 
alliance had been concluded with the Nazi regime. 
The Baltic States had also requested incorporation 
in the USSR only after their countries had been 
occupied by the R ed Army. 

During the Second World War, in which the 
Russian people played such a great part in 
defeating Nazi Germany, a great hope had been 
kindled throughout the world that the doctrine 
of class hatred had been abandoned. For a 
long while, people had clung tenaciously to that 
hope but events had finally disillusioned them. 
Developments in the Balkan and Central European 
States showed that the price of friendship with 
the USSR was complete subservience to its 
policies. 

Cause for disillusionment and alarm also 
existed in the Orient as had been shown by the 
statement of the representative of China. In a 
resolution adopted by the Sixth World Congress 
of the Communist International in 1928, a 
directive had been issued to the Communist 
Party in China to propagate the idea of the 
inevitability of a revolutionary mass uprising. 
That uprising was now in full swing and Chinese 
Communist forces were seeking by force to 
destroy the constituted authority of their country. 
In Korea also hopes for complete independence 
after the war had been dashed and a resolution 
of the General Assembly1 had been ignored by 
the USSR forces of occupation. In the northern 
part of the country, a large Communist force 
was awaiting an opportunity to invade the 
south. 

The States of Vvestern Europe had also been 
the prey of that new form of aggression and 
every attempt was being made to ensure that 
Western Europe should not recover from economic 
chaos. The Communist parties of those countries, 
in obedience to orders from a foreign Power, had 
suddenly ceased to co-operate in the recon
struction programmes and by strikes and curtailed 
production endeavoured to nullify the effects 
of United States aid. As au example of the 
policy of the various national Communist parties, 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 
during its second session, resolution 112 (II). 

les guerres menees contre le capitalisme sont 
h~gitimes, qu'elles ont un caractere sacre et que 
d'ailleurs la guerre est un produit du systeme 
economique capitaliste. M. Austin cite egalement 
un passage du journal Izvestia du 22 septembre 
1948, selon lequel le capitalisme est condamne 
mais ne pourra etre detruit qu'au cours d'une 
lutte de classes sans merci. II y a deux ans a 
peine, la Gazette liiteraire affirmait qu'il fallait 
ecrire sur la guerre d'une fac;on qui induise la 
jeune generation de l'URSS a aimer les armes 
et a se preparer au combat. Cela etant, il est 
tout nature! que les Gouvernements non 
communistes ressentent de !'apprehension. 

La conduite de l'Union sovietique dans le 
passe n'est guere plus rassurante. Le representant 
de l'URSS s'est eleve avec indignation contre 
ceux qui osent croire que !'expansion de son pays 
se serait effectuee autrement qu'avec le libre 
consentement des peuples. Pourtant, rappelle 
M. Austin, la partie orientale de la Pologne a 
ete acquise en 1939 grace a une attaque militaire 
brusquee declenchee a la suite d'une alliance 
conclue avec le regime nazi. Les pays baltes 
n'ont demande a faire partie de l'URSS qu'apres 
avoir etc occupes par l'Armee rouge. 

Au cours de la deuxieme Guerre mondiale oil 
les Russes ont joue un si grand r6le dans la 
defaite de l' Allemagne hitlerienne, l' espoir est 
ne dans le monde entier que Ia doctrine de la 
haine des classes avait ete abandonnee. Pendant 
longtcmps, les gens se sont obstines dans cet 
espoir, mais les evenements ont fini par dissiper 
cette illusion. Ce qui s'est passe dans les Etats 
balkaniques et en Europe centrale montre que 
l'URSS met comme prix a son amitie l'asser
vissement total a sa politique. 

Des raisons de desenchantement et d'inquietude 
existent egalement en Orient, ainsi qu'en 
temoignent les declarations du representant de 
Ia Chine. Dans une resolution adoptee par le 
srxreme Congres mondial de l'internationale 
communiste en 1928, mission a etc donnee au 
parti communiste en Chine de repandre l'idee 
qu'un soulevement de masses, de caractere 
revolutionnaire, etait inevitable. Ce soulevement 
est maintenant en plein developpement et les 
forces communistes chinoises cherchent a ruiner 
l'autorite du gouvernement etabli. En Coree 
egalement, l'espoir d'arriver a l'independance 
complete apres Ia guerre a ete aneanti par les 
forces d'occupation de l'URSS, qui ont ignore 
Ia resolution de 1' Assemblee gencrale1 • Dans Ia 
partie nord de Ia Coree, d'importantes forces 
armees communistes attendent le moment 
favorable pour envahir le sud du pays. 

Les Etats de l'Europe occidentale ont egalement 
ete victimes de cette nouvelle forme d'agression ; 
on essaie de toutes les manieres de s'opposer a 
leur rctablissement economique et de les maintenir 
dans le chaos. Les partis communistes, obeissant 
aux ordres venus de l'etranger, ont brusquement 
cesse de collaborer aux pro!ITammes de recons
truction et se sont efforces de neutraliser l'aide 
des Etats-Unis, en ayant recours a la greve et 
en reduisant la production. M. Austin cite, pour 
illustrer la politique des partis communistes dans 

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptees par 1' Assembtee Generate 
pendant sa deuxieme session, resolution 112 (II). 
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Mr. Austin cited a statement in the newspaper 
Humanite of 1 October 1948 to the effect that the 
people of France would never fight the USSR. 
Apparently, loyalty to the USSR had superseded 
national loyalty. 

Mr. Austin contrasted the policy of the USSR 
with the principles contained in the Preamble 
of the United Nations Charter. 

Turning aside from the political motives of 
the USSR, Mr. Austin examined the USSR 
proposal in relation to world security. He 
quoted a statement by Secretary of State Marshall 
of 5 May 1948 in which he had said that when 
the Charter was signed, the strength of the 
major Powers in relation to one another had 
been such that no one of them could safely 
break the peace if the others stood united in 
defence of world security. He had added that 
in existing world circumstances the maintenance 
of a comparable power relationship was funda
mental to world security. The Secretary of 
State had declared on 1 July 1947 that the 
United States armed forces had been drastically 
reduced upon the termination of the war and that 
no conditions had been attached to their with
drawal from the areas in which they had been 
so widely deployed. During the same period 
it had become progressively clearer that the 
leaders of the USSR were under the serious 
misconception that different political systems 
could not live side by side in the international 
community. The United Nations must dispel 
that misconception in order to restore the equi
librium of international society necessary to 
permit the United Nations to function as contem
plated at San Francisco. Realizing this need 
for equilibrium, the United States was co-op~rating 
with sixteen European countries in a recovery 
programme based upon self-help and mutual 
aid. It was also considering the steps necessary 
to bring its armed forces up to the minimum 
level required for international security. The 
United States now realized that it had disarmed 
too soon and too fast after the last war. The 
United States realized that the security of many 
States, Members of the United Nations, depended 
upon the strength and will of those States which 
were prepared to act in support of the world 
community against aggression. 

Until the fear which now prevailed throughout 
the world was replaced by international confidence 
and security, not only would disarmament be 
impossible but the whole field of international 
relations would be subject to discord. For that 
reason, Mr. Austin earnestly appealed to the 
USSR to give evidence of its sincerity and desire 
for international co-operation. 

The United States would support the United 
Kingdom draft resolution together with that of 
Syria, both of which were entirely consistent 
with its own position based on Article 26 of the 
Charter. The United States believed that the 
Commission on Conventional Armaments must 
proceed with its work. 

The meeting rose at 1.00 p. m. 

les divers pays, une declaration du journal 
l'Humanite en date du 1 er octobre 1948, selon 
laquelle le peuple de France ne combattra jamais 
l'URSS. II semble que le loyalisme envers I'URSS 
ait remplace le loyalisme national. 

M. Austin souligne le contraste qui existe entre 
la politique de l'URSS et Ies principes inscrits 
au preambule de Ia Charte des Nations Unies. 

Laissant de cote les principes dont s'inspire 
l'URSS en matiere de politique, M. Austin 
examine ensuite Ia proposition de I'URSS en ce 
qui concerne la securite mondiale. Il rappelle 
que M. Marshall, Secretaire d'Etat des Etats
Unis, declarait, le 5 mai 1948 que, au moment 
oil la Charte avait ete signee, les forces relatives 
des grandes Puissances etaient telles qu'aucune 
d'entre ces Puissances n'aurait pu violer impu
nement la paix si Ies autres s'etaient unies pour 
la defense de la securite mondiale. M. Marshall 
ajoutait que dans la conjoncture internationale 
actuelle, le maintien de l'equilibre des forces est 
essentiel a la securite du monde. II declarait 
egalement, le }Cr juillet 1947, que des la fin de 
laguerre, les forces armees des Etats-Unis avaient 
ete reduites dans des proportions tres considerables 
et sans qu'aucune condition ait ete attachee a 
leur retrait des regions etendues oil elles avaient 
Cte deployees. Pendant ce temps, il est devenu 
de plus en plus clair que les dirigeants de l'URSS 
commettaient l'erreur grave de croire que des 
systemes politiques differents ne peuvent subsister 
cote a cOte dans la communaute internationale. 
L'Organisation des Nations Unies doit s'efforcer 
de dissiper cette idee erronee, afin de retablir 
cet equilibre international, sans lequel elle ne 
saurait fonctionner comme ii a ete prevu a San
Francisco. Les Etats-Unis, qui reconnaissent ce 
besoin d'equilibre, cooperent avec seize pays 
d'Europe dans un programme de relevement qui 
se fonde sur !'effort que fera chaque nation aussi 
bien que sur leur aide mutuelle. Ils etudient 
egalement les mesures a prendre pour relever 
leurs forces armees au niveau minimum exige 
par la securite internationale. Les Etats-Unis se 
rendent compte a present que, apres Ia guerre, 
ils out procede a leur desarmement trop tot et 
trop vite. Ils ont compris que la securite de 
nombreux Etats Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies depend de la force et de la volonte 
dont feront preuve les nations qui sont disposees 
a agir pour defendre Ia communaute mondiale 
contre l'agression. 

Tant que Ia confiance et la securite dans le 
domaine international n'auront pas remplace 
Ia crainte qui regne actuellement dans le monde, 
le desarmement restera impossible et !'ensemble 
des relations internationales sera domine par la 
mesentente. Pour cette raison, M. Austin adresse 
un appel pressant a l'URSS pour qu'elle prouve 
son desir sincere de voir etablir la cooperation 
internationale. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis soutiendra le 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, ainsi que 
Ie projet de resolution presente par la Syrie, car 
ils coincident tous deux avec la position des 
Etats-Unis, qui se fonde sur !'Article 26 de Ia 
Charte. Les Etats-Unis estiment que la Com
mission des armements de type classique doit 
poursuivre ses travaux. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 
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HUNDRED AND FIFTY-EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 12 October 1948, at 3 p. m. 

Chairman: Mr. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivia). 

22. Continuation of the discussion on 
the prohibition of the atomic we
apon and the reduction by one-third 
of the armaments and armed forces 
of the permanent members of the 
Security Council: item proposed by 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics (A /658). 

Mr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that, in the course of the 
discussions on the USSR proposals (A/658) 
concerning the prohibition of the atomic weapon, 
the reduction by one-third of the armaments 
and the armed forces of the permanent members 
of the Security Council, and international control 
of those measures, two opposing camps had 
appeared. On the one hand, the defenders 
of peace and security had endeavoured to take 
an initial step towards a real reduction of arma
ments and armed forces. On the other hand, 
a second group had tried to sabotage that plan 
by adopting an attitude which was completely 
at variance with the principles, the tasks and 
the aims of the United Nations. A resolution 
on disarmament had been unanimously adopted 
two years previously,1 but surreptitious efforts 
had been made to go back on that historic 
decision. It was in vain that the USSR dele
gation had denounced an attitude so threatening 
to peace ; every effort to halt the armaments 
race continued to meet stubborn opposition. 

What were the real motives behind the policies 
of States which opposed the USSR's policy of 
peace? The reasons given were very similar 
to those which, for the last twenty-five years, 
had been constantly brought to bear against 
all attempts at disarmament initiated by the 
USSR. Yet, it could not be gainsaid that the 
adoption of the USSR proposal would have a 
beneficial effect on international relations, which 
were threatened by the forces of reaction. 

The campaign against the USSR proposals 
was, in the present instance, organized by the 
United States, United Kingdom and French 
delegations, who had gone beyond the limits 
of propriety; the tone had been set by Mr. Bevin, 
Mr. McNeil and Sir Hartley Shawcross, who 
had ruthlessly slandered the USSR delegation 
and ruined the confidence which the USSR 
proposals might have created. 

The representatives of France, Canada, Greece, 
Chile and El Salvador had deliberately taken 
sides with the enemies of peace. Mr. Austin 
had attacked the Soviet Union itself. 

The Canadian representative had claimed 
that the USSR was responsible for the inter-

1 See Resolutions adopted b!J the General Assembly 
during the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (I). 

CENT-CINQUANTE-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 12 octobre 1948 a 15 heures. 

President: M. CosTA Du RELs (Bolivie). 

22. Suite de la discussion sur 1 'inter
diction de l'arnie atomique et la 
reduction d 'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite : 
point propose par l'Union des Re
publiques socialistes sovietiques 
(A/658). 

M. VYcHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) constate qu'au cours des debats 
sur les propositions sovietiques relatives a 
!'interdiction de l'arme atomique, a la reduction 
d'un tiers des armements et des forces armees 
des membres permanents du Conseil de securite, 
et au controle international de ces mesurcs 
(A/658) deux camps se sont affrontes. D'une part, 
les defenseurs de la paix et de la securite se sont 
efforces de faire un premier pas vers une reduction 
veritable des armements et des forces armees. 
D'autre part, un deuxieme groupe s'est efforce 
de saboter ce plan en adoptant une position 
absolument contraire aux principes, aux taches 
et aux buts de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Sans doute, une decision relative au desarmement 
avait-elle ete prise a l'unanimitc il y a deux ans1• 

Mais des efforts,ont ete faits subrepticement pour 
revenir sur cetie decision historique. En vain la 
delegation de l'URSS a-t-elle fletri une attitude 
aussi menagante pour la paix : tous les efforts 
faits pour mettre un terme a la course aux 
armements continuent a se heurter a une oppo
sition tenace. 

Quels sont done les veritables motifs de la 
politique des :Etats qui s'opposent a la politique 
de paix de l'URSS ? Les raisons que l'on invoque 
sont semblables a ce11es que l'on n'a cesse, depuis 
vingt-cinq ans, d'opposer a toutes les tentatives 
faites par l'URSS en vue du desarmement. 
N'est-il pas vrai pourtant que !'adoption de la 
proposition de l'URSS aurait un efiet salutaire 
sur les relations internationales que menacent 
les forces de reaction ? 

En fait, la campagne contre lcs propositions de 
l'URSS est, cette fois, orchestree par les dele
gations des Etats-Unis, du Royaume-Uni ct de 
la France ; toutes les barnes de la decence ont ete 
franchies et le ton a ete donne par MM. Bevin, 
McNeil et Shawcross qui n'ont rien epargne pour 
calomnier la delCgation de l'URSS et ruiner 
la confiance qu'auraient pu faire naitre les 
propositions de l'URSS. 

Les representants de la France, du Canada, de 
Ia Grece du Chili et du Salvador se sont delibe
rement ;anges dans Ie camp des adversaires de 
la paix. Et M. Austin s'est attaque a !'Union 
sovietique elle-meme. 

Le representant du Canada a pret.end~ que 
l'URSS etait responsable de la tenswn mter-

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptees par l' Assemblee Gt!Iu!
rale pendant la deuxieme partie de sa premiere session, 
resolution 41 (I). 
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national tension and that it was fostering discord 
within various countries. That could be well 
expected from the representative of a country 
which had brilliantly contributed to the slander 
campaign against the USSR. The represen
tatives of France, Greece and El Salvador had 
endeavoured to cast a false light on the USSR's 
motives. Sir Hartley Shawcross had gone so far 
as to say that the USSR was being aggressive 
while holding out the olive branch. 

The United Kingdom delegation had stated 
that it could not subscribe to any proposal 
for disarmament without having received the 
report of Sub-Committee A III of the First 
Committee. But whatever decision that body 
might adopt concerning the conclusions of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, it would have no 
rehtionship to the prohibition of atomic energy 
for military purposes and the reduction by one
third of armaments and armed forces. It was 
not within the competence of Sub-Committee A 
III to take a general decision on what the First 
Committee and the General Assembly should do. 

\Vhat provocative elements ·were there in the 
USSR resolution? (A/658) Was it because that 
resolution noted " that, up to the present time, 
practically nothing has been done to implement 
the General Assembly's decision of 24 January 
1946 " and that of 14 December 1946? Was 
that a provocation? Had it not been unani
mously acknowledged that the work of the 
Atomic Energy Commission had ended in a 
deadlock? The USSR proposal also mentioned 
" expansionists " and " other reactionary ele
ments ". Could Sir Hartley Shawcross himself 
deny that warmongers existed? The General 
Assembly had unanimously adopted a resolution 
on that subject.l The USSR draft resolution 
did not make a single accusation against the 
United States or the United Kingdom ; it was 
a simple statement of fact. On the other hand, 
perusal of the United Kingdom delegation's 
draft resolution (A jC.1 /31 9) showed successively 
" that the minority " of the Atomic Energy 
Commission had " hitherto refused to accept " 
the proposals of the majority, that the minority 
of the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
had refused " to negotiate on the basis of the 
majority view ", that certain Members of the 
United Nations had compromised the success 
of " the work of the Organization in the political 
field " and finally that it was urged that " the 
minority in the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments " should co-operate with the other 
members of that body. Hence each paragraph 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution constituted 
an accusation directed against the USSR. By 
libel and a campaign of hatred, an attempt 
had been made to prove that the USSR was 
opposed to any co-operation with the Western 
Powers. Mr. Austin, following Mr. Bevin and 
Mr. McNeil, had even gone so far as to try to 
interpret Marxism-Leninism. 

Mr. McNeil had quoted a statement of Lenin 
to the effect that it was sometimes necessary 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during 
rts second session, resolution 110 (II). 

nationale et qu'elle entretenait la discorde a 
l'interieur des differents pays. II ne fallait pas 
en attendre moins du representant d'un pays 
qui a brillamment contribue a la campagne de 
diffamation contre l'URSS. Quant aux 
representants de la France, de Ia Grece et du 
Salvador, ils se sont efforces de presenter Ies 
motifs d'action de l'URSS sous un faux jour. Et 
M. Shawcross a ete jusqu'a dire que I'URSS se 
montrait agressive en tendant le rameau d'olivier. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni a declare 
qu'elle ne pouvait souscrire a aucune proposition 
relative au desarmement tant qu'elle n'avait pas 
revu le rapport de Ia Sons-Commission A III de 
la Premiere Commission. Mais queUe que soit la 
decision qu'adoptera cet organe, relativement 
aux conclusions de Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique, cela n'a pas de rapport avec !'inter
diction de l'energie atomique a des fins militaires 
et la reduction d'un tiers des armements et des 
forces armees. II ne s'agit pas pour la Sous
Commission A III de decider d'une maniere 
generale de ce que doit faire Ia Prem:ere 
Commission et I' Assemblce generale. 

Qu'y a-t-il de provoquant dans la resolution 
de I'URSS ? (A/658). Serait-ce parce qu'elle 
rappelle << que jusqu'a present, on n'a prati
quement rien fait en ce qui concerne la mise 
en application des resolutions de I' Assemblee 
generale du 24 janvier 1946 » et du 14 decembre 
1946 ? Est-ce la la provocation ? Mais n'a-t-on 
pas ete unanime a constater que les travaux de 
Ia Commission de l'energie atomique avaient 
abouti a une impasse ? D'autre part, la propo
sition de l'URSS mentionne les « expansionnistes >> 

et « autres elements reactionnaires >>. Mais 
M. Shawcross lui-meme pourrait-il nier qu'il y ait 
des fauteurs de guerre ? L' Assemblee generale 
a adopte a l'unanimite une resolution a ce sujetl. 
II n'y a dans le projet de resolution de I'URSS 
aucune accusation dirigee contre les Etats-Unis 
ou le Royaume-Uni, mais un fait pur et simple. 
Si I' on considere par contre le projet de resolution 
de la delegation du Royaume-Uni (A/C.1/319), 
on voit qu'il y est successivement note « que la 
minorite >> de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
a « refuse de se rallier » aux propositions de la 
majorite, que Ia minorite de la Commission des 
armements de type classique a refuse « de prendre 
pour base de negociation ]e point de vue de la 
majorite », que certains Membres de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies « ont compromis le 
succes de l'reuvre de !'Organisation dans le 
domaine politique » et enfin, qu'il convient que 
« la minorite de la Commission des armements de 
type classique coopere avec les autres membres 
de cet organisme ». Ainsi chaque alinea du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni constitue 
une accusation dirigee contre I'URSS. Par la 
calomnie et par une campagne de haine, on s'est 
efforce de prouver que l'URSS s'est opposee a 
toute cooperation avec les Puissances occidentales. 
M. Austin a meme ete jusqu'a tenter d'interpreter 
Ie marxisme-Ieninisme, a la suite de M. Bevin 
et de M. McNeil. 

M. McNeil a rappele une declaration de Lenine 
selon laquelle il etait quelquefois necessaire 

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptees par l'Assemb'ee gene
rule pendant sa deuxieme session, resolution 110 (II). 
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to adopt indirect methods. But was it not true 
that it was not always possible to arrive at 
one's goal directly? Moreover, Mr. McNeil's 
quotation came back on him. In reality, Lenin 
deplored the lack of understanding of the need 
for flexibility and compromise in tactics -
qualities which, according to the USSR's 
opponents, the USSR entirely lacked, when, in 
fact, it was those same opponents who were 
uncompromising. 

Again, was it not a fact that no one had dared 
to reject openly the USSR proposal which had 
been described as so unrealistic and so foolish? 
The Syrian representative had stated that the 
peoples of the world would be deceived if the 
USSR proposal were rejected directly. The 
Belgian representative had remarked that reasons 
would have to be found for its rejection, which 
meant that invalid reasons would have to be 
found for rejecting the prohibition of the atomic 
weapon, while affirming at the same t ime that 
that weapon should not dominate the world. 
Those manreuvres were merely beating about 
the bush. 

Mr. Bevin had stated, on 4 May 1948, in the 
House of Commons, that, but for Bolshevism, 
it would be possible to find a common ground 
of agreement with Russia. The USSR, for its 
part, did not adopt such reasoning. It considered 
that, in spite of different systems and ideologies, 
co-operation, based on mutual respect, was 
possible on the basis of perfect equality but 
not on the basis of the majority dictating to the 
minority. It was on that basis that the USSR 
wished to co-operate with the capitalist countries. 

Wars in capitalist society were wars between 
countries with similar economic systems. Gener
alissimo Stalin, in his talk with Mr. Stassen, 
had pointed out that " the economic systems 
in Germany and the United States are similar, 
but nevertheless a war ensued between them. 
The economic systems of the United States and 
the USSR are different, but they did not wage 
war against each other ; on the contrary, they 
co-operated during the war ". 

It must be noted, however, that while nego
tiating with Moscow, Chamberlain and Daladier, 
backed by the United States, had tried to push 
Hitler to fight the USSR. Those historic facts 
showed to what lengths the Department of State 
of the United States had gone to slander the 
USSR in its paper on the German-USSR Pact 
of 1939. 

It was said that, but for communism in the 
USSR, an agreement could be reached with 
that country, but was it not true that the capi
talist world had known war before the USSR 
had come into being? And did not the Second 
World War itself begin under the capitalist 
system before Hitler committed the colossal 
mistake of attacking the fatherland of socialism? 
The USSR, moreover, recognized the efforts 
made by its allies. It had therefore been 
demonstrated that ideology could not present 
an insuperable obstacle when different countries 
were bound together by the common interests 
of peace, security and democracy. 

d'emprunter des. voies obliques. Mais n'est-il 
pas vrai que l'on ne peut pas toujours arriver 
droit au ~ut ? Au surplus, Ia citation faite par 
M. McNeil se retourne contre lui-meme. En 
n\alite, Lenine s'elevait contre le manque de 
comprehension du besoin d'elasticite et de 
compromis en matiere de tactique - qualites 
dont les adversaires de l'URSS accusent cette 
derniere d'etre depourvue alors que ce sont eux 
qui sont intransigeants. 

D'autre part, n'est-ce pas un fait que l'on n'a 
pas l'audace de rej eter ouvertement cette propo
sition de l'Union sovietique que l'on declare si 
peu realiste et si sotte ? Le representant de la 
Syrie a declare que le rejet direct de la proposition 
de l'Union sovietique decevrait les peuples. Et 
le representant de la Belgique a indique qu'il 
fallait motiver ce rejet - entendez - trouver 
de mauvaises raisons pour repousser }'interdiction 
de l'arme atomique tout en declarant qu'il ne 
convient pas qu'elle domine le monde. Ces 
manreuvres reviennent simplement a tourner 
autour du pot. 

Le 4 mai 1948, M. Bevin declarait, a la Chambre 
des Communes, qu'il serait possible de trouver 
un terrain d'entente avec la Russie, n'etait le 
bolchevisme. L'URSS, pour sa part, ne raisonne 
pas ainsi. Elle considere que, en dCpit des diffe
rences de systemes et d'ideologie, une cooperation 
est possible dans le respect mutuel, sur la base 
d'une egalite parfaite mais non sur Ia base d'un 
Diktat impose par la majorite a la minorite. C'est 
sur cette base que l'URSS desire cooperer avec 
les pays capitalistes. 

Dans la societe capitaliste, les guerres se 
deroulent entre pays ayant des regimes econo
miques semblables. Dans son entrevue avec 
M. Stassen, le generalissime Staline a souligne 
que « les regimes economiques de I' Allemagne et 
des Etats-Unis sont semblables, et neanmoins 
une guerre a eclate entre eux. Les regimes 
economiques de l'URSS et des Etats-Unis sont 
differents ; pourtant ces deux pays, loin de se 
faire la guerre, ont coopere au cours du conflit 
mondial ». 

Il faut noter, toutefois, que tout en negocian~, 
avec Moscou, Chamberlain et Daladier, appuyes 
par les Etats-Unis, out essaye de pousser Hitler 
a combattre l'URSS. Ces faits historiques demon
trent combien lc Departement d'Etat des Etats
Unis est aile loin dans la calomnie contre I'URSS 
en publiant ses documents au sujet du Pacte 
germano-sovietique de 1939. 

On dit que s'il n'y avait pas le communisme 
dans l'URSS on pourrait s'entendre avec elle, 
mais n'est-il pas vrai qu'avant que flit. n~e 
l'Union sovietique, le monde capitaliste conna1ssmt 
deja la guerre ? Et la deuxieme guerre mondiale 
elle-meme n'a-t-elle pas commence dans le cadre 
du capitalisme, jusqu'au jour ou Hitler a co~m.is 
l'erreur gigantesque de se heurter a la patne du 
socialisme? L'URSS recounalt d'ailleurs les efforts 
accomplis par ses allies. Il s'est done avere que 
l'ideologie ue peut constituer un obstacle infran
chissable lorsque differents pays sont unis par un 
interet commun de la paix, de la securite et de la 
democratic. 
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Communist ideology did not prevent economic 
relations nor the presence of the USSR at the 
present meeting, any more than it had prevented 
the common effort against Fascism. 

The rulers of the United Kingdom and of the 
United States preferred Franco and Salazar to 
Lenin and Stalin, as 1\Ir. Laski had observed 
in his book Faith, Reason and Civilization. 

Mr. McNeil had stated that the decisions of 
the USSR could not be foreseen, but ever since 
the time when the capitalist countries were 
boycotting the USSR and organizing crusades 
against it, that country had made proposals 
for disarmament. The USSR had always striven 
against the armaments race and for the abolition 
of war, while quite aware that war was an 
inherent characteristic of capitalism. Nor was 
war the· only curse of capitalism : there were 
economic crises, unemployment, prostitution, 
poverty. \Vhen all was said and done, victory 
would be with those who were striving to ensure a 
better future. In the past progressive groups 
had always come out on top. 

The USSR had the habit of looking before it 
leapt and never hesitated to make concessions. 
Yet, wheneYer it took a step, it was asked why 
it had not done so sooner. That was why the 
USSR had stated that the prohibition of atomic 
weapons should precede control, for the latter 
was senseless as long as abolition had not been 
decided upon. Now the USSR accepted the 
principle that abolition and control should be 
simultaneous. In doing so, the USSR had 
taken a very imporlant step ; the outcome was 
that Mr. Vyshinsky had been reproached for 
having finally accepted what he had previously 
condemned most vehemently. But there was 
no excuse for obstinacy when the fate of humanity 
was at stake. In spite of the USSR's changed 
attitude, however, the United States and United 
Kingdom representatives now asked that control 
should precede prohibition. Were they really 
so simpleminded, so naive as still to fear that 
they were being tricked? 

The United Kingdom delegation stated that 
the USSR proposals were not really practical. 
The Belgian representative had also condemned 
the procedure recommended by the USSR. 
There was however no question of a general 
reduction of armaments or of real disarmament 
but of something much more limited, namely, 
a reduction by one-third, in the course of one 
year, of the armed forces and armaments of the 
five permanent members of the Security Council 
under United Nations auspices. 

The Big Five had at their disposal the prepon
derance of land, air and sea forces. There had 
been talk of gigantic USSR armies, but other 
countries had large fleets and the atomic bomb, 
which was not a negligible factor. 

Doubtless there were technical difficulties, 
and precautions had to be taken against possible 
trickery. The USSR accepted any system of 
control which would be a guarantee against 
trickery and double dealing. Marshal Stalin 
himself had stated that control should be coherent, 
strict and effective. 

The Chinese delegation stated that it needed 
large forces to fight against its own population. 

L'ideologie communiste n'empeche pas les 
relations economiques ni la presence de l'URSS 
a cette table, pas plus qu'elle n'a empeche !'effort 
commun contre le facisme. 
, Quant aux dirigeants du Royaume-Uni et des 

Etats-Unis, ils preferent Franco et Salazar a 
Lenine et Staline, ainsi que l'a remarque l\L Laski 
dans son livre Faith, Reason and Civilization. 

M. McNeil a declare que les decisions de 
l'URSS etaient imprevisibles. Mais, des l'epoque 
oil les pays capitalistes boycottaient I'URSS et 
organisaient des croisades contre clle, cette 
derniere n'a-t-elle pas fait des propositions 
relatives au desarmement ? L'URSS s'est toujours 
efforcce de !utter contre la course aux armements 
et pour !'elimination de la guerre, tout en 
n'ignorant pas que la guerre constitue un 
caractere inherent au capitalisme. Ce n'est pas 
la d'ailleurs Ie seul fleau capitaliste : il y a les 
crises economiques, le chOmage, la prostitution, 
Ie paupcrisme. En definitive, la victoire restera 
a ceux qui luttent pour un avenir meilleur. Dans 
le passe n'est-ce pas toujours la classe progressiste 
qui a triomphe ? 

L'URSS rcflechit avant d'agir et clle n'hesite 
pas a faire des concessions. Mais lorsqu'elle fait 
un pas, on lui demande pourquoi elle ne l'a pas 
fait plus tot. C'est ainsi que l'URSS avait declare 
que !'interdiction de l'arme atomique devrait 
preceder le controle, puisque ce dernier ne 
presente aucun sens tant que !'interdiction n'a 
pas ete prononcee. Or aujourd'hui I'URSS accepte 
le principe de la simultaneite de !'interdiction 
et du controlc. C'est la un tres grand pas qu'a 
fait l'URSS a tel point que l'on a reproehe a 
M. Vychinsky d'avoir finalement accepte ce qu'il 
avait condamne avec la plus grande vehemence. 
Mais on ne peut pas se montrer obstine quancl 
il s'agit des destinees de l'humanite. Neanmoins, 
malgre le changement d'attitude de l'URSS, les 
representants des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni 
demandent maintenant que le controle precede 
!'interdiction. Sont-ils done si nalfs qu'ils craignent 
toujours qu'on les dupe ? 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni declare que 
les propositions de l'URSS ne sont pas realistes. 
Le representant de la Belgique a egalement 
condamne la procedure recommandee par l'URSS. 
Mais il ne s'agit pas d'une reduction generale des 
armements ni d'un desarmement veritable, mais 
de quelque chose de beaucoup plus restreint : 
une reduction d'un tiers pendant un an des forces 
armees et des armements des cinq membres 
permanents du Conseil de sccurite sous les 
auspices des Nations Unies. 

Les Cinq disposent de la grande majorite des 
forces terrestres, aeriennes et navales. On a 
parle des immenses armees sovietiques ; mais 
d'autres pays ont des flottes considerables et la 
bombe atomique, qui n'est pas negligeable. 

Sans doute y a-t-il des difficultcs techniques 
et des precautions doivent-elles etre prises contre 
des fraudes possibles. L'URSS accepte n'importe 
quel systeme de controle qui garantisse contre 
la duperie et la fraude. Le marechal Staline lui
meme a declare que le c;-mtrole devrait etre 
coherent, strict, efficace. 

La delegation de la Chine declare qu'elle a 
besoin de forces importantes pour !utter contre 
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No international organization could accept such 
reasoning. l\Ioreover, any goverment that thought 
it could settle its internal difficulties by force 
of arms was making a very great mistake. Thus 
it was, when the USSH delegation spoke of 
disarming, it was told that the armies of certain 
countries had to be increased. 

Mr. McNeil felt that the USSR proposals 
did not confonn to reality because, as he said, the 
.appropriations for military purposes of theUnited 
Kingdom and the number of men serving with 
the colours in that country were known, whereas 
there was no information about the military 
budget of the USSR nor about the numbers 
of men under arms there. The fear of being 
tricked by one's partner was always felt by those 
who regarded every international conference as 
an excuse for trickery. 

The United Kingdom representative had stated 
that inspection and control were necessary. 
The USSR proposal provided for that control. 
As one could not reproach the USSR any longer 
with not accepting control, it was stated that 
the type of control which it was proposing was 
unacceptable. The USSR was certainly not one 
of those States on which anything could be 
imposed ; it was ready to negotiate on an equal 
footing and to accept what was acceptable. 
But if it was requested to entrust the entire 
atomic industry of the world to a trust and 
to allow the agents of that trust to take aerial 
pictures of USSR territory, the USSR would 
never accept such a control system. The only 
acceptable control system was one based on 
common interests, and every effort should be 
made to set up such a system. Some delegations 
were thinking only of imposing their will on 
partners whom they considered their juniors. 

Mr. McNeil had stated that a quantitative 
disarmament plan was not acceptable. To soften 
the bad impression which that negative statement 
had made, Sir Hartley Shawcross had referred 
to the United Kingdom's desire to co-operate, 
but that only served to conceal the very decided 
intention of his Government to oppose the 
prohibition of atomic weapons. 

Meanwhile war hysteria was raging in the 
United Kingdom and in the United States, the 
reason being that for some people, and especially 
for those with interests in the armaments industry, 
war was more profitable than peace. An Indian 
newspaper, the National Herald, had called 
attention to the profits made by certain firms, 
as, for example, General Motor8, during the war. 
There was no doubt that the working classes 
desired peace ; but, for those big firms, peace 
was more or Ies3 equivalent to bankrupcy. 

The fact that his country's proposal raised 
so much indignation was not, as the Canadian 
representative had said, because it was not 
realistic but that it ran counter to the plans of 
the warmongers. It was indeed difficult to 
imagine that the United States Government 
could agree to the USSR proposal at a time when 
it was preparing legislation to authorize a new 
lend-lease system to supply five States of western 
Europe with armaments, and the setting up of 
American military bases in Europe and elsewhere. 

sa propre population. Mais unc organisation 
internationale ne pent admettre de semblables 
raisons. D'ailleurs, un gouvernement se trompe 
lourdement lorsqu'il croit pouvoir regler par la 
force des armes ses difficultes interieures. Ainsi, 
Ior~que la delegation de l'UHSS parle de de3armer. 
on lui repond qu'il convient d'augmenter les forces 
de certains pays. 

M. McNeil considcre que les propositions de 
l'URSS ne sont pas realistes, car I' on connait, 
dit-il, le budget militaire du Royaume-Uni et le 
nombre d'hommes sous les drapeaux dans ce 
pays alors que l'on ignore queUes sommes l'URSS 
consacre a son budget militaire et combien 
d'hommes elle a sous les armes. On trouve 
toujours cette crainte d'etre dupe par le partenaire 
chez ceux qui considerent toute conference 
internationale comme un pretexte a duperie. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a dit qu'une 
inspection et qu'un controle etaient necessaires. 
Or la proposition de l'URSS prcvoit ce controle. 
Ne pouvant done plus reprocher a l'URSS de ne 
pas accepter de controle, on declare que le genre 
de controle qu'elle propose est inacceptable. En 
verite l'URSS n'est pas de ces Etats auxquels 
on peut imposer n'importe quoi : elle est prete a 
negocier sur un pied d'egalite et a accepter ce 
qui est acceptable. Mais si on lui demande de 
confier toute l'industrie atomique dans le monde 
a un trust et de permettre aux hommes de ce 
trust de prendrl3 des photographies aeriennes du 
territoire de l'URSS, cette derniere n'acccptera 
jamais un tel systeme de controle. Le seul systeme 
de contPole acceptable est celui qui se fondera 
sur !'interet commun et c'est a la reJlisation d'un 
tel systcme qu'il convient de travailler. Or, 
certaines delegations ne songent qu'a dieter leur 
volonte a des partenaires qu'elles considerent 
comme mineurs. 

M. McNeil a declare qu'une formule de desar
mement quantitatif n'etait pas acceptable. Pour 
attenuer la mauvaise impression creee par cette 
declaration negative, M. Shawcross a fait allusion 
a la volonte de cooperation du Royaume-Uni, 
mais cela ne sert qu'a dissimulcr !'intention bien 
arretee de son Gouvernement de s'opposer a 
!'interdiction de l'arme atomique. 

Cependant une hysteric belliciste se dechaine 
dans le Hoyaume-Uni et dans les Etat~-Unis. 
C'est que pour certains, et notamment pour ceux 
qui ont des interets dans les industries de guerre, 
la guerre est plus profitable que la paix. Un 
journal de l'Inde, le National Herald, rappelait 
recemment Ies benefices realises par des affaires 
telles que la General 1Wolors pendant la guerre. 
Sans doute les masses laborieuses veulent-elles 
la paix ; mais pour ces puissantes firmes, Ja paix 
ne represente que la faillite de leurs entreprises. 

Ce n'est pas, comme l'a dit le representant du 
Canada, parce que la proposition de l'URSS n'est 
pas realiste, qu'elle suscite tant d'indignation ; 
c' est parce qu' elle contrecarrc les pl.ans . des 
fauteurs de guerre. Comment peut-on Imagmer 
que le Gouvernement des Etatf:-Unis, qui prep~re 
des projets de loi ayant trait a un nouveau pret
bail aux cinq Etats de l'Europe occidentale pour 
leur fournir des armements, et a l'etablissement 
en Europe et ailleurs de bases militaires, puisse 
etre d'accord avec la proposition de l'URSS ? 
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In reply to the French representative's state
ment that disarmament entailed a certain risk -
which had been run by France and his own 
country in 1939 -Mr. Vyshinsky observed 
that the French representative had forgotten 
to point out that that risk had arisen from the 
Anglo-French policy in 1938-1939 which had 
driven Hitler against the USSR. 

He could not understand why his country's 
proposal for a convention to prohibit the use 
of atomic weapons should be criticized as lackina 
in realism, when in 1925 thirty-three States had 
signed a proto:oi t_o prohibit the use of poison 
gas and bactenologrcal warfare. It was claimed 
that control should be approached in successive 
stages : first by the collection of information 
and then by the adoption of suitable measures. 
In that. way, the prohibition of atomic weapons 
was bemg postponed. His country's proposal, 
on the contrary, required that, as a primary step, 
the armaments of the great Powers should be 
reduced by a third ; then, with that as a basis, 
technical and' practical measures would be 
examined for the implementation of that decision. 

It had also been said that the USSR had 
published no information on its armed forces 
and i~s armaments. There was, however, nothing 
to Jude on that subject. While in 1940 the 
military expenditures of the USSR amounted 
to 32.5 per cent of the total budget, in 1944, 
when the war was in full swinr;, they crrew to 
52 per cent, in 1946 (the first"' post-wa~ year), 
the figure had fallen to 23.09 per cent, in 1947 
to 18.4 per cent and in 1948 to 17 per cent. 

:fh.at constant r~duction of military appro
lmatrons was explamed by the fact that after 
the t~rrible losses caused to his country by the 
war, rt had had to bend all its efforts towards 
reconstruction, in order to ensure adequate food 
and housing for its population and to raise the 
level of its economy. The plan of reconstruction 
could not be carried out except by a corresponding 
reduction in the defence budget. 

In the United States, on the other hand 
President Truman had announced that 79 pe; 
rent of national expenditure in 1949 would go 
to cover the estimates of the armed services 
the costs rcsulting from the last war and measure~ 
to prevent a new war. Only 21 per cent of the 
~mdge! would ?e u~ed for peace-time expenditure, 
mcludmg soc1al msurance, housing, scientific 
research, the conservation of the national 
resources, transport, finance, commerce, industry, 
labour, etc. As for the United Kingdom, 25 per 
cent of its 1948 estimated expenditure was 
earmarked for the army, navy and air force. 
The New York Times of 27 June 1948 stated 
that the armed forces of the United States in 
1948-1949 would be increased by 25 per cent 
in comparison with 1947-1948. Those facts 
\Yere more eloquent than words : the military 
budgets of the United States and the United 
Kingdom were ·respectively 79 per cent and 
25 per cent of the total budget, whereas thc 
military budget of the USSR was only 17.5 
per cent. 

Faisant allusion a nne intervention de M. Parodi 
concernant le risque que constituait le desar
mement :t q~'avaient couru Ia France et l'URSS 
e~ 19_39, II fmt rem~rquer queM. Parodi a oublie 
d mdrquer q~e ce nsque decoulait de la politique 
anglo-franl(mse en 1938-1939 ct qui consistait a 
pousser Hitler contre l'URSS. 

, Pourquoi P.retend-on que la proposition de 
I URSS de srgner une convention interdisant 
l'emploi, d'armes atomique~ n'est pas n:\aliste, 
alors qu e~ 192~, tren~e-trms Etats ont signe un 
protocole mterdrsant I usage des gaz asphyxiants 
et des ari?es bacteriologiques ? On pretend qu'il 
faut proccder au controle par phases successives; 
d'abord recueillir les informations et puis, prendre 
des mesures appropriees. De cette fal(on, on 
remet a plus tard !'interdiction des armes ato
miques. La proposition de l'URSS, au contraire, 
comporte Ia decision de reduire d'un tiers les 
armements des grandes Puissances comme un 
premier pas, puis, sur cette base, des mesures 
techniques et pratiques devront etre etudiees 
pour permettre Ia mise en vigueur de cette 
decision. 

On a dit aussi que l'URSS ne publiait pas 
d'informations sur ses forces armees et son arme
ment. ll n'y a pourtant rien de mysterieux 
a ce suj et. Alors que, en 1940, Ies depenses 
militaires de l'URSS s'elevaient a 32,5 pour 100 
du m:mtant total du budget, en 1944, alors que 
la guerre battait son plein, elles se sont elevees a 52 
pour 100, mais en 1946 (premiere annee d'apres
guerre), ce chifire etait tombe a 23,09 pour 100. 
En 1947, il etait reduit a 18,4 pour 100 et en 
1948 a 17 pour 100. . 

Cette diminution constante du budget militaire 
s'explique par le fait que, apres les pertes terribles 
causees par la guerre a l'URSS, celle-ci a du 
tendre taus ses efforts vers la reconstruction, pour 
assurer le ravitaillement et Ie Iogement de sa 
population ct ponr relever le niveau de l'economie. 
Cette reconstruction ne peut s'effectuer que par 
une diminution correspondante dn budget de la 
defense. 

Aux Etats-Unis, par contre, le president 
Truman a indique que les depenses nationales en 
1949 comprendont, d'une part, 79 pour 100 
afiectes a Ia guerre, aux consequences de la der
niere guerre, et aux efforts pour empecher une 
nouvelle guerre. Vingt et un pour cent seulement 
du budget seront consacres aux depenses du temps 
de paix, c'est-a-dire aux assurances sociales, a la 
construction de maisons, a Ia recherche scienti
fique, a la conservation des ressources nationales, 
au transport, aux finances, au commerce, a 
l'industrie, au travail, etc. Quant au Royaume
Uni, 25 pour 100 des depenses sont consacres en 
1948 a l'armee, a la marine et a !'aviation. Le 
New-York Times du 27 juin 1948 declare 
enfin que les forces armees des Etats-Unis 
en 1948-1949 seront augmentees de 25 pour 100 
par rapport a ce qu'elles etaient en 1947-19-!8. 
M. Vychinsky constate que ces faits sont plus 
eloquents que des paroles et il cite a nouveau les 
budgets militaires des Etats-Unis et du Royaume
Uni qui sont respectivement de 79 pour 100 
et de 25 pour 100 du budget total, alors que le 
budget militaire de l'URSS n'est que de 17,5 
pour 100 du budget total. 
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Mr. Vyshinsky then proceeded to reply to the 
criticism lodged against his country that it did 
not publish any information on its armed forces. 
He pointed out that if the General Assembly 
adopted a resolution based on the USSR proposal, 
it would, with the other States, give all the 
necessary information on its armed forces and its 
armaments, but on the understanding that 
armaments would include atomic weapons and 
weapons of mass destruction. His country was 
ready to give the necessary information when 
such information had some practical meaning, 
that is, after the adoption of the proposal it 
had made. 

The Canadian representative and afterwards 
the United States representative had stated 
that the USSR proposal for control was mean
ingless. However, the provision embodied in 
the USSR resolution to put the control system 
within the framework of the Security Council 
merely reproduced paragraph 6 of the General 
Assembly resolution of 14 December 1946. 1 

If that paragraph was also meaningless, why had 
the representatives voted for it? 

The Canadian representative had also said 
that the attitude taken by the USSR towards 
the system of control was ambiguous. On that 
point, Mr. Vyshinsky reminded the Committee 
of the steps taken by his delegation to provide 
for a system of periodic inspection and special 
inspections in cases of doubt. 

Many speakers had pointed out that the 
reduction of armaments was dependent upon 
the establishment of mutual confidence, and it 
had been artlessly suggested that the minority 
should accept the view of the majority. That 
was the surest means of destroying confidence. 
It went without saying that that suggestion was 
in formal contradiction with the most elementary 
principles of international law. Anyway, it 
was not the USSR that could be accused of 
undermining confidence, for it was not building 
bases on the territories of other countries ; it 
was not encircling the territories of the United 
States and the United Kingdom with a network 
of air and sea bases ; it had no troops stationed 
outside its own territory except in accordance 
with international agreements, and finally, it 
decided to withdraw its troops from Korea. 
It had demobilized progressively in 1945, 1947, 
and 1948 and at present all contingents called 
up during the war had been disbanded and the 
army restored to a peace footing. The process 
of demobilization had been carried out as a result of 
legislation published in the Press. Thus, those 
who claimed that all that had taken place in 
secret were either people who did not want to 
know what was happening or who, knowing 
what was happening, pretended not to know it. 

Dealing with the question of confidence, Mr. 
Vyshinsky recalled the words of Lenin, who in 
1922 had said that only consideration for other 
countries permitted the restoration of confidence 
in the world. 

The United States representative was, however, 
dissatisfied because the Marxist-Leninist doctrine 
made a distinction between just and unjust 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 
during the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (I). 

L'orateur repond ensuite ala critique qui a ete 
adres~ee a l'URSS parce qu'elle ne public pas de 
rensmgnements sur ses forces armees. II indique 
a ce sujet que, si l'Assemblee generale adopte une 
resolution fondee sur la proposition de l'URSS, 
celle-ci, de meme que les autres Etats, donnera 
tous les renseignements necessaires sur ses forces 
armees et ses armements, etant entendu que parmi 
les armements devront etre comprises les armes 
atomiques ct les armes de destruction massive. 
L'URSS est prete a donner les renseignements 
necessaires quand ces renseignements auront une 
signification pratique, c'est-a-dire, apres !'adop
tion d'une proposition telle que celle de l'URSS. 

Le representant du Canada, puis M. Austin, ont 
estime que la proposition de l'URSS sur le 
controle etait vide de sens. Or, Ia disposition de Ia 
resolution de l'URSS plat;ant le systeme de 
controle dans le cadre du Conseil de securite ne 
fait que reproduire le paragraphe 6 de la reso
lution de l'Assemblee generale du 14 decembre 
19461• Si ce paragraphe etait lui aussi vide de sens, 
pourquoi, demande M. Vychinsky, Ie representant 
l'a-t-il vote ? 

Le representant du Canada a dit egalement que 
Ia position de !'Union sovietique etait ambigue 
en ce qui concerne le systeme de controle. A ce 
sujet, M. Vychinsky rappelle la position prise par 
sa delegation prevoyant un systeme d'inspection 
periodique et !'inspection exceptionnelle dans les 
cas douteux. 

Beaucoup d'orateurs ont indique que Ia 
reduction des armements etait liee a l'etablis
sement de la confiance mutuelle, et pour cela on a 
suggere tout simplement que la minorite se rallie 
a la majorite. C'est Ia le moyen le plus sur de 
detruire la confiance. II est inutile d'indiquer que 
cette suggestion est en contradiction formelle 
avec les principes les plus elementaires du droit 
international. D'ailleurs, ce n'est point l'URSS que 
l'on peut accuser de saboter la confiance car 
l'URSS ne construit pas de bases sur les terri
toires des autres pays ; elle n'encercle pas les 
territoires des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni 
d'un reseau de bases aeronavales, elle n'a point 
de troupes stationnees en dehors de son terri
toire, si ce n'est en vertu d'accords internationaux. 
Enfin, elle a decide de retirer ses troupes de 
Coree. L'URSS a progressivement demobilise, 
en 1945, 1947 et 1948; tousles contingents appeles 
en temps de guerre ont ete licencies et l'armee 
a ete ramenee sur le pied de paix. Cette demo
bilisation s'est faite en vertu de lois qui ont ete 
reproduites par Ia presse. Ainsi, ceux qui pre
tendent que tout cela a lieu dans le secret et en 
mystere sont ceux qui ne veulent pas savoir ce 
qui se passe ou qui, le sachant, font semblant de ne 
pas le savoir. 

Au sujet de la confiance, l'orateur rappelle les 
paroles de Lenine qui, en 1922, disait que, set~l 
!'interet pour la cause des autres pays permettmt 
d'instaurer la confiance dans le monde. 

Mais M. Austin est mecontent de cc que Ia 
theorie marxiste-Ieniniste fasse la distinction entre 
les guerres justes et les guerres injustcs. Cette 

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptt!es par l' As scm b!t!e gt!ni
ra/e pendant Ia deuxieme partie de sa premiere session, 
resolution 41 (1). 
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wars. That distinction was justified by actual 
facts. Surely the war waged by the Allies 
against Hitler and Japan had been justified 
as a means of ensuring the freedom of peoples 
against invaders. 

Referring to the passage quoted by the United 
States representative (157th meeting) in the 
book by the academician Voznessensky entitled 
The Economy of the USSR during World War II, 
Mr. Vyshinsky stated that the United States 
representative had wrongly quoted that passage 
out of its context. In any case, it had not the 
meaning attributed to it by the United States ' 
representative. 

Mr. Austin was trying to prove that the USSR 
was striving to destroy the capitalist States. 
But plunging into polemics about just and 
unjust wars according to Marxism, he was careful 
to omit in his quotation the passage where it 
was stated that " as long as there remains a 
capitalist encirclement, there exists a danger 
that the imperialist States will attack the country 
of socialism. " The history of the USSR was 
strong evidence of the indisputability of this 
thesis. The crusade of the fourteen States 
against the USSR in 1918-1919 was an historical 
fact. 

The United States representative was also 
no better pleased because the USSR had said it 
was not pacifist. It was surely clear, however, 
that if it had been pacifist it would have disap
peared from the political scene a Ion gtime ago 
and it would have been destroyed by the war. 

As for the telegram to von Ribbentrop referred 
to by the United States representative, that 
reference bore the stamp of the same spirit 
of falsification of historical fact as did the State 
Department's publication on the relations between 
Germany and the USSR in 1939. In that 
connexion, moreover, he recalled the tremendous 
assistance given by several United States firms 
to Germany after the First World War, which 
had permitted German rearmament and Hitler's 
attack upon the USSR. 

The United States representative's quotation 
from Lenin's book, Left-wing communism, an 
infantile disorder, had also been given out of 
context. Lenin had in fact said that communists 
might make use of subterfuges and illegal methods 
the better to fight against the persecutions of the 
bourgeoisie. But at this point Lenin, in his 
book, stated the following : " There are no doubts 
that the gentlemen " leaders " of opportunism 
will resort to all kinds of tricks of bourgeois 
diplomacy to the aid of bourgeois governments, 
priests, police, courts, so as not to allow the 
communists into the trade unions, to elbow them 
out of there in every possible way, to make their 
work within the trade unions as unpleasant as 
possible, to insult and to persecute them. " 

However, while communists were ready to use 
war tactics as in war time they at least never made 
use of forgery to hide a lack of respect for inter
national obligations. In that connexion he 
recalled the history of the famous " M Plan " 
exposing a so-called communist rising in Germany, 
a document which was used by the United King-

distinction se justifie pourtant dans la realite. 
La guerre menee par les Allies contre Hitler et le 
Japon ne se justifiait-elle pas pour assurer la 
liberte des peuples contre les envahisseurs ? 

Faisant allusion a un passage du livre de l'aca
demicien Voznessensky intitule : L'economie de 
g~zerre de l' U RS S au cours de l a guerre patriotique, 
cite par M. Austin (157e seance), M. Vychinsky 
declare que ce dernier a eu le tort de citer cet 
extrait hors de son contexte. D'ailleurs, ce nas
sage n'a pas le sens que lui a attribue M. Au~tin. 

M. Austin essaie de prouver que l'URSS 
s'efforce de detruire les Etats capitalistes. Mais, en 
s'engageant dans une polemique sur ce qui, 
d'apres le marxisme, constitue une guerre juste 
ou une guerre injuste, il a pris soin de s'abstenir 
de citer le passage suivant : « Aussi longtemps que 
l'encerclement capitallste existe, le danger d'une 
attaque par les pays imperialistes contre le pays 
du socialisme subsistera ''· L'hist oire de l'URSS 
illustre clairement !'exactitude de cette these. La 
croisade poursuivie par quatorze Etats centre 
l'URSS en 1918-1919 est un fait bien etabli dans 
l'histoire. 

M. Austin n'est pas non plus content que 
l'URSS declare qu'elle n'est pas pacifiste ! Mais 
qui ne voit que si l'URSS avait ete pacifiste, il y a 
longtemps qu'elle aurait disparu de la scene poli
tique et qu'elle aurait ete aneantie par la guerre. 

Au sujet du teh~gramme a von Ribbentrop, 
dont a parle M. Austin, le representant de l'URSS 
fait remarquer que cette allusion est empreinte 
du meme esprit de falsification des faits histo
riques que la publication du departement d'Etat 
sur les relations entre l'Allemagne et la Russie en 
1939. II rappelle a cette occasion l'aide massh·e 
apportee par certaines firmes des Etats-Unis a 
l' Allemagne, a pres la premiere guerre mondiale, 
ce qui a permis Ie rearmement et I' agression 
hitlerienne contre l'URSS. 

Au sujet de la citation tiree par M. Austin de 
l'ouvrage de Lenine La maladie infantile du 
communisme, l'orateur declare qu'elle aussi a ete 
donnee hors de son contexte. Lenine a dit effec
tivement que les eommunistes pouvaient avoir 
recours aux subterfuges et aux moyens illegaux 
dans leur lutte contre les persecutions dirigees 
contre eux par la bourgeoisie. Mais, a cet endroit 
Lenine, dans son livre, declare ce qui suit : (( I1 
est certain que les messieurs qui menent la poli
tique de l'opportunisme ne manqueront pas de 
recourir a toutes Ies ressources de ]a diplomatie 
bourgeoise, a l'aide des gouvernements bourgeois, 
des pretres, de la police, des tribunaux, afin de ne 
pas permettre aux communistes de penetrer dans 
les syndicats, afin de les en chasser par tous les 
moyens possibles, afin de leur rendre le travail 
dans les syndicats aussi difficile que possible, afin 
de les insulter et de les persecuter. '' 

Mais, si les communistes sont prets a user de la 
tactique ((a la guerre comme a la guerre », au moins 
ils n'ont jamais quant a eux, recours a l'usage de 
faux pour masquer un manque de respect envers 
des obligations internationales. A ce sujet, le 
representant de l'URSS rappelle l'histoire du 
fameux cc Protocole M l>, qui revelait un pretendu 
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dom and the United States to close communist 
premises and suspend the publication of commu
nist newspapers. That document had afterwards 
been shown to be a forgery. 

Noting the United States representative's 
indignation that the French Communist Party 
had adopted a decision not to fight against the 
USSR, Mr. Vyshinsky said it was not for him to 
make any answer ; he was, however, surprised 
at the United States' representative's indignation 
at the idea that everyone might not want to 
declare war on the USSR. 

In conclusion, he observed that there was no 
Yalid reason for opposing his country's proposal. 
The opponents of that resolution wanted first 
to create confidence, then afterwards to instill 
life into the USSR draft resolution. But the 
adoption of the USSR draft resolution would in 
itself be a solid foundation for the re-establishment 
of confidence in the world. Moreover, contrary ' 
to what its opponents said, the proposal did 
provide for a system of control. A mere declar
ation would certainly be insufficient in itself, 
hut were the USSR proposal to be accepted the 
effect would be that of a strong elixir proving 
to the world the possibility of co-operation. The 
attitude of those opposing the proposal would 
not be understood by the masses. 

The meeting rose at 5.27 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY -NINTH . 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 13 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m 

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

23. Continuation of the discussion on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction hy one-third of the 
armaments and armed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council; item proposed hy the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics (:A. /658) 

~ir. PARODI (France) who regretted the accu
sations and counter-accusations which had led 
the debate away from the topic under discussion, 
submitted a draft resolution (AJC.1j325) to 
crystallize whatever had been useful in the 
discussion. 

Mr. DE SouzA GoMES (Brazil) felt that, in 
view of the number of draft resolutions which 
had been submitted, it was desirable to establish 
a sub-committee to prepare an agreed text as 
proposed in the Australian draft resolution 
(A fC.l {312). While accepting most of the provi
sions of the Australian proposal, he thought · 
that the terms of reference of the sub-committee 
should be more restricted since there was insuffi
cient time to permit it to examine the whole 
question of disarmament. He consequently pro- · 
posed that the third paragraph be replaced 

soulevement communiste en Allemagne, et qui 
fut utilise par les Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni 
pour fermer les bureaux du Parti communiste et 
suspendre ses journaux. Par la suite, il fut prouve 
que, ce document etait un faux. 

Enfin, constatant que M. Austin s'est indigne 
de ce que le parti communiste franc;ais ait adopte 
comme attitude de ne pas combatter l'URSS, 
M. Vychinsky declare que ce n'est pas a lui de 
repondre sur cc point, mais qu'il s'etonne cepen
dant de !'indignation ressentie par le representant 
des Etats-Unis a l'idee que tout le monde ne 
veuille pas faire la guerre a l'URSS. 

En concluant, l'orateur constate qu'il n'y a pas 
de raison valable de s'opposer a la proposition 
de l'URSS. Les adversaires de cette resolution 
veulent, d'abord instaurer la confiance, puis 
donner suite au projet de resolution de l'URSS. 
Mais l'adoption du projet de resolution de l'URSS, 
a elle seule, constituera nne base solide pour le 
retablissement de la confiance dans le monde. Au 
surplus, la proposition de l'URSS, contrairement 
a ce que disent ses adversaires, prevoit un systeme 
de controle. Sans doute, une simple declaration 
serait en elle-meme insuffisante, mais cette propo
sition, si elle etait adoptee, constituerait un 
stimulant tres fort qui prouverait au monde les 
possibilites de cooperation. Le geste de ceux qui 
s'eh!vent contre la proposition de l'URSS ne sera 
pas compris par les masses. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 27. 

CENT-CINQUANTE-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
le mercredi 13 oclobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

23. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite: 
point propose par l'Union des Repu
bliques socialistes sovietiques 
(A/658) 

M. PARODI (France) deplore les accusations et 
contre-accusations qui ont fait detourner la 
discussion du sujet examine et soumet un projet 
de resolution (AJC.1/325) destine a concretiser 
les idees utiles emises au cours du debat. 

M. DE SouzA GoMES (Bresil) estime que, vu 
le nombre de projets de resolutions deposes, il 
serait bon de creer une sons-commission chargee 
de preparer un texte commun comme le propose 
le projet de resolution australien (AJC.l/312). 
Tout en acceptant la plupart des dispositions de 
la proposition australienne, le representant du 
Bresil estime que le mandat de cette sous: 
commission doit etre plus limite etant do~ne 
qu'elle n'aura pas le temps 'd'examiner la questwn 
du desarmement dans son ensemble. II propose 
done que le troisieme paragraphe soit remplace 
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by a new formula restricting the sub-committee's 
task to examination of the draft resolutions 
which were submitted (AJC.1 /324). 

The CHAlRliiAN proposed to give the proposal 
to establish a sub-committee priority in the 
discussion. 

Mr. ?lloozELEWSKI (Poland) said that the 
representatives of certain great Powers had 
lengthened t he debate by statements which were 
unrelated to the subject under discussion and in 
contradiction with the principles of the United 
Nations. Since it had become the habit to 
speak of a majority and a minority view, it 
might be asked what proposals the majority 
had offered to solve the problems of the prohibition 
of atomic weapons, disarmament and the establish
ment of effective controls. The proposals which 
had been submitted to the Committee and the 
debate which had taken place reflected the lack 
of confidence and security and the need for a 
permanent peace. Yet, did not that state 
of affairs derive from the fact that on one side 
there was no sincere wish to achieve a concrete 
result? The French representative had said 
that France had paid too dearly for not being 
sufficiently armed in 1939. But the situation 
before 1939 was fairly clear. France did not 
arm although aware that she would have to face 
Nazi aggression because the policy of Daladier and 
Chamberlain was based on the belief that hitlerite 
aggression could easily be directed against the 
countries of Eastern Europe. Mr. Modzelewski 
asked from what quarter France feared aggression 
since western Germany was now one of her 
partners in the Marshall Plan. France offered 
the USSR and the peoples' democracies her co
operation but was it co-operation to bring the 
question of B erlin before the United Nations 
when it was clear that the discussion could lead 
to no r esults and that an agreement was already 
being negotiated in Moscow? Was jt co-operation 
to suggest that Franco Spain should become a 
member of the specialized agencies thus paving 
the way for entry into the United Nations? 

Sir Hartley Shawcross had criticized certain 
States for lack of courtesy but surely the same 
criticism applied even more strongly to the 
statement of the representative of the United 
States. He had even defended the fateful 
policy of Colonel Beck, who, by his refusal of 
aid from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
had obstructed the negotiations which were 
going on in 1939 between the Western Powers 
and the USSR and had facilitated Nazi aggression. 
That policy which Mr. Austin defended had cost 
the Polish people six million victims. 

Mr. Modzelewski did not think that the repre
sentative of the United States fully understood 
the sincere friendship which governed the 
relations between the people's democracies and 
the USSR. Their relations were quite different 
from those of countries between whom alliances 
were always based upon fear and envy. Relations 
between Poland and the USSR were not only 
based on sincere friendship but were the result 
of common interests and purpose. Thanks to 

par une formule nouvelle Iimitant la tache de Ia 
sous-commission a l'examen des projets de 
resolutions deposes (A/C.1 /324). 

Le PRESIDENT propose de donner la priorite 
dans la discussion a la proposition tendant a 
creer une sous-commission. 

M. MoDZELEWSKI (Pologne) declare que les 
representants de certaines grandes Puissances 
ont allonge la discussion par des declarations 
qui n'ont pas de rapport avec le sujet a examiner 
et qui sont en contradiction avec les principes 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. Puisqu'ilest 
devenu courant de parler de point de vue de Ia 
majorite et de point de vue de la minorite, on 
peut se demander quelles propositions la majorite 
a formulees pour resoudre les problemes de 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques, du desar
mement et de la creation de controles efficaces. 
Les propositions qui ont ete soumises a la 
Commission et la discussion qui s'est instituee 
traduisent le manque de confiance et de securite 
et le besoin d'une paix permanente. Cependant, 
cet etat de chases ne provient-il pas du fait que, 
d'un cote, il n'y a pas de desir sincere d'aboutir 
a un resultat ? Le representant de la France a 
dit que son pays a paye trop cher l'insuffisance 
de son armement en 1939. Mais la situation 
avant 1939 etait relativement claire. La France 
n'a pas arme bien qu'elle ait su qu'elle aurait a 
faire face a l'agression nazie, car la politique de 
Daladier et de Chamberlain s'inspirait de !'idee 
que l'agression hitlerienne pourrait aisement etre 
detournee contre les pays de !'Europe orientale. 
M. Modzelewski demande oil. la France voit une 
menace d'agression puisque l'Allemagne occi
dentale est maintenant un de ses partenaires dans 
le Plan Marshall. La France a offert a l'URSS 
et aux democraties populaires sa collaboration, 
mais est-ce collaborer que de saisir !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies de la question de Berlin alors 
qu'il est manifeste que Ia discussion ne pourra 
aboutir a aucun resultat et alors qu'un accord 
est deja en cours de negociation a Moscou ? 
Est-ce collaborer que de proposer que l'Espagne 
de Franco devienne membre des institutions 
specialisees, ce qui preparerait son entree a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ? 

Sir Hartley Shawcross a reproche a certains 
Etats leur manque de courtoisie, mais lc mcme 
reproche s'applique surement, et avec plus de 
raison a la declaration du representant des :Etats
Unis. Celui-ci a ete jusqu'a ctefendre la funeste 
politique du colonel Beck qui, en refusant !'aide 
de l'URSS, a entrave les negociations qui etaient 
engagees entre les Puissances occidentales et 
l'URSS, et ainsi facilite l'agression nazie. Cette 
politique que M. Austin defend a coute six 
millions de victimes au peuple polonais. 

M. Modzelewski ne pense pas que le representant 
des Etats-Unis comprenne pleinement la sincere 
ami tie qui regit les rapports entre les democraties 
populaires et l'URSS. Ces rapports sont bien 
differents de ceux qui existent entre les pays 
dont les alliances ont toujours eu pour fondement 
Ia peur et l'envie. Les rapports entre Ia Pologne 
et l'URSS sont, non seulement fondes sur une 
sincere amitie, mais ils resultent d'une commu
naute d'interets et d'objectifs. Grace a de tels 
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those relations Poland had been able to commence 
her economic reconstruction. Her friendship 
with the USSR made it possible for her to enjoy 
more favourable conditions of independence and 
sovereignty than ever before. What Mr. Austin 
had said in connexion with Poland represented 
the opinion of traitors who had fled their country. 

For their part, the USSR and the peoples' 
democracies had made concrete proposals on 
disarmament and atomic energy and had demon
strated their loyalty both to the letter of the 
Charter and to its spirit. They had made 
proposals of world-wide interest, particularly 
in relation to racial discrimination, which were 
under consideration in the other Committees 
of the Assembly. There could be no doubt 
that they were working for peace not only in 
the United Nations but also outside. In support 
of this, Mr. Modzelewski referred to the Congress 
of Intellectuals recently held in Wroclaw, Poland, 
in which representatives from forty-five countries 
had taken part. That conference had addressed an 
appeal to the intellectuals of the world to strive for 
peace, the free development of peoples and the 
free exchange of scientific information. It had 
condemned the frustration of the desire of the 
peoples of the world for peace by petty groups who 
practiced racial discrimination and persecution of 
intellectuals and were utilizing scientific dis
coveries, not for the benefit of humanity, but for 
warlike purposes. Persecution of innocent people 
on political grounds occurred in the United States, 
he charged. 

He challenged the French representative's 
suggestion that the peoples' democracies were 
isolated. Poland felt herself to be surrounded by 
friends although that friendship did not find a 
reflection in the voting in the United Nations. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (United Kingdom) said 
that the Committee, at its previous meeting, 
had listened to a long speech of the representative 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics which 
was merely an example of the dialctics to which 
the Committee had become accustomed. Mr. 
Vyshinsky could have made a greater contri
bution, in much shorter time, if he had said 
that the USSR would disclose the size of its 
armed forces and so enable others to judge for 
themselves whether reduction of armaments 
by one-third would place them at a military 
disadvantage by comparison with the USSR. 
He could also have given an unequivocable 
assurance that the USSR would not utilize its 
veto power to hamper the operations of the 
control organ. In fact, Mr. Vyshinsky could 
have convinced the Committee of the sincerity 
of his proposal in a very few words. However, 
he had not done so although he had said that he 
desired mutual confidence and trust. Conse
quently, he could not expect other States to 
take his proposal seriously. 

The representative of the USSR had accused 
both Mr. Bevin and Mr. Austin of an incomplete 

rapports, Ia Pologne a pu entreprendre sa recons
truction economique. L'amitie qui la lie a l'URSS 
lui a permis de jouir de conditions d'independance 
et de souverainete qu'elle n'avait jamais connues 
auparavant. Ce qu'a dit M. Austin au sujet de 
la Pologne represente l'opinion de traitres qui 
ont fui leur pays. 

En ce qui les concerne, I'URSS et les demo
craties populaires ont fait des propositions 
concretes concernant le desarmement et l'energie 
atomique et ont donne des preuves de leur 
respect tant de la Iettre que de !'esprit de Ia 
Charte. Elles ont fait des propositions d'un 
interet mondial, notamment au sujet des pratiques 
raciales discriminatoires, propositions que d'autres 
Commissions de l' Assemblee sont en train 
d'etudier. On ne peut mettre en doute qu'elles 
travaillent pour la paix, non seulement a !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, mais aussi en dehors 
d'elle. A I'appui de sa these, M. Modzelewski 
parle du Congres des intellectuels qui s'est tenu 
recemment a Wroclaw (Pologne) et auquel ont 
participe les representants de quarante-cinq pays. 
Ce congres a lance un appel aux intellectuels 
du monde entier afin que tout soit mis en ceuvre 
pour realiser la paix, le libre developpement des 
peuples et le libre echange des renseignements 
scientifiques. Il a condamne la fa-;on dont des 
groupes numeriquement peu importants 
empechent que se realisent les aspirations de 
paix des peuples du monde entier, en pratiquant 
des mesures raciales discriminatoires, en perse
cutant les intellectuels et en utilisant les decou
vertes scientifiques non pou:r le bien de l'humanite 
mais dans des buts de guerre. Le representant 
polonais accuse les Etats-Unis de pratiquer, 
pour des raisons politiques, la persecution 
d'individus innocents. 

Il s'inscrit en faux contre !'assertion du 
representant de la France qui a declare que 
les democraties populaires sont isolees. La 
Pologne se sent entouree d'amities, bien que 
celles-ci ne se manifestent pas dans les scrutins 
a !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (Royaume-Uni) declare 
que la Commission, lors de sa seance precedente, 
a entendu une longue allocution du representant 
de I'URSS qui n'etait qu'un exemple de la 
dialectique a laquelle Ia Commission s'est 
maintenant accoutumee. M. Vychinsky aurait pu 
apporter un concours plus efficace, dans un temps 
beaucoup plus court, s'il avait annonce que 
l'URSS revelerait !'importance de ses forces 
armees, permettant ainsi aux autres de juger par 
eux-memes si la reduction d'un tiers des 
armements les desavantagerait militairement par 
rapport a l'URSS. I1 aurait pu egalement donner 
une assurance non equivoque que l'URSS ne 
ferait pas usage de son droit de veto pour entraver 
le fonctionnement de l'organe de controle. En 
fait M. Vychinsky aurait pu, en peu de mots, 
convaincre la Commission de Ia sincerite de sa 
proposition. Il ne l'a pas fait, bien qu'il ait 
exprime le desir de voir la confiance mutuelle 
s'instaurer. II ne peut done s'attendre a c~ 9ue 
d'autres :Etats prennent au serieux sa propos1t1on. 

Le representant de l'URSS a accuse tant 
M. Bevin que M. Austin de comprendre de 
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understanding of the theories of Marx and 
Lenin. In fact there were a great number of 
people in the United Kingdom who were well 
acquainted with Communist doctrine and they 
had, for the most part, formed the opinion 
that the strength of Communism lay in the 
myth that it was inevitable and that the only 
function of progressive people, if they were to be 
true to their destiny, was to make the inevitable 
come about more quickly. The workers of 
the United Kingdom had generally come to 
the conclusion that when a country believed the 
advent of Communism to be inevitable, it placed 
itself at the mercy of a small group which exercised 
dictatorial power in the name of the proletariat 
to the detriment of the workers. 

While Sir Hartley assured the USSR represen
tative that his Government had not the faintest 
desire to interfere in the USSR regime, nevertheless 
it did object to the tyranny exercised by the 
USSR over the peoples of Eastern Europe, 
to the armaments maintained by the USSR 
which were vast in comparison with those of any 
other great Power, and to its foreign policy 
which was apparently directed to embarrassing 
or destroying the Governments of its late Allies. 
It was these facts which made it impossible for 
the problem of disarmament to be solved by a 
paper scheme such as that proposed by the USSR. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had spoken of the need for 
confidence based on mutual 1trust and under
standing. Everyone could contribute to increasing 
such trust but the USSR could do most. It 
indulged in violent and provocative speeches, 
poured forth propaganda from the radio and 
Press and disseminated it through the Communist 
parties in all the countries of the world. Occasional 
speeches in the United Kingdom and elsewhere 
unfriendly to the USSR merely showed to what 
extent the policy of the USSR had alienated 
and alarmed those who would otherwise be its 
friends. 

Another factor which had done much to 
destroy confidence in the good will of the USSR 
was the "iron curtain "which existed in spite of 
Mr. Vyshinsky's bald denial. Sir Hartley Shawcross 
considered that it would be a tremendous contri
bution to confidence if the USSR opened its 
frontiers and permitted travellers to enter and 
become acquainted with the people of the USSR 
and their problems. However, far from doing 
this, the USSR had imposed, even upon diplomats, 
drastic restrictions of movement. Ambassadors 
in Moscow were not allowed to move outside a 
thirty-mile radius of the capital without prior 
notification to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
and then only under arrangements made by 
Intourist. In addition a vast belt around the 
circumference of the USSR, including an area 
of 1,497,000 square miles, had been forbidden 
to foreigners. Even access . to t~e ca~it~ls 
of the Ukrainian and Byelorussmn Soviet Socmhst 

maniere insuffisante les theories de Marx et de 
Lenine. En realite, il existe dans le Royaume
Uni un grand nombre de personnes qui connaissent 
a fond la doctrine communiste ; la plupart 
d'entre elles sont d'avis que la force principale 
du communisme reside dans la legende selon 
laquelle son avenement serait inevitable, et que 
la seule fonction des gens de convictions liberales 
qui desirent rester fideles a leur ideal serait 
d'accelerer cet inevitable avenement. D'une 
fac;on generale, les travailleurs du Royaume-Uni 
out abouti a la conclusion suivante : c'est que 
lorsqu'un pays en vient a croire que l'av(mement 
du communisme est inevitable, il se livre par 
la meme a la merci d'un petit groupe qui exerce 
des pouvoirs dictatoriaux au nom du proletariat, 
mais aux depens des interets de la classe ouvriere. 

Sir Hartley assure le representant de l'URSS 
que le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni n'a aucun 
desir de s'immiscer dans les affaires inh~rieures 
de l'URSS ; toutefois, le Royaume-Uni s'oppose 
a la tyrannic que l'URSS exerce a l'egard des 
peuples de !'Europe orientale, il s'oppose aux 
armements que maintient l'URSS et qui sont 
tres considerables en comparaison de ceux 
de toutes les autres grandes Puissances, ainsi 
qu'a la politique etrangere de l'URSS qui, 
semble-t-il, vise a causer des difficultes a ses 
anciens allies et a renverser leurs Gouvernements. 
C'est en raison de ces faits qu'il est impossible 
de regler la question du desarmement par un 
projet tel que celui de l'URSS, qui n'est efficace 
que sur le papier. 

M. Vychinsky a parle de la necessite de faire 
regner une confiance reposant sur la compre
hension mutuelle. Tous les pays peuvent 
contribuer a renforcer cette confiance, mais c'est 
l'URSS qui peut faire le plus en ce sens. Or, 
on s'y complait a faire des discours violents ~t 
provocants, a deverser par le moyen de la radio 
et de la presse des torrents de propagan~e 
repandue ensuite, par l'entremise des partiS 
communistes, dans tous les pays du monde. Les 
discours hostiles a l'URSS que l'on prononce de 
temps a autre dans le Royaume-Uni et ailleurs 
montrent simplement a quel point l'UR~S ~ 
reussi, grace a la politique qu'elle poursult, a 
s'aliener et a inquieter ceux qui, en d'autres 
circonstances, auraient ete ses amis. 

Le « rideau de fer », lequel existe, en depit 
des dementis formels de M. Vychinsky, est un 
autre facteur qui a beaucoup contribue a detrui~e 
la confiance que l'on avait dans le bon voulOir 
de l'URSS. Sir Hartley Shawcross estime que 
l'URSS contribuerait puissamment a restaurer la 
confiance en ouvrant ses frontieres aux voyageurs 
et en leur permettant de se familiariser avec les 
habitants de l'URSS et les problemes auxquels 
ils doivent faire face. Toutefois, loin d'agir de 
cette fac;on, l'URSS a restreint d'une fac;on 
riooureuse meme la liberte de mouvement des 
diplomates. Les ambassadeurs accredites a Moscou 
n'ont pas le droit de sortir d'une zone de trente 
milles de rayon autour de la capitale, san~ en 
aviser au prealable le Ministere d~s a~~1res 
etrangeres, et meme alors toutes les disposibons 
doivent etre prises par l' I ntourist. En outre, 
une zone etendue situee a la peripherie. de l'UR~S 
et ayant une superficie de 1.497.000 fillies carres, 
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Republics was denied to foreigners. Was that 
not a very real " iron curtain " 'l 

Then there were the Communist parties all 
over the world which constituted, in effect, 
a fifth column and, under close control from 
Moscow, were attempting to sabotage economic 
recovery and create political instability and 
chaos. Yet, the Western Powers did not object 
to propaganda hostile to their Governments. 
What they did object to was the underground 
sabotage and the subversive propaganda which 
were controlled from without. Such activities, 
he was certain, could be stopped by an order 
from the USSR. Sir Hartley recalled a statement 
by the French Minister of the Interior that the 
late Mr. Zhdanov, shortly before his death, 
bad issued a directive to the French Communist 
Party to use every means to sabotage the European 
Recovery Programme even if it should seem 
that, on the international plane, the tension 
between the USSR and the United States was 
diminishing. He asked whether that statement 
was true and if so, was that how the USSR 
sought to contribute to confidence and under
standing? Perhaps the USSR hoped by such 
means to succeed in dominating the world 
without resort to arms. 

Sir Hartley Shawcross was surprised that Mr. 
Vyshinsky had questioned his suggestion that 
it would be difficult to reach a final decision 
on the question of conventional armaments 
until the report of the Sub-Committee dealing 
with atomic energy had been received, for 
1\Ir. Manuilsky had said that the USSR proposals 
formed an inseparable trilogy. Mr. Vyshinsky 
would hardly deny that agreement on conven
tional armaments was of little use without the 
prohibition of atomic weapons or that agreement 
on the control of atomic energy would pave the 
way for agreement on conventional disarmament. 
If it were true that the USSR intended obstinately 
to refuse to give any ground on the question of 
the control of atomic energy, there was little 
hope of agreeing to limit conventional armaments 
and it would be apparent that one State alone 
was obstructing progress in both fields. He 
sincerely hoped this was not true. 

The recent draft resolution of the USSR 
represented a deviation from the USSR objection 
to a proposal by the United States and the 
United Kingdom before the Commission on 
Conventional Armaments that the system of 
regulation should be adhered to first by those 
States having substantial military resources. He 
did not complain of this reversal, but considered 
it clear that the forces of no nation could be 
reduced to a reasonable peace-time level before 
the present size of those forces was known so 
that the effects of the reduction could be estimated. 
For this reason the United Kingdom had suggested 
that the great Powers should, as a first step, 

a ete interdite aux etrangers. Meme l'acces des 
capitales des Republiques socialistes sovietiques 
d'Ukraine et de Bielorussie leur est interdit. 
N'est-ce point la (( un rideau de fer» tres reel ? 

A cela viennent s'ajouter les partis communistes 
qui existent dans tous les pays du monde et qui 
constituent une veritable cinquieme colonne, 
controlee de tres pres par Moscou ; ils s'efforcent 
de saboter partout le relevement economique et 
de creer l'instabilite politique et le chaos. 
Cependant, ce n'est point a Ia propagande qui 
est hostile a leurs Gouvernements que s'opposent 
les Puissances occidentales, mais au sabotage 
clandestin et a la propagande subversive qui 
sont diriges de l'etranger. Sir Hartley se declare 
certain qu'un ordre de l'URSS suffirait a mettre 
fin a ces agissements. II rappelle une declaration 
du Ministre franc;ais de l'interieur, selon laquelle 
M. Jdanov, peu de temps avant sa mort, aurait 
donne au parti communiste franl,(ais l'ordre d'user 
de tous les moyens pour saboter le Programme 
de relevement europeen meme si, dans le domaine 
international, Ia tension qui existe entre l'URSS 
et les Etats-Unis d'Amerique semblait s'attenuer. 
II demande si cette declaration est conforme aux 
faits et, dans ]'affirmative, si c'est de cette fa(_(on 
que l'URSS entend contribuer a renforcer la 
confiance et la comprehension. Peut-etre l'URSS 
espere-t-elle parvenir par ces moyens a etablir 
sa domination sur le monde, sans recourir aux 
armes. 

Sir Hartley Shawcross est surpris que 
M. Vychinsky ait emis des doutes a propos de 
sa declaration selon laquelle il serait difficile 
d'aboutir a une decision definitive au sujet des 
armements de type classique tant qu'on n'aurait 
pas .re(_(u le rapport de la Sous-Commission qui 
s'occupe du probleme de I'energie atomique. 
etant donne que M. Manuilsky a dit que les trois 
propositions presentees par l'URSS formaient 
un tout indissoluble. M. Vychinsky ne saurait 
nier qu'un accord portant sur les armements de 
type classique serait de peu d'utilite, s'il n'allait 
de pair avec !'interdiction des armes atomiques ; 
il ne saurait nier non plus qu'un accord relatif 
au controle de l' energie atomique faciliterait la 
conclusion d'un accord en matiere d'armements 
de type classique. Si l'URSS a vraiment I' intention 
arretee de ne faire aucune concession en ce qui 
concerne le controle de l'energie atomique, il y 
a peu d'espoir d'aboutir a un accord au sujet de 
la limitation des armements de type classique ; 
il sera manifeste dans ce cas qu'un Etat seul 
s'oppose a ce que des progres soient realises 
dans ces deux domaines. Sir Hartley espere 
sincerement qu'il n'en est rien. 

Le recent projet de resolution soumis par 
l'URSS represente un certain changement dans 
son attitude, puisqu'elle s'etait opposee a une 
proposition que les Etats-Unis d'Amerique et le 
Royaume-Uni avaient faite a la Commission des 
armements de type classique, proposition selon 
Iaquelle les Etats qui possedent des ressources 
militaires considerables devaient etre les premiers 
a donner leur adhesion a un systeme de regie
mentation. Sir Hartley ne se plaint pas de ce 
revirement, mais i1 lui semble clair que, avant 
de pouvoir reduire les forces armees d' u~e n~tion 
a des effectifs normaux de temps de pa1x, II est 
necessaire de connaitre les effectifs dont les 
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disclose their eliectives. Mr. Vyshinsky's answer 
that the USSR would only give this information 
once the others had bound themselves to reduce 
their forces by one-third was characteristic. If, 
as was believed, the USSR and satellite forces 
were vastly larger than the combined total of 
all other European forces, a proportional reduction 
which left the USSR still predominant would 
hardly promote confidence. l\1r. Vyshinsky's 
suggestion that the proportion of expenditure 
on armaments was higher in the United Kingdom 
than in the USSR was completely specious, 
for the budget of the USSR, a highly organized 
Communist State, included many expenditures 
which did not appear in budgets such as the 
United Kingdom's. Seventeen per cent of the 
USSR expenditure was a vast sum. That 
figure should be compared with that for 1938, 
a more normal year than 19-14 when the USSR 
was at war. However, budget proportions were 
not much help and only disclosure of the total 
number of effectives in the USSR forces at the 
present time would make it possible to determine 
whether the proposal for a proportional reduction 
was calculated deliberately to maintain the 
existing supremacy of the USSR forces. 

The second vital issue concerning the USSR 
resolution was the question of control. Mr. 
Vyshinsky had stated that he had compromised 
in agreeing to simultaneous conventions on control 
and prohibition, although Mr. Gromyko had once 
said that the word " compromise " did not 
exist in the USSR vocabulary. While it did not 
make the proposal for a proportional cut more 
acceptable, this did improve the prospects of 
agreement. Quoting Mr. Vyshinsky's statement 
that he was ready to agree to any and all measures 
to ensure that there was no evasion, Sir Hartley 
suggested a number of immediate measures 
that might be taken, such as the free movement 
of newspaper correspondents, diplomats, and 
tourists in the USSR, the establishment of civil 
aircraft routes across the USSR, and the exchange 
of students. He also asked whether the USSR 
was prepared to agree that the operations and the 
activities of the control organ should not be 
subject to the veto of any single Power, and to 
accept a system of resident inspectors free to 
move about within the USSR in fulfilment of 
their duties. 

Sir Hartley Shawcross said, in reply to a 
question, which had been put ~ore ~han once by 
Mr. Vyshinsky, that a conventiOn without teeth, 

divers pays disposent actuellement, de maniere 
a prevoir les consequences eventuelles de cette 
reduction. C'est pour cette raison que le Royaume
Uni a propose que les grandes Puissances 
commencent par faire connaitre les effectifs de 
leurs forces armees. M. Vychinsky, lui, a declare 
que l'URSS ne fournirait ces renseignements que 
lorsque les autres pays se seront engages a reduire 
d'un tiers leurs forces armees ; cette declaration 
est tres caracteristique. Si, comme on le croit, 
lcs forces armees dont disposent l'URSS et les 
Elats satellites, excedent considerablement 
l'effectif total de toutes les autres armees euro
peennes, une reduction qui serait proportionnelle 
aux eliectifs actuels maintiendrait la superiorite 
de l'URSS et ne contribuerait guere a retablir 
la confiance. Lorsque M. Vychinsky affirme que 
le Royaume-Uni consacre aux armements une 
proportion plus forte de son budget que l'URSS, 
il a recours a un raisonnement entierement 
specieux ; en eliet, le budget d'un Etat commu
niste tel que l'URSS, dont !'organisation est 
poussce tres loin, comprcnd un grand nombre de 
depenscs qui ne figurent pas dans le budget 
d'Etats tels que le Royaume-Uni. Le chiffre de 
17 pour 100 des depenses totales de l'URSS 
repn\sente une somme tres considerable. On 
devrait les comparer avec le budget de 1938, 
annce oil la situation etait plus normale qu'en 
1944 lorsque l'URSS etait en guerre. Toutefois, 
il n'est pas tres utile de comparer les proportions 
budgetaires ; c'est seulement lorsqu'on connaitra 
l'eliectif total des forces armees dont l'URSS 
dispose a l'heure actuelle qu'on pourra juger si 
la proposition relative a une n:\duction propor
tionnelle des forces armees a ete formulee a 
dessin afln de maintenir la suprematie actuelle 
des forces armees de l'URSS. 

La seconde question capitale que souleve le 
projet de resolution de l'URSS est celle du 
controle de l'energie atomique. M. Vychinsky a 
declare que c'est a titre de transaction qu'iJ a 
accepte le principe de conventions simultanees 
sur le controle et Ia prohibition, bien que 
M. Gromyko ait dit une fois que le mot << tr~n
saction >> n'existait pas dans Je vocabula~re 
de l'URSS. Si cette attitude ne rend pas plus 
acceptable la proposition tendant a une reduc~ion 
proportionnelle des armements, les perspectrves 
d'accord en sont ameliorees. Faisant etat de la 
declaration de M. Vychinsky, selon Jaquellc 
celui-ci est pret a souscrire a toutes mesures 
tendant a garantir qu'aucun :Etat ne puisse se 
soustraire a ses obligations, Sir Hartley propos~ 
un certain nombre de mesures immediates qm 
pourraient etre prises, telles que la libre circu
lation en URSS de correspondants de presse, 
de diplomates et de touristes, l'etablissement, a 
travers l'URSS, d'itineraires pour !'aviation 
civile et les echanges d'etudiants. II demande 
egalement si l'URSS est disposee a admettre que 
l'organe de controle, dans l'exercice de ses 
fonctions et activites, ne soit pas soumis au veto 
d'une Puissance, quelle qu'elle soit, et a accepter 
un systeme en vertu duquel des inspecteurs 
resideraient en URSS et seraient libres de s'y 
deplacer pour I'exercice de leurs ~on~ti~ns; 

En reponse a une question posee a dlflerentes 
reprises par M. Vychinsky, Sir Hartley Shaw~ros.s 
declare qu'une convention demunie de sanctwns, 
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such as that concluded in regard to poison gas, 
was a delusion and a snare. It was clear that 
the reason why gas had not been used in the 
last war was strictly military. 

He thought that all progress was not barred 
if the USSR did not stick rigidly to its proposal 
and was prepared to accept, at least as a basis 
for further work, the majority view reached after 
more than a year of study in the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments. In any case, 
if the great majority of the Committee supported 
these proposals in principle there was hope 
that the work already accomplished could be 
carried forward, and he did not think the USSR 
would continue to flout world opinion in this 
matter. This was the purpose of the United 
Kingdom resolution (A/C.1/319) which did not 
shut the door to further negotiations but avoided 
throwing the whole matter back without any 
general endorsement of what had been done. 
His delegation would accept the Brazilian draft 
resolution (A/C.1/324) and the Australian proposal 
(AfC.l/322) with the deletion of the paragraph 
suggesting that the Sub-Committee should study 
general principles, since this had been done by 
the Commission on Conventional Armaments. 
The other resolutions should be considered in 
the Sub-Committee. 

In conclusion, Sir Hartley Shawcross expressed 
the hope that further discussion could be carried 
on without prejudice and acrimony. He hoped 
and believed that Mr. Vyshinsky like himself 
wanted peace, friendship and honour amongst 
all mankind. Such a peace would not be achieved 
by appeasement, by violent recriminations, or 
by paper resolutions, but by working out calmly, 
in a spirit of goodwill, reasonable, practical, and 
effective agreements. If in the end the great 
Powers failed to reach agreement, the world 
would know and not forgive the handful of men, 
despotic rulers of one State, who would bear 
responsibility for the failure. 

Mr. PARODI (France) denied the assertion that 
the policy of his country during the years preceding 
the last war had been designed to channel German 
aggression eastward. He thought it especially 
strange that the representative of Poland should 
have said this since France had entered the war 
in 1939 to aid Poland when Hitler's aggression 
was already moving eastward through that 
country. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) wished to reply briefly to Sir Hartley 
Shawcross whose speech he regarded as a 'gross 
slander of the USSR. It consisted in equal parts 
of intervention in the internal affairs of the USSR, 
beating the drum, and repetition of questions 
to which the USSR delegation had already 
replied. It had taken Sir Hartley an hour 
to make clear what he could have said at first, 

telle que celle qui a ete conclue au sujet des gaz 
asphyxiants n'est qu'une tromperie et un piege. 
II est clair que, si les gaz n'ont pas ete employes 
pendant Ia derniere guerre, c'est pour des raisons 
purement militaires. 

Il estime que Ia possibilite d'un progres n'est 
pas exclue, a condition que l'URSS ne s'attache 
pas d'une maniere rigide a sa proposition et 
qu'elle soit disposee a accepter, au moins comme 
base pour la poursuite des travaux, les vues 
de la majorite qui sont l'aboutissement d'un an 
d'etudes au sein de la Commission des armements 
de type classique. De toute maniere, si la grande 
majorite des membres de Ia Commission approuve 
le principe de ces propositions, il y a bon espoir 
que les travaux deja accomplis pourront etre 
poursuivis, et il ne pense pas que l'URSS conti
nuera a faire fi de l'opinion mondiale en cette 
matiere. C'est a cela que tend la resolution du 
Royaume-Uni (A/C.1/319); elle ne ferme pas la 
porte aux negociations ulterieures, mais evite 
le rejet en bloc de l'amvre accomplie, sans pour 
cela approuver cette reuvre dans son ensemble. 
La delegation du Royaume-Uni acceptera le 
pro jet de resolution du Bresil (A/C.1 /324), ainsi 
que Ia proposition de l'Australie (A/C.1/322) 
si l'on y supprime le paragraphe qui propose de 
confier ala Sons-Commission l'etude des principes 
generaux, cette etude ayant deja ete faite par 
Ia Commission des armements de type classique. 
Les autres resolutions devraient etre examinees 
par la Sons-Commission. 

En conclusion, Sir Hartley Shawcross exprime 
le vreu que de nouvelles deliberations puissent 
avoir lieu sans idees preconvues et sans acrimonie. 
II espere, et il est convaincu, que M. Vychinsky, 
tout comme lui-meme, desire que toute l'humanite 
vive dans la paix, l'amitie et l'honneur. Une 
telle paix ne saurait s'obtenir par des concessions 
faites a la force, non plus que par les recri
minations violentes ou les resolutions theoriques, 
mais par !'elaboration, dans le calme et dans un 
climat de bonne volonte, d'accords raisonnables, 
realisables et efficaces. Si, en definitive, les 
grandes Puissances echouent dans leurs efforts 
pour aboutir a un accord, le monde saura que Ia 
responsabilite de cet echec incombe a une poignee 
d'hommes, qui exercent sur un Etat leur domi
nation tyrannique, et ne le leur pardonnera pas. 

M. PAROD~ (France) conteste tout fondement 
a !'affirmation selon laquelle la politique de son 
pays au cours des annees qui ont precede la 
derniere guerre a vise a detourner vers l'Est 
l'agression allemande. II trouve particulierement 
etrange de la voir formulee par le representant 
de la Pologne, alors que la France est entree en 
guerre en 1939 pour venir en aide a la Pologne 
lorsque l'agression d'Hitler se dirigeait deja vers 
l'Est a travers ce pays. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) tient a repondre brievement a 
Sir Hartley Shawcross dont il considere le discours 
comme une calomnie caracterisee a l'egard de 
l'URSS. Ce discours est fait a doses egales 
d'immixtion dans les affaires interieures de 
l'URSS, de battement de tambour et de repetition 
de questions auxquelles la delegation de l'URSS 
a deja repondu. II a fallu une heure a Sir Hartley 
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namely, that he did not want to reduce armaments 
or to prohibit the atomic bomb. 

In renewing the discussion on :Marxism and 
Leninism, Sir Hartley, by his own admission, 
had appealed in support of his departures from 
truth to Trotsky and Bukharin but had forgotten 
to mention also Hitler, Ribbentrop, and Goebbels, 
who had invented the term " iron curtain". 
There was no iron curtain and the peace-loving 
Soviet State of workers and peasants would 
always meet half-way those who wished to 
co-operate. Those "·ho did not wish to believe 
this truth were attempting to drown it by lies. 
Sir Hartley ShmYcross' allegation about a fifth 
column in Indonesia and Malaya was an old 
device of those who, in defiance of the principles 
of the Charter, did not wish to grant freedom 
and independence to the people of those countries. 
Every liberal, every nationalist was ipso facto 
a Communist, according to such as Sir Hartley. 

As regards freedom of information, Mr. 
Vyshinsky had stated that the USSR would 
give full and complete information on its armed 
forces if a reduction of armaments by one
third and the prohibition of atomic weapons 
were agreed upon. ·what more could it do? 
It would be folly for the USSR to disclose 
everything and then have the others invent more 
conditions as a pretext for dropping the whole 
question of the reduction of armaments after 
they had found out everything they wished to 
know. As regards budgetary appropriations, 
Mr. Vyshinsky had given all the facts which 
no tricks could alter. 

Mr. Malik objected strongly to the statement 
that the Russian language did not include 
the word " compromise ", and stated that the 
USSR would compromise with those who really 
wished to do so, as it had done, for example, 
with the late President Roosevelt. The USSR 
favoured a compromise on a footing of equality 
and of honest respect and understanding, but 
would not accept a dictated compromise. 

Nothing could be more clear and more concise 
than the USSR proposal now under discussion. 
The USSR wished to prohibit aggressive weapons 
of mass destruction and Sir Hartley could 
understand this but did not wish to agree with it. 
He did not question Sir Hartley's statements 
to the effect that the British people wanted 
peace ; but Sir Hartley and his associates did 
not want it. He also agreed that the world 
would not forget who had prevented disarmament 
and the small band of wilful men who were 
objecting so furiously to the USSR proposal, 
with Sir Hartley in the van. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) proposed the closure of the general 
debate for the following reasons. Firstly. there 
was a tendency to discuss the theory of Marxism 
and Leninism to which he was sure the Soviet 
representatives could reply, but which in his 
opinion was a manceuvre to divert the Committee 

pour faire comprendre ce qu'il aurait pu dire 
d'emblee, a savoir qu'il ne desire ni la reduction 
des armements ni !'interdiction de l'arme 
atomique. 

En ramenant la discussion sur le marxisme 
et lc lcninisme, Sir Hartley, de son propre aveu, 
en a appelc a Trotsky et Boukharine mais 
il a oublie de mentionner egalement Hitler, 
Ribbentrop et Goebbels, qui a invente !'expression 
« le rideau de fer». II n'existe pas de rideau de 
fer et l'Etat sovietique, nation de travailleurs et 
de paysans eprise de paix, est toujours dispose 
a s'entendre avec ceux qui desirent cooperer 
avec lui. Ceux qui ne veulent pas croire cette 
verite s'efforcent de la noyer sous les mensonges. 
L'affirmation de Sir Hartley au sujet d'une 
pretcndue cinquieme colonne en Indonesie et en 
Malaisie est un argument suranne qu'invoquent 
ceux qui, au mepris des principes de la Charte, 
ne veulcnt pas accorder la liberte et l'independance 
aux populations de ces pays. Pour des gens 
comme Sir Hartley, tout liberal, tout natio
naliste, est ipso facio communiste. 

En ce qui concerne la liberte d'information, 
M. Vychinsky a declare que l'URSS donnerait 
des renseignements complets sur ses forces 
armees si l'on se mettait d'accord pour reduire 
d'un tiers les armements et pour interdire les 
armes atomiques. Que peut-elle faire de plus ? 
Ce serait folie de la part de l'URSS que de tout 
reveler, puis de voir les autres imaginer de 
nouvelles conditions prealables, comme excuses 
pour releguer dans l'oubli toute la question de 
la reduction des armements, des qu'ils auraient 
obtenu tons les renseignements qu'ils desirent. 
Sur les credits budgetaires, M. Vychinsky a 
expose taus les faits et aucun subterfuge ne 
parviendra a y changer quoi que ce soit. 

M. Malik s'eleve avec force contre !'affirmation 
selon laquelle, dans la langue russe, le mot 
oc compromis >> n'existe pas et declare que l'URSS 
acceptera un compromis avec taus ceux qui le 
desirent veritablement, comme cela a ete le cas, 
par exemple, autrefois pour Je President Roosevelt. 
L'URSS est en faveur des compromis sur un 
pied d'egalite, d'honneur, de respect et de 
comprehension, mais n'acceptera pas un 
compromis impose. . 

Rien ne peut etre plus clair ni plus cor~:c1s 
que la proposition de l'URSS que l'on examme 
actuellement. Elle tend a interdire les armes 
offensives de destruction en masse ; Sir Hartley 
le comprend fort bien, mais ne veut pas donner 
son accord. M. Malik ne doute pas que le peuple 
britannique veut la paix, ainsi que l'affirme 
Sir Hartley ; mais Sir Hartley et ses amis ne la 
souhaitent pas. M. Malik pense, lui aussi, que le 
monde n'oubliera pas ceux qui ont empecbe le 
desarmement, ni le petit groupe d'hommes 
obstines qui s'opposent avec tant de fureur a la 
proposition de l'URSS, et a l'avant-garde duquel 
se trouve Sir Hartley. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) propose la cloture de la discussion 
generale pour les raisons suivantes. Pre~ierement, 
on voit apparaitre une tendanee a d1scuter I.a 
theorie du marxisme et du Ieninisme ; les repre
sentants sovietiques peuvent, certes, y n!pondre, 
mais c'est 1:1, a son sens, une manceuvre pour 
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from the basic questions. Secondly, the discussions 
indicated that certain States wished to interfere 
in the internal affairs of others and while the 
Soviet representatives also could have much 
to say on this subject, they stood by the Charter 
and did not wish to interfere in internal affairs. 
Thirdly, the Committee seemed to be getting 
deeper into the woods, for Sir Hartley had just 
formulated new conditions to be satisfied before 
confidence could be re-established. To say that 
intervention by the USSR to stop certain activities 
in other States was a condition for the estab
lishment of international peace was, to say 
the least, lacking in tact. Lastly, if the discussion 
continued in the same tone replies would have 
to be made and he thought that Sir Hartley's 
speech did not deserve even the ten-minute 
reply given by Mr. Malik. 

Speaking in opposition to the motion for the 
closure of the general debate, Mr. AusTIN (United 
States of America) said he thought it improper 
to apply a gag rule when two new draft reso
lutions (A/C.l/325 and A/C.l/324), had just 
been presented. In his view consideration should 
be given to these resolutions both of which 
had characteristics of substance. He also wished 
to note his view that the French draft resolution 
(A/C.l/325) should be mentioned in the Brazilian 
proposal (A/C.l/324). 

The CHAIRMAN explained that if the general 
debate were closed, the Committee would proceed 
to a discussion of the various draft resolutions 
before the Committee. His own view was that 
the general debate could profitably be closed. 

The motion of closure was adopted by 31 voles 
to 5 with 11 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 12.55 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTIETH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 13 October 1948, at 3 p. m. 

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

24. Continuation of the discussion on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments and armed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council: item proposed by the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics (A/658) 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) stated 
that the third and fourth paragraph of the 
Australian proposal (A/C.l/322) should be deleted, 
as on the basis of those paragraphs the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments could be dissolved. 
Any benefit derived from the work and the 
conclusions of that Commission would then be 

detourner la Commission des questions essentielles. 
~n second lieu, les debats indiquent que certains 
Etats cherchent a s'immiscer dans les aiTaires 
interieures des autres et, tout en ayant beaucoup 
a dire a ce sujet, les representants sovietiques 
observeront la Charte en cette matiere et 
s'abstiendront d'une imrnixtion de ce genre. 
Troisiemement, la Commission semble perdre de 
plus en plus pied, car Sir Hartley vient de 
formuler de nouvelles conditions a satisfaire 
pour retablir la confiance. C'est au moins manquer 
de tact que de poser comme condition a l'eta
blissement de la paix internationale !'intervention 
de l'URSS pour mettre fin a certains agissements 
dans d'autres Etats. Entin, si les debats se 
poursuivent sur le meme ton, on devra rcpondre 
et il n'estime pas que !'intervention de Sir Hartley 
merite meme la reponse de dix minutes que lui 
a consacree M. Malik. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) s'oppose 
a la motion de cloture de la discussion generale, 
estimant qu'il ne convient pas d'empecher les 
representants de parler au moment oil. deux 
nouveaux pro jets de resolutions (AJC.l /325 et 
A/C.l/324) viennent d'etre soumis. II estime que 
la Commission doit les examiner, car tous deux 
apparaissent comme fondes. II tient egalement 
a dire qu'a son avis le projet de resolution de 
la France (A/C.l /325) devrait faire l'obj et d'une 
mention dans le projet de resolution du Bresil 
(A/C.l /324). 

Le PRESIDENT explique qu'en cas de cloture 
de la discussion generale, la Commission aborderait 
la discussion des divers projets de resolutions 
dont elle est saisie. II y aurait avantage, a son 
avis, a clore la discussion generale. 

Par 31 voix contre 5, avec 11 abstentions, la 
motion de cloture de la discussion generale est 
adoptee. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 55. 

CENT-SOIXANTIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercrcdi 13 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

24. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de secu
rite: point propose par l'Unio~ des 
Republiques socialistes sovietlques 
(AJ658) 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
que les paragraphes 3 et 4 de la proposition austra
lienne (A/C.l/322) devraient etre supprimes car, 
en vertu de ce texte, on pourrait dissoudre la 
Commission des armernents de type classique. On 
perdrait ainsi le benefice des conclusions et d~s 
travaux de cette Commission et on pourra1t 
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lost, and its plan of work put aside. The major 
question of policy should be settled by the 
Committee rather than by the Sub-Committee. 
In the circumstances, l\Ir. Austin supported the 
Brazilian amendment (AJC.l /32·1) to the Austra
lian proposal. 

The CHAIR::IIA~ pointed out that, as there was 
unanimous agreement in principle, it had conse
IJlZently been decided to set up a sub-committee; 
lhe Australian proposal "·auld serve as a basis for 
the discussion of that subject. 

Colonel HoDGSO:\T (Australia) asked for clarifi
cation of the Brazilian amendment. That amend
ment did not appear to propose the deletion of the 
fourth paragraph of the Australian proposal ; yet 
thal had been the paragrnph commented upon by 
Lhc United States representative. 

The Australian delegation did not mean to 
suggest that the Sub-Committee should cancel 
the work of the Commission on Conventional 
Armaments and start all over again ; but the 
proposals submitted stated important principles 
which deserved close scrutiny. In that spirit, the 
Australian delegation was prepared to accept a 
broader interpretation of the third paragraph 
of its resolution and would be happy to see the 
fourth paragraph maintained. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Hepublics) stated that his delegation was ready to 
accept the paragraph of the Australian resolution 
dealing with the setting up of a sub-committee. 
As regards the report of the Commission on 
Conventional Armaments, mentioned in the first 
paragraph, he wondered what report was meant, 
as that Commission had not submitted a report. 
In the circumstances, there was no need for that 
paragraph. He considered the second paragraph 
equally unnecessary. On the whole, he supported 
the Brazilian amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, recalling that the question 
before the Committee was the Sub-Committee's 
terms of reference, observed that the remarks 
of the USSR representative were tantamount to 
an amendment proposing the deletion of the first 
two paragraphs of the Australian resolution. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) remarked that, in point 
of fact, the Commission on Conventional Arma
ments had as yet been unable to draft a final 
report, owing to objections raised by the USSR 
representative. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (United Kingdom) 
suggested, to meet the objection that the Commis
sion on Conventional Armaments had not yet 
submitted a formal report, the deletion of the 
words " from the report of the Commission on 
Conventional Armaments " in the first line of the 
Australian proposal. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia), while not 
opposing the amendment proposed by the United 

ecarter son plan de travail. Il vaut mieux que 
cette question fondamentale de politique soit 
tranchee par Ia Commission, plutot que par Ia 
sons-commission. Dans ces conditions, M. Austin 
appuie I'amendement bresilien (A/C.l/324) a Ia 
proposition australienne. 

Le PRESIDENT, constatant que l'unanimite est 
acquise au principe de la creation d'une sons
commission, declare qu'il est decide de creer une 
sous-commission et que Ia proposition australienne 
servira de base de discussion sur ce point. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) souhaite que 
I'amendement bresilien puisse etre eclairci, car 
il semble que cet amendement ne propose pas Ia 
suppression du paragraphe 4 de Ia proposition 
australienne, alors que c'est precisement ce 
paragraphe qui fait !'objet des critiques du repre
sentant des Etats-Unis, 

II n'est nullement dans l'esprit de Ia delegation 
australienne que Ia Sons-Commission recommence 
a zero I' reuvre de Ia Commission des armements 
de type classique, mais les propositions qui ont 
ete soumises contiennent !'expose de principes 
importants qui devraient etre examines de pres. 
Dans cet esprit, Ia delegation australienne est 
disposee a accepter une interpretation plus large 
du paragraphe 3 de sa resolution et serait 
heureuse que le paragraphe 4 soit maintenu. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) declare que sa delegation est prete 
a accepter Ie paragraphe de la resolution 
australienne concernant Ia creation d'une sous
commission. Quand au rapport de la Commission 
des armements de type classique, dont ii est fait 
mention au premier paragraphe, il demande de 
quel rapport il s'agit, puisque cette Commission 
n'a pas soumis de rapport. Dans ces conditions, 
ce paragraphe n'a pas de raison d'etre. Le second 
paragraphe lui parait egalement inutile. D'une 
maniere generale, il se rallie a l'amendement 
bresilien. 

Le PRESIDENT, rappelant que la question qui 
est discutee est celle du mandat de Ia Sous
Ccommission, constate que !'intervention de Ia 
delegation de I'URSS se resume a un amendement 
a Ia proposition australienne tendant a la suppres
sion des deux premiers paragraphes de cette 
derniere. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) declare que, effec
tivement, la Commission des armements de type 
classique n'a pu encore etablir de rapport definitif 
en raison des objections soulevees par le repre
sentant sovietique. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCROSS (Royaume-Uni) 
propose, pour repondre a !'objection que Ia 
Commission des armements de type classique n'a 
pas encore depose de rapport en regie, la suppres
sion a Ia premiere Iigne de la proposition austra
lienne, des mots << apres avoir pris connaissance 
du rapport de Ia Commission des armements de 
type classique ». 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie), sans s'opposer 
a l'amendement que vient de presenter le repre-
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Kingdom representative, suggested that the 
words " from the report " in the first line of his 
proposal might be replaced by the words " from 
the work". 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) enquired whether the resolution to be 
adopted by the Committee dealt with the question 
of substance or with the setting up of a sub
committee. The Australian resolution failed to 
distinguish between the two. He urged the 
Committee to confine itself to setting up a sub
committee and to leave aside everything relating 
to the substance of the question, in other words, 
the whole introductory part of the Australian 
resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the USSR 
proposal was to set up a sub-committee to examine 
the various proposals, which amounted to amend
ing the Australian proposal by deleting the first, 
second and fourth paragraphs. 

The Chairman put to the vote the USSR 
amendment proposing the deletion of the first 
and second paragraphs of the Australian proposal 
(A/C.l/322). 

The amendment was rejected by 32 votes to 15, 
with 3 abstentions. 

The Chairman put to the vote the United King
dom amendment calling for the deletion of the 
words : " from the report of the Commission on 
Conventional Armaments " in the first paragraph 
of the Australian resolution. 

The proposal was adopted by 41 votes to 7. 

The Chairman put to the vote the Brazilian 
amendment (A/C.l/324) to delete the third and 
fourth paragraphs of the Australian resolution 
and to replace them by the following sentence : 
" Establishes a sub-committee to examine the 
following resolutions and to recommend the text 
of an appropriate draft to the First Committee. " 
The various proposals followed and it was impli
citly understood that the French proposal (A/C. 
1 /325) was included in the list of resolutions to be 
considered by the Sub-Committee. 

The proposal was adopted by 48 votes to 2, with 
2 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the USSR had 
proposed the deletion of the fifth paragraph. 

Mr. CLEMENTIS (Czechoslovakia) stated that the 
USSR draft resolution (A/658) which was to be 
examined by the Sub-Committee contained a 
provision prohibiting atomic weapons and conse
quently the Sub-Committee could not refrain from 
considering that problem. 

Mr. STOLK (Venezuela) considered that the 
problem to be examined by the Sub-Committee 
was closely linked to that of atomic energy which 
was being studied by another Sub-Committee. 
He suggested therefore that the Chairmen of the 
two Sub-Committees should get into touch with 
Dne another in order to co-ordinate their work. 

sentant du Royaume-Uni, propose a son tour un 
amendement consistant a remplacer les mots 
<< du rapport '' par les mots << des travaux ,,, a Ia 
premiere ligne de sa proposition. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) demande une precision. La resolution 
que va adopter Ia Commission concerne-t-elle Ia 
question de fond ou Ia creation d'une sons
commission ? La resolution australienne ne fait 
pas de distinction entre ces deux problemes. 
L'orateur propose a la Commission de s'en tenir 
a la creation d'une sons-commission et de laisser 
de cote tout ce qui se rapporte au fond de la 
question, c' est-a-dire to us les considerants de la 
resolution australienne. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer, que la proposition 
de l'URSS se limite done a proposer la creation 
d'une sons-commission chargee d'examiner les 
diverses propositions, ou, ce qui revient au meme, 
a amender Ia proposition australienne, en suppri
mant les paragraphes premier, 2 et 4. 

Le President met aux voix l'amendement de 
I'URSS tendant a supprimer les paragraphes 
premier et 2 de Ia proposition australienne 
(A/C.l/322). 

Cette proposition est rejetee par 32 voix contre 
15 ; avec 3 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni tendant a supprimer les mots: 
<< apres avoir pris connaissance du rapport de la 
Commission des armements de type classique n, 
dans le premier paragraphe de Ia resolution 
australienne. 

Cette proposition est adoptee par 41 voix 
contre 7. 

Le President met aux voix l'amendement du 
Bresil (A/C.lj324) tendant a supprimer les para
graphes 3 et 4 de la resolution australienne et a 
les remplacer par les textes suivants : << Cree une 
sons-commission chargee d'examiner les reso
lutions suivantes et de recommander a la 
Premiere Commission un projet pertinent. '' 
Suivent les diverses propositions, etant entendu 
que la proposition fran<;aise (A/C.l/325) est 
incluse implicitement dans la liste des resolutions 
qui seront examinees par la sons-commission. 

Cette proposition est adoptee par 48 voix contre 
2, avec 2 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que l'URSS a propose 
la suppression du paragraphe 5. 

M. CLEMENTIS (Tchecoslovaquie) declare que 
le projet de resolution de I'URSS (A/658) qui doit 
etre examine par la Sons-Commission, contient 
une disposition sur !'interdiction des annes 
atomiques et que, par consequent, la Sons
Commission ne peut s'abstenir d'envisager ce 
probleme. 

M. STOLK (Venezuela) estime que le probleme 
qui devra etre examine par la Sons-Commission 
est en relation etroite avec le probleme de 
l'energie atomique, qu'etudie une autre Sons
Commission. II suggere, par consequent, que les 
Presidents des deux Sons-Commissions se mettent 
en relations pour coordonner leurs travaux. 
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::\1r. STEPHE~ (Haiti) pointed out that the USSR 
proposal contained two parts, and that the part 
regarding the prohibition of atomic weapons 
would be studied by the Sub-Committee which 
haJ been set up on 7 October. The new Sub
Committee should therefore devote its attention 
only to that part of the USSR draft resolution 
referring to the reduction of armaments. Mr. Ste
phen therefore opposed the USSR amendment. 

l\Ir. J. ?IIALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) indicated that by deleting the third 
paragraph of the Australian draft resolution, 
the Committee had limited the work of the 
Sub-Committee to a purely technical function : 
the study of the draft resolutions which had 
been submitted. The Committee had refused 
to issue instructions to that Sub-Committee. 
Consequently, there was no reason to give it 
neg::ttive instructions regarding atomic weapons. 
Moreover, to make the distinction between atomic 
and other weapons and to refuse to study the 
question of atomic weapons was comparable to 
the ostrich hiding its head in the sand. 

Finally, in its proposal (A/658), the USSR dele
gation had linked the prohibition of atomic 
weapons with the reduction of armaments. The 
Sub-Committee would therefore have to study the 
USSR proposal as a whole. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Committee had 
just voted in favour of the consideration of the 
USSR proposal by the Sub-Committee ; it would 
therefore be contradictory to state later that only 
one part of that proposal would be considered. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) pointed out that 
his delegation's resolution (A/C.l /322) had been 
drafted to include only the consideration of 
problems connected with the reduction of conven
tional armaments. 'While it was true that 
questions regarding atomic weapons and conven
tional armaments had points of similarity, they 
nonetheless constituted two separate flelds gov
erned by different principles and concepts. The 
fifth paragraph of the Australian resolution was 
aimed essentially at avoiding all misunderstanding 
regarding the t erms of reference of the Sub
Committee in that connexion. The fifth para
graph of the Australian resolution should there
fore be retained. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (United Kingdom) sup
ported the point of view expressed by the repre
sentative of Australia. He recalled that at 
a previous meeting he had pointed out the diffi
culty of reaching a solution regarding the reduc
tion of conventional armaments until the Sub
Committee studying the question of atomic energy 
had presented its report. Mr. Vyshinsky had 
replied that the attempt to subordinate the 
problem of conventional armaments to the 
problem of atomic weapons constituted a means 
of avoiding decisions on the reduction of conven
tional armaments. It would seem that Mr. Malik 
held a different view at the present time. 

In any case, it was not advisable to consider the 
question of atomic armaments again when another 
Sub-Committee was already performing that 

M. STEPHEN (Hai:ti) fait remarquer que Ia 
proposition de l'URSS contient deux parties et 
que la partie relative a l'interdiction des annes 
atomiques fait l'objet d'un examen par la Sons
Commission creee le 7 octobre. La nouvelle Sons
Commission ne doit done s'occuper que de la 
partie du projet de resolution de l'URSS 
concernant la reduction des armements. C'est 
pourquoi il est oppose a l'amendement de l'URSS. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiqnes socialistes 
sovietiques) fait remarquer que la Commission, 
en rejetant le t roisieme paragraphe du projet de 
resolution de l'Australie a limite la tache de Ia 
Scus-Commission a une fonction purement teeh
nique : celle d'examiner les projets de resolutions 
qui ont etc presentes. La Commission s'est ref usee a 
donner des instructions a cette Sons-Commission. 
Il n'y a des lors pas de raison de lui donner des 
instructions negatives en ce qui concerne les armes 
atomiques. D'autre part, ce serait faire la poli
tique de l'autruche que d'etablir cette distinction 
entre les armes atomiques et les autres et de 
refuser d'etudier la question des armes atomiques. 

Enfin, la delegation de l'URSS, dans sa propo
sition (A/658), a lie !'interdiction des armements 
atomiqnes a la reduction des armements. La sous
commission devra done necessairement examiner 
la proposition de I'URSS dans son ensemble. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que la Commission 
vient de voter en faveur de l'examen de Ia propo
sition de l'URSS par la Suus-Commission ; il y 
aurait des lors .contradiction a declarer ensuite 
qu'une partie seulement de cette proposition sera 
examinee. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) fait remarquer 
que Ia resolution de sa delegation (A/C.l/322) 
avait ete redigee de fa<;on a comporter uniquement 
l'examen des problemes relatifs a la reduction 
des armements de type classique. S'il est vrai que 
les questions relatives aux armements atomiques 
et aux armements de type classique ont des points 
d'analogie, elles n'en constituent pas moins deux 
domaines differents, regis par des principes et des 
conceptions differentes. Le paragraphe 5 de Ia 
resolution de l' Anstralie tendait essentiellement 
a eviter tout malentendu sur le mandat de Ia 
Suus-Commission, ace sujet. II faut done maintenir 
le paragraphe 5 de la resolution de l'Australie. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (Royaume-Uni) appuie 
le point de vue exprime par le representant de 
l' Australie. 11 rappelle qu'il avait souligne a une 
seance precedente la difficulte d'arriver a une 
solution sur la n\duction des armements de type 
classique tant que la Sons-Commission chargee de 
l'examen de la question de l'energie atomique 
n'aurait pas presente son rapport. M. Vychinsky 
avait repondu a cela que Ia tentative pour subor
donner le probleme des armements de type 
classique a celui des armes atomiques etait une 
fa<;on d'eviter que des decisions soient prises sur 
la reduction des armements de type classique. Il 
semble qu'aujourd'hui M. Malik est d'un avis 
diffrent. 

II n'est pas utile, en tout cas, d'exami~er a 
nouveau la question des armements atom1ques 
alors qu'une autre Sous-Commission en est deja 
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task. It would be the responsibility of the First 
Committee to combine the reports submitted by 
each of the Sub-Committees and to present a 
general resolution. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) considered t hat the 
fifth paragraph of the Australian proposal was 
unnecessary since it was understood that the 
new Sub-Committee ·would not have the right 
to consider the question of atomic energy so long 
as another Sub-Committee was dealing with that 
question. 

:Mr. LANGE (Poland) recalled t hat, as the 
Czechoslovak representative had pointed out, the 
adoption of the fifth paragraph of the Australian 
draft r esolution would involv0 a contradiction, as 
the Sub-Committee had been asked to examine, 
among others, the USSR proposal containing 
provisions for the prohibition of atomic weapons. 
~Ioreover, the fifth paragraph of the Australian 
resolution could not be adopted without going 
back on the Brazilian proposal (A fC.l/324) which 
had already been adopted. Replying to certain 
points raised by the representatives of the United 
Kingdom and Australia, Mr. Lange said that it 
was unlikely that the work of the new Sub
Committee would overlap with that of the one on 
the question of atomic weapons, since the repre
sentatives taking part in the work of the new 
Sub-Committee would get into touch with the 
first Sub-Committee on that question. Referring 
to the objection raised by the United Kingdom 
representative that the Sub-Committee should 
not consider the control of atomic energy, the 
Polish representative pointed out that the USSR 
proposal did not refer to the control of atomic 
energy but to the prohibition of atomic weapons. 

::\lr. AusTIN (United States of America) referred 
to the provisions of Article 26 of the Charter, which 
entrusted the Security Council with the respon
sibility for formulating plans for the establishment 
of a system for the regulation of armaments for 
which purpose the Council had set up the Com
mission on Conventional Armaments in February 
1947, and adopted its plan of work in July 1947. 

The Commission on Conventional Armaments 
had received instructions not to deal with the 
question of atomic energy. That ruling applied 
to that Commission in the same way as it applied 
to the other organs of the United Nations. 

That question should not therefore be raised 
again since a ruling had already been made on it ; 
nevertheless, since the Australian delegation had 
mentioned that problem in its proposal, in a 
manner which coincided with that ruling, the 
United States delegation felt that it should 
support the Australian text. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) stressed the fact that the Australian 
representative proposed that the Council should 
limit itself to one part only of the USSR proposal 
(A /658), namely the part referring to the reduction 
of armaments by one-third, whilst that proposal 
aimed also at the prohibition and control of atomic 
weapons. That proposal contradicted the one 

chargee. II appartiendra ala Premiere Commission 
de combiner les rapports presentes par chacune 
des Sons-Commissions et de presenter une reso
lution d'ensemble. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) estime que le paragraphe 
5 de la proposition de l' Australie est inutile car il 
va sans dire que la nouvelle Sous-Commission 
n'aura pas le droit d'examiner la question de 
l'energie atomique tant qu'une autre Sons
Commission s'occupe de la question. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) rappelle que, comme l'a 
indique le representant de la Tchecoslovaquie, 
il y aurait contradiction a adopter le paragraphe 
5 du proj et de resolution de l'Australie, alors que 
la Sons-Commission a ete chargee d'examiner 
entre autres la proposition de l'URSS contenant 
des dispositions sur !'interdiction des armements 
atomiques. De plus, le paragraphe 5 du proj et de 
resolution de l'Australie ne pourrait etre vote sans 
revenir sur la proposition du Bresil (A/C.l/324) 
qui a deja ete adoptee. L'orateur, repondant aux 
arguments invoques par les representants du 
Royaume-Uni et de l'Australie estime qu'il n'y a 
pas de danger que la nouvelle Sous-Commission 
fasse double emploi avec la premiere en ce qui 
concerne les armes atomiques, car les repre
sentants qui siegent ala nouvelle Sous-Commission 
sauront prendre contact a ce sujet avec la 
premiere Sons-Commission. Quant a !'objection 
presentee par le representant du Royaume-Uni, 
a savoir qu'il n'est pas raisonnable que cette SOilS
commission s'occupe du controle de l'energie 
atomique le representant de la Pologne fait 
remarquer que la proposition de l'URSS, ne parle 
pas du controle de l'energie atomique mais de 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis) se refere aux dispo
sitions de l' Article 26 de Ia Charte qui confient au 
Conseil de securite le soin d'elaborer des plans en 
vue de l'etablissement d'un systeme de reglemen
tation des armements ; c'est ce que le Conseil 
avait en vue Iorsqu'il a cree en fevrier 1947 la 
Commission des armements de type classique et 
lorsqu'il a adopte en juillet 1947 le plan de travail 
de cette Commission. 

II a ete recommande a la Commission des arme
ments de type classique de ne pas s'occuper de Ia 
question de l'energie atomique. Telle est la loi qui 
s'impose a cette Commission comme aux autres 
organes des Nations Unies. 

Cette question ne devrait done plus etre sou
levee puisqu'elle a deja ete reglee ; toutefois, la 
delegation de l'Australie ayant mentionne ce 
probleme dans sa proposition, d'une maniere 
conforme au reglement adopte, la delegation des 
Etats-Unis se sent obligee d'appuyer le texte de 
1' Australie. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) souligne que le representant de 
l'Australie propose que l'on s'en tienne a une 
partie de la proposition de l'URSS (A/658) : celle 
qui a trait a la reduction d'un tiers des arme~e~ts, 
alors que cette proposition vise aussi !'interdiCtiOn 
des armes atomiques et le controle de ces arm~_s: 
Cette proposition contredit la proposition deJa 
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already adopted by the Committee requesting 
the Sub-Committee to examine all the draft 
resolutions including the USSR draft resolution. 

Disputing the legal point raised by Mr. Austin, 
::\1r. Kiselev pointed out that, according to 
Article 11 of the Charter, the General Assembly 
could discuss all questions relating to the mainte
nance of peace and international security, and he 
\YOndered where, except in that Sub-Committee, 
the question of the prohibition of the usc of the 
atomic bomb could be studied. 

::\Ir. CouvE DE lHuRVILLE (France) agreed with 
the view expressed by the Syrian representative. 
The fifth paragraph was unnecessary, since it \vas 
nidcnt that the problem of atomic energy was 
bring examined by the first Sub-Committee and 
the problem of the reduction of conventional 
armaments by the new Sub-Committee. More
over, even if the fifth paragraph were adopted, 
that would not prevent certain delegations from 
referring to atomic weapons. It would therefore 
be wiser not to mention that paragraph. 

i\Ir. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) disputed the interpretation given by 
::\Ir. Austin to Article 26 and recalled that para
graph 3 of resolution 41 (I) of the General 
Assembly of 14 December 1946 was diametrically 
opposed to what the United States representative 
had said, since it referred both to the question of 
atomic weapons and to the reduction of armaments 
in general. 

~1oreover, if the fifth paragraph of the Austra
lian resolution were adopted, that would create a 
division in the system of reduction of armaments. 
Furthermore, the interpretation given by the 
United States representative could not be accepted 
because it was in contradiction with the interpre
tation given by the author of the USSR resolution. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated that the 
discussion showed that certain members wished 
to reopen the question of atomic armaments in 
the Sub-Committee, and he asked that it should 
be made clear that the latter would not deal with 
that problem lest it should become involved in 
endless discussions on the interpretation of its 
terms of reference. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that he did not 
see how the Chairman of the Sub-Committee could 
prevent a representative from discussing the 
question of atomic weapons. 

General RoMULO (Philippines) remarked that 
the USSR resolution raised the problem of atomic 
weapons at a time when the Committee did not 
wish the new Sub-Committee to discuss that 
problem ; that point of view should be made 
quite clear as was done in the fifth paragraph of 
the Australian resolution. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) expressed his surprise that, after 
several days of discussion on the USSR proposal, 
the implications of which were clear to everyone, 
the Australian representative and others should 
suddenly find that it contained a snare. 

adoptee par Ia Commission et tendant a charger 
la So us-Commission de discuter to us les pro jets de 
resolution y compris le projet de I'URSS. 

Contestant !'argumentation juridique de 
M. Austin, M. Kisselev rappelle que, en vertu de 
!'Article 11 de la Charte, l'Assemblee generale peut 
discuter toutes les questions se rattachant au 
maintien de la paix et de la securite interna
tionales, et se demande oil la question de la mise 
hors la loi de la bombe atomique pourra etre exa
minee, si ce n'est dans cette Sous-Commission. 

l\L CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) s'associe au 
point de vue exprime par le representant de la 
Syrie. Le paragraphe 5 n'est pas necessaire parce 
qu'en effet, ii va sans dire que le probleme de 
l'energie atomique est examine par la Premiere 
Sous-Commission ct le probleme de la reduction 
des armements de type classique par la nouvelle 
Sons-Commission. De plus, meme si le paragraphe 
5 ctait vote, cela n'empecherait pas certaines 
delegations de parler des armes atomiques. II est 
done plus sage de ne pas mentionner ce 
paragraphe. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) conteste !'interpretation de 
l' Article 26 donnee par M. Austin, et rappelle 
que le paragraphe 3 de la resolution 41 (I) de 
l'Assemblee generale, en date du 14 decembre 
1946, va directement a l'encontre de ce qu'a dit 
le representant des Etats-Unis puisqu'il traite en 
meme temps de la question des armes atomiques 
et de la reduction des armements en general. 

De plus, si le paragraphe 5 du projet de reso
lution de l' Australie etait ado pte, cela creerait 
une division du systeme de reduction des 
armements. En outre, !'interpretation du repre
sentant des Etats-Unis ne peut pas etre acceptee 
parce qu'elle va a l'encontre de !'interpretation 
de !'auteur du projet de resolution de I'URSS. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie), constatant, 
d'apres la discussion, que certains membres ont 
!'intention de remettre en question le probleme 
des armements atomiques au sein de la Sous
Commission, demande qu'il soit etabli clairement 
que la Sous-Commission ne s'occupera pas de ce 
probleme pour eviter qu'elle s'engage dans des 
discussions sans fin sur !'interpretation de son 
mandat. 

Le Pm':sll>ENT fait remarquer qu'il ne con(;oit 
pas comment le president de la Sous-Commission 
pourrait empecher un representant de discuter 
la question des armements atomiques. 

Le General RoMULO (Philippines), faisant 
remarquer que la resolution de l'URSS souleve 
le probleme des armements atomiques, alo!s que 
la volonte de la Commission est de ne pas d1scuter 
ce probleme au sein de la nouvelle Sons-Com
mission, dit qu'il importe precisement de preciser 
ce point de vue comme le fait le paragraphe 5 
de la resolution de I'Australie. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques s~cialistes 
sovietiques) s'etonne qu'apres plus1eurs ]Ours de· 
discussion sur Ia proposition de I'URSS, dont la 
portee n'a echappe a personne, le ~epresen~a~t de 
l'Australie et d'autres aient tout a coup lair de 
considerer qu'elle contient un piege. 
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He then pointed out that the Atomic Energy 
Commission had been set up by the General 
Assembly, while the Commission on Conventional 
Armaments had been set up by the Security 
Council, in violation of resolution 41 (I) of the 
General Assembly of 14 December 1946, which 
made no distinction between atomic weapons and 
conventional armaments. Why should the deci
sion concerning the Commission on Conventional 
Armaments be binding upon the General 
Assembly? That would be contrary to the 
Charter. 

As regards Article 26 of the Charter, quoted 
by the United States representative, where was 
it stated that the system of control of armaments 
did not include atomic weapons? Article 11 did 
not contain any provisions along those lines 
~ither. Resort to the Charter was therefore 
misleading. The Charter, on the contrary, empow
ered the General Assembly to deal with all 
types of armaments. It was for that reason that 
the USSR delegation strongly advocated that the 
Sub-Committee should study the problem of 
conventional armaments as well as the prohibition 
of the use of atomic weapons. 

As the Chairman had already pointed out, the 
Brazilian amendment adopted by the Committee 
provided for the examination of every proposal 
by the Sub-Committee including the USSR 
proposal. There was, therefore, no reason for 
cutting out part of the latter proposal. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) pointed out that in 
addition to all the arguments invoked in favour 
of the deletion of the fifth paragraph, there was 
also the fact that the General Assembly had 
decided to include the USSR proposal (A/658) in 
its agenda. If the fifth paragraph were retained, 
the General Assembly would have to go back 
on its decision and include only a third of the 
USSR proposal in its agenda. 

Moreover, if the fifth paragraph of the Austra
lian resolution were retained, the USSR delegation 
·would always have the possibility of reintroducing 
its proposal when the Sub-Committee's report was 
examined, which would only prolong the discussion 
unnecessarily. 

Mr. CLEMENTIS (Czechoslovakia) pointed out the 
contradiction inherent in the Australian proposal, 
the heading of which mentioned the prohibition 
of atomic weapons while the fifth paragraph said 
that that question would not be examined. 

Mr. PrPINELIS (Greece), considering the points 
of view expressed by both sides, proposed that 
the fifth paragraph of the Australian proposal 
should be amended by the following provision : 
H asks the Sub-Committee to bear in mind that 
the question of the prohibition of the atomic 
weapon is being dealt with by Sub-Committee 1. " 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that his delegation found the 
proposal made by the Greek representative 
unacceptable. In spite of the declared intention, 
that proposal in no way reconciled opposing 
points of view. 
The First Committee wasnow dealing with the 
establishment of a sub-committee in connexion 

II souligne ensuite que la Commission de 
l'energie atomique a ete creee par l'Assemblee 
generale, tandis que la Commission des armements 
de type classique a ete etablie par le Conseil de 
securite, en violation de Ia resolution 41 (I) de 
l'Assemblee generale du 14 decembre 1946 qui ne 
fait aucune distinction entre les armes atomiques 
et les armes de type classique. Mais pourquoi la 
decision concernant la Commission des armements 
de type classique aurait-elle force de loi pour 
l' Assemblee generale ? Cela serait contraire a la 
Chart e. 

A propos de !'Article 26 de la Charte cite par 
le representant des Etats-Unis, ou mentionne-il 
que le systeme de reglementation des armements 
ne tiendra pas compte des armes atomiques ? 
L' Article 11 non plus ne contient pas de dispo
sition dans ce sens. La reference a Ia Charte est 
done fallacieuse. La Charte permet au contraire 
a l'Assemblee generale de s'occuper de tous Ies 
types d'armements. C'est pourquoi Ia delegation 
de l'URSS insiste pour que Ia Sous-Commission 
examine aussi bien le probleme des armements de 
type classique que Ia question de Ia mise hors la 
loi des armes atomiques. 

Comme l'a fait remarquer le President, !'amen
dement du Bresil adopte par la Commission 
envisage l'examen par la sons-commission de 
toutes les propositions, dont Ia proposition de 
l'URSS. II n'y a done pas de raison d'amputer 
cette derniere. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) fait remarquer que, 
en plus de tous les arguments invoques en faveur 
de la suppression du paragraphe 5, il y a ega
lement le fait que l' Assemblee generale a decide 
d'inclure dans son ordre du jour la proposition 
sovietique (A/658). Si le paragraphe 5 etait main
tenu, l' Assemblee generale devrait revenir sur sa 
decision pour ne plus admettre a son ordre du 
jour qu'un tiers de la proposition sovietique. 

De plus, si le paragraphe 5 de la resolution 
australienne etait maintenu, la delegation de 
l'URSS aurait toujours la faculte de reintroduire 
sa proposition lors de l'examen du rapport de la 
Sous-Commission, ce qui ne ferait qu'allonger 
inutilement les debats. 

M. CLEMENTIS (Tchecoslovaquie) fait remar
quer Ia contradiction interne de la proposition 
australienne dont le titre fait mention de !'inter
diction des armes atomiques et dont le paragraphe 
5 mentionne que cette question ne sera pas 
examinee. 

M. PrPINELIS (Grece), comprenant les points 
de vue exprimes de part et d'autre, propose de 
modifier le paragraphe 5 de la proposition austra
lienne par la disposition suivante : « demande a Ia 
Sous-Commission de ne pas perdre de vue que la 
question de !'interdiction de l'arme atomique est 
traitee par la premiere Sous-Commission 11. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que sa delegation 
considere la proposition de la Grece comme 
inacceptable. Malgre !'intention manifestee, cette 
proposition ne concilie nullement les positions en 
presence. 

La Premiere Commission s'occupe actuellem~nt 
de la creation d'une sous-commission en relatiOn 
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"·ith the USSR proposals which constituted the 
second item on the Committee's agenda. 

Mr. RoLIN (Belgium) said the proposal made by 
the Syrian representative, and supported by the 
French representative, had certain disadvantages. 

It was indeed important that the Sub
Committee should fully understand the meaning 
of the possible deletion of the fifth paragraph 
of the Australian draft resolution : would the 
First Committee delete that paragraph because 
it thought it useless or because it condemned it? 

Mr. Austin had said that certain reasons of a 
legal nature were against the deletion of the 
paragraph, and had referred to the distinction 
drawn between the functions of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and those of the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments. But in reality, if 
the Security Council was the sole judge of the 
terms of reference it gave to its subsidiary organs, 
the same ruling applied to the First Committee, 
'vhich could freely decide on the task to be 
entrusted to its sub-committees. 

Doubtless if a sub-committee had reached a 
decision on a given point, it was advisable to avoid 
submitting a proposal on the same subject to 
another Sub-Committee. But that did not neces
sarily mean that the fifth paragraph of the Aus
tralian draft resolution should be maintained. 

The USSR had submitted two proposais. As 
to the draft resolution (A/658) on the question of 
the prohibition of the atomic weapon, would the 
Sub-Committee already formed provide an answer 
to that question? Why forbid the new Sub
Committee to examine that problem, especially 
when the United Kingdom representative had 
adduced new arguments? 

In the spirit of the amendment suggested by the 
Greek representative, but clarifying matters some
what, his delegation proposed that the fifth para
graph of the Australian draft resolution (A/C. 
1 /322) be replaced by the following text : " asks 
the Sub-Committee to take account, in its dis
cussions, of the conclusions reached by the Sub
Committee dealing with the examination of the 
problem of the atomic energy ". 

Mr. KvRO'U (Greece) withdrew his amendment 
in favour of the text submitted by the Belgian 
representative. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the USSR 
amendment to delete the fifth paragraph of the 
Australian draft resolution (AJC.l /322). 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The USSR 
amendment was rejected by 21 votes to 18 with 
12 abstentions. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the tasks of the two Sub
Committees should not be linked together. 

The first Sub-Committee was examining the 
three reports of the Atomic Energy Commission 
and the drafting of conventions relating to the 
prohibition and control of atomic weapons. 

avec Ies propositions de I'URSS qui constituent 
Ie deuxieme point de l'ordre du jour de la 
Commission. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) declare que la proposition 
des representants de la Syrie, appuye par le repre
sentant de la France, presente certains incon
venients. 

II importe, en effet, que la Sous-Commission 
comprenne bien le sens d'une suppression even
tuelle du paragraphe 5 du projet de resolution de 
l'Australie: la Premiere Commission supprimera
t-elle ce paragraphe parce qu'elle le juge inutile 
ou bien parce qu' elle le condamne ? 

M. Austin a declare que certaines raisons d'ordre 
juridique s'opposaient ala suppression de ce para
graphe, et il s'est refere a la distinction faite entre 
les attributions de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique et celles de la Commission des armements 
de type classique. Mais, en realite, si le Conseil de 
securite est seul juge du mandat qu'il donne aux 
organismes qui dependent de lui, il en est de meme 
de la Premiere Commission, qui peut librement 
decider de la tache a confier a ses sous
commissions. 

Sans doute, si une sous-commission a abouti a 
une decision sur un point donne, convient-il 
d'eviter qu'une proposition relative au meme 
sujet soit presentee a une autre sous-commission. 
Mais il n'en resulte pas necessairement que le 
paragraphe 5 du projet de resolution de l'Australie 
doive etre maintenu. 

L'URSS a soumis deux propositions. En ce qui 
concerne le projet de resolution (A/658), sur la 
question de !'interdiction de l'arme atomique, la 
Sous-Commission deja creee apportera-t-elle une 
reponse ? Pourquoi interdire a la nouvelle Sous
Commission d'examiner ce probleme, d'autant 
plus que le representant du Royaume-Uni a 
presente des arguments nouveaux? 

Dans !'esprit de l'amendement suggere par le 
representant de la Grece, mais en precisant un 
peu les choses, la delegation de la Belgique propose 
de remplacer le paragraphe 5 du projet de reso-

' lution de l'Australie (AfC.l/322) par le texte 
suivant : << demande a la Sous-Commission de 
tenir compte, dans son examen, des conclusions 
auxquelle saura abo uti la So us-Commission chargee 
de l'examen du probleme de l'energie atomique». 

M. KvRou (Grece) declare retirer son amen
dement en faveur du texte presente par le 
representant de la Belgique. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
la delegation de l'URSS tendant a supprimer le 
paragraphe 5 du projet de resolution de l'Australie 
(AJC.l/322). 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. Par 21 voix conlre 18, 
avec 12 abstentions, l' amendement de l' U RSS est 
rejete. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) declare qu'il ne faut pas lier les 
taches des deux Sous-Commissions. 

La premiere Sous-Commission examine les 
trois rapports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique et la question de !'elaboration de 
conventions relatives a !'interdiction et au 
controle de l'arme atomique. 
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The First Committee, however, was now consid
ering another item of the agenda. The question 
was whether the General Assembly would take a 
historic decision relating to disarmament and to 
the prohibition of the atomic weapon, that is to 
say, to the consolidation of peace. 

Consequently, it was impossible to divide the 
USSR proposal, the more so as the resolution 
of 14 December 1946 itself did not separate the 
reduction of conventional armaments from the 
question of atomic weapons. All armaments, 
whatever they were, constituted a burden for the 
working masses and were a threat to peace. They 
should all be reduced ; that was precisely the aim 
of the USSR proposal. 

~4.. certain number of draft resolutions had been 
submitted in that connexion and a sub-committee 
should be set up to examine the integral text of 
all those documents, as any distortion of those 
texts would be inadmissible. 

Mr. EL-KHoURI (Syria) thought that the Belgian 
amendment would only complicate matters as it 
seemed to imply that the new Sub-Committee 
should await the result of the first Sub
Committee's work and examine its report which it 
would change, reject or adopt. 

The Syrian delegation was in favour of the 
Greek amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Belgian 
amendment to the fifth paragraph of the Austra
lian draft resolution (A/C.l/322). 

A. vote was taken by show of hands and the 
amendment was adopted by 31 votes to 6, with 
12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN read the sixth and last para
graph of the Australian draft resolution. 

He suggested that the following delegations 
should be represented on the Sub-Committee : 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, France, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, 
China, Poland, El Salvador, Lebanon, Australia, 
Belgium and Brazil. 

He pointed out that the five permanent mem
bers of the Security Council and the delegations 
which had put forward proposals and amend
ments, with the exception of the Syrian delegation 
which had not pressed for participation, would 
also be represented on the Sub-Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the sixth para
graph of the Australian draft resolution together 
''"'ith the list of the members of the Sub-Committee 
he had suggested. 

A vote was taken by show of hands and the 
proposal was adopted by 46 votes with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the whole 
of the Australian draft resolution as amended. 

~4. vote was taken by show of hands and the draft 
resolution was adopted by 47 votes with 6 absten
tions. 

Mais c'est maintenant un autre point de 
l'ordre du jour que la Premiere Commission 
examine. II s'agit de savoir si l'Assemblt~e generale 
prendra une decision historique relativement au 
desarmement et a !'interdiction de l'arme 
atomique, c'est-a-dire a la consolidation de la 
paix. 

II n'est done pas possible de diviser artifi
ciellement la proposition de l'URSS, et ce, 
d'autant moins que la resolution du 14 decembre 
1946 elle-meme ne separait pas la reduction des 
armements de type classique de la question de 
l'arme atomique. En effet, ce sont tous les 
armements quels qu'ils soient, qui constituent 
un fardeau pour les masses laborieuses et une 
menace a la paix. Tous ensemble ils doivent 
etre reduits et c'est precisement le resultat que 
poursuit la proposition de l'URSS. 

Un certain nombre de projets de resolution ont 
ete formules relativement a cette question, et il 
s'agit maintenant de constituer une sous
commission qui examine tous ces documents, 
dans leur texte integral. Toute mutilation de ces 
textes serait inconcevable. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) considere que !'amen
dement de la Belgique ne pourrait que compliquer 
les choses, car il semble impliquer que la nouvelle 
Sons-Commission devrait attendre le resultat des 
travaux de la Premiere Sons-Commission et 
examiner le rapport de cette derniere, rapport 
qu'elle modifierait, infirmerait ou adopterait. 

La delegation de la Syrie se prononce en faveur 
de I'amendement de la delegation de la Grece. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix I'amendement de 
la delegation de la Belgique au paragraphe 5 du 
projet de resolution de l'Australie (AJC.1/322). 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Par 31 voix contre 6, 
avec 12 abstentions, l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du paragraphe 6 et 
dernier du projet de resolution de l'Australie. 

Il propose que les delegations suivantes soient 
representees au sein de la Sons-Commission : 
Union des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, 
France, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
Chine, Pologne, Salvador, Liban, Australie, 
Belgique, Bresil. 

Le President indique que feraient ainsi partie 
de la Sons-Commission les cinq membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite et les dele
gations ayant soumis des propositions et amen
dements, a }'exception de ]a delegation de la 
Syrie qui n'a pas insiste pour faire partie de la 
Sous-Commission. 

Le President met aux voix le paragraphe 6 du 
pro jet de resolution de l' Australie, ainsi que la 
Jiste des membres de la Sous-Commission qu'il a 
proposee. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Par 46 voix, avec 
6 abstentions, la proposition est adoptee. 

Le President met aux voix !'ensemble du 
pro jet de resolution de l' Australie, tel qu'il 
resulte des amendements adoptes. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Par 47 voix, avr.c 
6 abstentions, le projet est adopte. 
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AGENDA OF THE FIRST COMMITTEE 

An exchange of views followed in which the 
representatives of the United States of America, 
Syria, the United Kingdom, Poland, Sweden, and 
Iraq took part. 

The First Committee decided that it would begin 
the examination of the Palestine question at its 
next meeting, namely on 15 October, on the under
standing that discussion on the question would be 
interrupted when the Committee received the report 
of the first Sub-Committee. 

The meeting rose at 5.20 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY-FIRST 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday,15 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

25. Progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine : item pro
posed by the Secretary-General 
(A/648) 

At the CHAIRMAN's suggestion, the Committee 
decided to ask Mr. Bunche, Acting United Nations 
111ediator in Palestine, to sit with the officers of the 
First Committee during consideration of the Pales
tine question. 

The CHAIRMAN read cablegrams concerning 
Transjordan's participation in the consideration 
of the Palestine question (document AfC.l/327). 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) pointed out that during the Security 
Council's discussion on the Palestine question, 
the State of Israel and certain Arab States had 
been present at the meetings; Transjordan had 
not been represented. 

\Vere Transjordan's request to be accepted, 
would the result not be a departure from the rules 
of procedure followed by the Security Council? 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that the Committee 
now had before it a request from Transjordan, 
which had not been the case during the discussion 
in the Security Council. Therefore the precedent 
invoked was not valid. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) indicated that 
the Mediator had given a favourable opinion on 
Transjordan's request. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that Transjordan and, in particular, 
King Abdullah had made the peace endeavours 
of the Security Council more difficult. He would 
not, however, insist that a vote should be taken on 
the question. 

It was decided that Transjordan would be allowed 
to take part in the discussion of the First Committee 
as an observer, without the right to vote. 

The CHAIRMAN read a letter from the represen
tative of the Provisional Government of Israel 

0RDRE DU JOUR DE LA PREMIERE COMMISSION 

Un echange de vues a lieu, auquel prennent 
part les representants des Etats-Unis, de la Syrie, 
du Royaume-Uni, de Ia Pologne, de Ia Suede et 
de l'Irak. 

Il est decide que la Premiere Commission 
commencera, a la prochaine seance, qui aura lieu 
le 15 oclobre, l'examen de la question palestinienne, 
etant enlendu que l'etude de cette question sera 
interrompue lorsque parviendra le rapport de la 
Premiere Sous-Commission. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 20. 

CENT-SOIXANTE ET UNIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 15 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

25. Rapport interimaire du Mediateur 
des Nations Unies pour la Pales
tine : point propose par le Secre
taire general (A/648) 

Sur la proposition du Pm~SIDENT, la Commission 
decide d'inviter M. Bunche, MMiateur par interim 
des Nations Unies pour la Palestine, a steger avec 
le Bureau de la premiere Commission pour la 
duree de 1' examen de la question palestinienne. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture de cablogrammes 
relatifs a la participation de la Transjordanie a 
l'examen de la question palestinienne (AJC.l/327). 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) rappelle que, lors des debats au 
Conseil de securite sur la question palestinienne, 
l'Etat d'Israel et certains :Etats arabes assistaient 
aux seances ; or, la Transjordanie n'etait pas 
representee. 

Si la demande de la Transjordanie venait a etre 
acceptee, n'en resulterait-il pas une derogatio~ 
aux regles de procedure suivies par Ie Conse!l 
de securite ? 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) indique que l'on se 
trouve maintenant en presence d'une requete 
de la Transjordanie, ce qui n'etait pas le cas lors 
des debats au Conseil de securite. Le precedent 
invoque n'est done pas valable. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) rappelle que le 
Mectiateur a donne un avis favorable a la requete 
de la Transjordanie. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) declare que la Transjordanie, 
et particulierement le roi Abdullah, ont rend~ 
plus difficile la tache de pacification du Conse1l 
de securite. II n'insistera cependant pas pour 
qu'il soit procede a un vote sur cette question. 

Il est decide que la Transjordanie sera adm~se iz 
participer, en qualite d' observateur, san~ drozt de 
vote, aux debats de la Premiere Commisszon. · 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture d'une lettre du 
representant du Gouvernement provisoire d'lsrael, 
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concerning the participation of the Government 
of Israel's delegation in the debates of the First 
Committee or its sub-committees on the Palestine 
question (A/C.l/331). 

Mr. BELT (Cuba) thought the status of the 
representative of Israel should be the same as 
that of the representative of Transjordan. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) thought the representative of Israel 
should be allowed to explain the terms of his 
short letter. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Cuban repre
sentative's proposal that the representative of 
Israel should be allowed to take part in the 
discussion on the same conditions as the represen
tative of Transjordan. 

A vote was taken by show of hands and the Cuban 
representative's proposal was adopted by 41 votes, 
with 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN read two communications from 
the Jewish Agency for Palestine and the All
Palestine Government respectively (documents 
A/C.l/329 and AJC.1J330). 

Mr. UNDEN (Sweden) thanked the United 
~ations for the tribute paid to the memory of 
Count Folke Bernadotte, United Nations Mediator 
in Palestine, a soldier of peace and a citizen of 
the world. 

His Government thought that the United 
Nations should seek a solution in conformity with 
the fundamental conditions prevailing in Pales
tine. It was in that spirit that his delegation 
had voted for the majority recommendations of 
UNSCOP, both in the United Nations ad hoc 
Committee on Palestine and in the General 
Assembly. 

His country associated itself with the conclu
sions presented by Count Bernadotte, United 
Nations Mediator. 

The Mediator's view had been correct when he 
~aid that economic union could not be attained. 
The hypothesis of economic union formed the 
basis of the delimitation of boundaries set down 
in the majority report of UNSCOP. That delimi
tation should therefore be revised and continuous 
frontiers established. 

His delegation agreed with Count Bernadotte 
in thinking that a Je\vish State of Palestine was 
2 living and viable entity. When Count Berna
dotte's report had been considered, his Govern
ment would reconsider the question of the recog
nition of a State of Israel whose frontiers would 
be determined as far as possible by the United 
~ations. Within the framework of that Jewish 
State, the question of immigration would then 
find its natural solution, as a question coming 
under the internal jurisdiction of the new State. 

So far as J erusalem was concerned, the inter
national solution, the only one possible, should 
not be a provisional solution but, as the :Mediator 
had said, "a satisfactory and lasting solution". 

Finally, the implementation of the General 
Assembly's decisions must be left to the Security 
Council, which would surely carry out the functions 
laid down for it by the Charter. 

relative a la participation de Ia delegation du 
Gouvernement d'Israel aux debats de la Premiere 
Commission ou de ses sous-commissions, rela
tivement palestinienne (AJC.1J331). 

M. BELT (Cuba) estime que le statut du repre
sentant d'Israel doit etre le meme que celui du 
representant de Ia Transjordanie. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) considere que le representant d'Israel 
devrait etre admis a preciser les termes de sa 
courte lettre. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition du 
representant de Cuba, selon Iaquelle le repre
sentant d' Israel serait admis a participer aux 
debats dans les memes conditions que le repre
sentant de Ia Transjordanie. 

Le vote a lieu a !main levee. La proposition du 
representant de Cuba ,est adoptee par 41 voix et 7 
abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture de deux commu
nications emanant respectivement de 1' Agence 
juive pour la Palestine et du Gouvernement pan
palestinien (A.C.l /329 et A/C.1 /330). 

M. UNDEN (Suede) remercie !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies de l'hommage qu'elle a rendu ala 
memoire du comte Folke Bernadotte, Mediateur 
des Nations Unies pour Ia Palestine, soldat de la 
paix et citoyen de l'humanite. 

Le Gouvernement suedois considere que !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies doit rechercher une 
solution conforme aux conditions essentielles qui 
regnent en Palestine. C'est dans cet ~sprit que la 
delegation de la Suede a vote, tant ah sein de la 
Commission ad hoc chargee de la question pales
tinienne, qu'a I' Assemblee generale pour les 
recommandations de Ia majorite de l'UNSCOP. 

La Suede s'associe aux conclusions presentees 
par le comte Bernadotte, Mediateur des Nations 
Unies. 

Le Mediateur avait vu juste en declarant que 
!'union economique etait irrealisable. Or, !'hypo
these d'une union economique etait a Ia base du 
trace des fronth~res, tel qu'il etait prevu dans le 
rapport de majorite de l'UNSCOP. II faut done 
que cette delimitation so it revisee et que I' on 
etablisse des frontieres continues. 

La delegation de la Suede est d'accord avec le 
comte Bernadotte pour penser que la Palestine 
juive est parfaitement vivante et viable. Lorsque 
sera acheve l'examen du rapport dtt comte Berna
dotte, le Gouvernement suedois examinera a 
nouveau Ia question de la reconnaissance d'un 
Etat d' Israel dont les frontieres seraient autant 
que possible fixees par !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Alors, dans le cadre de cet Etat juif, la 
question de !'immigration trouvera sa solution 
toute naturelle comme question relevant de la 
juridiction interieure du nouvel Etat. 

En ce qui concerne Jerusalem, la solution 
internationale, la seule possible, doit etre, non 
pas une solution provisoire, mais bien, selon les 
termes du Mediateur, une << solution solide et 
durable >>. 

Enfin, !'execution des decisions de l'Assemb!ee 
generale doit etre confiee au Conseil de ~ecurit~ 
qui remplira, sans aucun doute, les fonctwns qm 
lui sont confiees par Ia Charte. 
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Mr. BuNCHE (Acting United Nations Mediator 
in Palestine) said that the views he was about to 
express were quite similar to those which Count 
Bernadotte himself would have brought before 
the First Committee, had not that most devoted 
servant of the cause of peace been brutally assas
sinated. 

The views held by Count Bernadotte had been 
entirely his own and quite uninfluenced by the 
interests of any group. 

Mr. Bunche called attention to the Progress 
Report of the United Nations Mediator in Pales
tine (A/648), where Count Bernadotte's position 
was clearly stated in the introductory paragraphs 
(part I). 

Since 15 May 1948 - the date on which the 
British Mandate over Palestine was terminated -
three most important events had taken place : 
the proclamation of the Jewish State, the armed 
action undertaken against that State by the 
Arabs, and the intervention of the Security 
Council in the dispute. 

As regards the proclamation of the Jewish 
State in the part of Palestine mentioned in the 
resolution of 29 November 1947, it should be 
noted that the State of Israel had not been set up 
in accordance with the prescribed procedure. 

It was none the less true that that State really 
was a State, and a dynamic one. Its right to exis
tence rested upon a decision taken by the major
ity of the Members of the United Nations. Its 
armed forces, although poorly equipped, were well 
trained and well organized. Only a crushingly 
superior mili~ary force could have prevented that 
State from coming into being. 

In five months, the State of Israel had consoli
dated both its domestic and its international 
position, and had been recognized by a number of 
countries. 

The Arabs, however, were so strongly opposed 
to the Jewish State that they had resorted to 
violence and had replied by a military offensive 
to the political offensive launched by the Jews 
upon the termination of the Mandate. 

They had given as their motive the protection 
of Palestinian Arabs. Yet the war had been 
conducted largely by the Arab States, rather than 
by Arab groups in Palestine. The Arabs had 
not, in point of fact, concealed their intentions, 
and their attitude showed that they resented 
keenly what they considered an injustice. 

The Security Council had put an end to the 
hostilities on two separate occasions, and for the 
time being they had not been resumed. The 
resolution of 15 July 1948 (S/902) had ordered 
both sides to " cease fire. " Although that reso
lution contained a reference to an indeterminate 
truce, all recourse to military action to settle the 
Palestine dispute had been forbidden. 

The truce order of 18 July, in fact, demanded 
a permanent cease-fire. To resume hostilities 
would mean to defy the Security Council ; · the 
sanctions provided for in the resolution of 15 July 
might then be applied. 

On the other hand, the two parties had consid
ered the cease-fire order to be a truce, in other 
words, definitely a temporary state of .affairs. 

M. BuNCHE (Mediateur par interim des Nations 
Unies pour l.a Palestine) indique que les vues 
qu'il va exprimer sont tout a fait voisines de celles 
que le comte Bernadotte eut portees lui-meme a Ia 
connaissance de Ia Premiere Commission, si 
]'attentat de viis criminels n 'avait prive Ia cause 
de Ia paix de son serviteur le plus devone. 

Le comte Bernadotte etait d'une independance 
de vues totale et parfaitement libre a l'egard de 
quelques interets que ce flit. 

M. Bunche se refere au Rapport interimaire du . 
Mediateur des Nations Unies pour la Palestine 
(A/648). Dans les premiers paragraphes de 
!'introduction (premiere partie), Ia position du 
comte Bernadotte est indiquee avec une parfaite 
clarte. 

Depuis le 15 mai 1948, date a laquelle lc Mandat 
britannique sur la Palestine a pris fin, trois eve
nements dominants se sont produits : Ia procla
mation de l'Etat juif, les mesures de force prises 
par les Arahes contre cet Etat et !'intervention du 
Conseil de securite dans le differend. 

En ce qui concerne tout d'abord la proclamation 
de l'Etat juif dans la partie de la Palestine envi
sagee dans Ia resolution du 29 novembre 1947, 
l'etablissemcnt de l'Etat d'Israel n'eut pas lieu 
selon Ia procedure prevue a l'epoque. 

II n'en etait pas moins vrai que cet Etat avait 
une realite et un dynamisme incontestables. Son 
droit a !'existence reposait sur la decision prise 
par la majorite des Membres de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. Ses forces militaires, bien que 
mal equipees, etaient bien organisees et bien 
entra!nccs. Seule, une superiote militaire ecra
sante eut ete capable de faire echec a l'etablis
scment de cet Etat. 

En cinq mois, l'Etat d'Israel affermissait sa 
position sur le plan interieur comme sur Ja scene 
internationale, ou il etait largement reconnu. 

Par contre. ]'opposition arabe a l'Etat juif 
allait jusqu'au recours a la force et a }'offensive 
militaire repondant a !'offensive politique prise 
par lcs Juifs, Jors de Ia fin du Mandat. 

Le motif invoque par les Arabes etait Ia protec
tion des Arabes de Palestine. Mais Ia guerre etait 
essentiellement faite par des Etats arabes, non 
par des elements arabes de Palestine. Les Arabes 
n'avaient d'ailleurs pas fait mystere de leurs 
intentions et leur ardeur montre que les Arabes 
ont le sentiment tres vif qu'une injustice a ete 
commise a leur egard. 

A deux reprises, le Conseil de securite a mi~ 
fin aux hostilites et, a l'heure qu'il est, celles-c1 
n'ont pas repris. La resolution du 15 juillet 1948 
(S./902) ordonnait aux deux parties de <<cesser 
le feu ». Bien que I' on y parlat d'une treve d'une 
duree non specifiee, tout recours ulterieur a une 
action militaire en vue de 'regler le differend 
palestinien etait interdit. 

La trevc du 18 juillet donne en realite l'ordre 
de cesser definitivement Je feu. La reprise des 
hostilites constituerait un deti au Conseil de 
securite et comporterait le risque de sanctions, 
prevues dans la resolution du 15 juillet. . . . 

D'autre part, les deux parties on! con.sJde~e 
l'ordre de cesser le feu comme une treve, c est-a
dire comme quelque chose. d'essentiellement tern-
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Moreover, the United Nations had implemented 
that decision and had supervised its execution 
as though a truce were in effect. Save for nine 
days of fighting between the two periods of truce, 
the two annies had faced eachother in battle 
order. 

The truce should be replaced by a real peace 
or by an annistice, either of which would be more 
in confonnity with the Security Council's in
junction. The situation was extremely tense ; 
the renewal of hostilities might well endanger 
·world peace. 

The functions of the Mediator had been defined 
by resolution 186 (S-2) of 14 May 1948 of the 
General Assembly. Under that resolution, the 
:Mediator was to use his good offices to promote a 
peaceful settlement of the future situation of 
Palestine. From the moment of his arrival in 
Cairo on 28 May, Count Bernadotte had devoted 
himself largely to that task ; nevertheless the 
supervision of the truce and, more recently, the 
tragic problem of the refugees had also claimed 
much of his time and energy. 

The principles which had guided the Mediator 
in his search for a peaceful settlement had been 
dictated to a great extent by practical consid
erations and by circ!Imstances beyond his control. 

Arab representatives, with whom he had had 
long and frequent conversations, had stressed 
that the Balfour Declaration, the terms of the 
Mandate, the nationalist aspirations of the Jews 
and the General Assembly resolution 181 (I) of 
29 November constituted a series of historical 
errors and injustices. They had laid emphasis 
on the equity and democratic character of a 
potential Arab State comprising the whole of 
Palestine. 

Nevertheless, Count Bernadotte had, quite 
correctly, held that it was not for him to pass 
judgment on the validity and justice of decisions 
previously taken by the comity of nations. 

However, the Mediator had not felt himself 
bound, under his terms of reference, by all the 
detailed provisions of the resolution 181 (I) of 
29 November ; yet he had fully realized that its 
general conclusions represented the will of more 
than two-thirds of the Members of the United 
Nations and that it was consequently impossible 
to ignore them. Count Bernadotte had thus 
taken into account the fact that, in spite of Arab 
opposition, the comity of nations had, particu
larly in the course of the past thirty years, recog
nized to an ever-growing extent the special posi
tion of the Jewish community in Palestine. The 
result of that evolution had been the resolution of 
29 November and the proclamation by the Jews 
themselves of a Jewish State in part of Palestine 

On the other hand, the Mediator had not been 
impressed by the Jews' claim to a historical right 
to Palestine -:- in which they sometimes included 
Transjordan - based on the fact that they had 
inhabit ed the land in days of old and on religious 
ties, rather than on an effective international 
agreement. Consequently, it could not be consid
ered that by accepting the resolution of 29 No
vember the Jews had accepted a compromise or 

poraire. De plus, !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies a appliquecette decision et en a controle 
!'execution comme s'il se flit agi d'une treve. 
lA !'exception de neuf jours de combat entre les 
deux treves, Ies armees se sont contentees de se 
faire face en ordre de combat. 

Une paix veritable ou un armistice qui serait 
plus conforme a I'injonction du Conseil de securite 
doivent remplacer la treve, car la situation est 
des plus tendues. Or, la reprise des hostilites 
risquerait de mettre la paix du monde en peril. 

Le role du Mediateur a ete defini par la 
resolution 186(S-2) de l' Assemb!ee generale du 
14 mai 1948. Le Mediateur devait notamment 
employer ses bons offices pour favoriser un ajus
tement pacifique de Ia situation future de la 
Palestine. Des son arrivee au Caire, Ie 28 mai,le 
comte Bernadotte se consacrait essentiellement a 
cette tache ; cependant, Ia surveillance de la treve, 
et, plus recemment, le tragique probleme des 
refugies, demandaient egalement au Mediateur 
beaucoup d'energie et de temps. 

Les principes dont s'est inspire le Mediateur 
dans sa recherche d'un ajustement pacifique 
lui ont ete, dans une large mesure, dictes par des 
considerations pratiques et des facteurs indepen
dants de sa volonte. 

C'est ainsi que les representants arabes, avec 
Iesquels il a eu de Iongues et frequentes consul
tations, insistaient sur l'erreur historique et 
!'injustice que constituaient la Declaration 
Balfour, Ies termes du Mandat, les aspirations 
nationalistes des Juifs et la resolution 181(1) de 
l'Assemblee generale du 29 novembre. Ces memes 
representants soulignaient egalement I' equite et 
le caractere democratique de Ia creation d'un 
Etat arabe eventuel comprenant !'ensemble de 
la Palestine. 

Toutefois, le comte Bernadette estimait, a 
juste titre, qu'il ne lui appartenait pas de se 
prononcer sur la validite et la justice des decisions 
prises anterieurement par Ia communaute inter
nationale. 

De meme, sur la base des termes de son mandat, 
le Mediateur ne se considerait pas comme lie par 
tous les details de Ia resolution 181(1) du 29 
novembre, il voyait bien toutefois que ses conclu
sions d'ensemble representaient !'expression de 
Ia volonte de plus des deux tiers des Membres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies et qu'il 
etait, par consequent, impossible de Ies ignorer. 
Le comte Bernadette tenait ainsi compte du 
fait que, en depit de !'opposition arabe, Ia commu
naute internationale avait, particulierement au 
cours des trente dernieres annees, progressivement 
reconnu une situation speciale a la communaute 
juive de Palestine. Cette evolution a abouti a Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre et a Ia proclamation, 
par Ies Juifs eux-memes, d'un Etat juif dans une 
partie de la Palestine. 

Par contre le Mediateur n'a pas ete influence 
par !'affirmation par les Juifs de leurs droit~ 
historiques sur Ia Palestine- dans laquelle ceux-c1 
font parfois rentrer Ia Transjordanie - dans ~a 
mesure oil les Juifs font reposer ces droits sur le fmt 
qu'ils ont anciennement habite le pays, et sur des 
liens de caractere religieux, plutOt que su~ une 
sanction effective dans le domaine internatiOnal. 
L'acceptation par les Juifs de Ia resolutiou du 
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that any departure that was not in their favour 
would constitute a new compromise. 

Despite four months of effort of every kind, 
the Mediator had not been able to find grounds 
for agreement. Faced by the two parties' 
absolute refusal to compromise, the Med:ator 
had been forced to conclude that it was beyond 
the power of an intermediary to reconcile them. 

The Arab representatives had persistently 
refused to meet Jewish representatives, as they 
had considered such a meeting a tacit recognition 
of the Jewish State's right to existence. 

Nevertheless, the Mediator had not come to 
the conclusion that the Palestine problem could 
not be peacefully settled, or that it was impossible 
to find a basis for agreement between the two 
parties. 

While it had not been possible to find a final 
solution at once, the fact remained, nevertheless, 
that the tv;o parties had found themselves in a 
difficult position, as a resumption of hostilities 
would have been in defiance of the Security 
Council. 

Mr. Bunche read paragraph 10 of the intro
duction to the Mediator's Progress Report 
(A/648) in which the Mediator asked the General 
Assembly to " take a firm position " and to adopt 
a resolution " so reasonable as to discourage any 
attempt to thwart it and to defy the Security 
Council order by the employment of armed 
force ". The Mediator had thought it essential 
for the General Assembly to study and take a 
formal decision on all the political aspects of the 
Palestine question at its present session . . 

The two parties, aware of the disastrous 
consequences of hostilities, could not desire their 
resumption. It was, therefore, necessary to take 
such action as would prevent either of them from 
resorting to force to attain its aims. 

Moreover, the General Assembly, \\"hich repre
sented the comity of nations, had to state its 
position with respect to the basic political 
problems which existed in the former mandated 
Territory, a t erritory with respect to which it 
still had definite obligations. Those problems 
were : the establishment of a lasting peace in 
Palestine; the Jewish State in Palestine; the 
general settlement of the boundaries of that 
State ; an international guarantee of those 
boundaries ; the future status of J erusalem; 
measures to be taken with respect to the part of 
Palestine controlled by the Arabs ; guarantee 
of the rights of all the inhabitants of Palestine ; 
the repatriation and resettlement of Arab 
refugees ; and finally, machinery which would 
permit the United Nations to continue to act 
until all those basic problems had been settled. 

Mr. Bunche did not think it advisable to draw 
up a detailed plan. If the two parties did .not 
resort to violence, it might be best for the Umted 
Nations to study the subject as a whole and to 
take a position with respect to basic problems, 

29 novembre ne pouvait done etre consideree 
comme un compromis accepte par les J uifs et 
par rapport auquel une modification qui ne 
leur fut pas favorable eut constitue un nouveau 
compromis. 

En depit de quatre mois d'efforts de toute 
sorte, le Mediateur n'a pu parvenir a trouver un 
terrain d'entente. Devant l'absolue intransi
geance des parties, le l\1ediateur devait conclure 
qu'il n'etait pas possible a un intermediaire de 
les mettre d'accord. 

Les representants arabes se refuserent a toute 
rencontre avec les representants juifs, car ils 
estimaient que cela aurait constitue une recon
naissance tacite du droit de l'Etat juif a 
I' existence. 

Le Mediatcur ne concluait pas pour autant 
que le prohlcme palestinien n'etait pas suscep
tible d'une solution pacifique, ni qu'il etait 
impossible de trouver une base d'accord entre 
les parties. 

S'il n'y avait aucune possibilite immediate 
de trouver une solution definitive, il n'en etait 
pas moins vrai que les parties se trouvaient dans 
une situation difficile, puisque le recours aux 
armes eut constitue un defi au Conseil de securite. 

M. Bunche donne lecture du paragraphe 10 de 
!'introduction du Rapport interimaire du Me
diateur (A/648) dans lequelle Mediateur demande 
a l'Assemblee g€merale d'adopter « une position 
ferme » et une resolution << si raisonnable qu'elle 
decourage toute tentative de ne s'y point 
conformer et d'aller a l'encontre de l'ordre du 
Conseil de securite en ayant recours a Ia force 
armee ». Dans cet esprit, le Mediateur considerait 
comme essenticl que tous les aspects politiques 
de Ia question de Palestine fussent !'objet d'un 
examen et d'unc decision formelle a la presente 
session de I' Assemblce generale. 

Les deux parties comprennent ce que des 
hostilites ont de desastreux et ne peuvent en 
souhaiter la reprise. II faut done faire en sorte 
qu'aucune d'elles ne recourre a la force pour 
arriver a ses fins. 

D'autre part, l'Assemblee generale, qui repn~
sente la communautc international<:>, doit se 
prononcer sur lcs problemes politiques de base 
qui affectent cet ancien Territoire sous mandat, 
a l'cgard duquel ses responsabilites n'ont pas pris 
fin : l'ctablissement d'une paix durable en Pales
tine ; l'Etat juif de Palestine ; le trace general des 
frontieres de cet Etat ; la garantie internationale 
de ces frontieres ; le statut futur de Jerusalem ; 
le statut de la partie de la Palestine qui est con
trolee par les A.rabes ; la garantie des droits 
pour tons les habitants de la Palestine ; le rapa
triement et le re-etablissement des refugies 
arabes ; et enfin le mecanisme permettant aux 
Nations Unies de continuer leur action jusqu'a ce 
que tous les problemes csscntiels soient regles. 

M. Bunche considere que l'etablissement d'un 
plan detaille n'est pas souhaitable. Dans !'hypo
these Otl les parties nc recourent pas a. la .force, le 
mieux serait peut-etre que l'Orgamsatwn des 
Nations Unies examine le sujet dans son ensemble, 
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while leaving it to the parties themselves to 
effect a peaceful settlement. 

The conclusions reached by the Mediator after 
holding important consultations (part I of the 
Report) might form the basis for such an overall 
solution. 

Those conclusions did not represent recommen
dations to any United Nations body. The 
Mediator had wished to present them as " certain 
steps which ... might be taken in the direction of 
settlement and conciliation of the differences 
between the two parties ". 

The Mediator had intended to resume his 
consultations with the representatives of the 
two parties in Paris in an effort to reconcile them 
once and for all. He had thought that, if the 
conclusions in his report were accepted by neither 
the Arabs nor the Jews, they would at any rate 
be at the disposal of the General Assembly and 
might serve some useful purpose. 

The Acting Mediator observed that he had no 
more illusions than Count Bernadotte concerning 
the chances of the conclusions of the progress 
report being accepted by either the Arabs or the 
Jews. Count Bernadotte had realized, however, 
that the voice of the United Nations inspired 
considerable respect in Palestine. It was on 
that feeling of respect that his efforts and the 
results which" he had undeniably obtained had 
been founded. 

The Acting Mediator was prepared, should 
members of the First Committee wish him to do 
so, to make a statement dealing exclusively with 
the conclusions of the Report and to answer all 
questions relating to that Report. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that the Syrian 
Government deeply regretted the murder of the 
messenger of peace who had been trying in all 
good faith to promote a peaceful settlement of 
the future situation in Palestine. 

That crime had been perpetrated by a powerful 
group of the Jewish inhabitants in Palestine who 
might have been encouraged and helped by 
their leaders. No serious effort had been made 
to find and punish the criminals. 

Mr. Bunche had made a statement dealing 
with events which had taken place since the 
adoption of the General Assembly resolution 181(1) 
on the partition of Palestine. That statement 
had been very short and had not dealt with 
certain important aspects of the question. 

On 29 November 1947, the General Assembly 
had adopted a resolution recommending the 
partition of Palestine and providing for certain 
measures and conditions, such as an economic 
union. The Security Council had later decided 
that it could not implement that resolution by 
force, and had tried to establish a truce. One 
of the conditions set by the Security Council had 
been that things should remain at a standstill : 
both parties had been required to abstain from 
any political activity that might alter the 
situation in the country. 

However, before the termination of the Mandate 
and at a time when the United Kingdom had 

en pn!cisant sa position sur les problemes 
essentiels, mais en laissant aux parties le soin de 
trouver un ajustement pacifique. 

Les conclusions auxquelles le Mcdiateur est 
arrive apres avoir procede a d'importantes 
consultations (Premieres Partie du Rapport) 
pourraient fournir la base d'une semblable 
solution d'ensemble. 

Ces conclusions ne constituent pas des 
recommandations a un organe quelconque de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Le Mediateur 
a voulu le presenter comme « certaines mesures 
qui pourraient etre prises en vue d'aboutir 
a un reglement et a la conciliation des differends 
entre les deux parties ll. 

Le Mediateur comptait reprendre a Paris ses 
consultations avec les representants des parties 
afin de tenter de les mettre enfin d'accord. II 
estimait que si les conclusions de son rapport 
n'etaient acceptees comme base de discussion 
ni par les Arabes, ni par les Juifs, elles seraient , 
de toute maniere a la disposition de l' Assemblee 
generale a toutes fins utiles. 

Le Mediateur par interim indique que, pas 
plus que le comte Bernadotte il ne se fait d'illusions 
sur une eventuelle acceptation de !'ensemble des 
conclusions du Rapport interimaire soit par les 
Arabes, soit par les Juifs. Mais le comte Berna
dotte savait que la voix des Nations Unies a une 
autorite considerable en Palestine. C'est sur cette 
autorite que se fondaient ses efforts et les resultats 
incontestables qu'il a obtenus. 

Le Mcdiateur par interim indique qu'il est 
a la disposition des membres de la Premiere 
Commission pour leur faire, s'ils le desirent, une 
declaration traitant exclnsivement des conclusions 
du Rapport, ainsi que pour repondre a toutes 
questions relatives au Rapport. 

M. EL KnouRI (Syrie) declare que le Gouver
nement syrien deplore l'assassinnt du messager 
de paix qui s'effon;ait, en toute bonne foi, de 
favoriser un ajustement pa :ifique de la situation 
future de la Palestine. 

Ce crime a etc !'oeuvre d'un groupe puissant 
d'habitants juifs de Palestine, peut-etre encourages 
et aides par leurs superieurs. Aucun effort serienx 
n'a ete fait pour deconvrir les criminels et les punir. 

M. Bunche a fait une declaration relative aux 
evenements qui se sont deroulcs depuis la reso
lution 181 (I) de I' Assemblee generale relative 
au partage de la Palestine. M. Bunche a ete fort 
bref et il y a certains aspects de la question non 
depourvus d'importance qu'il n'a pas mentionnes. 

Le 29 novembre 1947, l'AssemblE~e generale 
adoptait une resolution qui rerommandait le 
partage de la Palestine et prevoyait certaines 
mesures et certaines conditions, telles qu'une 
union economique. Puis le Conseil de securite 
decidait qu'il ne pouvait proceder a l'executio~, 
par le · force, de cette resolution, mais s'effon;a1t 
d'etablir une treve. L'une des conditions prevues 
par le Conseil de securite etait que les cho~es 
restassent au point mort : les deux part1es 
devaient s'abstenir de toute activite politique 
de nature a modifier la situation dans ce pays. 

Toutefois, avant · que le mandat eut pris fin. 
et alors que le Royaume-Uni avait encore la 
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still been responsible for maintaining law and 
order in Palestine, the Jews had attacked Arab 
towns and villages in that part of Palestine which 
the Partition Plan had allotted to the Jewish 
State. The inhabitants of Tiberias, Safad, Haifa 
had been either expelled or massacred. In one 
village all the inhabitants had been massacred. 
The Jews had gone further afield; they had 
attacked towns outside the territory allotted to 
the Jewish State by the partition plan. The 
inhabitants of Jaffa and Acre had been forced 
to choose between flight and death. Over 
300,000 refugees were now in Syria, Lebanon, 
Iraq, Transjordan, Egypt or in the districts under 
Arab control. 

The United Kingdom which was supposed to 
maintain law and order had not even tried to 
protect those peaceful inhabitants. 

No doubt, as Mr. Bunche had said, the Arab 
States had intervened after the termination of 
the Mandate but that intervention had been 
rendered inevitable by facts Mr. Bunche had not 
mentioned. \Vhen the Mandatory Power, the 
United Nations and the Security Council failed 
to take action, the Arabs had been unable to 
sit by passively while their brothers in Palestine 
fell victims to those atrociti :'s. 

The Jews of Palestine ha l taken all those 
measures in violation of the General Assembly 
resolution 181 (I) on the partition of Palestine 
and of the Security Council resolution (S/723) 
calling on both parties to abstain from any 
political activity and from altering the status 
quo in any way. The Jews had consistently 
ignored the resolutions of the Security Council 
and of the General Assembly and had even gone 
as far as murdering the Mediator. That was a 
crime against the United Nations and against 
all the nations represented by the Mediator. As 
far as the Arabs were concerned, their intervention 
in Palestine had been merely aimed at restoring 
peace and prc.tecting the Arabs of Palestine 
against persecution. 

In Europe and in America the Jews were often 
regarded as a persecuted people. No doubt the 
Nazis had persecuted the Jews. The Arabs had 
felt sympathy for them and had been ready to 
give them all possible assistance. But those 
persecuted people had come over from Eastern 
Europe- where they had been brought up under 
the influence of totalitarian principles - and 
had wreaked vengeance on the people of Palestine 
by committing still more horrible crimes. They 
had even burned people alive, while the shelling 
of Jaffa had forced 90,000 persons to flee half 
naked in makeshift vessels. 

It was very regrettable that Mr. Bunche had 
not taken those facts into account for they were 
an essential factor of the past and present 
situation. 

Mr. Bunche had spoken of the proclamation 
of a Jewish State. That " independent State ", 
however, had been proclaimed at the very 
moment that the General Assembly had decided 
to send a Mediator to seek a peaceful solution 
for the future of the country and at the same time 
to abandon the Partition Plan by terminating 
the work of the Commission dealing with its 
implementation. 
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responsabilite du maintien de l'ordre et de la 
loi en Palestine, les Juifs ont attaque des villes 
et villages arabes situ~s dans la partie de la 
Palestine attribue a l'Etat juif par le Plan de 
partage. A Tiberia de Safad, Hai'fa, les habitants 
furent soit expulses, soit massacres. Dans un 
village tons les habitants furent massacres. Puis 
Ies J uifs allcrent plus loin. lis attaquerent des 
villes situees en dehors du territoire assigne a 
l'Etat juif par Ie Plan de partage. A Jaffa et a 
Saint-Jean-d'Acre, les habitants n'ont eu le 
choix qu'entre la mort ou la fuite. Plus de 300.000 
refugies se trouvent maintenant en Syrie, au 
Liban, en Irak, en Transjordanie, en Egypte, ou 
dans les districts controles par les Arabes. 

Le Royaume-Uni qui ctait cense de maintenir 
l'ordre et Ia loi, n'a pas mcme tente de proteger 
ces habitants pacifiques. 

Sans doute, comme M. Bunche l'a dit, les 
Etats arabcs sont-ils intervenus apres la fin du 
::\Iandat, mais leur intervention etait rendue 
inevitable par ces actes, que M. Bunche n'a pas 
mentionncs. Devant l'inaction de Ia Puissance 
Mandatairc, des Nations Unies et du Conseil 
de securitc, les Arabes ne pouvaient assister 
passivement a ccs atrocitcs, dont etaient victimes 
leurs frcrcs de Palestines. 

Les Juifs de Palestine ont pris toutes ces mesures 
en violation de la resolution 181 (I) de I' Assemblee 
generale relative au partage et de la resolution 
du Conseil de sccurite (S/723) selon laquelle les 
parties ne devaient ni se livrer a une activi~e 
politique quclconque, ni changer quoi que ce sOit 
au statu quo. Les Juifs ont continue a ignorer 
les resolutions du Conseil de securite et de 
l'Assemblee generale et ont meme ete jusqu'a tu~r 
le Mediateur. C'etait la un crime contre l'Orgam
sation des Nations Unies et contre toutes les 
nations que le Mcdiateur representait. Qua~t 
aux Arabes leur intervention en Palestine n'avatt 
pour but que de retablir Ia paix et de proteger 
les Arabes de Palestine persecutes. 

On considcre souvent, en Europe comme e~ 
Amerique, les Juifs comme un peuple persecu_te. 
Sans doute les nazis ont-ils persecute les Jmfs. 
Les Arabes ont sympathise avec eux et et~ient 
prets a leur accorder toute !'aide possible. Mats l_es 
persecutes sont venus d'Europe orientale, lis 
ont ete Cleves dans des principes totalita!res, et 
se sont venges sur le peuple de Pales~me, en 
eommettant des crimes encore plus hornbles. II 
sont alles jusqu'a bruler des gens vivants; eta Jaffa 
le bombardement a contraint 90.000 personnes 
s'enfuir a demi vetues dans de freles embarcations. 

II est fort regrettable que M. Bunche_ n'ait 
pas fait etat de ces faits ; car ils const1tuent 
un facteur essentiel de la situation presente et 
pas see. 

· d'un M. Bunche a parle de la proclamatwn .. 
Etat juif. Mais cet « :Etat independant )) a e!e 
proclame au moment meme ou I' Assemblee 
generale decidait d'envoyer un Mediateur afi~ 
de trouver une solution pacifique en ce qUI 
concerne l'avenir du pays et en meme temps 

' t t fin abandonnait le Plan de partage en met an 
aux fonctions de la Commission chargee de son 
execution. 



The Jews had violated not only the General 
Assembly resolution but also the Security Council 
resolution relating to the truce ; both parties 
had agreed to the truce but the Jews had flouted 
its conditions. 

Mr. Bunche had not mentioned the violations 
of the truce and the circumstances in which they 
had taken place. None of the parties was to 
gain any military advantage while the truce was 
in force. Yet the Jews had received arms and 
munitions from the United States and, more 
especially, from Central and Eastern Europe 
where orders had been placed amounting to 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Mr. Bunche had referred to the efforts made 
to prevent observers from visiting certain disem
barkation ports. It was a fact that United 
Nations observers had been prevented from 
going to Tel Aviv, Jaffa, and Haifa and that in 
the meantime the Jews had received arms and 
munitions in violation of the Security Council 
resolution. 

The Arabs on the other hand had respected the 
resolution of the Security Council and the truce. 
All violations, both in the political and military 
fields, had come from the Jewish side. The 
truce, which the Security Council wanted to 
become permanent, was now serving the interests 
of the Jews. 

Mr. FouAo AMMOUN (Lebanon) declared that 
the report of Count Bernadotte had been super
seded by events, as the assassination of the 
United Nations' Mediator in Palestine had since 
proved that Zionist ideology was opposed to the 
establishment of a modern State, and constituted 
a threat to world peace. 

That crime, which was only a link in a series 
of assassinations which had begun in 1944 with 
the murder of Lord Moyne, and included acts of 
terrorism of all kinds, could not be imputed to 
any individual or group ; the whole community 
was responsible. It was a crime resulting from a 
belief hostile to the existence of any State. It 
should be pointed out, moreover, that the 
victims were those who had best served the 
Israeli people, namely, the British, who had 
permitted Jewish immigration into Palestine 
and the establishment of an army, and Count 
Bernadotte, who esteemed them too highly. The 
Mediator's Report could not be considered as his 
political testament, since he was not aware, when 
he wrote it, of the risks he was running. If 
Count Bernadotte had escaped the bullets of his 
assassins, he would certainly have repudiated his 
report. 

Mr. Bunche had told the Security Council that 
the Government of Israel must be held responsible 
for that crime ; yet the results of the inquiry 
held by that Government were still awaited. 
The Lebanese delegation therefore requested the 
General Assembly to investigate the circum
stances of Count Bernadotte's assassination before 
studying the report. 

~Ir. EBAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
thanke~ the First Committee for inviting his 
delegatiOn to take part in its work. 

Les Juifs ont viole non seulement la resolution 
de I' Assemblee generale, mais aussi la resolution 
du Conseil de securite relative a la treve : les deux 
parties ont accepte la treve, mais les J uifs en 
ont ignore les dispositions. 

M. Bunche n'a pas fait mention des violations 
de la treve et de leurs circonstances. Les deux 
parties ne devaient s'assurer aucun avantage 
militaire tant que la treve etait en vigueur. Or les 
Juifs ont reQu des armes et des munitions en prove
nance des Etats-Unis, et surtout de l'Europe 
centrale et orientale, oil des commandes ont ete 
passees pour des centaines de millions de dollars. 

M. Bunche s'est refere aux efforts qui ont ete 
faits pour empecher les observateurs de se rendre 
dans certains ports de debarquement. II est de fait 
que les observateurs des Nations Unies ont ete 
empeches de se rendre a Tel-Avi, Jaffa, Haifa et 
que, pendant ce temps, les Juifs recevaient, en 
violation de la resolution du Conseil de securite, 
des armes et des munitions. 

Les Arabes ont pour leur part respecte Ia reso
lution du Conseil de securite et la treve. Toutes 
les violations, dans le domaine politique comme 
dans le domaine militaire, sont venues des Juifs. 
Et cette treve, que le Conseil de securite voulait 
permanente, sert maintenant les interets du 
camp juif. 

M. FouAo AMMOUN (Liban) declare que le 
rapport du comte Bernadotte est depasse par les 
evenements, car l'assassinat du Mediateur des 
Nations Unies en Palestine a prouve que la 
mystique sioniste s'oppose a la constitution d'un 
Etat moderne et met en danger Ia paix du monde. 

Ce crime qui n'est qu'un cha1non dans Ia serie 
des assassinats qui ont commence en 1944 par le 
meurtre de lord Moyne et par les actes de terro
risme de tous genres, ne peut etre impute a un 
individu ou a un groupe, mais a la collectivite tout 
entiere ; c'est le crime du a une croyance destruc
trice de tout Etat. II faut faire remarquer d'ailleurs 
que les victimes sont ceux qui ont le mieux servi les 
Israeliens- c'est a dire les Anglais, qui ont permis 
!'immigration juive en Palestine et Ia creation 
d'une armee, et le comte Bernadotte qui les a juges 
mieux qu'ils ne valent. Le Rapport du Mediateur 
ne peut etre considere comme son testament poli
tique, car son auteur ne l'a pas ecrit en connais
sance du risque qu'il courait. Si le comte Berna
dotte avait echappe aux balles de ses meurtriers, 
il aurait certainement renie son rapport. 

M. Bunche a indique au Conseil de securite que 
le Gouvernement d'Israel devait etre tenu pour 
responsable de ce crime et cependant les resultats 
de l'enquete par ce Gouvernement se font toujours 
attendre. En consequence la delegation du 
Liban invite l' Assemblee generale a examiner 
avant de passer a l'etude du Rapport, les circons
tances dans lesquelles le comte Bernadotte a ete 
assassin e. 

M. EBAN (Gouvernement provisoire ~l'I.sra~l? 
remercie la Premiere Commission d'av01r lllVIte 
sa delegation a participer a ses travaux. 
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He reminded those present that his 
Government had always given due appreciation 
to the high moral qualities of Count Bernadotte, 
and that it had accepted the responsibility of 
seeking out and punishing the assassins of the 
Mediator. Legal proceedings had been instituted, 
and the Government of Israel had informed the 
Security Council of those proceedings. 

He denounced the attempts of the Syrian and 
Lebanese representatives to use this crime for 
propaganda purposes, and stated that he would 
be prepared to make known his Government's 
point of view within a few days. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) considered that, in addition to the 
question of the assassination of Count Bernadotte, 
the political aspect of the Pales tine problem 
should be examined. As regards the substance 
of the question, it would be advisable to hear 
first both the States directly concerned, and the 
great Powers involved in the matter- the United 
States, the United Kingdom and France. 

Mr. EL-KnouRI (Syria) stressed the fact that, 
apart from the political aspect mentioned by 
Mr. Manuilsky, it was also important to find 
a just solution of the refugee question, before 
seeking a political solution. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) recalled the 
fact that his delegation had stressed the urgency 
of the question. However, as Mr. Manuilsky 
had said, the States concerned should expound 
their views first. If they were not able to do so 
within a few days, could the Committee not 
study the report of the Sub-Committee on 
atomic energy'? 

Mr. FouAD AMMOUN (Lebanon) submitted a 
proposal (A/C.l/332) to the efiect that the First 
Committee should study the Mediator's report 
after first examining the circumstances of his 
assassination. 

Mr. EL-KnouRI (Syria) suggested that a 
representative of the Arab Higher Committee 
should be invited to take part in the discussion. 

Mr. EBAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
said that, with a view to meeting the request of 
the Committee, he would ask his Government 
whether he could make a statement on the 
question at the next day's meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that he would consult 
the representatives of the States directly 
concerned. If possible, a meeting on the 
Palestine question would be held on the following 
day. Otherwise, Monday's meeting would be 
devoted to study of the Report of Sub
Committee 11 on atomic energy. 

The meeting rose at 12.25 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY -SECOND 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
on 18 October 1948, al10.30 a.m. 

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

II rappelle que son Gouvernement a toujours 
apprecie a leur juste valeur les hautes qualites 
morales du comte Bernadotte et qu'il a accepte Ia 
responsabilite de rechercher les assassins du 
Mediateur et d'assurer leur chatiment. Une 
procedure judiciaire a commence et le Gouver
nement d'Israel en a informe le Conseil de securite. 

II rejette les tentatives des representants de la 
Syrie et du Liban d'utiliser ce crime a des fins 
d'agitation et declare qu'il sera pret a exposer le 
P?int de vue de son Gouvernement dans quelques 
jours. 

M. MANUILSKI (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) estime que, a cote de Ia question de 
l'assassinat du comte Bernadotte, il conviendra 
d'etudier !'aspect politique du probleme pales
tinien. Sur Ie fond de la question, il serait bon 
d'entendre tout d'abord les Etats directement 
interesses ainsi que les grandes puissances qui 
jouent un role dans cette affaire: Ies :Etats-Unis, 
le Royaume-Uni et la France. 

M. EL-KHoum (Syrie) souligne qu'a cote de 
!'aspect politique dont a parle M. Manuilsky, Ia 
question des refugies devra trouver une juste 
solution avant que l'on recherche une solution 
politique. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) rappelle que sa dele: 
gation avait insiste sur l'urgence de la question. 
Toutefois, comme l'a dit M. Manuilsky, les Etats 
interesses devraient exposer leurs points de vue 
en premier lieu. S'ils ne peuvent le faire d'ici 
quelques jours, la Commission ne pourrait-elle pas 
examiner le rapport de Ia Sous-Commission 
chargee de Ia question de I'energie atomique? 

M. FouAn AMMOUN (Liban) presente une 
proposition (A/C.1j332) tendant a ce que la 
Premiere Commission procede a I' etude du rapport 
du Mediateur apres avoir examine Ies circons
tances dans lesquelles il a ete assassine. 

M. EL KnouRI (Syrie) suggere qu'un repre
sentant du Haut Comite arabe soit invite a 
participer aux debats. 

M. EBAN (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
declare que pour acceder au desir de la Commis
sion, il demandcra a son Gouvernement s'il 
lui est possible de faire un expose de la question 
a Ia seance de demain. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il consultera Ies 
representants des :Etats directement interesses. 
Si possible, une reunion aura lieu demain sur Ia 
question palestinienne. Sinon, Ia reunion de 
Lundi sera consacre a l'examen du Rapport de Ia 
Sous-Commission 11, chargee de Ia question de 
l' energie atomique. 

La seance est leve a 12 h. 25. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-DEUXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
le lundi 18 oclobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

168 



26. Continuation of the discussion on the 
reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission : consideration of the 
report of Sub-Committee 11 (AJC.1/ 
333) 

Mr. SANDLER (Sweden) stated, in his capacity 
of Rapporteur of the Sub-Committee, that it had 
failed to reach any general agreement and had not 
removed the real difficulties which existed. As 
Rapporteur, he did not consider hinself either 
authorized or qualified to make any comments. 

Hr. AusTIN (United States of America) stated 
that the first paragraph of the Canadian draft 
resolution (A/C.1 /308) approved the general 
findings and recommendations of the First Report 
of the Atomic Energy Commission as well as the 
specific proposals of part II of the Second Report 
as constituting the essential ba sisfor the estab
lishment of an effective system of international 
control of atomic energy. This plan was suppor
ted by fourteen States which had served on the 
.~tomic Energy Commission, and was opposed by 
three States only- the USSR, the Ukrainian SSR 
and Poland. 

The USSR had announced its desire for the 
simultaneous negotiation of two treaties on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon and on the 
control of atomic energy, but that proposal did 
not modify the conditions necessary for the effec
tive control of atomic energy, which had been 
approved by the Atomic Energy Commission after 
more than two years' study in which representa
tives of the USSR had taken part. The nature 
of the problem remained unchanged, namely, that 
uranium 235 and plutonium could be used either 
as explosives or as fuel. For that reason the 
United States delegation would vote in favour 
of the plan and of the proposals of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

Paragraph 2 of the Canadian resolution was a 
simple statement of fact, ·while paragraph 3 dealt 
with the problem of the resumption of negotiations 
and proposed a solution. The draft resolution 
of the USSR (A fC.l /310) proposed a different 
solution, namely, the repudiation of the work of 
the Atomic Energy Commission and a resumption 
of work on the basis of the General Assembly's 
resolution of 24 January 1946.1 A study of the 
deliberations of the Sub-Committee revealed, 
however, that the USSR delegation placed a 
different interpretation on the resolution of 
24 January 1946 from that of the majority of 
members of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
Moreover, according to Mr. Malik's interpretation, 
the system of stages mentioned in the General 
Assembly's resolution was solely intended to apply 
to the study to be undertaken by the Atomic 
Energy Commission, whereas the United States 
and the United Kingdom understood it to apply 
to the system of control itself. 

It was, therefore, clear that the USSR's 
concession was more apparent than real, since 
its proposal was aimed at preventing the imple-

1 See R esolutions adopted by the General Assembly 
during the first part of its first session, page 9. 

26. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de 1' energie 
atomique: examen du rapport de la 
Sons-Commission 11 (A/C.1f333) 

M. SANDLER (Suede) declare, en tant que 
Rapporteur de la Sons-Commission, que celle-ci 
n'est arrivee a aucun accord general et qu'elle n'a 
pas empeche les difficultes reelles de subsister. 
M. Sandler ne se croit pas autorise a presenter 
des commentaires, ni qualifie pour le faire, en 
sa qualite de rapporteur. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) constate 
que le projet de resolution du Canada (A/C.1/308) 
prevoit en son premier paragraphe !'approbation 
des conclusions generales et des recommandations 
du premier Rapport de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique ainsi que des propositions concretes 
de la deuxieme partie du deuxieme Rapport, 
comme base necessaire a l'etablissement d'un 
systeme efficace pour le controle international de 
l'energie atomique. Ce plan a ete appuye par 
quatorze des Etats · qui ont fait par lie de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique, t andis que 
trois Etats seulement s'y sont opposes, a savoir 
l'URSS, I'Ukraine et la Pologne. 

Sans doute, la delegation de l' URSS a-t-elle 
annonce son desir de negocier simultanement deux 
traites sur !'interdiction de l'arme atomique et 
sur le controle de l'energie atomique ; cette propo
sition ne modifie cependant pas les conditions d'un 
controle efficace de l'energie atomique t el qu'il 
a ete approuve par la Commission de l'energie 
atomique apres plus de deux ans d'etudes aux
quelles ont participe les delegues de l'URSS. La 
nature du probleme reste la meme : a savoir 
notamment, que l'uranium 235 et le plutonium 
peuvent etre utilises indifferemment soit comme 
explosifs, soit comme combustible. C'est pourquoi 
la delegation des Etats-Unis votera en faveur 
du plan et des propositions de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. 

Le paragraphe 2 de la resolution canadienne 
contient une simple constatation de fait. Quant 
au paragraphe 3, il traite du probleme de la 
reprise des negociations et propose une solution. 
Le projet de resolution de l'URSS (A /C.1 J310) 
propose une autre solution qui preconise notam
ment de repudier les travaux de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique et de les recommencer en 
s'inspirant de la resolution de 1' Assemblee generale 
du 24 janvier 1946•. Or, il ressort de l'examen 
des debats de la Sons-Commission que Ja dele
gation de l'URSS interprete la resolution du 
24 janvier 1946 d'une maniere qui diiTere de celle de 
la majorite de la Commissiondel'energie atomique. 
En outre, pour M. Malik, le systeme des ct apes 
mentionne dans cette resolution devait uni
quement s'appliquer aux etudes auxquelles devait 
proceder la Commission de l'energie atomique ~ 
tandis que les Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Um 
entendent l'appliquer au systeme de controle 
lui-meme. 

Ainsi l'on voit que la concession de l'URSS 
n'est qu'apparente puisque sa proposition vise 
a prevenir la mise a execution du traite par 

1 Voir les R esolutions adoptees par /' Assemblt!e gencrale 
pendant Ia premiere partie de sa premiere session, page fl. 
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mentation of the treaty by stages. The USSR 
proposal was a manreuvre permitting the destruc
tion of atomic weapons in one country long before 
the existence of atomic weapons in other countries 
could be determined. By contrast, the majority 
of members of the Atomic Energy Commission 
placed an entirely different interpretation on the 
mandate it had received from the General Assem
bly. In the view of the majority, the treaty or 
convention was to be put into operation in succes
sive stages so that the progressive elimination 
of atomic weapons would be accompanied by the 
gradual establishment of control with a view to 
the attainment of complete control, the elimi
nation of atomic " ·capons and the prohibition of 
their use. It had not yet been possible to define 
these stages in the absence of agreement with the 
USSR on the principles involved. The Commis
sion had arrived at those conclusions after long 
discussion which had lasted more than two and a 
half years, and it would serve no useful purpose 
to raise the question again. The USSR proposal 
could not provide a basis for an effective plan and 
was, therefore, entirely unacceptable. 

The Indian draft resolution (A/C.1 /315) on the 
other hand, envisaged a resumption of work by 
the Atomic Energy Commission and the drafting 
of a treaty on the basis of the work it had already 
accomplished. The draft resolution presupposed 
the co-operation of the USSR. But Mr. Malik 
had made it clear in the course of the Sub
Committee's discussions that he could not support 
the statement contained in the Indian resolution 
to the effect that the deadlock in the Atomic 
Energy Commission had been broken. In view 
of the USSR attitude, the Indian draft resolution 
could be summed up as a call for a resumption 
of the Atomic Energy Commission's work without 
the participation of the USSR. The political 
aspect of the problem was, however, of such 
importance that any resumption of the Commis
sion's work at the present time without full collab
oration by the great Powers would tend to be 
harmful, having in mind the unanimity of the 
majority on the plan proposed by the Commission. 

Mr. Austin went on to consider various questions 
which required settlement before a treaty could 
be drawn up. 

The USSR plan, he said, made wide use of 
sanctions. It proposed, in effect, that nuclear 
fuel should be manufactured by States, and the 
international control agency should carry out 
periodical or special inspections to ensure that 
exploitation was technically in accordance with 
the rules. In cases of violations, the inter
national body would make recommendations to 
the Security Council, which might decree the 
application of sanctions. As infractions by 
national manufacturers were likely to be frequent, 
the application of sanctions would likewise be 
frequent and the inability of the Security Council 
to take action on account of the veto might create 
a dangerous situation. According to the Atomic 
Energy Commission's plan, all concerns producing 
nuclear fuel would he the property of the inter
national agency. Sanr.tions would not be required 
except in instances of major violations, such as 
seizure or refusal of inspection, which would nor
mally be of rare occurrence. With a spirit of 
co-op ation in matters of basic control, the 

etapcs. La proposition de l'URSS est une 
manreuvre qui permettrait la destruction des 
armes atomiques dans un pays bien avant que 
l'on puisse meme determiner si des armes ato
miques existent dans un autre pays. Par contre, 
la majorite de Ia Commission de l'energie ato
mique interprete d'une tout autre fagon le mandat 
qu' elle a rec;u de l' Assemblee general e. Pour elle, 
le traite ou Ia convention devra etre mis a exe
cution par etapes succcssives, de maniere a 
assurer l' elimination progressive des armes ato
miques concurremment avec l'etablissement du 
controle, en vue d'arriver finalement au controle 
total, a !'elimination des armes atomiques et a 
Ia prohibition de leur emploi. Ces etapes n'ont pas 
encore pu etre determinees, en l'absence d'un 
accord de I'URSS sur ces principes. C'est a la 
suite de longues discussions qui ont dun~ plus 
de deux ans et demi que la Commission est 
arrivee a ces conclusions et il ne servirait a rien 
de rcmettre a nouveau cette question en jeu. 
La proposition de l'URSS ne peut servir de base 
a aucun plan efficace. Elle est done entierement 
inacceptable. 

Le pro jet de resolution de l'Inde (AjC.1 /315) de 
son cote, prevoit que la Commission de l'energie 
atomique devrait se remettre au travail et preparer 
un traite sur la base des travaux deja accomplis. 
Cette resolution presupposait la cooperation de 
l'URSS. Mais M. Malik a indique, au cours des 
debats de la Sous-Commission, qu'il ne pouvait 
se rallier a !'affirmation contenue dans Je projet 
de resolution de l'Inde suivant laquelle ]'impasse 
dans laquelle se trouvait la Commission de l'energie 
atomique a disparu. Vu !'attitude de l'URSS, le 
projet de resolution de l'Inde se resumerait done 
a la reprise des travaux de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique sans l'URSS. Or, I'aspect 
politique du probleme est si important qu'il 
serait plutot nuisible de reprendre les travaux 
de la Commission maintemant •. sans qu'il y ait 
entre lcs grandes Puissances une collaboration 
totale, tenant compte de !'accord de Ia majorite 
sur le plan qu'elle a propose. 

M. Austin examine ensuite differentes questions 
qui devraient etre resolues afin de pouvoir etablir 
un traite. 

A propos des sanctions, le plan de l'URSS en 
fait un usage important. II propose, en effet, 
que le combustible nucleaire soit fabrique par 
les Etats, I' organe international de contr()le 
effectuant des inspections periodiques ou excc~
tionnelles pour verifier si !'exploitation se fatt 
suivant les regles. En cas de violation, l'organe 
international ferait une recommandation au 
Conseil de securite qui pourrait decreter des 
sanctions. Comme ces infractions par des entre
prises nationales risquent d'etre frequentes, 
l'usaae des sanctions le serait egalement, et 
l'imp~ssibilite eventuelle d'agir du Conseil de 
securite, a cause du veto, pourrait cn\er une 
situation dangereuse. D'apres le plan de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique, toutes les 
entreprises de combustible nucleaire appar
tiendraient a l'organe international. Des s~nct~ons 
ne seraient requises q~'.en cas de ,.v10latl?ns 
importantes telles que salSle o? r~fus d mspect10n 
qui normalement ne se prodmrart que .rar~ment. 
S'il existait une atmosphere de cooperation en 

170 



question of the veto could in all probability be 
easily resolved. 

It was obvious that the system of stages had to 
be established before the final adoption of a 
treaty. The order of stages would certainly be 
affected by the state of world security at the time 
the treaty came into force. For example, the 
time required for the destruction of atomic 
weapons would depend on the speed with which 
an effective system of control came into force. In 
turn, the speed with which such a system came 
into force would depend upon the degree of frank
ness characterizing the relations between the 
States at the time that the treaty was signed. In 
any case, there was at present no point in defining 
the stages, when agreement on other points 
appeared so remote. 

As to the question of staffing the international 
agency, it was obvious - and the representatives 
of the USSR had admitted it - that until agree
ment had been reached on the functions of the 
international body, there was no point in consid
ering that particular problem. For that reason 
the United States delegation could not asso· 
ciate itself with the view expressed in the Syrian 
resolution that the Commission might continue 
its work even without the participation of the 
USSR. 

The United States delegation held firmly to the 
·dew that no further progress could be made at the 
present time until all the members of the Commis
sion agreed to accept, as a necessary basis for 
further work, the Reports as approved by the 
General Assembly. As such acceptance did not 
appear to be forth coming, probably the best hope 
of obtaining it was by consultation among the 
sponsors of the resolution of 24 January 1946. In 
taking that position, the United States would no 
doubt further increase the suspicions of the 
USSR, which would detect hidden motives in it. 
Although other nations had prevjously said that 
the United States offer was a generous one, the 
USSR had sought different motives to account for 
it. 

The motive that the USSR seemed quite unable 
to understand was the concern of the American 
people to live in a world where individuals, as 
well as independent nations great and small, 
enjoyed the greatest possible liberty; where all 
men were equal under the law, and in which there 
was openness among all nations which would allow 
great freedom of movement, and a free exchange 
of information and scientific ideas. It was 
towards achieving that kind of world that United 
States foreign policy was directed. It was also 
that kind of world that the Atomic Energy 
Commission envisaged, for no effective control.was 
possible except in such a world. 

Over two years ago, the United States had 
offered to destroy its atomic weapons and disclose 
its knowledge on the subject of atomic energy, on 
one condition (and a very important condition it 
was) that there should be set up an effective inter
national system of control and prohibition. That 
course was consistent with the policy of the 
Atomic Energy Commission of the United States, 
which was governed by" The Atomic Energy Act" 
passed by the United States Congress in 1946. It 
represented the policy of the entire American 

ce qui concerne les elements de base du controle, 
Ia question du veto pourrait probablement etre 
resolue facilement. 

Quant au systeme des etapes, il est evident que 
celles-ci doivent etre precisees avant qu'un 
traite soit etabli. L'ordre des etapes sera certai
nement influence par les conditions de la securite 
mondiale a l'epoque ou le traite entrera en vigueur. 
Par exemple, le temps necessaire a Ia destruction 
des armes atomiques dependra de la rapidite 
avec laquelle un controle efficace entrera en 
vigueur. A son tour, la rapidite du controle 
dependra des rapports plus ou mains francs qui 
existeront entre les Etats a l'epoque de Ia 
signature du traite. De toute fac;on, il ne sert a 
rien dans les circontances presentes de preciser 
ces etapes, tant qu'un accord sur d'autres 
points semble si eloigne. 

Au point de vue du probleme du personnel de 
l'organe de controle, il est evident, - et les 
representants de l'URSS I' ont reconnu - que 
tant que l'on ne se sera pas mis d'accord sur les 
fonctions de l'organe international, il ne servira 
a rien d' en envisager la solution. C' est pourquoi, 
notamment, la delegation des Etats-Unis ne peut 
s'associer au point de vue exprime par Ia resolution 
de Ia Syrie, a savoir que Ia Commission pourrait 
continuer ses travaux meme sans que l'URSS 
y participe. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis est fermement 
convaincue qu'aucun progres ne pent etre realise 
actuellement, tant que tous les membres de Ia 
Commission n'ont pas accepte comme constituant 
la base necessaire pour des travaux ulterieurs 
les rapports approuves par l'Assemblee generale. 
Comme cette approbation ne parait pas probable, 
la seule fa<;on de l'obtenir serait probablement 
une consultation entre les promoteurs de Ia reso
lution du 24 janvier 1946. En prenant cette 
position, les Etats-Unis provoqueront sans doute 
les suspicions de l'URSS, qui y verra des motifs 
caches. Quoique d'autres nations aient dit 
anterieurement que l'offre des Etats-Unis consti
tuait une offre genereuse, l'URSS a essaye de lui 
trouver d'autres raisons. 

La raison que l'URSS ne semble pas a meme de 
com prendre, c'est le souci qu'a le peuple americain 
de vivre dans un monde ou les individus aussi 
bien que les nations independantes, grandes ou 
petites, jouissent de Ia plus grande liberte possible ; 
ou les hommes soient egaux en droit, ou Ia fran
chise dans les rapports entre les nations permette 
une grande liberte de mouvemeut, un echange 
libre de renseignements et d'idees scientifiques. 
C'cst vers un mondc de ce genre qu'est orientee 
la politique etrangere des Etats-Unis. C'est aussi 
un monde de ce genre qu'envisage Ia Commission 
de I' energie atomique, car un systeme de controle 
efficace n'est pas possible dans un monde different. 

II y a deux ans, les Etats-Unis ont offert de 
detruire les armes atomiques et de reveler leurs 
connaissances en matiere d'energie atomique, 
a Ia condition (et cette condition est importante) 
que soit etabli un systeme international efficace 
de controle et d'interdiction. Cette ligne de 
conduite est celle de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique des Etats-Unis dont Ie statut a ete 
determine par l' Atomic Energy Act adopte en 
1946 par le Congres des Etats-Unis. Ainsi, cette 

ne de conduite, cetle politique, rt~prcsente 
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people, for there was no body officially empowered 
to express that policy other than the Congress 
of the United States. Therefore, according to 
the provisions of the 1946 Act, the United States 
could transmit no information on the subject 
of atomic energy to other nations, until Congress 
had declared that there existed effective 
guarantees against the utilization of atomic 
energy for de~tructive ends. 

The situation in which the Atomic Energy 
Commission found itself was much more than a 
temporary breakdown of negotiations and was not 
confined to a mere disagreement on details. It 
indicated a fundamental disagreement caused by 
the refusal of the USSR to participate in the world 
community on a co-operative basis. The commu
nist States had set up a closed system, protected 
by an iron curtain, about which the rest of the 
world was very much concerned. So long as that 
situation lasted, no system of effective control 
could be contemplated. The communist States 
desired to live in a secret world, a world of their 
own, where they might arm and prepare their 
people for war. The other States did not desire 
such a world. That was the real reason for the 
deadlock in which the Atomic Energy Commission 
found itself. That impasse could only be over
come by the moral, not mechanical, majority of 
free men, who had the right to insist that they 
remain free. In the circumstances, the basis on 
which the work of the Atomic Energy Commission 
might be resumed should be discussed, not by a 
technical body such as the Atomic Energy Com
mission, but by the six sponsoring countries 
which had proposed that the matter should be 
dealt with by the United Nations. If those six 
States found a solution, the Atomic Energy Com
mission could be immediately reconvened. But 
if that solution proved impossible to find, they 
should report to the General Assembly, which 
would then take a final decision. 

In that spirit, the United States delegation 
would vote for the Canadian resolution in its 
entirety. 

~Ir. RAMAD~En (France) stated that the French 
delegation associated itself with the findings of the 
Sub-Committee. In view of the deadlock in the 
Atomic Energy Commission, it was essential 
for the United Nations, the fate of which was 
linked with the solution of that problem, not to 
travel further along a dead-end street. 

There were three fundamental problems involved, 
all three having a political element. As to the 
simultaneous nature of control of atomic energy 
and the prohibition of atomic weapons, it had 
become obvious from the USSR statement and 
the Sub-Committee debates that the two principles 
were closely connected. Difficulties and diver
gencies of view arose only in connexion with the 
establishment of practical measures to ensure 
the application of those principles. 

The second problem was that of the organi
zation of control. It had been interpreted 
differently by the majority which had set aside 

!'attitude du peuple amencain tout entier car 
il n'existe pas aux Etats-Unis d'autre organe que 
le Congres qui puisse exprimer officiellement Ia 
ligne de conduite politique. Ainsi les Etats-Unis, 
aux termes de cette loi de 1946, ne peuvent trans
mettre aucun renseignement aux autres nations 
en matiere d'energie atomique tant que le Congres 
n'aura pas declare qu'il existe des garanties 
efficaccs et susceptibles de mise a execution 
contre !'utilisation de l'energie atomique a des 
fins destructives. 

La situation dans laquelle se trouve Ia Commis
sion de l'energie atomique ne se resume pas a 
un arret temporaire des travaux et ne se borne 
pas a un simple desaccord sur les details. Elle 
marque un desaccord fondamental cause par 
le ref us de l'URSS de collaborer ala communaute 
universelle. Lcs Etats communistes ont erige un 
systeme ferme protege par un rideau de fer 
qui cause de vives inquietudes au reste du monde. 
Aussi longtemps que cette situation durera, 
aucun systeme de controle efficace ne peut etre 
envisage. Les Etats communistes desirent vivre 
dans un monde secret, un monde a eux ou ils 
peuvent s'armer et preparer leurs peuples a Ia 
guerre. Les mitres Etats ne veulent pas d'un 
mon.dc semblable. C'est Ia Ia vraie raison de 
!'impasse dans laquclle se trouve la Commission de 
l'energic atomique. On ne pourra sortir de cette 
impasse que gni.ce a 1:1 majorite, non pas automa
tiquc, mais morale, des hommes libres qui ont Ie 
droit d'exiger de rester libres. Dans ces conditions, 
la base sur laquelle les travaux de Ia Commission 
de l'energie atomique pourraient etre repris doit 
etre examinee non par un organe technique tel 
que Ia Commission de l'energie atomique, mais 
par les six pays promoteurs qui ont propose que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies s'occupe de Ia 
question. Lorsque ces six membres auront trouve 
une solution, Ia Commission de I'energie atomique 
reprendra aussitot ses travaux; mais si cette 
solution s'avere impossible, ils devront faire 
rapport a I' As;emblee generale qui dccidera en 
derniere analyse. 

C'est dans cet esprit que la delegation des Etats
Unis votera en faveur de Ia resolution canadienne 
dans son ensemble. 

l\1. RAMADIEn (France) declare que la delegation 
franc;aise se rallie aux conclusions de Ia Sous
Commission, car, en presence de !'impasse dans 
laquelle se trouve la Commission de l'~ner.gie 
atomique, il est indispensable que l'Orgamsat~on 
des Nations Unies, dont le sort est lie a la solutwn 
de ce probleme, nc s'engage pas plus loin dans 
une voie sans issue. 

Trois questions fondamentales son t en jeu qui 
recelent toutes trois un element politique. En ce 
qui concerne Ia simultaneite du controk de 
l'eneraie atomique et de !'interdiction des armes 

0 ' l atomiques, il est acquis actuellement, apres a 
declaration de l'URSS et des discussions en sous
commission, que ces deux principes .sont inti
mement lies. Les difficultes et les divergences 
apparaissent seulement dans l'etablisseme_nt. des 
mesures pratiques tendant a mettre ces pnnc1pes 
a execution. 

Le deuxieme probleme est !'organisation du 
controle. n a etc envisage differemment pa: Ia 
majorite qui, abandonnant le principe de la hbre 
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the principle of free enterprise and advocated 
the principle of collective international ownership, 
and by the USSR, which maintained that there 
should be periodical inspections and investigations 
in exceptional cases. There was something 
strange in the way in which the whole problem was 
raised which showed that behind it lay another 
problem of a political nature, extending beyond 
the atomic question, namely, the problem of 
general political collaboration. 

The third problem causing difficulty was that 
of the veto. There again, fundamental diver
gencies of view were apparent on the subject 
of national sovereignty. When that point was 
reached, it had to be recognized, as the Sub
Commission had recognized, that the problem 
was no longer a technical one, and that it would 
be fruitless to prolong negotiations in a body 
such as the Atomic Energy Commission, where 
opposing views could only be repeated and 
disagreement increased. 

The problem required a more general political 
solution, which could be evolved in another 
sphere, by diplomatic and private conversations 
designed to remove mistrust. For that reason, 
an effort to reach agreement among the six 
sponsoring members seemed to be the only 
acceptable solution ; but those conversations 
had to be conducted on a basis of trust ; only 
in that way could agreement be reached. 

l\Ir. RAu (India) reminded the Committee that 
the Atomic Energy Commission had taken its 
decisions by a simple majority. Consequently, 
the Commission was quite within its right in 
continuing its work, despite lack of agreement 
among its members. That disagreement, 
however, had become so acute that the 
Commission, in spite of an assured majority, 
had been obliged to suspend its activities. That 
suspension had not been without value, because 
the General Assembly, if it adopted either the 
Canadian or the Indian resolution, would, in so 
doing, recommend the adoption of the First and 
Second Reports of the Commission, and thus 
strengthen the viewpoint of the majority. 
::\foreover, it was unquestionable that the oppo
sition of the minority had been mitigated, 
following the tabling of the USSR draft resolution 
(AJC.1/310) of 1 October 1948. I Finally, 
Mr. Malik had made new concessions in the 
Sub-Commission by proposing an amendment to 
his draft resolution, which provided for the 
deletion of any appraisal, positive or negative, 
of the past work of the Atomic Energy Commission 
such as that crtained in the preamble to the 
draft resolution 

It was, therefore, possible, after the concessions 
that had been made, for the Atomic Energy 
Commission to resume its work on the basis of 
the majority reports. Mr. Rau observed that, 
according to page .11... of the Atomic Energy 
Commission's Third Report, the majority plan 
contemplated successive stages for the implemen
tation of the systems of control and prohibition. 
No incompatibility appeared to exist between 
that position and the new USSR proposal, which 
envisaged synchronisation between the stages 
o:f the two systems. Without prejudice to its 
sD~cess or failure, it might be hoped that the 

entreprise, preconise le principe de la propriete 
collective internationale et par l'URSS, qui 
soutient le principe des inspections periodiques 
et des enquetes exceptionnelles. II y a dans Ia 
maniere meme dont ce probleme est pose un 
aspect singulier qui montre qu'il existe derriere ce 
probleme, un autre probleme politique depassantle 
cadre de la question atomique, c' est-a-dire le 
probleme de la collaboration politique generale. 

La troisieme question qui souleve des difficultes 
est celle du veto. La encore, les oppositions 
fondamentales se font jour au sujet de la concep
tion de la souverainete nationale. Lorsqu'on 
arrive a ce point, on doit constater, comme l'a 
fait la Sons-Commission, que le probleme n'est 
plus d'ordre technique et qu'il serait inutile de 
prolonger les discussions au sein d'un organisme 
tel que la Commission de l'energie atomique oit 
l'on ne pourrait que repeter des formules qui 
s'opposent et aggraver le desaccord. 

La solution de ce probleme est une solution 
politique plus generale qui peut etre trouvee 
dans un autre cadre, par des conversations diplo
matiques et privees, afin de dissiper la mefiance. 
C'est pourquoi la recherche d'un accord entre 
les six membres promoteurs semble la seule 
solution acceptable ; mais il faudra que ces 
conversations soient confiantes et ainsi pourra 
renaitre !'accord. 

M. RAu (Inde) rappelle que la Commission 
de l'energie atomique prend ses decisions a la 
majorite simple. Des lors, la Commission avait 
parfaitement le droit de poursuivre ses travaux 
malgre le desaccord qui separait ses membres. 
Toutefois, ce desaccord est devenu si grave que 
la Commission, malgre une majorite assuree, a 
ete contrainte de suspendre ses travaux. Cette 
suspension n'a pas ete inutile car, si la resolution 
du Carmela ou celle de l'Inde est adoptee par 
l'Assemblee generale, l'Assemblee aura par ce 
fait meme recommande !'adoption des Premier 
et Deuxieme Rapports de la Commission et aura, 
par consequent, renforce le point de vue de la 
majorite. Il est certain, d'antre part, que !'oppo
sition de la minorite s'est attcnuee a la suite de 
la presentation par l'URSS de son projet de 
resolution (AJC.l/310) le 1 er octobre 1948. En fin, 
M. l\Ialik, au sein de la Sons-Commission, a fait de 
nouvelles concessions en proposant un amen
dement a son projet de resolution tendant a 
supprimer toute appreciation positive on negative 
sur les travaux anterieurs de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, telle qu'elle figurait dans le 
preambule au projet de resolution. 

II est done possible que la Commission de 
l'energie atomique reprenne ses travaux sur la 
base des rapports de la majorite, apres les conces
sions qui ont ete faites. Se rcferant a la page 17 
du troisieme Rapport de la Commission del'energie 
atomique, M. Rau fait observer que le plan 
de la majorite prevoit des etapes successives a 
la mise en application des systemes de contro~e 
et d'interdiction et qu'il ne semble pas y av01r 
d'incompatibilite entre cette position et celle de 
l'URSS, qui, dans son nouveau projet, envisage, 
d'apres l'orateur, une synchronisation entre les 
etapes de ccs deux systemes. Sans prejuger le 
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Atomic Energy Commission, under the pressure 
of public opinion, would be able, on that basis, to 
bring its work to a successful conclusion. 

The representative of India read his delegation's 
draft resolution (AJC.l/333) (paragraph 11), and, 
pointing out that the majority plan did not 
deal in detail with a number of questions, stressed 
the importance of the words " in substance " in 
the first operative paragraph. The second 
operatiYe paragraph of the Indian draft resolution 
was an essential one ; it dealt with a resumption 
of work by the Atomic Energy Commission, 
without which the risk of an atomic weapons race 
was bound to be increased. Anyway, that 
should not prevent the six sponsoring members 
from holding consultations on the subject of a 
parallel plan. 

·The Indian draft resolution was intended to 
prevent any delay in the matter. The problem 
was undoubtedly difficult but was not progress 
sometimes the result of attempting the impossible? 
Meanwhile, they had to give some hope to the 
countries of the world.) 

j 

l\Ir. J. }1ALIK (Union of Soviet Socialistic 
Republics) noted that the Anglo-American major
ity of the Sub-Committee had been in favour 
of the draft resolution presented by the Canadian 
delegation which included a paragraph approving 
the Report of the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission and deploring the fact that that 
Committee had reached a deadlock. The fact of 
the matter was that that deadlock had arisen 
entirely through the fault of that very Anglo
American majority. 

The text adopted by the majority of the Sub
Committee did not satisfy the basic considerations 
expressed by the representatives of India, Syria 
and Australia. Moreover, certain proposals such 
as those made by Sweden, had shown the need 
to reconcile the opposing points of view. That 
spirit of conciliation had been trampled underfoot 
in order to allow the immediate adoption of the 
Canadian point of view which constituted capitu
lation to the difficulties of the problem. The 
Canadian proposal was nothing more than an 
Anglo-American proposal. 

The delegations of the United States and the 
United Kingdom had as a matter of fact attempted 
to get approval for the conclusions contained 
in the Reports of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
That manceuvre had been an avowal of their 
lack of any desire to find common ground on 
which the Atomic Energy Commission might 
resume its work in the spirit of the resolutions 
of the General Assembly of 24 January and 
14 December 1946. 

The Reports of the Atomic Energy Commission 
embodied the United States control plan, which 
the head of the USSR delegation had shown to be 
unacceptable not only before the General Assembly 
but also in the First Committee. There was no 
question of international control in that plan but 
rather of absolute domination of the production 
and utilization of atomic energy by certain 
United States monopolies. 

In the course of a number of meetings, the 
Sub-Committee had tacitly ignored the USSR 
proposals. Later, it had merely declared them 

succes ou l'echec de Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique, on peut esperer que, sous la pression 
de !'opinion publique, elle pourra mener ses 
travaux a bonne fin sur cette base. 

Le representant de l'Inde apres avoir donne 
lecture de la proposition de sa delegation (A/C. 
1/333 paragraphe 11), souligne !'importance des 
mots <<en substance» dans le premier alinea, 
en faisant remarquer que le plan de la majorite 
ne traite pas un certain nombre de questions de 
detail. Le deuxieme alinea du projet de resolution 
de l'lnde est essentiel, car il a trait a la reprise 
des travaux de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique, sans laquelle le danger de la course a 
l'armement atomique ne pourrait que s'accentuer. 
Cela n'empecherait pas, d'autre part, une consul
tation des six membres promoteurs sur un plan 
parallele. 

Le projet de resolution de l'Inde tend a eviter 
tout delai en Ia matiere. Sans doute, Ia question est 
difficile, mais le progres ne reside-t-il pas dans Ia 
tentative pour conquerir !'impossible ? Dans 
l'intervalle, il faut donner un peu d'esperance 
aux pays du monde. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) cons tate que la majorite anglo
americaine au sein de Ia Sons-Commission s'est 
prononcee en faveur du projet de resolution de 
la delegation canadienne, qui comporte une 
approbation des Rapports de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique et deplore !'impasse a laquelle 
est parvenue cette Commission. II est vrai que 
l'on est arrive a cette impasse precisement par 
la faute de cette meme majorite anglo-americaine. 

Le texte adopte par la majorite de la Sons
Commission ne rcpond pas aux preoccupations 
essentielles exprimees par les representants de 
l'Inde, de Ia Syrie et de l'Australie. De plus, 
certaines propositions comme celles de la Suede 
avaient montre la necessite d'arriver a une conci
liation des points de vues en presence. De cet 
esprit de conciliation, on a fait litiere pour adopte: 
immectiatement le point de vue canadien, qur 
constitue une capitulation devant les difficultes 
du probleme. En realite, le projet canadien est 
un projet anglo-americain. 

Les delegations des Etats-Unis et du Royaume
Uni ont, en effet, cherche a ce que fussent 
approuvees les conclusions contenues dans les 
Rapports de Ia Commission de l'energie atomique. 
C'etait Ia avouer qu'elles n'avaient nul de~ir 
de trouver une base commune pour que la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique put reprendre ses 
travaux dans !'esprit des resolutions de l'Assem
blee generale des 24 janvier et 14 decembre 1946. 

Dans les Rapports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique se trouve incorpore le plan de contro,le 
des Etats-Unis qui est inacceptable, comme l a 
prouve le chef de Ia delegation de l'URSS t.~nt 
a 1' Assemblee generale que devant la Premiere 
Commission. Car il ne s'agit pas d'un controle 
international mais d'une domination absolue 
de certains m~nopoles americains sur la production 
et !'utilisation de l'energie atomique. . . 

Pendant plusieurs seances, la Sous-COJ?~ll!SS!Oll 
a voulu ne pas tenir compte des propos1ti~ns de 
l'URSS. Puis on s'est contente de les declarer 
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unacceptable and had adopted the conclusions 
of the Atomic Energy Commission. But, a 
great step forward had been taken when the 
USSR proposals were tabled. At the outset, 
the USSR had been in favour of giving the 
question of prohibition priority over the question 
of control. But, the refusal to accept the new 
USSR proposals was tantamount to a further 
refusal to conclude two simultaneous conventions. 

The representative of India had called attention 
to the change in the USSR's position and to the 
efforts made by the USSR to ensure the conclusion 
of tl1c Atomic Energy Commission's task. The 
representative of India had drawn the attention 
of the representatives of the United Kingdom and 
the United States to the circumstances militating 
in favour of an agreement. But the delegations 
of the United Kingdom and the United States 
were not striving for common agreement. The 
representative of China, at a previous meeting, 
had also emphasized the importance of the 
spirit of compromise and the conciliatory gesture 
of the USSR which, according to him, would have 
removed the main obstacle to renewal of nego
tiations. The representative of China had also 
reminded the Council at that meeting that he 
himself had suggested to the Atomic Energy 
Commission that two simultaneous conventions 
should be concluded. 

When the USSR had requested that prohi
bition should precede control, the majority had 
asked that the opposite order should be adopted. 
But now when the USSR accepted the idea of 
simultaneous agreements, the majority still clung 
to its previous positions. It might therefore 
be asked how long after the conclusion of a 
convention on control would the destruction of 
atomic bombs still continue to be discussed. 

An Associated Press news item dated 12 October 
and published in the Herald Tribune of 15 October 
1948 reported the views of a well-known British 
expert on atomic energy, {Professor Blackett, 
according to whom the USSR would be stupid 
if it accepted the control plan proposed by the 
United States. On the other hand, the represen
tatives of the United States and the United 
Kingdom were trying to get the General Assembly, 
by its approval of the conclusions and recommen
dations of the Atomic Energy Commission, to 
state that those conclusions and recommendations 
were entirely in line with the terms of reference 
of that Commission. But, to tell the truth, the 
main clauses of that plan, as embodied in the 
Reports of the Atomic Energy Commission, were 
contradictory to the General Assembly reso
lutions of 24 January and 14 December 1946. 
According to the resolution of 24 January 1946 
the Atomic Energy Commission was to make 
proposals " for the elimination from national 
armaments of atomic weapons and of all other 
major weapons adaptable to mass destruction". 
The resolution of 14 December 1946 considered 
the task of prohibiting and eliminating atomic 
weapons an urgent objective. The Atomic Energy 
Commission however evaded that immediate 
issue ; it put it off to an unspecified date which 
was to depend on the decision of the majority. 
In the meantime, the country which was manu
facturing atomic weapons enjoyed complete 

inacceptables et d'adopter les conclusions de Ia 
Commission de I'energie atomique. C'est pourtant 
un grand pas en avant qui a ete fait avec Ie depot 
des propositions de l'URSS. A l'origine, l'URSS 
s'etait prononcee en faveur d'une priorite de 
!'interdiction sur le controle. Mais ne pas accepter 
les nouvelles propositions de I'URSS, c'est se 
refuser egalement a la conclusion de deux conven
tions simultanees. 

Le representant de I' In de a souligne cette 
modification dans !'attitude de l'URSS ainsi que 
les efforts de ce pays pour Iutter en faveur de 
l'achevement de la tache de Ia Commission de 
l'energie atomique. Le representant de l'Inde a 
attire !'attention des representants du Royaume
Uni et des Etats-Unis sur ces circonstances 
favorables a !'obtention d'un accord. Mais les 
delegations du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis 
ne desirent nullement qu'on arrive a des decisions 
communes. Le representant de la Chine, au cours 
d'une seance anterieure, a egalement souligne 
!'importance de !'esprit de compromis et du geste 
de conciliation de l'URSS qui, d'apres lui, auraient 
fait disparaitre !'obstacle principal a la reprise 
des negociations. Le representant de la Chine 
rappela meme a cette occasion qu'il avait lui-meme 
suggere a Ia Commission de l'energie atomique 
la conclusion de deux conventions simultanees. 

Lorsque l'URSS demandait que !'interdiction 
precedat le controle, la majorite demandait que 
l'ordre inverse fut adopte. Or maintenant !'Union 
sovietique accepte la simultaneite, mais la majorite 
s'accroche a ses positions anterieures. II est done 
permis de se demander combien de temps apres 
Ia conclusion d'une convention relative au 
controle, on parlera de detruire lcs bombes 
atomiques. 

Une depeche de l' Associated Press du 12 
octobre publiee dans le New York Herald Tribune 
du 15 octobre 1948 communiquait le point de vue 
d'un celebre expert britannique de la science ato
mique, le professeur Blackett, selon lequell'URSS 
serait bien sotte d'accepter le plan de controle 
des Etats-Unis. De leur cote, les representants • 
des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni s'efforcent 
d'obtenir que l'Assemblee generale, en approuvant 
les conclusions et les recommandations de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique, declare aussi 
que ces conclusions et recommandations sont 
entierement conformes au mandat de ladite 
Commission. Mais, en realite, les clauses essen
tielles de ce plan, tel qu'il figure dans les Rapports 
de Ia Commission de l'energie atomique se 
trouvent en contradiction avec les resolutions de 
l'Assemblee generale du 24 janvier et du 14 
decembre 1946. Selon la resolution du 24 janvier 
1946, la Commission de l'energie atomique devait 
presenter des propositions en vue d'eli~iner, 
des armements nationaux, les armes atomtques 
et toutes autres armes permettant des destruc
tions massives. La resolution du 14 decembre 1946 
indiquait comme but urgent a atteindre !'inter
diction et !'elimination de l'arme atomique. Or, 
la Commission de l'energie atomique se derobe 
a cette tache immediate : elle la remet a une 
date indcterminee, qui dependra du bon vo:rloir 
de la majorite. En attendant, le pays qui fabnq~e 
des armes atomiques a toute liberte pour agtr. 
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freedom of action. On that point the Commission 
had clearly infringed the instructions which it 
had been given. 

Secondly, the Atomic Energy Commission had 
been given the task of submitting proposals to 
ensure the control of atomic energy in so far as 
was necessary to guarantee its use for purely 
peaceful purposes. How had the Commission 
discharged that task? In the proposals which 
it submitted and which were a recapitulation of 
the American plan nothing was said about 
prohibition, but an international control system 
was advocated which applied even to the use 
of atomic energy for destructive purposes. It 
was thus officially provided that the destructive 
value of the atomic bomb could be the object of 
research and could be perfected. 

Thirdly, the Commission was required to 
provide for effective measures to safeguard States 
which respected their commitments. The 
Commission had replaced the principle of 
inspection by a so-called principle of ownership 
of all the raw materials and all the atomic energy 
plans in the world by an international control 
agency. 

Fourthly, the international control agency was 
supposed to function under the aegis of the 
Security Council. The Commission, however, 
did not propose anything of the sort. 

Fifthly, the Commission was supposed to 
carry out its work by separate stages. But it 
now proposed that the system of control should 
be put into effect by stages in such a way 
that mineral deposits should be immediately 
brought under control. But, in accordance with 
the wishes of the United Kingdom and the 
United States, the most dangerous phases of 
nuclear fuel production would only be brought 
under control later. That proposal, which was 
contrary to the known scientific and technical 
facts of the problem, -..vas a breach of the General 
Assembly resolutions, so often quoted by the 

·United States and the United Kingdom, and 
reflected the desire of those Powers to bring all 
uranium deposits under the control of United 
States trusts. Meanwhile, the means of 
production of atomic energy in the United States 
would not be subjected to control. 

It was for the definite purpose of glossing over 
that breach of the General Assembly resolutions 
that an attempt was being made to prove that 
the conclusions adopted by the majority of the 
Atomic Energy Commission were in line with 
the resolution of 24 January 1946. Any approval 
of those conclusions, however, would in itself 
constitute a violation of previous resolutions of 
the General Assembly. To adopt the first 
paragraph of the Canadian resolution which was 
based on those proposals would, therefore, mean 
that the Commission was taking a step backward. 
An attempt was now being made to blame the 
USSR for the deadlock, when in fact it was the 
United States delegation which had always 
refused to accept any provision offering the 
possibility of compromise and had insisted that 
its plan, which was really the plan of powerful 
financial and industrial circles, should be accepted. 

La Commission a, sur ce point, clairement enfreint 
les directives qui lui avaient ete imparties. 

En second lieu, Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique s'etant vue confier la tache de soumettre 
des propositions en vue d'assurer le controle de 
l'energie atomique dans la mesure necessaire 
pour assurer son utilisation a des fins purement 
pacifiques. Comment la Commission s'est-elle 
acquittee de sa tache ? Dans les propositions 
qu'elle soumet et qui reprennent le plan americain, 
rien n'est dit sur !'interdiction, mais un controle 
international est prevu qui porterait meme sur 
!'utilisation de l'energie atomique a des fins 
meurtrieres On prevoit done officiellement que 
la valeur destructive de Ia bombe atomique 
puisse etre l'objet de recherches et de perfec
tionnements. 

En troisieme lieu, Ia Commission devait prevoir 
des mesures efficaces de sauvegarde en vue de 
proteger les Etats respectueux de leurs enga
gements. Or, Ia Commission a substitue a ce 
principe d'inspection un pretendu principe de 
propriete de toutes les matieres premieres et 
de toutes les installations atomiques du monde 
entier au profit d'un organisme international 
de controle. 

En quatrieme lieu, le systeme international 
de controle devait fonctionner dans le cadre du 
Conseil de securitc. Or, Ia Commission prevoit 
qu 'il n'cn sera rien. 

En cinquieme lieu, Ia Commission devait 
proceder a ses travaux par etapes distinctes. 
Or, elle propose que ce soit le systeme de contr()le 
qui soit mis en vigucur par eta pes, de t elle maniere 
que les gisements soient immectiatement l'objet 
d'un controle. Quant aux etapes les plus 
dangereuses de la production des combustibles 
nuclcaires, elles ne seraient, selon les ctesirs du 
Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis, controlees 
qu'ultericurement. Cette proposition, contraire 
aux donnees scientifiques ct techniques du 
probleme, constitue une violation de resolutions 
de l'Assemblee generale, si souvent citees par 
le Royaume-Uni ct les Etats-Unis, et reflete le 
desir de ces Puissances de soumettre tous les 
gisements d'uranium au controle de monopoles 
americains. En ce qui concerne les moyens de 
production de l'energie atomique aux Etats-Unis, 
ils rcsteront pour Ie moment soustraits au controle. 

C'est precisement pour dissimuler cette viola
tion des resolutions de l'Assemblee generale que 
l'on s'efforce de faire accepter l'idce que les 
conclusions adoptees par la majorite de la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique seraient conformes a 
la resolution du 24 janvier 1946. Mais toute 
approbation de ces conclusions constituerait, 
elle aussi, une violation des resolutions anterieures 
de l'Asscmblee generalc. Le premier paragraphe 
de la resolution canadienne, fonde sur ces con
clusions, ne pent done etre adopte par la Commis
sion sans que cela constitue un pas en arriere. 
L'on tente maintenant d'attribuer a l'URSS Ia 
responsabilite de !'impasse, alors qu'en n~alitc 
la delecration des Etats-Unis s'est toujours refuser 
a accepter toute clause offrant une possibilite de 
compromis et qu'elle exige !'acceptation de son 
plan, qui est en realite celui de puissants cercle~ 
financiers et industriels. C'est ainsi que, le ' 
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For instance, on 7 July 1947, the USSR had 
proposed the destruction of atomic bomb stocks 
and the utilization for peaceful purposes of the 
nuclear fuel which they contained. The repre
sentative of the United Kingdom as well as 
the majority of the other delegations supported 
that proposal without reservation. But it fell 
through owing to that absence of agreement and 
pressure by the United States representative. 

The policy of the United States of America 
had always been to reject any agreement which 
did not fall within the framework of its control 
plan. Whenever there had been any sign of an 
agreement, the representative of the United 
States of America had always dodged back or 
had attempted to avoid it. That was why the 
Atomic Energy Commission had reached an 
impasse. 

The second paragraph of the Canadian reso
lution was a concealed attempt to shift the 
responsibility for the deadlock on to the USSR. 
Now, however, the United States (1) demanded 
acceptance of its system of control which neither 
the USSR nor any country which cherished its 
independence could accept ; (2) opposed the 
prohibition of atomic weapons ; (3) rejected the 
possibility of simultaneous prohibition and 
control. 

The third paragraph embodied, in a modified 
form, the idea of stopping the Atomic Energy 
Commission's work. That was the implication 
of the consultations for which no instructions, 
method or basic principles had been laid down. 
If a new basis for agreement were really sought, 
the General Assembly would have to show along 
which way such agreement was to be found, and 
should not base itself upon conclusions and 
recommendations which were acceptable to the 
majority only. Rather it should call attention 
to the spirit of co-operation required if results 
acceptable to all were to be achieved. The 
same remarks applied to the Atomic Energy 
Commission and to all other like bodies. No 
positive results were possible without respect 
being shown for the opinion of all members, 
including the minority which, after all, could 
not be sacrificed to the majority. 

:Ylr. Ramadier had stated that the discussion 
of the problem of atomic energy had given rise 
to a propaganda campaign and that it would be 
better to consider the question behind closed 
doors. All peoples, however, were entitled to 
know how the consideration of that question 
had proceeded, and what really were the obstacles 
preventing the settlement of a matter which 
was of paramount international importance. 
No useful results could come from a discussion 
by six members behind closed doors. 

The Canadian resolution implied the approval 
of the United States plan by the General Assembly. 
On that basis, the United States would step up 
its efforts to impose upon the world a plan 
which would solve neither the problem of prohi
bition, nor that of effective control. Quite on the 
contrary, the reactionary circles in the United 
States of America would boost the production 
of atomic bombs, and fear of war would increase. 

Atomic energy should be used for peaceful ends 
and the prohibition of atomic weapons could not 

juillet 1947, l'URSS avait propose la destruc
tion des stocks de bombes atomiques et !'utili
sation a des fins pacifiques du combustible 
nucleaire qu'elles contenaient. Le representant 
du Royaume-Uni ainsi que la majorite des 
autres representants appuyerent sans reserves 
cette proposition. Mais elle echoua, faute d'accord, 
et sous la pression du representant des Etats-Unis. 

La position des Etats-Unis a toujours ete de 
se refuser a tout accord, quel qu'il soit, en dehors du 
cadre de leur plan de controle. Chaque fois qu'un 
rapprochement s'est manifeste, le representant 
des Etats-Unis a fait marche arriere, ou a pratique 
nne manreuvre d'evitement. Telle est la vraie 
raison de !'impasse dans laquelle se trouve la 
Commission de l'energie atomique. 

La deuxieme paragraphe de la resolution 
canadienne constitue une tentative voilee pour 
rejeter la responsabilite de !'impasse sur l'URSS. 
Or, les Etats-Unis : 1) exigent que l'on accepte 
leur systeme de controle que ni l'URSS, ni 
aucun pays jaloux de son in dependance, ne saurait 
accepter; 2) s'opposent a !'interdiction de l'arme 
atomique ; 3) rejettent la possibilite de la simul
taneite de !'interdiction et du Controle. 

Le troisieme paragraphe reprend, sous une 
forme modifiee, l'idee de l'arret des travaux 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique. Car 
c'est bien la ce que signifient des consultations 
pour lesquelles on ne prevoit aucune instruction, 
aucunc modalite, ni aucun principe de base. Si 
l' on recherche reellement une nouvelle base 
d'accord, il faudrait que l'Assemblee generale 
indique la voie dans laquelle cet accord peut 
etre trouve et non pas qu'elle se refere a des 
conclusions et recommandations qui ne sont 
acceptables que pour la majorite. II conviendrait, 
au contraire, de parler de !'esprit de cooperation 
necessaire a !'obtention de resultats acceptables 
par tous. Il en est de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique comme de tout autre groupe : pas de 
resultats positifs possibles en dehors du respect 
de !'opinion de tous les membres, y compris 
cette minorite que I' on ne peut tout de meme pas 
immoler a la majorite. 

M. Ramadier a declare que la discussion du 
probleme de l'energie atomique donnait lieu a 
un deploiement de propagande et qu'il vaudrait 
mieux examiner cette question a huis clos. Mais 
tous les peuples out le droit de savoir de quelle 
maniere l'examen de cette question a lieu et quels 
sont les obstacles veritables qui empechent le 
reglement de ce probleme qui revet une telle 
importance internationale. Une discussion a six, 
menee a huis clos, ne pourrait conduire a aucun 
resultat utile. 

La resolution canadienne implique une appro
bation du plan des Etats-Unis par l'Assemblee 
generale. Sur cette base, les Etats-Unis redou
bleraient d'efforts pour imposer au monde un 
plan qui ne resoudrait ni le probleme de !'inter
diction, ni celui d'un controle efficace. Tout au 
contraire,les milieux reactionnaires des Etats-Unis 
augmenteraient la production des bombes ato
miques et les craintes de guerre seraient accrues. 

L'energie atomique doit etre utilisee a des fins 
pacifiques et !'interdiction de l'arme atomique ne 
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be postponed sine die. The USSR delegation 
would, therefore, vote against the Canadian 
draft resolution in order to save humanity from 
an atomic war. It would vote for the USSR 
proposal which provided a basis for agreement 
on atomic energy control. 

As to the proposal by the Indian delegation, 
Mr. Austin had distorted a statement made by 
Mr. Malik at the Sub-Committee's fifth meeting. 
The meaning of the statement was that the 
uncompromising attitude of the United States 
and the United Kingdom, which refused to accept 
simultaneous prohibition and control, prevented 
the situation from being as favourable for 
agreement as the Indian representative had made 
out. Indeed, the Indian proposal which approved 
the attitude of the United States and the 
conclusions and recommendations of the Atomic 
Energy Commission would, were it adopted, lead 
the United States of America and the United 
Kingdom to press even harder for the adoption 
of their proposals. The second part of the 
statement made by the USSR representative in 
the Sub-Committee, and which Mr. Austin h:1d 
not mentioned, showed that the situation h d 
not changed because the United States and t11e 
United Kingdom were still maintaining their 
views, and were still opposed to the destruction 
of atomic weapons and to the principle of 
simultaneous prohibition and control. 

If the United States of America really wanted 
to advance matters, a basis for agreement could 
be found, but their present uncompromising 
attitude made any agreement impossible. 

Mr. CHEVRIER (Canada) pointed out that the 
draft resolution submitted to the Commission 
by its Sub-Committee (AJC.l/333) embodied the 
substance of the Canadian draft resolution of 
30 September as well as the motives underlying 
the New Zealand draft resolution of 7 October. 

A number of delegations, including those of 
France, Ecuador and the United States had 
contributed to the improvement of that text. 
The reservations made by Ecuador with regard 
to one of the paragraphs had not prevented that 
delegation from favouring the text as a whole. 

The USSR asserted that the resolution closed 
the door to further progress towards control and 
prohibition. In fact, however, the majority 
resolution contained a workable and practical 
suggestion by which the world could rid itself 
of the threat of atomic warfare and gain for 
itself freedom to reap the full benefits of atomic 
energy in its many and varied applications for 
peaceful technical and scientific purposes. 

The USSR proposals had been subjected to the 
most careful consideration and analysis but had 
been found to be deceptive and to offer no real 
basis for agreement. 

Paragraph 1 of the draft majority resolution 
affirmed the support of the principles defined in 
the majority Reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. \Vhen the latter began its work, 
no one knew whether it would be possible for 
even two States to agree upon the principles of 
control and prohibition of atomic weapons. 
After a thorough study in which fourteen States 
had taken part, it was found that an international 

peut 1etre ajournee sine die. La delegation de 
l'URSS votera done contre le projet de resolution 
canadien, pour preserver l'humanite (d'une guerre 
atomique. Elle votera pour la proposition de 
l'URSS, qui constitue la base d'un accord sur le 
contri'Jle de l'energie atomique. 

En ce qui concerne la proposition de la dele
gation de l'Inde, M. Austin a tronque nne decla
ration de M. Malik a la cinquieme seance de Ia 
Sons-Commission. Le sens de cette declaration 
etait que !'intransigeance des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni, qui se refusent a accepter Ia 
simultaneite de !'interdiction et du contrOle, 
empechait que Ia situation fut aussi favorable 
a un accord que ne l'avait dit le representant de 
l'Inde. En fait, Ia proposition de l'Inde, qui 
contenait une approbation de Ia position des 
Etats-Unis et des conclusions et recommandations 
de Ia Commission de l'energie atomique, aurait, 
si elle avait etc adoptee, amene les Etats-Unis 
et le Royaume-Uni a insister avec plus d'ente
tement encore pour !'adoption de leurs propo
sitions. La seconde partie de Ia declaration, faite 
par le representant de l'URSS a Ia Sons-Commis
sion et omise par M. Austin, indiquait que la 
situation demeurait sans changement parce que 
les Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni restaient sur 
leur position, parce qu'ils restent opposes a la 
destruction de l'arme atomique et au principe 
de la simultaneite de !'interdiction et du controle. 

Si les Etats-Unis, eux aussi, voulaient faire un 
pas en avant, on pourrait trouver une base 
d'entente, mais leur intransigeance actuelle rend 
tout accord impossible. 

M. CHEVRIER (Canada) indique que le projet 
de resolution soumis a Ia Commission par la 
Sons-Commission (AJC.l /333) reprend le fond du 
projet de resolution canadien du 30 septembre 
et les intentions qui animaicnt le projet resolution 
de la Nouvelle-Zelande du 7 octobre. 

Certaines delegations, notamrnent cclles de 
Ia France, de l'Equateur et des Etats-Unis ont 
contribuc a ameliorer ce texte. Quant aux reserves 
exprimces par l'Equateur sur l'un des paragraphes, 
ellcs n'ont pas empeche cette delegation de se 
declarer en faveur de !'ensemble de ce texte. 

L'URSS pretend que cette resolution rendrait 
impossible tout nouveau progres dans la voie. du 
controle et de !'interdiction. En fait, Ia resolutwn 
de Ia majorite propose nne procedure realisable 
et pratique, de nature a delivrer le ~ond~ 
de la menace d'une guerre atomique et a lm 
perrnettre de profiter librement des avantag~s 
qu'offriront les diverses applications de l'energie 
atomique dans les domaines pacifiques de la 
technique et de la science. . 

Les propositions de l'URSS ont ete soumr~e:; 
a !'analyse Ia plus approfondie. Elles sont 
trompeuses et n'offrent aucune base d'accord 
veritable. 

La paragraphe premier du projet de re~olution 
de Ia majorite constitue une approbation. ~e~ 
principes enonces dans les rapport~ de maJOntc 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique. Lorsque 
celle-ci commenva ses travaux, nul ne savait s'il se 
trouverait meme deux Etats pour tom~er d'~cc?rd 
sur les principes du controle de !'mterdiChon 
des armes atomiques. Apres une etude appro
fondie, a Iaquelle ont participe quatorze Etats, 
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system of control and development of atomic 
energy and the elimination of atomic warfare was 
p::>ssible, notwithstanding the complexity of the 
plan. Doubtless, an international system of 
that kind would involve concessions of national 
sovereignty. \Vas it not most surprising, there
fore, to see the USSR, which claimed to be 
inspired by principles of action for the general 
good, put the individual rights of one nation 
before the interests of the co-operative inter
national development of one of humanity's 
greatest potential resources? Did not peace 
and collective security demand a certain pooling 
of the sovereign rights of the various States 
on the basis of confidence and goodwill toward 
all? 

The USSR representative was proposing a 
system of specious simplicity which consisted 
in signing two simultaneous conventions. \Vhat 
the USSR proposal did not mention was the fact 
that the production of atomic energy materials 
was, in practice, completed before the assembly 
of one single bomb was begun. The USSR was 
proposing to begin by controlling the last detail 
of the process, but it did not in any way guarantee 
that it would co-operate in the control of the 
preceding stages, which were essential. Efforts 
had been made in the Atomic Energy Commission 
to secure assurances from the USSR in that 
connexion. The USSR Government had clearly 
shown that it had no intention of co-operating 
in any reasonable plan for controlling the 
production, refining and final processing of 
uranium and thorium, although that was the 
very basis for any contribution towards solving 
the problem. In that field, a solution which was 
not a total solution was not a solution at all. The 
only possible system was one of worldwide 
co-operation, which could perfectly well be 
achieved. The principles stated above had been 
recognized in the first two Reports of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. They were restated in the 
first part of the Canadian resolution. On 
6 October, Colonel Hodgson had likewise stated 
that his Government agreed on those principles 
which paved the way towards the control and 
development of atomic energy for peaceful 
purposes and towards the prohibition of atomic 
war. 

In its second paragraph, the draft majority 
resolution referred to the reason for the deadlock 
in which the Atomic Energy Commission found 
itself. According to the Commission's Third 
Report, no progress was possible as long as there 
'vas no agreement on the above-mentioned 
principles. The USSR delegation asserted that 
it would accept the international control of 
atomic energy, but it had frequently expressed 
its determination to reject the only basis on 
which control could he implemented and on 
which it could work c1Tectively. The General 
Assembly, by adopting the paragraph referring, 
in that connexion, to the Third Heport of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, \vould show the 
world the way of progress. 

In its third paragraph, the draft majority 
resolution dealt with the future activities of the 

il est apparu qu'un systeme international relatif 
au contrOle et au devoloppement de I'energie 
atomique eta !'elimination de Ia guerre atomique 
etait possible malgre sa complication. Sans doute 
un systeme international de ce genre devra 
empieter sur les souverainetes nationales. II est, 
des lors, assez surprenant de voir l'URSS, qui 
pretend s'inspirer du bien general, faire passer 
les droits particuliers d'une nation avant les 
interets du developpement international et coope
ratif d'une des plus grandes ressources humaines. 
La paix et Ia securite collectives n'exigent-elles 
pas Ia mise en commun des droits des clifferents 
Etats sur une base de confiance et de bonne 
volonte reciproques ? 

Le representant de l'URSS propose un systeme 
d'une simplicite specieuse consistant en la signa
ture de deux conventions simultanees. Ce que 
Ia proposition de l'URSS n'indique pas, c'est 
que Ia production des matieres productrices 
d'energie atomique est pratiquement achevee 
avant que I' on ait commence a monter une bombe. 
L'URSS propose de commencer le controle par 
l'ultime detail ; mais elle ne donne aucune 
garantie qu'elle va cooperer pour Ie controle 
des etapes precedentes, qui, elles, sont essen
tielles. Bien au contraire, on s'est efforce a la 
Commission de l'energie atomique d'obtenir de 
l'UHSS des assurances sur ce point. Or, son Gou
vernement a clairement montre qu'il :n'avait 
nullemcnt !'intention de cooperer a un plan raison
nable de controle de Ia production, du raffinage 
et du traitement ulterieurs de l'uranium et du 
thorium, bien que ce fUt Ia la base meme de 
toute contribution a la solution du probleme. 
En ce domaine, une solution qui n'est pas 
totale n'en n'est pas une. La seule formule 
reside dans une association cooperative univer
selle, qui est parfaitement realisable. Les principes 
enonces ci-dessous ont ete reconnus dans les 
deux· premiers Rapports de Ia Commission de 
l'energie atomique, ainsi que par de nombreux 
membres de Ia Premiere Commission. Ils se 
trouvent reaffirmes dans la premiere partie 
de Ia resolution canadienne. Lc 6 octobre, le 
colonel Hodgson indiquait egalement que son 
Gouvernement etait d'accord sur ces principes qui 
constituent Ia voie meme du progres vers le 
controle et le developpement de I' energie atomique 
a des fins pacifiques et vers !'interdiction de la 
guerre atomique. 

Dans son second paragraphe, Ic projet de 
resolution de la majorite se refere a la raison de 
!'impasse dans laquelle se trouve la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. Selon le Troisieme Rapport 
de celle-ci, tout progres est impossible taut que 
l'on n'est pas tombC d'accord sur les principes 
mentionnes ci-dessus. La delegation de l'URSS 
declare accepter un controle international de 
I'cnergie atomique; mais elle a, a maintes reprises, 
exprime sa determination de rejeter la seu]e base 
sur laquelle le controle peut etre mis en ceuvre 
et fonctionner de fa<;on efficace. L'Assemblee 
gem\rale, en adoptant le paragraphe qui fait 
allusion sur ce point au troisieme Rapport de ~a 
Commission de l'energie atomique montrermt 
au monde la voic du progres. 

Dans son troisieme paragraphe, le pro jet de reso
lution de Ia majorite traite des activites futures de 

179 



Atomic Energy Commission. The Australian, 
Syrian and Indian delegations would no doubt 
feel some misgivings in that regard. The Indian 
representative's statement had been especially 
noteworthy from that point of view. The USSR 
and Ukrainian representatives had likewise 
supported that point of view somewhat less 
logically. 

The Indian delegation was proposing that the 
Atomic Energy Commission should resume its 
work in spite of the fact that the USSR had 
refused to accept the principles which had to be 
accepted before the work could be continued. 
That was obviously an attempt to reconcile the 
position of New Zealand with the USSR point 
of view, according to which agreement was still 
possible in the Atomic Energy Commission in 
spite of the uncompromising attitude adopted by 
the USSR Government. 

But the Atomic Energy Commission was 
composed of scientists and experts. Reconcil
iation of the different points of view could only 
be effected by a body which was capable of 
settling basic political problems, in other words, 
by political leaders and especially by the politic: l 
leaders of the sponsoring countries. Meanwhiie 
it would be pointless to continue to take majority 
decisions on the technical aspects of the matter 
in the Atomic Energy Commission and to do so 
in spite of the USSR opposition. Before going 
any further it was absolutely necessary to reach 
agreement on the political principles. 

According to the majority resolution, the 
Atomic Energy Commission would not cease 
to exist and it would meet again when there was 
a basis of agreement as to the continuation of its 
work. In the meanwhile, competent members 
of the secretariat of the Commission would be 
employed in collating, studying and publishing 
the documentation on the subject which would 
be absolutely necessary for reopening the 
discussion. The secretariat would also have to 
carry out a preliminary study on the subjects 
which the Commission had already decided should 
be considered in detail. That was a reasonable, 
positive and constructive proposal. It did not 
mean closing the door on agreement, contrary 
to what the USSR delegation had claimed ; 
besides, that delegation had never contributed 
towards the progress so far achieved by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. The Canadian dele
gation, for its part, was ready to honour its 
commitments as soon as there was the slightest 
possibility of the obligations which the control 
of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic 
weapons presupposed being accepted by all on an 
equal footing. 

The majority resolution would perhaps not 
result in the immediate implementation of 
control and of the prohibition so much desired ; 
but the world would know that agreement had 
been reached on the principles underlying all 
future progress. It would also know on what 
conditions the various elements of atomic 
production, including the knowledge, the skill, 
the raw materials and equipment could be 
co-ordinated and made available for all. 

Ia Commission de l'energie atomique. Sans doute 
les delegations de l'Australie, de Ia Syrie et de 
l'Inde ne sont-elles pas sans eprouver quelques 
apprehensions en ce domaine ; !'expose du repre
sentant de I'lnde a ete, a ce point de vue, particu
lierement remarquable. Quant aux representants 
de l'URSS et de !'Ukraine, ils se sont egalement 
associes a ce point de vue, avec mains de logique. 

La delegation de l'Inde propose que Ia Commis
sion de l'energie atomique poursuive ses travaux, 
nonobstant le fait que I'URSS s'est refusee a 
souscrire a des principes qui doivent etre acceptes 
avant que lc travail se poursuive. Il s'agit la 
evidemment d'une tentative faite pour concilier 
Ia position de Ia Nouvelle-Zelande et le point 
de vue de l'URSS scion lequel un accord est 
encore possible au sein de Ia Commission de 
l'energie atomique malgre !'intransigeance dont 
le Gouvernement de l'URSS a fait preuve. 

Mais ce sont des techniciens et des experts qui 
siegent a la Commission de I'energie atomique. 
La concialiation des differents points de vues ne 
pent etre operee que par un organe capable de 
regler les problemes politiques fondamentaux, 
c'est-a-dire par des chefs politiques et notamment 
par ceux des pays promoteurs. En attendant, 
i1 serait vain de continuer a prendre des decisions 
de majorite sur les aspects techniques de la 
tache a accomplir au sein de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, et cela malgre !'opposition 
de l'URSS. Avant d'aller plus avant, · il est 
indispensable de parvenir a un accord sur les 
principes politiques. 

Scion Ia resolution de Ia majorite, la Commis
sion de I'energie atomique ne cessera pas d'exister 
et elle se n\unira lorsqu'il existera une base 
d'accord pour Ia poursuite des travaux. Dans 
l'intervalle, les lumieres du secretariat de Ia 
Commission seront utilisees pour reunir, etudier 
et publier la documentation relative a ce sujet 
qui sera indispensable pour Ia reprise des discus
sions. Le secretariat devra egalement proceder 
a !'etude preliminaire des sujets dont Ia Commis
sion a deja decide l'examen detaillc. C'est Ia 
une proposition raisonnable, positive, construc
tive. Ce n'est pas fermer Ia porte a tout accord, 
contrairement a ce qu'a pretendu Ia delegation 
de I'URSS, qui n'a d'ailleurs jamais contribue 
aux progres realises jusqu'ici par la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. La delegation du Canada, 
en ce qui Ja concerne, est prete a faire honneur 
a ses engagements, des qu'il y aura Ia moindre 
possibilite que Ies obligations qui presupposent 
le controle de I'energie atomique et la prohibition 
des armes atomiques soient acceptees par tous 
et sur un pied d'egalite. 

La resolution de Ia majoritc n'aura peut-etre 
pas pour effet une mise en vigucur immediate 
du controle et de !'interdiction qui sont si desi
rables ; mais le monde saura qu'un accord a ete 
realise sur les principes qui doivent etre a Ja base 
de tout progres ulterieur, I'on sera informe des 
conditions necessaires de Ia coordination, et 
d'une mise a Ia disposition de taus, des elements 
divers de ]a production atomique- c'est a-dire 
science, technique, matieres premieres et 
equipement. 
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The danger was a real one, and the draft 
majority resolution did not aim at giving rise 
to false hopes : all the various speeches could not 
establish security today or tomorrow. But that 
resolution brought the real hope that the world 
could, by co-operating on the basis of the principles 
mentioned, still outlaw atomic warfare and 
ensure the development of a mighty, new physical 
source of power- atomic energy. 

The meeting rose at 12.55 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY-THIRD 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 18 October 1948, at 3.00 p.m. 

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

27. Continuation of the discussion on the 
reports of the Atomic Energy Com
mission: consideration of the report 
of Sub-Committee 11 (AjC.1j333) 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) urged the 
Committee to defer its vote on the report of 
Sub-Committee 11 until the work done by Sub
Committee 12 could be considered. The problems 
under consideration by the two Sub-Committees 
were very closely linked ; Sub-Committee 12 had 
to consider for example a proposal to prohibit 
the atomic weapon. The similar composition 
of the two Sub-Committees showed how closely 
related they were ; it had been decided in Sub
Committee 12 not to meet while the question 
of atomic energy was being considered in the 
First Committee. Moreover, the terms of 
reference of Sub-Committee 12 required it to 
take into account the conclusions of the other 
Sub-Committee rather than a decision by the 
First Committee. He thought a vote should 
be deferred to enable Sub-Committee 12 to take 
into consideration the whole of the work. 

Colonel Hodgson observed that some of the 
proposals submitted to Sub-Committee 11 had 
apparently not been examined; there was only 
a passing reference in the report (AJC.1 /333) to 
the Australian amendment (A/C.1/313) to the 
Canadian proposal (AJC.1 /308), although that 
amendment was one of the most far-reaching. 
The report stated that the Australian proposals 
were embodied in the Indian draft resolution 
(A/C.1/315) but in fact, the Australian amendment 
was more precise than the Indian draft resolution 
which merely contained a general directive to the 
Atomic Energy Commission to continue its 
work. The Australian amendment had indicated 
precisely in what direction that work should be 
continued. Surely it was the duty of any sub
committee to take into consideration the views 
not only of its own members but of all the 
representatives in the Main Committee which 
created it? 

Le danger est reel et le projet de resolution 
de la majorite ne vise pas a engendrer de faux 
espoirs : tons les discours ne peuvent faire que 
la securite soit pour aujourd'hui ou pour demain. 
Mais cette resolution apporte l'espoir reel que 
le monde, s'il coopere sur la base des principes 
indiques, peut encore proscrire la guerre atomique 
et assurer le developpement d'une grande 
ressource physique nouvelle, l'energie atomique. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 55. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-TROISIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 18 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

27. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de 1 'energie 
atomique : examen du rapport de la 
Sous-Commission 11 (AjC.1j333) 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) invite la 
Commission a remettre son vote sur le rapport de 
la Sons-Commission 11, jusqu'a ce qu'elle ait pu 
prendre connaissance des travaux de la Sons
Commission 12. Les problemes qn'examinent les 
deux Sons-Commissions sont en effet etroitement 
lies ; ainsi, par exemple, la Sons-Commission 12 
doit etudier une proposition tendant a interdire 
l'arme atomique. Les deux Sons-Commissions ont 
une composition semblable, ce qui souligne bien 
les rapports etroits qui existent entre leurs 
travaux ; la Sons-Commission 12 a decide de ne 
pas sieger pendant que la Premiere Commission 
etudie le probleme de I' energie atomique. En 
outre, aux termes de son mandat, la Sons
Commission 12 doit tenir compte des conclusions 
de !'autre Sons-Commission, plutot que des 
decisions de la Premiere Commission. Le repre
sentant de I' Australie juge done preferable de 
remettre le vote, afin de permettre a la Sons
Commission 12 de prendre en consideration 
!'ensemble des travaux. 

Le colonel Hodgson fait observer que certaines 
des propositions soumises a la Sons-Commission 11 
ne semblent pas avoir fait !'objet d'un examen ; 
le rapport (A/C.1j333) ne fait qu'une breve 
allusion a l'amendement (AJC.1j313) que 
I' Australie a presente a la proposition du Canada 
(AJC.1J308), alors que cet amendement est l'un 
des plus importants. Le rapport declare que le 
projet de resolution de l'Inde (AJC.1J315) repren.d 
les propositions de I' Australie, mais, en fmt 
I'amendement de l'Australie est plus precis que 
le projet de resolution de l'Inde ; celui-ci i~vite 
simplement la Commission de l'energie atomique, 
en termes generaux, a continuer ses travaux ; 
I' amen dement de I' Australie indique avec 
precision dans quel sens la Commission devr~~t 
orienter ses travaux. Personne ne contestera qu II 
est du devoir de toute sons-commission de prendre 
en consideration les points de vue exprimes, non 
seulement par ses membres, mais par les membres 
de la grande Commission qui l'a creee. 
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Colonel Hodgson reaffirmed his delegation's 
full support for the principles contained in the 
First and Second Reports of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. He denied the USSR assertion 
that those conclusions had been imposed on the 
Commission and were now being imposed on the 
General Assembly by the United States. That 
assertion had caused great resentment among the 
members of the Commission who had worked 
unremittingly for two years and had made a 
valuable contribution. In fact, there had been 
times when the majority had insisted upon 
principles which were not to the liking of the 
United States but which it accepted as a loyal 
Member of the United Nations. 

Colonel Hodgson had some criticism to offer 
of the draft resolution submitted by Sub
Committee 11. He found a contradiction 
between paragraphs 1 and 3. Adoption of 
paragraph 1 would mean Assembly approval of 
the majority findings of the Atomic Energy 
Commission without reservation. Paragraph 3 
requested the six sponsoring Powers to consult 
together in order to reach agreement on principles. 
Such agreement could take the form of acceptance 
by the USSR of the majority principles or a 
compromise modification of those principles. 
In case of such compromise, paragraph 1, if 
adopted in its present form, would confront the 
Commission with the question whether its six 
permanent members could modify an Assembly 
resolution. To allow a possibility of compromise, 
a way for some modification of the majority 
principles must be left open. 

The Australian representative was not in 
agreement with the arguments against resumption 
of the work of the Commission in the absence 
of agreement. ·whatever the justice of these 
arguments as concerned the Commission itself, 
he thought objective and constructive work 
possible in the two working Committees of the 
Commission. The Second Report of the Com
mission showed that there were many unexplored 
technical fields in which valuable work could be 
done, irrespective of agreement on principles of 
control. It was visualized that the secretariat 
of the Commission would continue to collect, 
collate and publish information on Atomic 
Energy. That work would be guided and 
directed by the Commission itself. Colonel 
Hodgson thought a gap in the work in the 
technical and economic field would be dangerous 
and make eventual solution more difficult. 

He proposed to retain paragraphs 1 and 2 of 
the Canadian proposal and to insert, as a new 
paragraph 3, paragraph 9 of the Indian draft 
resolution (A/C.1 /315) relating to the resumption 
of the Atomic Energy Commission's work. The 
present paragraph 3 would then become 
paragraph 4 with consequential amendments. 

Le colonel Hodgson affirme a nouveau que sa 
delegation approuve pleinement les principes 
contenus dans les premier et deuxieme Rapports 
de Ia Commission de l' energie atomique. II nie 
le bien-fonde des affirmations de l'URSS, selon 
lesquelles ce seraient les Etats-Unis qui auraient 
impose ces conclusions a Ia Commission et qui les 
imposeraient maintenant a l'Assemblee generale. 
De telles affirmations ont ete tres mal re<;ues par 
les membres de Ia Commission, qui travaillent 
sans relache depuis deux ans et qui ont obtenu des 
resultats appreciables. En fait, Ia majorite a 
parfois insiste pour faire admettre des principes 
auxquels les Etats-Unis n'etaient pas favorables, 
mais qu'ils ont acceptes en Membre loyal de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Le colonel Hodgson desire apporter quelques 
critiques au projet de resolution soumis par Ia 
Sons-Commission 11. II estime qu'il y a contra
diction entre le paragraphe premier et le para
graphe 3. Si le paragraphe premier etait adopte, 
cela signifierait que l'Assemblee generale approuve 
sans reserve les conclusions de Ia majorite de Ia 
Commission de l'energie atomique. Le para
graphe 3 demande aux six promoteurs de se 
concerter encore en vu.e d'arriver a un accord 
sur les principes. Un tel accord est susceptible 
de prendre des formes diverses, soit que l'URSS 
accepte les principes de la majorite, soit que l'on 
aboutisse a un accord de compromis modifiant 
lesdits principes. Dans le cas d'un compromis, 
et si le paragraphe premier etait adopte sous sa 
forme actuelle, une question se poserait a la 
Commission, a sa voir : les six membres permanents 
de la Commission peuvent-ils modifier une reso
lution de l'Assemblee generale ? Pour permettre 
la conclusion d'un accord de compromis, il est 
necessaire que les principes adoptes par la 
majorite puissent etre modifies de quelque 
maniere. 

Le representant de l' Australie n'accepte pas 
le point de vue suivant lequel Ia Commission ne 
devrait pas reprendre ses travaux si aucun 
accord n'intervient. Les arguments invoques 
peuvent etre justes en ce qui concerne la 
Commission elle-meme, mais les deux Comites de 
travail de la Commission sont susceptibles de 
poursuivre des travaux ayant une valeur objective 
et constructive. Le deuxieme Rapport de Ia 
Commission montre que de nombreux problemes 
techniques n' ont pas encore ete examines ; dans 
ce domaine, les Comites pourront faire un travail 
utile, meme si aucun accord n'intervient quant a 
l'etablissement d'un systeme de controle. On 
prevoit que le secretariat de Ia Commission 
continuera a reunir, a collationner et a publier 
les renseignements relatifs a l'energie atomique. 
La Commission elle-meme pourrait assurer Ia 
direction de ces travaux. D'apres le colonel 
Hodgson, toute lacune dans l'examen des questions 
techniques et economiques presente un certain 
danger et rendra plus difficile Ia solution finale. 

Le representant de l' Australie propose de 
conserver le paragraphe premier et le paragraphe 2 
de la proposition du Canada, et d'inserer comme 
troisieme paragraphe le paragraphe 9 du projet 
de Ia resolution de l'Inde (AJC.l/315), relatif ala 
reprise des travaux de la Commission de l:energ~e 
atomique. L'actuel paragraphe 3 dev1endra1t 
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In the third line of that paragraph he proposed 
to substitute the word " if " for " when ". 

He still hoped for ultimate agreement. Many 
delegations publicly and privately had expressed 
a hope for continuation of the Commission's 
work. A test vote on his amendment would 
allow that feeling to find expression. 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (United Kingdom) 
agreed that the Sub-Committee had not achieved 
all that had been expected of it. Instead of an 
agreed draft resolution, it had presented the three 
different views contained in the USSR (A/C.l/310), 
the Indian (A/C.l/315) and the Canadian 
(A/C.l/308) draft resolutions. The last had, 
however, been considerably modified during the 
debate. 

The United Kingdom had abstained from 
voting against the Indian draft resolution because 
it recognized in it a sincere attempt to reach a 
compromise. The same hope for compromise 
had inspired the majority of the Sub-Committee. 

Contrary to what had been suggested by the 
representative of the USSR, the work of the 
Sub-Committee and the Main Committee had 
made it abundantly clear that every delegation 
was anxious for the prohibition of atomic weapons 
and the effective control of atomic energy. The 
issue was how those objectives could be secured. 
The majority held the view that the establishment 
in practice of an effective system of control 
would bring into force the prohibition of atomic 
weapons. The USSR, on the other hand, said 
that prohibition must be brought into force at 
the same time as the control programme was 
agreed upon. But, since it would require time 
to establish the methods of a control system, to 
set up an administration and carry out nego
tiations with countries concerned, the USSR 
view seemed to mean that prohibition must 
precede effective control. Hence, the new USSR 
proposal for two simultaneous conventions did 
not constitute a real modification of its earlier 
view that only after atomic weapons had been 
prohibited could a convention be concluded in 
respect of control. The United Kingdom's point 
had not been met by that earlier view and the 
new proposal did not meet it any more satis
factorily. The United Kingd om couldnot accept 
prohibition until the control system had proved 
to be effective in practice. A further basic 
difference concerned the nature of the control 
programme itself. Sir Alexander did not consider 
it necessary to elaborate the opposing views 
as they were well known. Those differences 
rendered it doubtful that the Atomic Energy 
Commission could continue its work profitably 
without some concession by the minority to the 
majority view. The majority of the Commission 
could not be expected to abandon the results 
of so much work ; to develop specific proposals 
based on that work while ignoring USSR oppo
sition would only embitter the relations of the 

alors le paragraphe 4 et serait amende en conse
quence. A la troisieme ligne de ce paragraphe, le 
representant de l'Australie propose de remplacer 
le mot « quand » par le mot « si ». 

Le colonel Hodgson espere toujours qu'un 
accord pourra etre realise. De nombreuses dele
gations ont, officiellement et officieusement, 
exprime l'espoir de voir la Commission poursuivre 
ses travaux. Si l'amendement de l'Australie etait 
mis aux voix, ce sentiment aurait 1' occasion de 
s'exprimer. 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (Royaume-Uni) estime, 
lui aussi, que la Sons-Commission n'a pas accompli 
tout ce qu'on attendait d'elle. Au lieu de se mettre 
d'accord sur un projet de resolution unique, les 
membres de la Sous-Commission ont repris les 
trois points de vue differents exposes dans les 
projets de resolution de l'URSS (A/C.1J310), de 
l'Inde (A/C.l/315) et du Canada (A/C.l/308). 
Le projet de resolution du Canada a cependant 
ete considerablement modifie au cours de la 
discussion. 

Le Royaume-Uni s'est abstenu de voter contre 
le projet de resolution de l'Inde parce qu'il y 
voyait ·un effort sincere en vue d'aboutir a un 
compromis. Le meme desir de trouver un 
compromis a inspire les travaux de la majorite 
de la Sons-Commission. 

Contrairement a ce qu'a affirme le representant 
de l'URSS, les travaux de la Sons-Commission 
et de la grande Commission ont montre clairement 
que toutes les delegations desiraient vivement 
l'interdiction des armes atomiques et un controle 
efficace de l' energie atomique. Mais elles ne sont 
pas d'accord sur les moyens a utiliser pour 
atteindre ces objectifs. Suivant Ia majorite, 
l'etablissement d'un systeme de controle effectif 
entrainerait !'interdiction effective des armes 
atomiques. L'URSS, au contraire, estime qu'il 
faut simultanement mettre en vigueur Ia 
convention sur !'interdiction des armes atomiques 
et s'entendre sur l'etablissement du systeme de 
controle. Mais puisque l'etablissement des moda
lites de ce systeme, la creation d'une adminis
tration et la conduite de negociati:ms avec les 
pays interesses demanderaient un certain temps, 
il semble que, aux termes de la proposition de 
l'URSS, !'interdiction doive preceder l'etablis
sement du controle. Ainsi, lorsqu'elle propose 
de rediger simultanement deux conventions, 
l'URSS ne modifie pas en realite son point de vue 
primitif, suivant lequel !'interdiction des armes 
atomiques devait preceder !'adoption de toute 
convention relative au controle. Pas plus que 
l'ancienne, la nouvelle proposition de l'URSS ne 
donne satisfaction au Royaume-Uni. Le Royaume
Uni ne peut accepter !'interdiction des armes 
atomiques avant qu'un systeme de controle 
efficace ait ete mis en vigueur. Une autre 
difference fondamentale porte sur la nature meme 
du controle. Sir Alexander ne juge pas utile de 
developper les theses en presence, car elles sont 
bien connues. Dans ces conditions, il est douteux 
que la Commission de l'energie atomique puisse 
poursuivre ses travaux utilement si la minorite 
se refuse a toute concession. II est tres improbable 
que la majorite de la Commission accepte d'aba~
donner les resultats de ses longs travaux. MaiS 
si l'on redigeait des propositions basees sur ces 
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two sides. A treaty to which the USSR was 
not a party would be valueless ; consequently, 
he thought that the proposal contained in 
paragraph 3 of the Canadian draft resolution 
for meetings of the six sponsoring Powers when 
agreement could be sought in a quieter and more 
objective atmosphere offered the most useful 
constructive solution which had been submitted. 
If they could not agree, no work the Commission 
might do would be worth anything. 

The representative of the USSR had asserted 
that the Canadian draft resolution camouflaged a 
desire of certain members to discontinue the 
Atomic Energy Commission's work. Sir 
Alexander formally stated on ·behalf of his 
Government its readiness to act on a recommen
dation of the General Assembly such as was 
proposed and its hopes for an early resumption 
of that work on a basis of declared agreement 
which would provide a real hope of success. 
General endorsement by the General Assembly 
of the majority proposals would constitute a real 
advance. He could not believe that the USSR 
was prepared to ignore world opinion. If it 
were made clear that world opinion as expressed 
by the General Assembly supported the majority 
proposals of the Commission, he hoped that the 
USSR would find itself able, first in private 
consultation and then openly, to make such 
concessions as would bring ultimate agreement 
nearer. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) reiterated his 
delegation's view of the necessity of control by 
an international agency. After control and 
inspection had been assured, an approach could 
be made to the problem of prohibiting atomic 
weapons. 

He found grounds for continued hope in three 
favourable factors. First, there was the dispo
sition of the United States, Canada and the 
United Kingdom, which, in spite of the advantage 
created by their exclusive possession of the 
atomic weapon, were willing, once effective 
control was established, to destroy their bombs 
and share with the world their knowledge of the 
process of production of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes. Secondly, there was the very 
constructive proposal of the USSR to continue 
the work of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
Although it had criticized what had so far been 
accomplished, the USSR still had faith in the 
Commission. The third favourable element was 
the Canadian proposal for consultation between 
the sponsoring Powers, which looked to a 
resumption of the Commission's work when some 
agreement had been reached on the basic elements 
of the control problem. Mr. Castro thought, 
therefore, that a very unfavourable impression 
would be created throughout the world if the 
Assembly were to decide that the task of the 
Atomic Energy Commission had been completed. 
He believed that it should not only continue, but 
that the field of its activities should be enlarged. 

travaux, sans tenir compte de !'opposition de 
l'URSS, lcs relations entre la majorite et Ia 
minorite deviendraient plus difficiles encore. Un 
traite auquel l'URSS ne serait pas partie serait 
sans valeur. C'est pourquoi la proposition 
contenue au paragraphe 3 du projet de resolution 
du Canada, qui demande aux six promoteurs de 
se reunir pour rechercher les bases d'un accord, 
lorsque !'atmosphere sera devenue plus calme et 
plus favorable a une discussion objective, lui 
semble offrir une solution utile et positive. Si les 
six promoteurs ne peuvent se mettre d'accord, les 
travaux de Ia Commission sont condamnes a 
rester steriles. 

Le representant de l'URSS a affirme que le 
pro jet de resolution du Canada dissimulait Ie 
desir de certains membres de mettre fin aux 
travaux de la Commission de l'energie atomique. 
Parlant au nom de son Gouvernement, Sir 
Alexander declare solennellement que le Royaume
U ni est pret a accepter une recommandation de 
I' Assemblee generale dans les termes qui ont ete 
proposes et j'espere que la Commission reprendra 
bientOt ses travaux sur la base d'un accord 
forme! qui lui garantisse des chances de succes. 
Si I'Assemblee generale adoptait les propositions 
de la majorite, une telle demarche constituerait 
deja un certain progres. Le representant du 
Royaume-Uni ne peut pas croire que l'URSS soit 
decidee a ne tenir aucun compte de l'opinion 
mondiale. Si le monde, s'exprimant par l'inter
mediaire de I' Assemblee generale, montrait 
clairement qu'il approuve les propositions de Ia 
majorite de la Commission, on pourrait esperer 
que l'URSS, officieusement puis officiellement, 
accepterait de faire des concessions susceptibles 
de faciliter la conclusion eventuelle d'un accord. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) rappelle que sa delegation 
estime necessairc d'etablir un controle au moyen 
d'un organe international. Lorsque seront assures 
controle et inspection, on pourra s'occuper du 
probleme que pose !'interdiction des armes 
atomiques. 

Trois facteurs favorables lui permettent de 
garder espoir. II y a tout d'abord Ia bonne volonte 
des Etats-Unis, du Canada et du Royaume-Uni 
qui, malgre l'avantage que leur donne le fait 
d'etre seuls a posseder l'arme atomique, sont 
disposes, lorsqu'un controle efficace aura ete 
institue, a detruire leurs bombes et a partager 
avec le reste du monde leur connaissance des 
procedes de production de l'energie atomique, 
afin d'utiliser cette derniere pour des fins paci
fiques. II y a, en second lieu, la proposition tres 
constructive de l'URSS, qui demande que soient 
poursuivis les travaux de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. Bien qu'elle ait critique ce 
qui a ete fait jusqu'a present, l'URSS continue 
a avoir confiance en la Commission. Entin, le 
troisieme element favorable est la proposition 
canadienne qui demande aux six promoteurs de se 
consulter afin que Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique puisse reprendre ses travaux lorsque 
!'accord se sera fait sur les problemes fonda
mentaux du controle. M. Castro estime que si 
I' Assemblee decidait de mettre fin aux activites 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique, cela 
creerait une impression tres facheuse dans le 
monde. II considere que les travaux de cette 
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While the prohibition of atomic weapons and 
the control of atomic energy were of first impor
tance, they were but one phase of the reduction 
of armaments. Therefore the delegation of 
El Salvador had proposed in its draft resolution 
(A/C.1/320) that the Atomic Energy Commission 
should first devote its efforts to the problem of 
production and control of atomic energy ; when 
such control was in satisfactory operation for 
all nations concerned, the abolition of the atomic 
weapon should be agreed upon. That achieved, 
::\fr. Castro proposed that the Atomic Energy 
Commission should take over the work of the 
Commission on Conventional Armaments. No 
useful purpose was served by entrusting two 
similar problems to different Commissions. 

The delegation of El Salvador strongly favoured 
continuation of the work of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. However, if a majority of the 
Commission preferred the Canadian proposal to 
leave it to the six sponsoring Powers to convene 
the Atomic Energy Commission when they felt 
that agreement might be reached, the represen
tative of El Salvador would favour that view. 

1\Ir. Castro could not give blanket approval to 
the findings and recommendations of the majority 
of the Atomic Energy Commission as provided 
for in paragraph 1 of the Canadian draft reso
lution. The mining laws of El Salvador would 
not allow international' ownership of minerals 
once they were extracted. In Mr. Castro's 
opinion the question of ownership was not of 
primary importance. The basic question was 
that of control over production and use of atomic 
energy. Therefore, he proposed amendment of 
paragraph 1 of the Canadian draft resolution 
somewhat along the lines of the Indian proposal, 
to express approval « in principle ». 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) recalled that the Syrian 
delegation had been first in submitting a proposal 
for the Atomic Energy Commission to continue 
its work. That proposal had been submitted 
in the hope that the Assembly would be able 
to break the deadlock existing in the Commission. 

The Sub-Committee had ignored the Syrian 
draft resolution and adopted the Canadian 
proposal that the six sponsoring Powers, or the 
permanent members of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, should be entrusted with the task 
of negotiating a compromise while the other five 
members should be excluded from those 
consultations. He saw no sound reason for that 
exclusion and thought that any consultations 
should take place within the framework of the 
whole Commission. The USSR representative 
had said that he did not approve of the proposed 
consultations ; if he did not take part then 
nothing could come of such consultations. The 
General Assembly could not require the sponsoring 
Powers to meet since they were not an organ of 
the United Nations. The representative of the 

derniere devraient non seulement etre poursuivis, 
mais elargis. L'interdiction des armes atomiques 
et le controle de l'energie atomique, tout en etant 
des questions de premiere importance, ne 
constituent qu'un aspect de la reduction des 
armements. En consequence, la delegation du 
Salvador a propose, dans son projet de resolution 
(A fC.1 /320), que la Commission de l' energie 
atomique consacre tout d'abord ses efforts aux 
problemes de la production et du controle de 
l'energie atomique, puis qu'elle se mette d'accord 
sur la question de la suppression de l'arme ato
mique, lorsqu'un controle fonctionnera de fa<;on 
satisfaisante pour toutes les nations interessees. 
Cela fait, M. Castro propose que la Commission 
de l'energie atomique reprenne a son compte la 
tache de la Commission des armements de type 
classique, car il serait inutile de confier deux 
problemes similaires a des commissions distinctes. 

La delegation du Salvador juge qu'il est indis
pensable que la Commission de l'energie atomique 
poursuive ses travaux. Toutefois, M. Castro se 
rangera a l'avis de la majorite de la Commission, 
si celle-ci prefere la proposition canadienne visant 
a laisser aux six promoteurs le soin de reunir la 
Commission de l' energie atomique lorsqu'ils 
estimeront qu'il existe une possibilite d'accord. 

M. Castro ne pent donner son approbation 
inconditionnee aux conclusions et recomman
dations de la majorite de la Commission de 
l' energie atomique, comme le voudrait le premier 
paragraphe du projet de resolution presente par 
le Canada. La legislation regissant Jes mines, au 
Salvador, ne permettrait pas que le minerai, 
une fois extrait du sol, devienne propriete 
internationale. Selon M. Castro, la question de 
propriete n'est pas de premiere importance. La 
question essentielle est celle du controle de la 
production et de !'utilisation de l'energie atomique. 
En consequence, il propose d'amender le premier 
paragraphe du projet de resolution presente 
par le Canada en s'inspirant de la proposition de 
l'Inde, et d'approuver « en principe » les 
conclusions et recommandations de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) rappelle que la dele
gation de la S-yrie a ete la premiere a proposer 
la poursuite des travaux de la Commission de 
l' energie atomique. Cette proposition a ete faite 
dans l'espoir que l'Assemblee trouverait le moyen 
qui permettrait a la Commission de sortir de 
!'impasse oil elle se trouve. 

La Sons-Commission n'a pas tenu compte du 
projet de resolution presente par Ia Syrie et a 
adopte le projet de resolution canadien selon 
lequel les six promoteurs, ou les six membn~s 
permanents de la Commission de l' energw 
atomique, seraient charges de negocier un 
compromis, tandis que les cinq autres membres 
seraient exclus de ces consultations. II ne voit 
aucune raison plausible pour cette exclusion et 
estime que toutes les consultations devraient 
avoir lieu dans le cadre de la Commission tout 
entiere. Le representant de l'URSS a dit qu'il 
n'approuvait pas ces consultations ; or, s'il n'y 
prend pas part, elles n'aboutiront a rien. 
L' Assemblee generale ne pent demande~ aux 
promoteurs de se reunir, puisqu'ils ne constlt~ent 
pas un organe de !'Organisation des Natwns 
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USSR had indicated readiness to continue within 
the framework of the Commission. For these 
reasons it seemed desirable to continue the 
latter, especially since the task of the General 
Assembly was to remove all obstacles to contin
uation of the Commission's work. The non
permanent members of the Commission could be 
helpful by serving as mediators between the 
parties ; on the other hand the procedure proposed 
in the Canadian draft resolution would yield no 
result. 

Thr last sentence of the Canadian draft 
resolution requiring the sponsoring Powers to 
report to the General Assembly no later than the 
fourth regular session meant a suspension of 
work for a year during which anxiety and fear 
would be unchecked in the world. There would 
be no information on what was being done behind 
the iron curtain surrounding the six members. 
If the Commission continued to meet, the situation 
would be under nearly daily public scrutiny. 
:Mr. El-Khouri stressed in this connexion the 
rights and duties of the Atomic Energy Com
mission as an organ of the United Nations. 

The work of the Atomic Energy Commission 
was not subject to the rule of unanimity. There 
was thus no reason for breaking ofT the work 
before the deadlock created by the veto was 
actually reached in the Security Council where 
alone it applied. The Commission should not 
itself take the responsibility for failure, but leave 
that to those who created the deadlock by a veto 
in the Security Council. 

The Syrian delegation could not support the 
Sub-Committee's resolution which continued the 
deadlock and did not preserve the rights of the 
United Nations. By adopting the formula 
contained in the Indian draft resolution, the 
second paragraph of which covered the Syrian 
proposal, the General Assembly would leave the 
door open to compromise. 

Postponement of the work of the Atomic 
Energy Commission for a year would make 
each party more stubborn, while, if that work 
were continued, the USSR might make certain 
concessions. 

Mr. EI-Khouri denied emphatically the assertion 
of the USSR that the proposals of the United 
States in the Atomic Energy Commission had 
been rubber-stamped by other members of the 
majority. He indica ted that on the contrary 
the views of the United States had often not been 
accepted. 

:\fr. KvRou (Greece) while agreeing generally 
with the representative of Australia, could not 
concur in his view that the vote should be 
postponed until a report had been received from 
Sub-Committee 12. The problems of atomic 
energy and disarmament had been deliberately 
entrusted to separate sub-committees and Sub
Committee 12 would be aided in its work if the 

Unies. Le representant de l'URSS s'est declare 
pret a poursuivre les travaux dans le cadre de Ia 
Commission. II semble souhaitable, pour ces 
raisons, de poursuivre l'activite de cette derniere, 
d'autant plus que Ia tache de l'Assemblee generale 
est d' eliminer tout obstacle a Ia poursuite des 
travaux de Ia Commission. La presence des 
membres non permanents de Ia Commission 
serait fort utile, car ils pourraient jouer Ie role 
de mediateurs entre Ies parties ; quant a Ia 
methode proposee par Ie projet de resolution 
canadien, elle n'aboutirait a rien. 

La derniere phrase du projet canadien demande 
aux promoteurs de presenter un rapport a 
l' Assemblee generale Iors de sa quatrieme session 
ordinaire au plus tard. Cela signifie que les 
travaux de Ia Commission seraient suspendus 
pendant un an, - et pendant un an, l'anxiete 
et Ia crainte domineront le monde. On ne sera 
pas renseigne sur ce qui se passera derriere le 
rideau de fer dont s'entoureront les six membres. 
Si, au contraire, la Commission continue a se 
reunir, le public pourra suivre les developpements 
jour apres jour. M. El-Khouri rappelle, a ce 
propos, les droits et devoirs de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique en tant qu'organe de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. 

Les travaux de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique ne sont pas Soumis a la regie de 
l'unanimite. II n'y a done aucune raison pour 
mettre fin a ces travaux, tant qu'on ne se trouve 
pas encore dans la situation inextricable que 
creerait l'exercice du droit de veto au sein du 
Conseil de securite, seul organe oil. ii puisse 
s'exercer. La Commission n'a pas a assumer la 
responsabilite d'un echec, mais doit la laisser 
a ceux qui creeraient cette situation en employant 
le veto au Conseil de securite. 

La delegation de la Syrie ne peut appuyer la 
resolution de Ia Sous-Commission, car elle 
permettrait a cette situation de se prolonger 
et ne preserverait pas Ies droits des Nations 
Unies. En adoptant la methode preconisee par 
le projet de resolution de l'Inde, dont le second 
paragraphe correspond a Ia proposition de I.a 
Syrie, 1' Assemblee generale menagerait la possl
bilite d'un compromis. 

Si l'on ajournait Ia reprise des travaux de Ia 
Commission jusqu'a l'annee prochaine, chacune 
des parties ne ferait que s'obstiner dans ses vues; 
au contraire, si les travaux continuaient, l'URSS 
pourrait faire certaines concessions. 

M. El-Khouri dement avec force !'affirmation 
de l'URSS selon laquelle les membres de ~a 
majorite au sein de la Commission de l'energ1e 
atomique se seraient bornes a contresigner les 
propositions faites par les Etats-Unis. 11 declare 
que, bien au contraire, le point de vue des Etats
Unis n'a pas toujours ete suivi. 

M. KYROU (Grece), tout en etant d'accord, de 
maniere generale, avec le representant de 
l'Australie, ne peut accepter son point de vue 
selon lequel il y aurait lieu d'attendre, po.ur.voter, 
d'avoir rec;u un rapport de la Sous-CommiSSID~ 12. 
Les problemes de l'energie atomique et du desar
mement ont ete, a dessein, confies a des sou~
commissions distinctes ; si 1' Assemblee prena1t 
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Assembly took a decision in respect of atomic 
energy. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) thought that the 
failure of the Sub-Committee to achieve general 
agreement could be traced back to the opposition 
of the United States representative to the 
inclusion in the terms of reference of the Sub
Committee of the words " to obtain general 
agreement". The revised Canadian draft reso
lution contained in the Sub-Committee's report 
purported to be a compromise, but even super
ficial examination showed that it was the same 
resolution with its invasion of sovereignty minus 
a few of the mos.t drastic sentences. On the 
other hand, comparison of the reply of the USSR 
representative to the United Kingdom question
naire with the present USSR proposal for the 
simultaneous entry into force of the conventions 
on the control of atomic energy and on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons showed that the 
USSR had made a real attempt at a compromise. 
The majority draft resolution conceded nothing 
and again called for unreserved acceptance of the 
Baruch Plan. While a full analysis of the 
reasons for which the minority opposed this plan 
had already been given, he wished to refer to a 
recent publication by Professor Blackett, a 
former adviser of the United Kingdom Govern
ment on atomic energy, who had pointed out 
the dangers of accepting the majority proposals 
of the Atomic Energy Commission. In his recent 
book entitled Military and Political Consequences 
of Atomic Energy, Professor Blackett stated that 
the Baruch Plan was a consistent part of the 
United States policy for the containment of the 
USSR and had failed because the attempt to 
obtain nearly complete security for the United 
States put the USSR in a position subservient 
to the United States. 

The new Canadian draft resolution ignored the 
principles stated in the former resolutions of the 
General Assembly on the prohibition and control 
of atomic energy. Prohibition of atomic energy 
which was treated in the 24 January 1946 reso
lution1 as a matter of prime concern was mentioned 
only as a secondary matter in the Canadian draft 
resolution which called instead for the approval 
of abstract principles of control unacceptable not 
only to the minority but to other nations as well 
and to scientists in many other countries including 
the United Kingdom and the United States. This 
draft resolution even implied endorsement of the 
attempt in the Third Report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission to blame the minority for the failure 
to implement the General Assembly resolutions 
and in this way to conceal United States military 
and industrial aims. 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 
during the first part of its first session, page 9. 

une decision au sujet de l'energie atomique, cela 
ne ferait qu'aider Ia Sous-Commission 12 dans 
ses travaux. 

M. KATz-SucHv (Pologne) estime que si la 
Sons-Commission n'a pu aboutir a un accord 
general, cela tient a ce que le representant des 
Etats-Unis s'est oppose a !'inclusion dans Ie 
mandat de la Sous-Commission des mots « obtenir 
un accord general ». Le projet de resolution amende 
de la delegation canadienne, qui figure au rapport 
de la Sous-Commission, pretend representer un 
compromis ; mais il ressort de l'examen le plus 
superficiel qu'il s'agit de la meme resolution, avec 
ses multiples infractions au principe de la souve
rainete, et dont on a retranche seulement quelques
unes des expressions les plus violentes. D'autre 
part, si l'on compare la reponse du representant 
de l'URSS, au questionnaire du Royaume-Uni 
avec la proposition actuelle de l'URSS, qui est 
de. faire entrer simultanement en vigueur la 
convention sur le controle de l'energie ato
mique et la convention sur !'interdiction des 
armes atomiques, on voit que l'URSS a fait 
un veritable effort de compromis. Le projet 
de resolution de la majorite ne contient aucune 
concession ; il demande une fois de plus !'accep
tation sans reserve du Plan Baruch. Certes, les 
raisons pour lesquelles la minorite est opposee 
a ce plan ont deja ete exposees en detail ; 
cependant, le representant de la Pologne desire 
attirer !'attention sur une publication recente, 
dont !'auteur est le professeur Blackett, ancien 
membre du Comite consultatif du Royaume-Uni 
sur l' energie atomique, qui a fait ressortir les 
dangers que presenterait !'acceptation des propo
sitions de la majorite de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique. Dans son recent livre intitule Conse
quences poliliques et militaires de la decouverte de 
l'energie atomique, le professeur Blackett declare 
que le Plan Baruch forme partie integrante de Ja 
politique des :Etats-Unis qui vise a faire echec a 
l'URSS et que ce plan a echoue parce que le desir 
des :Etats-Unis d'obtenir une securite presque 
absolue pla((aitl'URSS dans une position de subor
dination a l'egard des Etats-Unis d'Amerique. 

Le nouveau projet de resolution canadien ne 
tient pas compte des principes enonces dans les 
resolutions anterieures de 1' Assemblee generale 
relatives a !'interdiction et au controle de l'energie 
atomique. L'interdiction de l'energie atomique, 
que la resolution du 24 janvier 19461 considere 
comme d'interet primordial, n'est mentionnee que 
comme une question d'ordre secondaire dans le 
projet de resolution canadien; celui-ci invite seu
lement a approuver certains principes theoriques 
de controle, ce qui est inacceptable non seulement 
pour les nations de la minorite, mais egalement 
pour les autres nations, ainsi que pour de nombreux 
savants appartenant a divers pays, y compris le 
Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis. Ce projet de 
resolution constitue meme une approbation tacite 
de la tentative faite dans le troisieme Rapport de 
la Commission de l'energie atomique pour rejeter 
sur la minorite la responsabilite de la non
application des resolutions del' Assemblee generate ; 
on cherche ainsi a masquer les visees des Etats
Unis dans les domaines militaire et industriel. 

1 Voir les Resolutions ado plies par l' .1ssemblt!e gt!nerale 
pendant Ia premiere partie de sa premiere sesslon, page 9. 
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The opcralin· part of the ne\v Canadian draft 1 

resolution removed the question of atomic energy 
completely from the jurisdiction of the United 
Nations. Its adoption would imply a revocation 
of the previous resolutions of the General Assembly 
on this subject. The lJnited States sought to by
pass the United Nations on such important 
questions of United Nations concern as the 
l\Iarshall Plan and atomic energy while subjects 
such as Berlin, not within the competence of the 
United Nations, were tossed into its lap. It was 
characteristic that Polish proposals in the Security 
Council that the five permanent Members should 
consult within the framework of the Council had 
been opposed by the United Stales and the United 
Kingdom representatives who were now so eager 
for such consullation. 

Le dispositif du nouveau projet de resolution 
canadien enleve a !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies toute competence en matiere d'energie 
atomique. Son adoption signifierait l'annulation 
des resolutions anterieures de I' Assemblee generale 
a ce sujet. Les Etats-Unis ont cherche a eviter 
de recourir a !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
dans des domaines importants qui interessent au 
plus haut point !'Organisation, comme par 
exemple le Plan Marshall et le probleme de 
l'energie atomique ; par contre, on force !'Orga
nisation a s'occuper de problemes tels que la 
question de Berlin qui ne sont pas de son ressort. 
Il est caracteristique que les propositions 
presentees par la Pologne au Conseil de securite 
en vue d'instituer, dans le cadre du Conseil, des 
consultations entre les cinq Membres permanents, 
aient rencontre !'opposition des representants des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, qui font preuve 
maintenant d'une telle insistance en faveur de 
consultations de ce genre. 

l\Ir. Katz-Suchy saw in the draft resolution 
submitted by the representative of India an 
expression of the general uneasiness and anxiety 
induced by suspension of the Atomic Energy 
Commission's work. Since it approved the 
general findings, recommendations and specific 
proposals of the First and Second Reports of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, he regretted that he 
could not accept it. He thought agreement 
possible, however, and denied the Canadian repre
sentative's assertion that the USSR had made no 
contribution to the work of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. He quoted at length from the 
USSR statements of 19 June and 24 January 
proposing the prohibition of atomic weapons and 
the introduction thereafter of measures for ensur
ing strict supervision of the observance of this 
prohibition and provisions for sanctions against 
violations. In no other plan were such concrete 
proposals found. The Baruch Plan solved nothing 
and even its acceptance by a minority would be 
called propaganda. The meaning of the United 
States proposal for control by stages was clearly 
revealed by Mr. Baruch at the first meeting of the 
Commission when he said that before atomic 
weapons were relinquished there must be guaran
tees against bacteriological warfare, gas warfare 
and even against war itself. It was clear that the 
staff administering the control envisaged by the 
Baruch Plan would be United States and not 
United Nations personnel. Acceptance of this 
plan was being made the price of continuing the 
work of the Atomic Energy Commission. Indeed, 
Senator McMahon, Chairman of the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy of the United States 
Congress, had stated in effect that failure to 
accept the United States plan would be an act of 
aggression. That kind of conciliation had almost 
brought about an atomic war in September 1946, 
at the time of the so-called Yugoslav crisis. 
Secretary of State Marshall had vetoed the plan, 
however. As long as there was no prohibition, 
there could be no safety. The reason for fear 
could be eliminated only if one nation would 
give up its monopoly of atomic energy and colla
borate for peace through the United Nations. 

188 

M. Katz-Suchy voit dans le projet de resolution 
soumis par le representant de l'Inde !'expression 
de !'inquietude et de l'anxiete generales suscitees 
par la suspension des travaux de la Commission 
de l'energie atomique. A son grand regret, il ne 
peut accepter cc projet, puisqu'il approuve les 
conclusions generales ainsi que les recomman
dations et les propositions particulieres des 
premier et deuxiemc Rapports de Ia Commission 
de l'energie atomique. II croit cependant a !a 
possibilite d'un accord et refute !'assertion du 
representant du Canada selon laquelle l'URSS 
n'aurait pas contribue aux travaux de Ia 
Commission de l'energic atomique. II cite de 
longs extraits des declarations faites par les 
representants de l'URSS les 19 juin et 24 janvier, 
oil ceux-ci proposaient d'interdire tout d'abord 
les armes atomiques et d'introduire ensuite des 
mesures en vue d'assurer, par le controle le plus 
strict, !'observation de cette interdiction et en vue 
d'appliquer des sanctions a ceux qui la violeraient. 
On ne trouve dans aucun autre plan des propo
sitions aussi concretes. Le Plan Baruch ne resoud 
rien ; d'ailleurs, si la minorite l'acceptait, on 
qualifierait son attitude de manumvre de propa
gande. A la premiere seance de Ia Commission, 
M. Baruch a revele le sens veritable de la propo
sition faite par les Etats-Unis en vue d'un controle 
par stades, lorsqu'il a dit qu'avant d'abandon~er 
les armes atomiques, il fallait avoir des garanties 
contre la guerre bacteriologique, contre la guerre 
des gaz et meme contre la guerre tout court. II est 
clair que le personnel charge de !'application 
du controle envisage aux termes du Plan Baruch 
serait un personnel americain, et non un personnel 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. On subor
donne a !'acceptation de ce plan la continu~tion 
des travaux dela Commission del'energie atomique. 
Le senateur McMahon, President de la Commission 
mixte de l'energie atomique du Congres des 
Etats-Unis, est aile jusqu'a declarer que si l'o?" 
n'acceptait pas le plan des Etats-Unis, cela const!
tuerait un acte d'agression. C'est ce genre d'espnt 
de conciliation qui a failli provoquer une guerre 
atomique en septembre 1946, a l'epoque oil s'est 
produit ce qu'on a appele la crise yougoslave. L~ 
Secretaire d'Etat Marshall a cependant oppose 
son veto au plan. Tant qu'il n'y aura pas d'inter
diction, il ne peut y avoir de securile. Lcs raisons 



l.Ir. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) thought that the opposition and reserve 
with which the draft resolution of the Sub
Committee was being met was no accident. The 
question was not one of ideology or of a particular 
group of States, but whether the use of atomic 
energy for warlike purposes would be prohibited, 
effective rather than paper control be established, 
and armaments be reduced by one-third. One 
group of States opposed the new Canadian draft 
resolution because it desired such prohibition, 
control and reduction as a means of strengthening 
trust among States. The consequences of adop
tion of the Baruch Plan affected many peoples 
and nations besides the USSR. All raw material 
sources and industrial production of atomic 
energy would be under the control of an inter
national agency in which United States financial 
interests would predominate, thus bringing to 
fruition the dream of Hitler's Germany to place 
a monopoly of weapons in the hands of a master 
State while disarming all others. 

The minority States had the profound convic
tion that they were defending the interests of 
the broadest masses of mankind whom the Baruch 
Plan threatened with the most barbarous form of 
destruction. The Latin American countries were 
already experiencing some pressure from their 
northern neighbour. What would that pressure 
be if by adopting the United States plan the 
United States were given a monopoly of the 
atomie bomb? It was in defence of the ne'w 
humanism that one group of States, aware that 
atomic energy was no longer a secret, was oppo
sing this plan, defending not only their own 
rights but also those of the J;Uiddle-sized and 
small Powers. 

Adoption of the new Canadian draft resolution 
would aggravate the crisis threatening the United 
i\ations and mean a backward step from the 
resolution 41 (I) of the General Assembly of 
14 December 1946, paragraph 3 of which called 
for the prohibition of atomic weapons and their 
elimination from national armaments. The new 
resolution evaded the question of prohibition and 
by implication sanctioned uncontrolled production 
of atomic v.·eapons. The United States had 
shown clearly that it did not wish to resume the 
work of the Atomic Energy Commission. Even 
the modest compromise attempted by the Indian 
representative had been turned down. Respon
sibility for the failure to eliminate atomic weapons 
and for continuation of the present armaments 
race would be properly assigned by world opinion. 

Mr. Manuilsky denied the assertions of others 
that the USSR had stubbornly held up work of 

de crainte ne peuvent etre eliminees que si une 
certaine nation renonce a son monopole de 
l'energie atomique et apporte ainsi sa contribution 
a la cause de la paix par l'entremise de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies. 

i\1. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) estime que si le projet de resolution 
de la Sons-Commission a ete accueilli avec reserve 
et a provoque de !'opposition, ce n'est pas par 
hasard. II ne s'agit pas l:l en effet d'une question 
d'ideologie, ni d'une question qui n'interesse qu'un 
certain groupe d'Etats : il s'agit de savoir si 
l'emploi de l'energie atomique pour la guerre sera 
interdit, s'il sera etabli un controle effectif et non 
pas un eontrole « sur le papier ll, et si les armements 
seront reduits d'un tiers. Un groupe d'Etats a 
marque son opposition au nouveau projet de 
resolution du Canada parce que ces Etats desirent 
cette interdiction, ce controle et cette reduction 
qu'ils considerent comme un moyen de renforcer 
la confiance entre les Nations. En dehors de 
l'URSS, plusieurs autres peuples et nations 
subiraient les consequences de !'adoption du Plan 
Baruch. Toutes les sources de matieres premieres 
et toute la production industrielle de l'energie 
atomique se trouveraient sous le controle d'un 
organe international dans lequel les interets 
financiers des Etats-Unis auraient la prepon
derance ; ainsi serait realise le reve qu'avait fait 
I' Allemagne hitlerienne de constituer un monopole 
des armements entre les mains d'un Etat maitre 
tout en amenant Ies m1tres Etats a desarmer. 

Les Etats qui font partie de la minorite ont la 
conviction profonde qu'ils defendent les interets 
de la plus grande partie de l'humanite, alors que 
le Plan Baruch la menace de la plus barbare des 
destructions. Les pays de l' Amerique latine 
subissent deja une certaine pression de la part 
de leur voisin du nord. Combien plus forte serait 
cette pression si, leur plan adopte, les Etats-Unis 
se voyaient attribuer le monopole de la bombe 
atomique ? C'est pour defendre le nouvel huma
nisme qu'un groupe d'Etats, sachant que l'energie 
atomique ne constitue plus un secret, s'oppose a 
ce plan afin de defendre non seulement ses 
propres droits, mais aussi les droits des petites 
et moyennes Puissances. 

L'adoption du nouveau projet de resolution 
canadien aurait pour effet d'aggraver la crise 
qui menace !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
et de marquer un recul par rapport a Ia 
resolution 41 (I) de l' Assemblee generale en date 
du 14 decembre 1946 dont le paragraphe 3 
recommande d'interdire et d'eliminer l'arme 
atomique des armements nationaux. La nouvelle 
resolution elude le probleme de !'interdiction 
des armes atomiques et autorise implicitement 
nne production non controlee de ces armes. Les 
Etats-Unis ont montre clairement qu'ils ne 
desiraient pas que la Commission de I' energie 
atomique reprenne ses travaux. L'on a rejete 
meme la proposition moderee que le representant 
de l'Inde avait faite par souci de compromis. 
L'opinion mondiale saura dire qui est responsable 
du fait que l'on n'a pas supprime les armes 
atomiques et que la course aux armements se 
poursuit. . 

M. Manuilsky nie que l'URSS, comme cert_ams 
l'ont pretendu, ait constamment gene la tache 
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the Atomic Energy Commission by insisting first 
on control and inspection over the production of 
atomic weapons and treating the other stages 
of control as unnecessary. In refutation Mr. Ma
nuilsky cited the USSR proposal of 11 June 19471 
to place all undertakings connected with the 
production of atomic energy under control simul
taneously. The USSR was said not to want 
control, but the same USSR proposal, which was 
being ignored by the United States side, provided 
for a control organ which would carry out regular 
inspections of all phases of atomic energy pro
duction and special inspections when violations 
were suspected. Yet, as in the case of the recent 
USSR proposal, the USSR had then been told 
that inspection was a secondary matter and that 
ownership by the control authority of all atomic 
enterprises was necessary. The USSR had also 
made a proposal on the freedom of scientific 
research. 

::\lost recently it had submitted a concrete 
proposal for the simultaneous entry into force of 
conventions on control and prohibition which 
provided a realistic basis for agreement. Yet Sir 
Alexander Cadogan had quoted against that 
proposal Mr. Gromyko's statements setting forth a 
position abandoned in the new proposal. The 
unfailing opposition that met every proposal 
offered by the USSR showed little disposition to 
seek agreement. 

In reply to the observation that fourteen 
nations had adopted the majority plan, Mr. Ma
nuilsky remarked that the eastern European 
States with only four to six votes had a population 
equal to those of the United States, Central 
and Latin America combined, which had twenty
one votes. Furthermore a survey of United 
States public opinion showed that almost half 
of the people in the United States knew nothing 
of United States policy on control of atomic 
energy. Mr. 1\Ianuilsky inferred that even less 
was known about it in Latin America. 

For the reasons stated the delegation of the 
Ukrainian SSR could not vote for the new 
Canadian draft resolution, which would only 
widen the rift v>ithin the United Nations. 

Mr. TE WATER (Union of South Africa) recalled 
his delegation's previous explanation of South 
Africa's particular interest in the problem of 
atomic energy control and its acceptance in 
principle of the need for international control in 
this field. He expressed appreciation of the 

1 See Official Records of the A,tomic Energy Commission, 
Third Year, Special Supplement, Third Report to the 
Security Co neil, page 22. 

de Ia Commission de l'energie atomique en 
insistant pour que priorite soit donnee au 
controle et a !'inspection de Ia production des 
armes atomiques, et en declarant inutiles les 
autres etapes du controle. A l'appui de sa these, 
M. Manuilsky rappelle que l'URSS a propose, 
le 11 juin 19471, de soumettre simultanement au 
controle toutes les entreprises qui s'occupent de 
la production de l'energie atomique. On a 
pretendu que l'URSS ne vent pas de contrOle, 
alors que Ia proposition de l'URSS, que les Etats
Unis et leurs partisans ont negligee, prevoyait 
un organe de controle qui aurait procede a des 
inspections regulieres sur toutes les phases de Ia 
production de l'energie atomique et a des 
inspections speciales dans le cas oil l'on aurait 
craint des infractions. Pourtant l'on a dit alors 
a l'URSS, et on le lui a repete lorsqu'elle 
a fait recemment une nouvelle proposition, que 
!'inspection n'avait qu'une importance secondaire 
et qu'il fallait que toutes les installations d'energie 
atomique deviennent Ia propriete d'un organe de 
controle. L'URSS a fait d'autre part une propo
sition relative a Ia liberte de Ia recherche 
scientifique. 

L'URSS a presente tout recemment une 
proposition concrete en vue de Ia mise en vigueur 
simultanee de conventions creant un controle 
de l'energie atomique et interdisant les armes 
atomiques, proposition qui constituait une base 
pratique pour Ia conclusion d'un accord. Sir 
Alexander Cadogan a pourtant combattu cette 
proposition en citant des declarations de 
M. Gromyko, lesquelles correspondaient a. nne 
position que l'URSS a abandonnee en presentant 
sa nouvelle proposition. L'opposition systematique 
que l'URSS rencontre chaque fois qu'elle fait 
nne proposition, montre que l'on est peu enclin 
a chercher un accord. 

L'on a signale que quatorze nations ont adopte 
le plan de Ia majorite, mais M. Manuilsky fait 
remarquer que les Etats de l'Europe orientale 
- qui ne disposent que de quatre a six voix- ant 
nne population egale a celle des :Etats-Unis et 
des pays de !'Amerique centrale et de !'Amerique 
latine reunis, pays qui disposent ensemble de 
vingt et une voix. De plus, si l'on etudie l'etat de 
!'opinion publique aux Etats-Unis, l'on constate 
que pres de Ia moitie de la population demeure 
dans !'ignorance de Ia politique suivie par le 
Gouvernement en matiere de controle de l'energie 
atomique ; l\f. Manuilsky en conclut que !'igno
rance doit etre plus grande encore dans les pays 
de I' Amerique latine. 

Pour toutes ces raisons, la delegation de Ia 
RSS d'Ukraine ne pent pas voter pour le nouveau 
projet de resolution canadien, dont le seul effet 
serait d'elargir Ia fissure qui s'est produite au sein 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

M. TE WATER (Union Sud-Africaine) rappelle 
que sa delegation a deja expose les raison~ p~~r 
lesquelles !'Union Sud-Africaine porte un ~nter~t 
special au probleme du controle de l'~ne:g1e 
atomique et declare qu'elle accepte, en pnnc1pe, 
Ja necessite d'un controle international en ce 

1 Voir les Proccs-verbaux otficiels de la Commissiqn .. de 
I'energie atomique, troisieme annee, supplement specml, 
troisieme rapport au Conseil de securite, page 22. 
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efforts of the Atomic Energy Commission to find 
a solution. Of the various draft resolutions, his 
delegation greatly preferred the new Canadian 
draft resolution but noted that it invited approval 
of the general findings and recommendations of 
the First Report of the Atomic Energy Commission 
and the specific proposals of part two of the 
Second Report. The far-reaching consequences of 
these Reports caused his Government to adopt 
a cautious attitude. South Africa would be 
seriously affected by the recommendation that 
the international agency should have authority to 
take over ownership of ore containing the raw 
materials of atomic energy even when mixed with 
other important materials such as gold. The 
economy of the Union of South Africa rested 
largely on its gold-mining industry. The wide 
and vague terms of the Commission's recommen
dation required closer examination by his Govern
ment and he hoped the Committee would appre
ciate, understand and approve the considerations 
which governed the attitude of his Government 
in respect to the general findings of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. This caution would in no 
way detract from the desire of his Government 
to assist in the search for effective means to protect 
the world against the misuse of atomic energy. 

The meeting rose 5.40 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY -FOURTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 19 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : i\'lr. CosTA ou RELs (Bolivia). 

28. Continuation of the discussion on the 
reports of the Atomic Energy Com
mission : consideration of the report 
of Sub-Committee 11 (A jC.1f333) 

:Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) thought that the representative of the 
USSR had presenteP the real reason for the 
failure of Sub-Committee 11 to submit a 
unanimous resolution. The slightly modified 
Canadian draft resolution, supported by the 
majority in the Sub-Committee, showed that the 
whole problem of prohibition of atomic weapons 
was being postponed indefinitely. The United 
States representative had approved the first 
paragraph of the modified Canadian draft re~o
lution and had stated that to put plants producmg 
atomic energy at the disposal of the internati~nal 
control agency fully corresponded to the Umted 

domaine. II lone les efforts de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique en vue d'arriver a Ia solution 
de ce probleme. Parmi les differents projcts de 
resolution, Ia delegation de l'Union Sud-Africaine 
marque une preference nette pour le nouveau 
projet du Canada, mais elle fait observer que ce 
projet recommande d'approuver les conclusions 
generales et les recommandations du premier 
Rapport de Ia Commission de l'energie atomique, 
ainsi que les propositions concretes de Ia deuxieme 
partie du deuxieme Rapport. L'adoption de ces 
rapports aurait des consequences d'une grande 
portee et cela incite le Gouvernement de l'Union 
Sud-Africaine a adopter une attitude prudente. 
La recommandation selon laquelle I'organe inter
national aurait le droit de s'attribuer la propriete 
du minerai contenant les matieres necessaires 
a la production de l'energie atomique, meme 
lorsque ce minerai contient d'autres matieres 
essentielles telles que l'or, cette recommandation 
aurait sur l'Union Sud-Africaine des effets 
importants. La vie economique de I'Union Sud
Africaine depend pour une large part de 
!'extraction de l'or. Le Gouvernement de l'Union 
Sud-Africaine entend etudier de plus pres les 
termes imprecis et generaux du texte de Ia 
recommandation faite par Ia Commission ; 
M. Te Water espere que les membres de la 
Premiere Commission comprendront et approu
veront les motifs de !'attitude de son Gouver
nement a l'egard des conclusions generales de Ia 
Commission de l'energie atomique. Si le Gouver
nement de l'Union Sud-Africaine est tenu a Ia 
prudence, il n'en n'a pas moins le desir de 
participer a la recherche des moyens qui per
mettraient de proteger le monde contre un emploi 
abusif de l'energie atomique. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 40. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-QUATRIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 19 oclobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President: M. CosTA ou RELs (Bolivie). 

28. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Commission de 1' energie 
atomique: examen du rapport de la 
Sous-Commission 11 (A jC.1J333) 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) estime que le representant de 
l'URSS a donne les veritables raisons qui ont 
empeche la Sons-Commission 11 de soumettre. 
a la Commission une resolution adoptee a l'una
nimite. Le projet de resolution du Canad~ 
(AjC.l/308), qui, avec quelques legc~es. ~odi
fications, a ete appuye par la ma]Oflte ~es 
membres de Ia Sons-Commission, montre tneu 
que l'on est en train de remettre toute Ia question 
de !'interdiction des armes atomiques a une date 
indeterminee. Les :Etats-Unis d'Amerique ont 
approuve le premier paragraphe dn projet de 
resolution modifie presente par le Canada ; leur 
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States pl-~n of ~he control of atomic energy by 
stages. I he Umted States representative opposed 
the establishment of an international control 
organ within the framework of the Security 
Council, as provided for in the General Assembly's 
resolution ·11 (I) of 14 December 1946, and 
desired to establish an international trust which 
would be under United States control. He had 
conditioned the United States acceptance of 
control and prohibition of the atomic weapon on 
the acceptance of the United States plan and 
had tried to place the blame for the deadlock 
in the Commission on the USSH delegation. 
Actually, public opinion was disturbed by the 
refusal of the United States to destroy its atomic 
weapons which were being used as an instrument 
of pressure. 

The representatives of India, Syria and other 
countries had pointed out that the USSH draft 
resolution (A/C. l /310) was a definite step forward 
and could serve as a basis for further negotiation. 
There was no doubt that its intention was to 
ensure that atomic energy was not used for 
harmful purposes. On the other hand, the 
modified Canadian draft resolution, which was 
now supported by the Anglo-Saxon majority, 
undermined the work of the Atomic Energy 
Commission by calling for its suspension until 
a basis for agreement existed, which meant in 
effect, until the United States plan was accepted. 
As usual, the USSR proposal had been charac
terized as over-simplified, but the simple people 
of the world would know who was continuing to 
produce bombs and to supply the uranium for 
them. 

Mr. Kiselev said that his delegation \vould vote 
against the modified Canadian draft resolution 
which did not lead out of the present dead-end 
and allowed the production of atomic \Veapons 
to continue. It would vote in favour of the 
USSR draft resolution which emphasized the 
importance of implementing the General 
Assembly's resolutions and reflected the aspira
tions of the peoples of the world for prohibition 
of atomic energy. 

Mr. CHEVRIER (Canada) noted that his dele
gation was following a policy of reconciling its 
views with others and was anxious to obtain a 
draft resolution which would receive the blessing 
of the Committee. His delegation had given 
careful consideration to the Australian amendment 
(A/C.l/336) and had come to the conclusion that 
it contained a great deal of merit. The main 
question raised by the amendment was the 
continuation of the work of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. The concern of the Canadian dele
gation had been not to mislead public opinion 
into thinking that the important problems of 
atomic energy were being solved by the mere 
resumption of discussions at this technical level 

representant a declare que la proposition tendant 
a mettre les usines productrices d'energie atomique 
a la disposition de l'organe de controle inter
national correspondait tout a fait au projet 
americain, qui prevoit l'etablissement du controle 
de l'energie atomique par etapes successives. Le 
representant des Etats-Unis d'Amerique s'est 
oppose a la creation d'un organe de controle 
international, dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, 
tel que le prevoit la resolution 41 (I) de I' Assemblee 
generate en date du 14 decembre 1946 ; ce qu'il 
desire c'est la creation d'un trust international 
qui se trouverait place sous le controle des Etats
Unis d' Amerique. II a fait de I' adoption du pro jet 
americain Ia condition de !'acceptation par son 
pays du controle et de !'interdiction des armes 
atomiques et a essaye de rendre la delegation de 
I'URSS responsable de !'impasse a laquelle est 
arrivee la Commission. En fait, le refus des 
Etats-Unis d' Amerique de detruire leurs armes 
atomiques, dont la possession leur sert de moyen 
de pression, inquiete vivement I' opinion publique. 

Les representants de I' In de, de Ia Syrie et 
d'autres pays ont souligne que le projet de 
resolution de l'URSS (A/C.l/310) constituait un 
veritable progres et pouvait servir de point de 
depart a de nouvelles negociations. II est hors 
de doute que le but de ce projet est de rendre 
impossible !'utilisation de l'energie atomique a 
des fins funestes. Au contraire, le projet de 
resolution modifie presente par le Canada et 
qu'appuie maintenant la majorite anglo-saxonne 
sape l'ceuvre de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique puisqu'il propose de suspendre les 
travau.x de celle-ci jusqu'a ce qu'une base 
d'accord soit etablie, ce qui revient a dire jusqu'a 
ce que le pro jet des :Etats-Unis d' Amerique soit 
accepte. Comme d'habitude, on a dit que la 
proposition de I'URSS est simpliste, mais les 
peuples du monde, dans leur simplicite, verront 
qui continue de produire des bombes atomiques 
et de fournir !'uranium necessaire a leur 
fabrication . 

M. Kisselev annonce que sa delegation votera 
contre le projet de resolution modifie presente 
par le Canada, car celui-ci ne permet pas de sortir 
de !'impasse actuelle, et ne met pas fin a la 
fabrication des armes atomiques. La delegation 
de la RSS de Bielorussie votera en favenr du 
projet de resolution de l'URSS ; celui-ci insiste 
en effet sur la necessite de mettre en ceuvre les 
resolutions de 1' Assemblee generale, et reflete les 
aspirations des peuples du monde qui souhaitent 
!'interdiction des armes atomiques. 

M. CHEVRIER (Canada) fait observer que sa 
delegation cherche a concilier son point de vue 
et celui des autres delegations ; elle desire 
vivement que soit elabore un projet de resolution 
susceptible de rallier les suffrages de la Com
mission. La delegation a etudie avec soin 
l'amendement de l'Australie (A/C.l/336), et 
estime qu'il presente un reel interet. La principale 
de ses dispositions concerne la reprise des travaux 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique; la 
delegation du Canada s'est toujours preoccupee 
de ne pas egarer I' opinion publique en lui faisant 
croire que les graves problemes relatifs a l'e~ergie 
atomique pouvaient etre resolus par une Sl~ple 
reprise des discussions sur le plan techmque, 
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while the basic difference of approach, again 
shown by the statements of the Polish and 
Ukrainian representatives, still existed. 

He wished to assure the Australian represen
tative that no contradiction between the first 
and third paragraphs of the Canadian draft 
resolution was intended ; the six sponsoring 
Powers would not review the principles laid 
down by the Commission but would determine 
whether further progress on the basis already 
laid down was possible. In the meantime, he 
could not see any profit in proceeding with the 
detailed drafting of a treaty or how this could 
be done when the USSR did not agree on the 
fundamental principles. Provided this was clear, 
however, there might be an advantage in asking 
the Commission to proceed with such work as 
was possible and he had therefore further revised 
the Canadian draft resolution (A/C.l /340) to 
incorporate the main suggestions of the Australian 
(A/C.l/312) and Indian (A/C.l/315) delegations 
with the exception of any instruction to the 
Commission to proceed with the drafting of a 
treaty. He expressed his hope that the ideas 
of the Indian resolution would form a bridge 
between the majority and the minority, as had 
been suggested by the representative of the 
Ukrainian USSR. 

Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) recalled that 
the problems arising out of the discovery of 
atomic energy had .created a great impression 
throughout the world and that it had been clear 
immediately that international control was neces
sary. The problem now facing the world was 
that if experiments were made to develop this 
energy for peaceful uses, any progress could 
also be applied for purposes of war since the two 
developments were closely related. The only 
comparable situation existed in the field of 
aviation. 

It must be assumed that those countries which 
did not at present know the secret of producing 
atomic weapons were trying to produce them. 
There were, therefore, two main groups of States : 
those which had the knowledge of atomic energy 
and those which were trying to develop it. There 
was also a third ,group who for one reason or 
another could not attempt to produce it. Thus, 
during the discussions one group favoured prohi
bition and the other control and those members 
of the Committee who had only the Reports of 
the Atomic Energy Commission on which to base 
their judgment found that the main differences 
between the majority and the minority were due 
to the basic difference in their understanding 
of the situation. The world was alarmed to 
hear it said that agreement was impossible while 
everything indicated that the destructive power 
of atomic bombs was being increased. Ecuador 
did not hold either the majority or minority 
view but saw the urgency of establishing some 
kind of control, considering that any such regu-

alors qu'il existe entre les nations des differences 
fondamentales de points de vues, differences qui 
se sont manifestees a nouveau dans les discours 
des representants de la Pologne et de la RSS 
d'Ukraine. 

Le representant du Canada assure le repre
sentant de I' Australie qu'il n'y a pas contradiction 
entre le premier et le troisieme paragraphe du 
projet de resolution du Canada ; en effet, ce 
troisieme paragraphe propose non pas que Ies 
six promoteurs entreprennent un nouvel examen 
des principes etablis par Ia Commission, mais 
qu'ils determinent si de nouveaux progres sont 
possibles sur les bases deja etablies. Pour le 
moment, le representant du Canada ne voit pas 
l'utilite ou meme Ia possibilite de proceder a Ia 
redaction detaillee d'un traite, puisque I'URSS 
ne donne pas son approbation aux principes 
fondamentaux. Cela etant etabli, il pourrait 
cependant y avoir quelque avantage a demander 
a la Commission de poursuivre les travaux qu'il 
sera possible d'entreprendre. Aussi M. Chevrier 
a-t-il fait subir au projet de resolution du Canada 
une nouvelle modification (A/C.l/340). Ce projet 
reprend maintenant les principales dispositions 
contenues dans les propositions de I' Australie 
(A/C.1/312) et de l'Inde (A/C.l/315) a !'exception 
de toute instruction enjoignant a Ia Commission 
de travailler a la redaction d'un traite. Le delegue 
du Canada exprime l'espoir que les dispositions 
contenues dans la resolution de l'Inde pourront 
servir de trait d'union entre Ia majorite et Ia 
minorite, comme l'a suggere le representant de 
Ia RSS d'Ukraine. 

M. VITERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) rappelle que 
les problemes poses par la decouverte de l'cnergie 
atomique ont fortement emu !'opinion mondiale ; 
il est apparu clairement, des le debut, qu'un 
controle international etait necessaire. Le probleme 
se pose maintenant de la fa<;on suivante : si 
les experiences en vue d'utiliser l'energie atomique 
a des fins pacifiques se poursuivent, tout progres 
realise dans ce domaine pourra donner lieu a 
des applications dans le domaine militaire, les 
recherches etant sensiblement de meme nature 
dans les deux cas. Seule !'aviation pose un 
probleme analogue. 

II faut considerer comme acquis le fait que les 
pays qui ignorent encore le secret de Ia production 
des armes atomiques s'efforcent de s'en rendre 
maitres. II convient done de distinguer deux 
groupes principaux d'Etats : les Etats qui 
connaissent les secrets de l' energie atomique ct 
ceux qui s'efforcent de les acquerir. II existe aussi 
un troisieme groupe d'Etats, compose de ceux 
qui, pour une raison ou pour une autr~, ne 
peuvent essayer de produire de l'energie atomique. 
Voila pourquoi, au cours des discussions, un 
groupe d'Etats a dcfendu la these de !'interdiction 
et l'autre celle du contrOle ; et les membres de Ia 
Commission, qui ne disposent pour se ~ai~e une 
opinion que des Rapports de Ia Comm1sswn de 
l'energie atomique, ont pu constater que le~ 
principales differences de points de vu_e qm 
opposent Ia majorite et Ia minorite s'e~pl_Iquent 
par les conceptions radicalement . d1ff~~entes 
qu'elles se font de Ia situation. Avec mqmetude, 
le monde s'entend dire que tout acco.rd est 
impossible, alors qu'il y a tout lieu de cr01re que 
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lation would be better than none. Every post
ponement made a solution more difficult, for 
while discussions were continuing, more atomic 
bombs were being manufactured. It would be 
better to accept at least some principle of regu
lating the use of atomic energy with the idea of 
improving upon it later, rather than to oppose 
it totally even though it might be imperfect. 

Sub-Committee 11 had sincerely attempted 
to find a compromise solution. The Canadian 
draft resolution as it appeared in the Sub-Com
mittee's report had been greatly changed from 
its original form in an effort at compromise, and 
in his opinion, the new text should make possible 
a more rapid solution of the problem. The 
representative of Ecuador on the Sub-Committee 
had voted for this draft resolution because he 
agreed with it in its broad outlines, although he 
did not agree with the procedure suggested in 
the third paragraph. The delegation of Ecuador 
felt that it would be preferable for the Atomic 
Energy Commission to resume its work imme
diately as provided for in the USSR and Indian 
draft resolutions. In his view one of the main 
questions now before the Committee was whether 
the Commission should begin its work directly 
or whether the sponsoring Powers should com
mence their work first. 

The Australian delegation had proposed in its 
recent amendment (A/C.1j336) to the Canadian 
draft resolution that the work of the six spon
soring Powers and of the Commission should 
proceed at the same time, and the statement by 
the French representative had pointed out that 
the sponsoring Powers would work on the political 
level while the Commission was working on the 
purely t echnical level. On the other hand, the 
delegation of Ecuador had also submitted an 
amendment (A/C.1f338) providing that the work 
of the sponsoring Powers and of the Commission 
should proceed by successive stages, believing 
that if the former were not able to reach agreement 
alone, the other members of the Commission 
might be able to assist them. This amendment 
did not state that the only aim of the Commission 
should be the preparation of a treaty or treaties 
but stated merely that the Commission should 
resume its activities. In this connexion he 
wished to point out that the Sub-Committee 11 
had adopted the phrasing "treaty or treaties or 
convention or conventions " to provide for the 
possibility that there might be more than one. 

Mr. Viteri Lafronte thought that the amendment 
of the delegation of Ecuador was in accord with 
the latest revision of the Canadian draft reso
lution, but if the revised Canadian draft resolution 
led to an understanding between the majority 

l'on est en train d'accroitre Ia puissance 
destructive de la bombe atomique. L'Equateur 
ne se rallie ni aux vues de Ia majorite, ni a celles 
de Ia minorite, mais il considere qu'il faut, de 
toute urgence, instituer quelque systeme de 
controle, car n'importe queUe forme de regie
mentation est preferable a l'absence totale de 
controle. Chaque fois que !'on remet a plus tard 
Ia solution du probleme, on rend celle-ci plus 
difficile, car tandis que les discussions se pour
suivent, la fabrication des bombes atomiques 
continue. Mieux vaudrait accepter un systeme, 
meme imparfait, de rcglementation de !'utilisation 
de I' energie atomique, susceptible de recevoir 
plus tard des ameliorations, que de le rejeter 
completement parce qu'il laisse a desirer. 

La Sous-Commission 11 a sincerement essaye 
de trouver une solution de compromis. Pour 
arriver a un compromis, le projet de resolution 
du Canada a etc considerablement modifie et, 
scion le representant de l'Equateur, le nouveau 
texte devrait rendre possible une solution plus 
rapide du probleme. Le representant de l'Equateur 
a Ia Sous-Commission s'est prononce en faveur 
de ce projet de resolution parce qu'il le trouvait 
acceptable dans ses grandes lignes ; cependant, 
il n'approuve pas la procedure proposee au 
troisieme paragraphe de ladite resolution. La 
delegation de l'Equateur estime que la Com
mission de l'energie atomique devrait reprendre 
immediatement ses travaux, comme le proposent 
les projets de resolution de l'URSS et de l'I~dc. 
Pour M. Viteri Lafronte, l'une des questwns 
essentielles qui se posent a la Commission est 
celle de savoir si la Commission de l'energie 
atomique doit reprendre ses travaux imme: 
diatement, on si ce sont les six promoteurs qm 
doivent se mettre a J'CEUVre les premiers. 

La delegation de I' Australie a, dans son recent 
amendement au projet de resolution du Cana~a 
(AfC.1 /336), propose que les travaux des s1x 
promoteurs et ceux de la Commission se pour
suivent paralJelement. Le representant de :a 
France a precise que les promoteurs travail
leraient sur lc plan politique, alors que la 
Commission le ferait sur le plan purement 
technique. D'autre part, Ia delegation de 
l'Equateur a soumis un amendement (AfC.lJ3~8) 
proposant que les promoteurs et la Comm1~swn 
reprennent leurs travaux par etapes succes~l':es. 
Ainsi, si les membres permanents de la Commission 
ne peuvent arriver a un accord, les autres membres 
de la Commission seraient susceptibles de les 
aider. Cet amendement ne precise nullement que 
les travaux de la Commission doivent porter 
uniquement sur la preparation d'un ou de 
plusieurs traites ; il indique simplement que la 
Commission devrait reprendre ses travaux. A ~e 
propos, le representant de l'Equateur fa1~ 
remarquer que la Sons-Commission 11 a. a,dopte 
les termes « projet de traite ou de tra1t~s, de 
convention ou de conventions », afin de menager 
la possibilite de plusieurs traites ou conven
tions. 

M. Viteri Lafronte estime que l'amendem~nt 
de la delegation de l'Equateur r~j.oint le ?roJet 
de resolution du Canada tel qu II se presente 
apres la derniere revision ; mais, si le projet de 
resolution propose par le Canada permet un 
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and minority views, the delegation of Ecuador 
would be prepared to withdraw its amendment. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated on behalf 
of his delegation that he could accept the revised 
Canadian draft resolution, subject to consider
ation of any amendments which might arise. 
He considered that the intention of the original 
Canadian draft resolution to discontinue the work 
of the Atomic Energy Commission had been 
contrary to the wishes of the majority of the 
Committee and that therefore the inclusion of the 
main idea of the Australian amendment (AJC. 
1/313) was welcome. 

However, the question of the contradiction 
between paragraphs 1 and 3 of the Canadian 
draft resolution must be cleared up. His idea 
had been that if the Assembly approved unre
servedly the general findings and recommen
dations of the Commission's First Report, there 
would be little room for negotiation among the 
six sponsoring Powers. The solution was to be 
found in the suggestions of the representatives 
of El Salvador and India to insert the words 
" in substance " or " in principle " after the word 
"approves " in paragraph 1. But he was sur
prised at the new interpretation given by the 
representative of Canada that the sponsoring 
Powers would only determine whether circum
stances existed that made further progress possible 
and not, as he was sure the majority of the 
Committee believed they should do, negotiate 
on the principles to try to break the deadlock. 
His delegation thought the work of the spon
soring Powers and of the Commission should be 
simultaneous and had carefully replaced the 
word "when there exists a basis for agreement" 
by the word " if ". The Canadian delegation 
had accepted that amendment, and therefore 
in his opinion the interpretation given by the 
Canadian representative earlier in the meeting 
must fall. In this connexion he also assumed 
that if the sponsoring Powers reached agreement 
on any points, they would communicate this 
agreement either to the Secretary-General or to 
the Commission. 

In conclusion, Colonel Hodgson again suggested 
that no decision on the report of Sub-Committee 
11 should be taken until Sub-Committee 12 
finished its task because their work was so 
closely related. A vote might conceivably preju
dice the chance of reaching agreement in Sub
Committee 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) stated 
that his delegation would accept the revised 
Canadian resolution but wished it clear that it 
still adhered to the principles and policies which 
the delegation had advocated throughout the 
debate. His delegation was firmly convinced 
that the Third Report of the Commission was 
correct in stating that no useful purpose could 
be served by carrying on negotiations at the 

rapprochement entre les points de vue de Ia 
majorite et de Ia minorite, Ia delt\gation de 
l'Equateur est prete a retirer son amendement. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) annonce que 
sa delegation juge acceptable le projet de reso
lution revise propose par le Canada, etant entendu 
que 1' on examinera les differents amen dements 
qui pourront etre presentes. Les dispositions du 
projet de resolution primitif du Canada, qui 
proposaient de mettre fin aux travaux de Ia 
Commission de l'energie atomique, n'etaient pas 
conformes aux desirs de la majorite de la Premiere 
Commission ; par consequent, !'inclusion dans 
ce projet de la principale disposition contenue 
dans l'amendement de l'Australie (AJC.1j313) est 
tout a fait indiquee. 

Toutefois, il faut regler la question de Ia 
contradiction qui existe entre le paragraphe 
premier et le paragraphe 3 du projet de resolution 
du Canada. Si I' Assemblee approuve sans reserve 
les conclusions generales et Jes recommandations 
contenues dans le Premier rapport de la Com
mission de l'energie atomique, les six pays 
promoteurs de la resolution ne pourront guere 
negocier. La solution consisterait a ajouter les 
mots « quant au fond >> ou « en principe >> apres 
le mot « approuve ll, au paragraphe premier, 
comme l'ont propose les representants du Salvador 
et de l'Inde. Le colonel Hodgson est surpris 
neanmoins des nouvelles vues expo sees par le repre
sentant du Canada ; en effet, celui-ci a declare au 
cours de la seance que les promoteurs de la reso
lution se borneront a determiner si la situation 
permet de faire des progres, au lieu de chercher a 
se mettre d'accord sur les principes ou a sortir de 
!'impasse, comme la majorite pense tres certai
nement qu'ils devraient faire. Sa delegation 
estime que la Commission de l'energie atomique 
et les six promoteurs doivent travailler en meme 
temps ct c'est de propos delibere qu'elle a 
remplace les mots « quand il existera une base 
d'accord international >> par « s'il existe une base 
d'accord international >>. La delegation du Canada 
a accepte cet amendement et le colonel Hodgson 
estime qu'il ne convient plus de tenir compte des 
vues que vient d'exposer le representant du 
Canada. A ce propos, il presume que les six 
Puissances informeront soit le Secretaire general, 
soit la Commission de I'energie atomique de tout 
accord qui aura pu se faire sur un point quelconque. 

Pour conclure, le colonel Hodgson indique une 
fois de plus qu'il serait preferable de ne pas se 
prononcer sur le rapport de la So us-Commission 11 
avant que la Sons-Commission 12 ait termine ses 
travaux, etant donne les rapports etroits qui 
existent entre les questions qu'elles etudient. 
II est a craindre que l'on compromettrait les 
possibilites d'accord a la Sons-Commission 12 si 
l'on procedait a un vote. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare que 
sa delegation acceptera le texte revise de la 
resolution du Canada ; toutefois, elle n'abandonne 
nullement les principes et les methodes qu'elle a 
pn\conises au cours des debats. La delegation 
des Etats-Unis est fermement convaincue que 
la Commission de l'Energie atomique a raison de 
declarer dans son troisieme Rapport qu'elle juge 
inutile de poursuivre les debats, etant donne que 
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Commission level since the failure to achieve agree
ment arose from a situation beyond its compe
tence. The Commission had found the deep
seated political division separating the Eastern 
Powers from the \Vestern Powers a constant 
barrier to agreement and had therefore recom
mended, not an indefinite suspension as Colonel 
Hodgson had considered, but a suspension until 
such a time as the Assembly found that the 
present situation no longer existed, or until the 
six permanent members of the Commission found, 
through prior consultation, that a basis for agree
ment existed. 

However, the United States had given attention 
to the anxiety expressed in the Committee that 
the question of international control was being 
set aside. While still believing firmly that a 
solution could come only on a higher level, it 
would agree with the feelings of the Committee. 
As evidence that the United States did not try 
to force its opinion on others, it was going to 
vote for the Canadian draft resolution. But he 
thought it would be the gravest error to merge 
again the question of the control of atomic energy 
with the regulation and reduction of conven
tional armaments after they had been separated 
by the Security Council in February 1947 after 
a long debatel The General Assembly must 
use its moral power in support of the work of 
the Atomic Energy Commission where a small 
minority had persistently resisted a decision of 
the Commission. He objected to weakening the 
resolution by adding the words "in principle " 
or "substance" in the first paragraph. He 
repeated that his delegation would give its support 
to the Canadian draft resolution provided it 
were not mangled by amendments. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) recalled that the 
representative of Ecuador had asked whether 
the revised Canadian draft resolution constituted 
a basis for agreement. For his part, he could 
find nothing in it which showed a spirit of com
promise or an attempt to reach agreement. 
Although the representative of Canada had 
stated that he had made great efforts in order 
to accept certain amendments, the revised draft 
resolution, in Mr. Katz-Suchy's view, merely 
constituted a further step in the efforts to gather 
more votes in its support. The Canadian dele
gation had accepted certain minor amendments 
which amounted only to verbal changes. The 
substance remained the same since the main 
issue around which controversy had centred was 
unaffected. The issue was whether the Assembly 
should express an over-all approval of the Atomic 
Energy Commission's majority plan or whether 
it should recommend that the Commission con
tinue its work on the basis of the USSR proposal 
for two simultaneous conventions on prohibition 
and control ; it was not a question of whether 
there should be prior consultation between the 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, Second Year, 
No. 13. 

l'impossibilite de realiser l'accord est due a une 
situation qui ne releve pas de sa competence. 
Cette Commission a constate que les profondes 
divergences politiques qui opposent le bloc 
oriental au bloc occidental sont un obstacle 
permanent a l'entente ; elle a recommande, en 
consequence, que l'on ajourne les debats, non 
pas pour unc periode indeterminee, comme l'a 
envisage le colonel Hodgson, mais jusqu'a ce que 
l' Assemblee etablisse que la situation actuelle 
n'existe plus, ou jusqu'a ce que les six Membres 
permanents de Ia Commission constatent, apres 
consultation, qu'il y a des possibilites d'accord. 

Les Etats-Unis ont neanmoins tenu compte de 
l'anxiete qui s'est exprimee au sein de Ia Com
mission, ou l'on craint que Ia question du controle 
international puisse etre abandonnee. Tout en 
restant convaincue qu'une solution ne pourra 
intcrvenir qu'a l'echelon superieur, la delegatioa 
des Etats-Unis partage les sentiments de la 
Commission. Le fait qu'elle ait l'intention de 
voter en faveur de la resolution du Canada 
prouvc qu'elle ne s'efforce pas d'imposer sa 
manicre de voir aux autres membres de Ia 
Commission. Toutefois, M. Austin considere que 
I' on ferait une grave erreur en associant a nouveau 
la question du controle de l'energie atomique a 
celle de la reglementation et de la reduction des 
armements de type classique, alors que le Conseil 
de securite a decide de les separer, en fevrier 1947, 
a !'issue d'une longue discussion 1 • L'Assemblee 
generale doit faire usage de son autorite morale 
pour appuyer les travaux de la Commission de 
I'energie atomique, dont les decisions n'ont 
jamais ete acceptees par certains de ses membres, 
qui ne constituaient pom·tant qu'une faible 
minorite. L'orateur ne peut accepter que l'on 
affaiblisse la resolution en ajoutant au para
graphe 1 les mots << en principe )) ou u quant au 
fond ». II repete que sa delegation appuiera le 
projet de resolution du Canada, sous reserve qu'il 
ne soit pas denature par des amendements. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) rappelle que le 
representant de l'Equateur a demande si une 
entente etait possible sur Ia base du projet de 
resolution revise presente par le Canada. Person
nellement, il ne voit rien dans ce projet qui 
temoigne d'un esprit de conciliation ou d'un 
effort en vue de parvenir a un accord. Bien que 
le representant du Canada ait declare avoir fait 
de grands efforts pour accepter certains amen
dements, M. Katz-Suchy estime que la 
modification apportee au projet de resolution 
n'est qu'une nouvelle tentative en vue de rallier 
un plus grand nombre de suffrages. La delegation 
du Canada a accepte certains amendements peu 
importants qui sont de pure forme. Le fond reste 
inchange, puisque les amendements ne concernent 
pas la question principale qui fait l'objet de la 
controverse. II s'agit de sa voir si l' Assemblee va 
approuver l'ensemble du plan de la majorite de 
la Commission de l'energie atomique, ou si elle 
va recommander a celle-d de poursuivre ses 
travaux sur Ia base de Ia proposition de l'URSS, 
qui prevoit deux conventions simultanees, l'une 
relative a !'interdiction et l'autre au contr6le ; 

1 Voir Ies Proces-uerbaux officie/s du Conseil de Securi!e, 
deuxieme annee, u• 13. 
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sponsoring Powers or whether the Atomic Energy 
Commission should be reconvened in six months 
or immediately. As the representative of Canada 
had pointed out at previous meetings, the main 
issue relating to acceptance of the principles 
proposed by the majority of the Commission 
remained the same in the new draft. Conse
quently the revised draft resolution constituted 
a complete deviation from the two General 
Assembly resolutions 1 (I) and 41 (I) of 24 January 
and 14 December 1946. The effect of its adoption 
"\vould be to give the Commission new terms of 
reference and for that reason, the Polish dele
gation opposed the revised draft resolution. 

Turning to the final paragraph of the Canadian 
revised draft resolution, Mr. Katz-Suchy asked 
whether the word "meanwhile " meant that the 
Commission would continue its work as scheduled 
until the sponsoring Powers had reached agree
ment or whether it meant until a new solution 
was found. The Commission had very precise 
terms of reference and there was no question of 
instructing it to survey its programme of work 
and to proceed with such subjects as it considered 
practicable and useful. The subjects had been 
very clearly laid down in the General Assembly's 
resolution 1 (I) of 24 January 1946 and the Com
mission could not be asked to study other subjects 
unless that resolution were withdrawn or a new 
one adopted, changing the Commission's terms of 
reference. 

He further asked the representative of Canada 
what would happen if no basis for an agreement 
was found to exist and if, during the consultations 
of the sponsoring Powers, the members of the 
majority endeavoured to force acceptance of the 
plan which they considered suitable. The repre
sentative of Australia and others had already 
pointed out that adoption of paragraph 1 would 
mean acceptance of the principles opposed by the 
majority of the Atomic Energy Commission and 
therein lay a contradiction in the Canadian draft 
resolution. Either the Committee approved the 
Commission's Reports without trying to reach 
an agreement or it requested the sponsoring 
Powers to seek a compromise. In the first case 
paragraph 3 was unnecessary ; in the second case 
a decision upon the principles must be postponed. 
1\'Ir. Katz-Suchy asked where was the spirit of 
compromise in the resolution which called on the 
sponsoring Powers to consult together in order 
to reach agreement but provided only one basis 
for agreement, namely the Baruch Plan? He 
did not see how such an approach offered any 
prospect of solving the problem if the urgent 
question of prohibition of atomic weapons were 
left out . 

Several delegations hr.d already drawn attention 
to the anxiety and tension which had been created, 
first by the use of the atomic weapon and then 
by the continuing race in atomic armament. If 
the Polish delegation could bring itself to believe 
that the Canadian draft resolution provided any 
possibility of easing that tension or .any approac.h 
towards a final solution of the basic problem, 1t 

Ia question n 'est pas de sa voir si les promoteurs 
du projet de resolution doivent se consulter au 
prealable ou si la Commission de l' energie 
atomique doit etre convoquee immediatement 
ou dans six mois. Ainsi que le representant du 
Canada l'a soulignc au cours des reunions 
precedentes, la question principale, qui est celle 
de !'acceptation des principes proposes par Ia 
majorite, figure toujours dans le nouveau projet 
de resolution. Ce nouveau projet ne tient done 
aucun compte des resolutions 1 (I) et 41 (I) de 
l'Assemblee generale, du 24 janvier et du 14 de
cembre 1946. L'adoption de ce projet de resolution 
aurait pour rcsultat de modifier le mandat de 
Ia Commission de 1' energie atomique ; la delegation 
de la Pologne ne saurait done accepter ce projet. 

M. Katz-Suchy passe au dernier paragraphe 
du projet de resolution revise et demande si les 
mots cc dans l'intervalle n indiquent que la 
Commission continuera ses travaux de la maniere 
prevue jusqu'a ce que les six Puissances se 
soient mises d'accord, ou au contraire jusqu'a ce 
que l'on trouve une autre solution. La Commission 
a un mandat precis et on ne saurait lui prescrire 
de revoir !'ensemble de son programme et de 
s'occuper des questions dont l'examen lui paraitra 
possible et utile. La resolution 1 (I) de 1' Assemblee 
generale du 24 janvier 1946 a nettement defini 
les questions a etudier, et Ia Commission ne peut 
etre invitee a examiner d'autres questions, a 
moins que l'Assemblee n'annule cette resolution 
ou n'en adopte une nouvelle, modifiant ainsi le 
mandat de Ia Commission. 

M. Katz-Suchy demande au representant du 
Canada ce qu'il adviendrait si l'on ne pouvait 
trouver une base d'entente et si, au cours des 
consultations entre les promoteurs de la resolution, 
la majorite s'effor<;ait de faire adopter le plan 
qu'elle seule juge approprie. Le representant de 
l' Australie et d'autres membres de la Commission 
ont deja fait observer que !'adoption du 
paragraphe premier entrainerait !'acceptation des 
principes combattus par Ia majorite de la Com
mission ; sur ce point, le projet de resolution 
du Canada contient une contradiction. De deux 
choses l'une : la Premiere Commission approuvera 
les rapports de la Commission de l'energie 
atomique sans tenter de parvenir a un accord, 
ou bien elle demandera instamment aux pro
moteurs du projet de resolution de rechercher un 
compromis. Dans le premier cas, le paragraphe 3 
est superflu ; dans le second cas, il faut differer 
la decision sur les principes. L'orateur demande 
en quoi reside cet esprit de conciliation dont 
temoignerait le projet de resolution, alors qu'elle 
invite les promoteurs a se consulter en vue de se 
mettre d'accord tout en n'offrant comme base 
d'entente que le seul Plan Baruch. M. Katz
Suchy ne voit pas comment l'on peut es~erer une 
solution si l' on aborde le probleme de cette fa<;on, 
si I' on ecarte Ia question si . pressante de !'inter
diction des armes atomiques. 

Plusieurs delegations ont deja souli~ne 
!'inquietude et la tension qu'ont prov.oquees 
l'emploi de l'arme atomique et, ensmte, la 
continuation de la course aux armem~;nts 
atomiques. Si la delegation de la Pologne ~ouvait 
etre certaine que Ie projet de resolutiOn du 
Canada offre une possibilite de detente ou per~et 
d'entrevoir une solution definitive du probleme 
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would hesitate in opposing it. But it did not 
find any possibility of progress along such lines 
and it did not believe that the adoption of the 
Canadian draft resolution would put an end to 
the mad race in the production of atomic bombs 
in the United States or would relieve nations 
from the heavy burden of rearmament expen
diture. It was not words which counted ; it 
was the practical efiect of a resolution, and 
Mr. Katz-Suchy believed that the Canadian 
draft resolution would have no practical results. 

The General Assembly was confronted with a 
difficult political situation and it could not 
adjourn without reaching some measure of 
agreement. Mr. Katz-Suchy could not believe 
that the Committee would accept a resolution 
which would only perpetuate the armaments race 
and prolong the international tension. He did 
not think that the Committee would take that 
responsibility. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) stressed the impor
tance of the vote about to be taken by the Com
mittee, which could be seen from the fact that 
it had been placed first on the agenda. That 
vote would show the world either that the As
sembly intended to put an end to the war psy
chosis and stop the armaments race or that it 
intended to let them continue unobstructed. 

The resolution submitted by the USSR opened 
wide the doors to agreement by proposing the 
principle of two simultaneous conventions. That 
proposal represented a great contribution to the 
debate. The Canadian draft resolution, on the 
other hand, and in spite of what had been said 
about it, closed the door to agreement. It 
permitted the leaders of the majority to stand 
firm in their policy without yielding an inch. 
It provided a basis for the rejection of the USSR 
proposal and would ensure that the resolutions 
of the Assembly on atomic energy would never 
be fulfilled since it would violate those resolutions 
and the Charter. It was not difficult for those 
delegations desiring progress to make their choice. 
Yugoslavia would support the draft resolution 
of the USSR. 

Mr. SANDLER (Sweden) supported the Canadian 
revised draft resolution and stated that his 
delegation was now ready to vote. 

Mr. TE WATER (Union of South Africa) could 
not accept paragraph 1 of the Canadian draft 
resolution without reservations for reasons which 
he had already explained. However, he suppor
ted the procedural proposals contained therein 
which seemed to be in agreement with the views 
of Australia and India, and were in his opinion 
of great value. 

Speaking as a representative of a small nation, 
he stressed the heavy responsibility placed upon 
the six sponsoring Powers by the Canadian 
draft resolution. No one would envy them such 
responsibility which was as great as had ever been 
placed on the shoulders of six nations. The 
progress of their consultations would be watched 
by the whole world and, given the magnitude of 

cssenticl, elle hcsiterait a s'y opposer, Or, Ies 
principes de ce projet ne laissent esperer aucun 
progres, et la delegation de la Pologne ne croit 
pas que !'adoption de la resolution du Canada 
puisse mettre fin au rythme efin\ne de la pro
duction de bombes atomiques aux Etats-Unis ou 
libcrer lcs nations du pesant fardeau que 
representent les depenses du rearmement. Ce ne 
sont pas les mots qui comptent, ce sont les effets 
pratiques de la resolution, et M. Katz-Suchy 
pense qu'elle n'en aura pas. 

L' Assemblce gcncrale est en presence d'une 
situation politique difficile, et elle ne peut clare 
sa session sans etre parvenue a un certain degre 
d'entente. M. Katz-Suchy ne pense pas que la 
Commission puisse accepter une resolution qui 
n'aurait pas d'autre efiet que de laisser se 
poursuivre la course aux armements et de 
maintenir la tension internationale. II ne pense 
pas que Ia Premiere Commission voudra assumer 
cette responsabilite. 

M. BEBLEn (Yougoslavie) souligne que le vote 
qui va avoir lieu est tres important ainsi qu'on 
peut le voir d'ailleurs en constatant qu'il a ete 
place en tete de l'ordre du jour. Ce vote montrera 
au monde que l'Assemblee a !'intention de 
dissiper la psychose de guerre et de mettre fin 
a la course aux armements ou, au contraire, 
qu'elle a !'intention de n'y point faire obstacle. 

La resolution de l'URSS ouvrait la porte a 
!'entente, en proposant le principe de deux 
conventions simultanees. Cette proposition 
constitue une contribution importante a la 
bonne marche des debats. Par contre, le projet 
de resolution du Canada, quoi qu'on ait dit, 
supprime toute possibilite d'entente. II permet 
aux chefs de Ia majorite de rester sur leurs 
positions sans reculer d'un pouce. II fournit un 
pretexte pour rejeter Ia proposition de l'URSS 
et donne Ia certitude que les resolutions de 
l'Assemblee generale sur l'energie atomique ne 
seront jarnais rnises en ceuvre, puisque le projet 
canadien, s'il est adopte, violera ces resolutions, 
ainsi que les dispositions de la Charte. Les 
delegations qui veulentaller de I' avant n'hesiteront 
pas dans leur choix. La Yougoslavie appuiera 
lc projet de resolution de l'URSS. 

M. SANDLER (Suede) appuie le projet de 
resolution revise presente par le Canada et 
declare que sa delegation est prete a prendre 
part au vote. 

M. TE WATER (Union Sud-Africaine) ne peut 
accepter sans reserve le paragraphe premie: du 
projet de resolution du Canada, pour les rarsons 
qu'il a deja exposees. Toutefois, il appuie les 
propositions relatives aux points de procedure 
contenues dans le projet, qui semblent c~nformes 
a !'opinion des delegations .de l'Austrab~ e~ ?e 
l'Jnde, et qui ont, a son avis, un grand mteret. 

Parlant en qualite de representant d'.u.n~ 
petite nation, il souligne la grave respons~b1hte 
qui incombe aux six promoteurs du pro]et ~e 
resolution du Canada. Personne ne leur env1e 
cette responsabilite, la plus lourde qu'ai~nt 
jamais assumee six nations. .f:~ ~o~de enh~r 
suivra les progres de leu:s dehbe~ahons et 1l 
faut esperer que, en face d un probleme de cette 
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the problem, it must be assumed that they would 
exclude all narrow political considerations. 

Sir HARTLEY SHAWCRoss (United Kingdom) 
contested the view of the Polish and Yugoslav 
representatives that the Canadian revised draft 
resolution would close the door to further progress. 
On the contrary, he believed that the substance 
of the resolution held open the only existing 
door. That had been demonstrated by the speech 
of the representative of the Union of South Africa, 
who had held some doubts about certain aspects 
of the Canadian draft resolution. Whether the 
resolution was to bring some hope to the nations 
of the world that the problem of the control of 
atomic energy would eventually be solved 
depended entirely on the attitude of the USSR 
and associated States. If they were prepared 
to ignore world opinion completely and to main
tain their rigid and unaccommodating position 
without regard to the views either of the majority 
in the Atomic Energy Commission or in the First 
Committee, then the hope might indeed fail to 
materialize. 

The debate in the Committee had been long 
and some of it had merely touched upon the 
problem. He believed that the real problem 
was whether there was anything in the proposal 
and the many statements of the USSR and its 
supporters which gave the slightest hope that the 
work of the Atomic Energy Commission could be 
resumed with any chance of success. The 
United Kingdom delegation felt that it would be 
not only unrealistic but misleading to the world 
if the Atomic Energy Commission were invited 
to resume its studies without some prospect 
that it would make progress towards agreement. 
What indication was there that any such prospect 
did exist? That depended on what was really 
meant by the USSR proposal. The idea of 
simultaneous conventions had been raised by the 
United Kingdom representative in the Atomic 
Energy Commission many months ago. Sir 
Alexander Cadogan had stated that the principle 
might be acceptable provided that it was under
stood that, although it might be signed simulta
eously, the convention on prohibition should come 
into effect only when an effective control scheme 
was brought into being. The question was very 
simple and open to a straight and unequivocal 
reply but it had not been answered. Bitter 
experience had · taught the United Kingdom 
Government to distrust the efficacy of paper 
conventions which did not carry assurance that 
they would be implemented. Consequently, 
unless it was agreed that an effective control 
system must be in operation before prohibition 
came into effect, they were no closer to a solution 
than when discussions were commenced a long 
time ago. 

Sir Hartley denied the statement of the USSR 
representative that the Canadian draft resolution 
was no more than a smoke screen designed to 
hide the fact that the Western Powers wished 
to do nothing at all. In fact, it was in order to 
break the deadlock and to avoid the heated and 
sometimes tendentious atmosphere of the First 
Committee that the United Kingdom supported 

gravite, ces nations ecarteront toutes consi
derations etroitement politiques. 

Sir HARTLEY SHAWCRoss (Royaume-Uni) 
conteste le bien-fonde des vues exposees par Ies 
representants de la Pologne et de la Yougoslavie, 
selon lesquelles le nouveau projet de resolution 
du Canada mettrait fin a tout progres. Il pense, 
au contraire, que cette resolution offre, quant 
au fond, la seule methode possible d'aboutir a 
une entente ; le representant de !'Union Sud
Africaine l'a d'ailleurs demontre, tout en emettant 
des doutes sur certains aspects du projet de 
resolution canadien. Les peuples du monde 
ont-ils le droit d'esperer que cette resolution va 
regler en fin de compte le probleme du contr6le 
de l'energie atomique ? Cela depend entierement 
de !'attitude qu'adopteront l'URSS et les Etats 
qui lui sont associes. Si ces pays sont decides a 
ne tenir aucun compte de !'opinion mondia1e, s'ils 
veulent conserver une attitude rigide et inflexible 
en defiant !'opinion de la majorite dEs membres 
de la Commission de l'energie atomique au de la 
Premiere Commission, alors il se peut en effet 
qu'il n'y ait plus lieu d'csperer. 

La discussion a la Commission a ete longue et, 
en partie tout au moins, n'a fait qu'eflleurer le 
probleme. L'orateur estime que le vrai probleme 
est celui de savoir si la proposition et les 
nombreuses declarations de l'URSS et de ses 
partisans offrent le moindre sujet d'esperer que 
la Commission de l' energie atomique puisse 
reprendre ses t ravaux avec quelque chance 
d'aboutir. De !'avis de la delegation du Royaume
Uni, il serait non seulement chimerique, mais 
fallacieux d'inviter la CommiBsion de l'energie 
atomique a reprendre ses travaux s'il n'existe 
pas au mains une faible chance de se rapprocher 
d'un accord. Peut-on affirmer que de telles 
perspect ives existent '? Cela depend de ce que 
signifie r'eellement la proposition de l'URSS. 
L'idee de conventions simultanees a ete emise, 
il y a bien des mois deja, par le representant 
du Royaume-Uni. Sir Alexander Cadogan a 
declare qu'on pouvait en accepter le principe, 
a condition qu'il flit bien entendu que me~c 
en cas de signature simultanee, la conventiOn 
sur nnterdiction n'entrerait en vigueur qu'apres 
la mise en application d'un plan de contr6le 
effectif. La question est tres simple et admet 
une solution directe et sans equivoque ; et 
pourtant aucune reponse n'y a ete faite. Une 
amere experience a appris au Gouvernemcnt du 
Royaume-Uni a ne pas avoir conftance d~ns 
l'efticacite de conventions couchees sur le papter, 
mais qui ne comportent pas la garantie qu'el_lcs 
seront mises en ceuvre ; par consequent, a moms 
qu'une entente n'intervienne pour etablir qu'un 
systeme de contr6le effectif devra deja ~onctionner 
lorsque !'interdiction entrera en vrgueur, on 
restera aussi loin de la solution qu'au temps, 
deja lointain, ou les negociations o~t com~ence . 

Sir Hartley s'eleve contre la declaratiOn du 
representant de l'URSS qui a pretendu q~e le 
projet de resolution canadien n'est q~'un ndeau 
de fumee destine a masquer le fart que les 
Puissances occidentales tiennent a ne rien entre
prendre. En fait, c'est pour essayer , de sortir 
de l'impasse et pour echapper au _carac~ere ar,dent 
et parfois tendancieux des drscusswns a la 
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the proposal for direct consultations between 
the six sponsoring Powers. Sir Hartley had 
explained his position in that respect at a previous 
meeting. The United Kingdom llrmly desired 
to reach agreement on the control of atomic 
energy, which \\·as so vital for the future of 
mankind. The United Kingdom had never 
sought to impose any particular system of control 
on the USSR or any other nation. All that it 
wished was that an efTective control should be 
established, adequate to meet the special technical 
problems raised by atomic energy. The world 
must not be lulled by some paper scheme into the 
belief that atomic energy had been adequately 
controlled for peaceful purposes only, when in 
fact the measures taken were inadequate. Sir 
Hartley hoped that the majority of the Committee 
shared his belief that the recommendations pre
sented by the majority of the Atomic Energy 
Commission did indicate the way in which an 
adequate control system might he established 
without unnecessary infringement on national 
rights. He denied the statement of the USSR 
representative that the majority proposals were 
ever intended to be adopted lock, stock and 
barrel. They were matters which the United 
Kingdom was always ready to discuss. However, 
he did not think it would be either reasonable 
or democratic to ignore the work which had been 
done in the past and to recommence on the 
basis of USSR proposals which past examination 
had shown were of illusory value. For those 
reasons he sincerely believed that consultation 
between the six sponsoring Powers, entered into 
with a determination to examine the matter 
objectively and reasonably, \vould be a valuable 
contribution. He hoped that the USSR would 
show its sincerity by taking part in those consul
tations. 

Nevertheless he also shared the desire of the 
Indian delegation that the door should not be 
closed against continuing the work of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. In that connexion he had 
heen greatly impressed by the arguments put 
forward by the Indian representative, but the 
statement of the USSR representative had 
provided a rather disappointing comment on the 
hope of the Indian delegation that some modifi
cation of the USSR view could be discerned. He 
hoped that Mr. Malik's statement might not be 
the final word on the matter and, if the First 
Committee gave some general endorsement of the 
principles contained in the majority reports of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, that wiser 
counsels might prevail and the USSR might be 
willing to continue on the general basis of what 
had already been done. 

The hope must be maintained, however remote 
it might seem, that the consultations between 
the sponsoring Powers would end in success. 
It was true that they would proceed on the general 
basis of the proposals of the majority of the Com
mission, but unless the minority obstinately 

Premiere Commission que le Royaume-Uni appuie 
la proposition de consultations directes entre 
lcs six pays promoteurs. Sir Hartley a explique 
au cours d'une seance anterieure sa position a 
cet egard. Le Royaume-Uni a le ferme desir 
d'aboutir a un accord sur le controle de l'energie 
atomique, un tel accord etant d'importance 
capitale pour l'avenir de l'humanite. Le Royaume
Uni n'a jamais cherche a imposer a l'URSS ni 
a aucune autre nation tel ou tel systeme particulier 
de controle. Tout ce qu'il desire, c'est I'eta
blissement d'un systeme de controle effectif, 
pcrmettant de faire face aux problemes techniques 
particuliers qui se posent a propos de l'energie 
atomique. II ne faut pas que quelque projet 
theorique vienne cndormir le monde au point de 
lui faire croire que I'energie atomique a ete 
soumise a un controle approprie, qui garantit 
qu'elle ne sera utilisee qu'a des fins pacifiques, 
quand les mesures prises sont en realite insuf
fisantes. Sir Hartley espere que la majorite de 
la Commission pense, comme lui, que les 
recommandations presentees par la majorite de 
la Commission de l'energie atomique indiquent 
rccllement la maniere dont on peut, sans porter 
inutilcment atteinte aux droits souverains des 
Etats, instituer un systeme de controle approprie. 
II s'eleve contre Ia declaration du representant 
de l'URSS, selon laquelle la majorite entendrait 
faire adopter ses propositions en bloc. II s'agit 
Ia, au contraire, de questions sur lesquelles le 
Royaume-Uni est toujours dispose a negocier. 
Toutefois, l'orateur ne croit pas qu'il soit 
raisonnablc ni conforme a !'esprit democratique 
de negliger les travaux deja effectues et de 
recommencer la discussion en se basant sur les 
propositions de l'URSS, dont les etudes anterieures 
ont deja demontre le caractere illusoire. C'est 
pourquoi il est convaincu qu'une conference des 
six pays promoteurs, entreprise avec le ferme 
propos d'examiner la question objectivement et 
raisonnablement, serait de nature a faciliter 
serieusement Ia recherche d'une solution. Il 
espere que l'URSS prouvera sa sincerite en prenant 
part a ces consultations. 

D'autre part, il souhaite, avec la delegation 
de 1' In de, qu'il reste possible de poursuivre les 
travaux de la Commission de l'energie atomique. 
Dans cet ordre d'idees, il a Cte tres frappe par 
les arguments presentes par le representant de 
l'Inde, mais Ia declaration du representant de 
l'URSS a ete plutot decevante, venant apres que 
Ia delegation de l'Inde eut dit avec joie que l'on 
pouvait discerner quelques signes de changement 
dans !'attitude de ce pays. Sir Hartley espere 
que la declaration de M. Malik ne constitue pas 
son dernier mot en la matiere. Si la Premiere 
Commissiop donne une approbation d'ordre 
general aux principes contenus dans les. r~pports 
ratifies par la majorite de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, l'URSS, la sagesse l'emportant, 
acceptera, doit-on esperer, de poursui:vre ~~~ 
negociations sur ]a base generale de ce qm a deja 
ete fait. 

II faut conserver l'espoir, quelque faible qu'il 
puisse etre, que les consultations en,tre pays 
promoteurs seront couronnees de succes .. II_ est 
vrai qu'elles se deroulero~t .s~r la base gel!e~ale 
des propositions de la maJor~te ~e la ~ommission 
de l'energie atomique, ma1s, a moms que la 
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rejected the majority view as a basis for discussion, 
there was no reason why fruitful work should not 
be done by the six Powers. 

The final paragraph of the Canadian revised 
draft resolution suggested that there was still 
some work which the Commission might under
take independently of the consultations between 
the sponsoring Powers. The United Kingdom 
delegation felt inclined to share that view and 
consequently would support the Canadian revised 
draft resolution, which seemed to incorporate 
the essence of the proposals submitted by India, 
Australia and Ecuador. 

It was necessary to make two broad comments 
on the Canadian revised draft resolution. 

First, it must be recognized that the Atomic 
Energy Commission could only continue with real 
hope of ultimate success if the USSR was prepared 
to agree with the majority on basic principles 
and on the general essentials of control. 

Secondly, it must be remembered that, at the 
present stage, there was no question of any final 
commitment by any nation to the proposals 
contained in the majority report of the Commission. 
All that the Canadian draft resolution required 
was that those proposals should be endorsed as a 
basis for establishing an effective international 
control system. Much work remained to be 
done and nobody imagined that further discussion 
might not result in important modifications of 
the conclusions which had so far been reached. 
All that was asked was that the Committee should 
agree that the majority proposals showed the 
lines . which ought to be followed and that the 
USSR proposals were inadequate. The careful 
analysis of the USSR proposals given in the Third 
Report of the Atomic Energy Commission showed 
that they lacked reality and failed completely 
to cope with the technical problems involved. 

In conclusion Sir Hartley reiterated his hope 
for a successful conclusion of the consultations 
between the sponsoring Powers. The only alter
native to such a hope was despair for the future 
of mankind. He urged the Committee to support 
the Canadian draft resolution. 

Mr. OHN (Burma) said that he would support 
the Australian proposal that the vote be post
poned until the report of Sub-Committee 12 had 
been received, if the Committee thought that 
such postponement offered a possibility of further 
compromise. 

Mr. THORN (New Zealand) recalled that the 
proposal for a consultation between the spon
soring Powers had originally been made by his 
delegation. He welcomed the wide support 
that it had received and hoped that its adoption 
would lead to a fruitful discussion among the 
great Powers. He also supported the proposal 

minorite ne se refuse obstinement a ce que 
!'opinion de Ia majorite soit prise comme base de 
discussion, il n'y a aucune raison pour que 1e 
travail des six Puissances ne soit pas fructueux. 

Le dernier paragraphe du texte revise du 
projet de resolution du Canada suggere qu'il est 
des travaux que la Commission de l'energie 
atomique pourrait entreprendre independamment 
des consultations entre les pays promoteurs. La 
delegation du Royaume-Uni incline a partager 
cette opinion et appuiera par consequent le 
projet de resolution revise, qui semble reunir 
l'essentiel des propositions presentees par l'Inde. 
l'Australie et l'Equateur. 

Le texte revise du projet de resolution du 
Canada appelle deux commentaires d'ordre 
general. 

II faut tout d'abord reconnaitre que la 
Commission de l'energie atomique ne saurait 
continuer ses travaux avec des chances reelles 
de succes que si l'URSS est disposee a se ranger 
aux cfltes de la majorite, en ce qui concerne les 
principes fondamentaux et les caracteres generaux 
et essentiels du controle. 

En second lieu, il ne faut pas perdre de vue 
qu'au stade actuel de la discussion, il ne saurait 
etre question pour aucune nation de prendre 
quelque engagement detinitif que ce soit a I' egard 
des propositions figurant au rapport de la 
majorite de la Commission de l'energie atomique. 
Tout ce que demande le projet de resolution du 
Canada, c'est qu'on accepte ces propositions 
comme point de depart en vue de l'etablissement 
d'un systeme effectif de contrflle international. 
II reste beaucoup de travail a faire et il ne 
viendrait a l'idee de personne d'imaginer que les 
discussions ulterieures puissent ne pas amener 
de modifications importantes aux conclusions 
auxquelles on a abouti jusqu'ici. Tout ce qu'on 
demande a la Premiere Commission, c'est de 
convenir que les propositions majoritaires 
indiquent les grandes lignes de Ia marche a 
suivre, tandis que les propositions de l'URSS 
sont inadequates. Le troisieme Rapport de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique analyse minu
tieusement les propositions de l'URSS ; il montre 
qu'elles manquent de realisme et ne repondent 
nullement aux problemes techniques qui sont en 
jeu. 

Pour conclure, Sir Hartley exprime a nouveau 
l'espoir que les consultations entre les pays 
promoteurs seront couronnees de succes. Aban
donner cet espoir serait desesperer de l'avenir de 
l'humanite. L'orateur demande a Ia Premiere 
Commission d'appuyer le projet de resolution du 
Canada. 

M. 0HN (Birmanie) declare qu'il appuiera la 
proposition de I' Australie tendant a faire differer 
le vote jusqu'a reception du rapport de Ia 
Sons-Commission 12, si la Premiere Commission 
estime que ce renvoi offre une chance supple
mentaire de compromis. 

M. THORN (Nouvelle-Zelande) rappelle que c'est 
sa delegation qui est a I' origine de l'idee de 
consultations entre les pays promoteurs. Il se 
felicite du large appui qu'a re~tu cette idee et 
espere que son adoption sera suivie d'une 
discussion fructueuse entre les grandes Puissance~. 
II appuie egalement Ia proposition qui permettra1t 
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which would enable the Atomic Energy Commis
sion to continue its work while those consul
tations were taking place. 

::\Ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that certain 
parts of his earlier statement had apparently 
been misunderstood by the United Kingdom 
representative. In criticizing the Canadian 
revised draft resolution he had not anticipated 
the failure of the consultations between the 
sponsoring Powers. What he had said was 
that the Canadian draft resolution constituted 
a preparation for such failure since the adoption 
of paragraph 1 would prejudge the issue of the 
consultations. The Polish delegation could not 
regard the Canadian proposal as other than an 
attempt to bring about the failure of those 
consultations and the statement of the United 
Kingdom representative confirmed that opinion. 
Sir Hartley Shawcross had endeavoured to place 
the blame for such failure on the USSR 

The United Kingdom representative had spoken 
of the work which would be carried out by 1he 
Atomic Energy Commission while the consul
tations were taking place. He had said that the 
Commission would discuss staffing, management 
and other technical details, in fact, everything 
except the question of the prohibition of atomic 
weapons, which had been explicitly referred to 
it by the General Assembly resolution 1 (I) of 
24 January 1946. Mr. Katz-Suchy compared 
that attitude with the spirit of the USSR draft 
resolution. The USSR position was one of com
promise and in its draft resolution it had voiced 
no approval or disapproval of the Atomic Energy 
Commission in spite of its objection to the Second 
and Third Reports. The United Kingdom repre
sentative seemed to imagine that the spirit of 
compromise lay in stating that unless the USSR 
accepted the majority view it alone would be 
responsible if agreement was not reached. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
said that the amendments which had been incor
porated in the Canadian draft resolution did not 
change its substance and therefore did not render 
it acceptable to the USSR. He considered that 
the paragraph dealing with consultation between 
the sponsoring Powers was mere wishful thinking. 
It did not state how those consultations would 
take place nor what direction they would take. 
If the recommendations contained in the majority 
reports of the Atomic Energy Commission were 
approved as was provided for in paragraph 1, 
the basis for such consultations would already 
have been established and the consultations could 
have no useful results. For that reason the 
proposal was completely unacceptable. The only 
basis on which consultations could take place 
must be a free choice of the participants to find 
conditions acceptable to all. It was not reason
able to expect that the majority view could be 
forced upon the minority, nor was it reasonable 
to suppose that the blame for the lack of concil
iation in the Commission could be thrown upon 
one particular member of the minority. 
Mr. Malik also recalled his earlier statement that 
the adoption of the Canadian draft resolution 

ala Commission de l'energie atomique de continuer 
ses travaux pendant les consultations en question. 

l\I. KATz-SucuY (Pologne) dit que le repn\
sentant du Royaume-Uni semble avoir mal 
compris certaines parties de sa declaration. En 
critiquant le texte revise du projet de resolution 
du Canada, l'orateur n'a pas escompte l'echec des 
consultations entre les pays promoteurs. Il a 
dit que le projet de resolution du Canada equivalait 
a la preparation d'un tel echec, car adopter son 
paragraphe premier reviendrait a prejuger }'issue 
des consultations. La delegation polonaise nc 
saurait considerer la proposition du Canada que 
comme une tentative pour provoquer l'echec 
de ccs consultations, ce que confirme la declaration 
du representant du Royaume-Uni. Sir Hartley 
Shawcross a essayc de rejeter sur l'URSS la 
responsabilite de cet echec eventuel. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a fait allusion 
aux travaux auxquels se livrerait la Commission 
de l'energie atomique pendant les consultations 
des pays promoteurs. II a dit que cette Commission 
discuterait du personnel, de !'administration et 
d'autres details techniques, c'est-a-dire, en fait, 
de tout sauf de Ia question de !'interdiction des 
armes atomiques, dont elle a ete explicitement 
saisie par Ia resolution 1 (I) de l'Assembiee 
generale en date du 24 janvier 1946. M. Katz
Suchy etablit un parallele entre cette attitude et 
!'esprit dont est empreint le projet de resolution 
de l'URSS. L'attitude de l'URSS est une attitude 
de compromis et son projet de resolution 
n'exprime ni approbation ni desapprobation de 
Ia Commission de l'energie atomique, bien que 
l'URSS ne soit pas d'accord avec les deuxieme 
et troisieme Rapports de cette Commission. Le 
representant du Royaume-Uni semble croire que 
pour faire preuve d'esprit de compromis, il suffit 
de declarer que l'URSS sera seule responsable 
de l'echec si elle ne se range pas a !'opinion de 
la majorite. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) souligne que les amendements 
introduits dans le projet du Canada ne modifient 
pas le fond de ce projet qui demeure done inac
ceptable pour l'URSS. Il estime que, en redigeant 
le paragraphe sur les consultations entre les 
pays promoteurs, on semble avoir simplement 
pris des desirs pour des realites. Ce paragraphe 
omet de specifier de quelle maniere et daJ_IS que~ 
sens se derouleraient ces consultations. S1, ams1 
que le prevoit le paragraphe premier, les r~co:n: 
mandations figurant aux rapports de la maJonte 
de la Commission de I' energie atomique soot 
approuvees, on aura deja etabli la base de telles 
consultations ; ces dernieres deviendraient alors 
sans objet. De ce fait, la proposition ~st abso
lument inacceptable. La seule base poss1~l~ pour 
des consultations doit etre que les participants 
puissent choisir librement des conditions 
acceptables pour to us. Il n: es~ pas . rais?nnable 
de s'attendre a ce que Ja majonte pmsse Imposer 
ses opinions a la minorite, ou de s~pp.oser qu'on 
puisse rendre un membre partlc~her de la 
minorite responsable du manq~e d entente a~ 
sein de Ia Commission. M. Malik rappelle aussi 
qu'il a declare precedemment que !'adoption du 
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would lead the United States and the Govern
ments supporting it to press more stubbornly 
than before for the general acceptance of their 
own system of international control. The state
ment of the United States representative had 
shown that the United States stubbornly refused 
to consider the prohibition of atomic weapons. 
That statement was evidence of the United States 
position in the future. The USSR had yielded 
some ground, but the United States was not 
offering any compromise. 

The USSR had come to the Assembly with 
the desire to reach agreement. For that purpose 
it had made a concrete proposal that the Atomic 
Energy Commission should continue its work 
and should elaborate two conventions to be 
brought into force simultaneously. Yet there 
had been no response from the United Kingdom 
or the United States. Those were facts which 
the Assembly and world public opinion would 
not fail to take into account. 

The meeting rose at 5.55 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY -FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 20 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

29. Continuation of the discussion on the 
reports of the Atomic Energy Com
mission: consideration of the report 
of Sub-Committee 11 (AjC.1f333) 

The CHAIRMAN stated that, after the repre
sentatives of Cuba, Ecuador, the Dominican 
Republic, and the Ukrainian SSR had been heard 
by the Committee, the general discussion would 
be closed as no other delegation had asked to 
speak. 

::\-Ir. BELT (Cuba) regretted that agreement had 
not been reached amongst all the members of 
the Committee. None of the texts at present 
before the First Committee completely satisfied 
the Cuban delegation. His delegation would 
nevertheless vote for the Canadian draft reso
lution (A/C.l/A.III/1/Rev.3), whichl eft the door 
open for subsequent negotiation, in other words, 
for an eventual agreement. 

The USSR draft resolution claimed to ensure the 
destruction of atomic weapons but made the 
control question a secondary matter. Hence one 
was entitled to ask the USSR the following 
question : if the USSR possessed the atomic 
weapon, would it be prepared to accept what it 
was at present asking the United States to do, 
namely, to give up the atomic weapon before the 
question of control had been settled? 

Mr. Manuilsky had spoken of an automatic 
majority and had described the twenty-one 

projet de resolution du Canada inciterait lcs 
Etats-Unis et les Gouvernements qui les appuient 
a insister avec encore plus d'obstination 
qu'auparavant pour que le systeme de contrOle 
international repondant a leurs desirs soit accepte 
par tous. La declaration du representant des 
Etats-Unis a demontre que les Etats-Unis se 
refusent obstinement a envisager !'interdiction 
des armes atomiques. Cette declaration fait 
augurer de la position que prendront les Etats
Unis a l'avenir. L'URSS a cede quelque terrain, 
tandis que les Etats-Unis ne proposent aucun 
compromis. 

L'URSS est tenue a l'Assemblee generale avec 
le desir d'aboutir a un accord. A cet effet, elle a 
fait une proposition concrete : la Commission de 
l'energie atomique doit poursuivre ses travaux et 
preparer deux conventions qui entreraient en 
vigueur simultanement. Cependant, cette attitude 
n'a suscite aucune reaction de sympathie, ni de la 
part du Royaume-Uni, ni de celle des Etats-Unis. 
Cc sont la des faits dont l'Assemblee et !'opinion 
publique mondiale ne manqueront pas de tenir 
compte. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 55. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-CINQUIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 20 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. A. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivie) 

29. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique : examen du rapport de la 
Sous-Commission 11 (AJC.1/333) 

Le PnESIDENT indique que, 1orsque la 
Commission aura entendu les representants de 
Cuba, de l'Equateur, de la Republique Domi
nicaine et de !'Ukraine, la discussion generale sera 
close, aucune autre delegation n'ayant demande 
la parole. 

M. BELT (Cuba) exprime le regret que l'accord 
n'ait pu etre realise entre tons les me~?re~ de la 
Commission. En ce qui concerne la delegatiOn de 
Cuba aucun des textes qui se trouvent maintenant 
deva~t la Premiere Commission ne la satisfait 
completement. Cette delegation votera cependant 
pour le projet de resolution du Canada (A /~.l fA . 
III/1/Rev.3) qui laisse la porte ouverte a des 
negociations ulterieures, c'est-a-dire a un accord 
eventuel. 

Le projet de resolution de la delegation de 
l'URSS pretend assurer la destruction des ar~es 
atomiques mais relegue au second plan la questiOn 
du controle. Or I' on est en droit de poser a I'URSS 
la question suivante : si c'etait elle. qui rut .en 
possession de l'arme atomique, ser.ait-elle prete 
a accepter ce qu'elle demande mamtenant aux 
Etats-Unis c'est-a-dire renoncer a l'arme ato
mique av;nt que la question du controle ef.tt 
ete reglee ? . 

M. Manuilsky a parle de major,it.e ~ecamqu: 
et presente Ies vingt et un Etats amencams comm 
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American States as forming one bloc. That 
allegation was completely without foundation 
and had been belied by facts. In that connexion, 
he pointed out that the so-called Latin bloc had 
frequently been divided, inter alia, on the atlop
tion of the right of veto at San Francisco and on 
the Palestine question. 

In actual fact, what seemed to some an auto
matic majority was actually a number of free 
peoples, proud to disagree at times with any one 
of the great Powers. 

:\Ir. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) mentioned 
the general anxiety felt by the First Committee. 
The delegation of the Dominican Republic did not 
~pprove the Canadian draft resolution unreser
vedly. As, however, its wording had been consid
erably modified, it was at present satisfactory. 
It looked at the matter realistically and took into 
account all the factors militating against a more 
general agreement amongst the great political and 
economic ideals of the day. 

::\Ir. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that he would limit himself to 
considering one concrete question : the question 
of the amendment to the fourth paragraph of the 
Canadian draft resolution (A jC.l /340). 

That amendment was far from being an im
provement on the original wording : it actually 
made it far more unsatisfactory. It was contem
plated that the Atomic Energy Commission would 
meet, not to resume its work, but to study its 
work programme, namely, the work programme 
submitted by the United States delegation. 

The amendment was tantamount to rendering 
void the New Zealand proposal which had been 
incorporated in the Canadian text. It was no 
longer a question of taking up the Commission's 
work again, which would enable the opposing 
groups to state their views, but simply of consid
ering a work programme laid down in advance. 
That meant that the United States declared in 
advance that it would accept no agreement on 
atomic energy since the very principle of consul
tation was undermined. 

Everybody knew the Atomic Energy Com
mission's plan of work : it was the United States 
plan, whereby that . Power would secure the 
world's sources of atomic raw materials, which 
would thus become its monopoly. Atomic energy 
would be used only for military purposes, which 
was, moreover, at present the case in the United 
States. Was that really what all the peoples of 
the world were entitled to anticipate? 

The Atomic Energy Commission would hardly 
have met before it would be obvious that the 
work programme was not acceptable to all dele
gations, and it would remain for the Secretary
General of the United Nations to inform the 
next session of the General Assembly of the 
negative outcome of the Atomic Energy Com
mission's work. 

It was not a question of Machiavellianism but 
of cynicism : a resolution, which was in fact a 
United States and Canadian resolution, was to be 

formant un bloc. Cette imputation est sans aucun 
fondement et completement dementie par les 
faits. Le representant de Cuba rappelle a cet egard 
que ce que l'on appelle le bloc latin s'est montre 
divise a maintes reprises, notamment sur !'adop
tion du droit de veto a San-Francisco et sur Ia 
question palestinienne. 

En fait, Ia oil l'on vent voir une majorite 
mccanique, il n'y a que des peuples libres, fiers de 
se trouver parfois en desaccord avec une grande 
Puissance, queUe qu'elle soit. 

l\1. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) 
evoque l'anxiete qui est generale au sein de Ia 
Premiere Commission. La delE\gation de la 
Rcpublique Dominicaine elle-meme n'approuve 
pas sans reserve le projet de resolution du Canada. 
l\Iais ce texte a ete considerablement amende et 
il est maintenant satisfaisant. II s'inspire d'un 
point de vue realiste et tient compte de tous les 
facteurs qui s'opposent a un accord plus general 
entre les grands ideaux politiques et economiques 
de l'heure. 

1\1. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) delare qu'il se bornera a l'examen 
d'une question concrete : celle de l'amendement 
apportc au paragraphe 4 du projet de resolution 
du Canada (AjC.l /340). 

Cet amendement est bien loin d'ameliorer le 
texte original ; en realite il en augmente consi
derablement les ctefauts. En eflet, il est pn!vu que 
la Commission de l'energie atomique se reunira 
non pas pour reprendre ses travaux, mais pour 
ctudicr son programme de travail, c'est-a-dir~ le 
programme de travail pn\sente par la delegatwn 
des Etats-Unis. 

Cet amendement equivaut, en fait, a ~nnul~r 
la proposition de Ja Nouvelle-Zelande, qm ava~t 
ete incorporce dans le texte canadien. II ne ~·3:g1t 
plus d'une reprise des travaux de la Commission 
permettant aux parties en presence d'exposer 
leur point de vue, mais d'un simple exame~ d'u1_1 
programme de travail preetabli, ce qui rev1en~. a 
dire que les Etats-Unis declarent d'avance qu ~s 
n'accepteront aucun accord relatif a l'energ1e 
atomique, puisque le principe meme des consul-
tations est sape a Ia base. . 

Tout le monde connait le plan de travail de Ia 
Commission de l'energie atomique : il s'agit du 
plan des Etats-Unis, selon Iequel cette Puissance 
s'assurerait la possession de toutes les source~ 
mondiales de matieres premieres atomiques, qm 
deviendraient ainsi son monopole. L'energie 
atomique serait utilisee exclusivement a des fins 
belliqueuses, ce qui d'ailleurs est actuellement le 
cas aux Etats-Unis. Est-ce Ia vraiment ce 
qu'etaient en droit d'escompter les peuples du 
monde entier ? 

A peine Ia Commission de l'energie atomique se 
serait-elle rennie qu'il apparaitrait a !'evidence 
que le programme de travail n'est pas accep,ta~le 
pour toutes Ies deleg~tions, et le. Secreta~re 
general de l'Organisatwn des Nah?ns U~1es 
n'aurait plus qu'a informer Ia procha1~e ~ss1on 
de l'Assemblee generale du resultat. negati~ des 
travaux de Ia Commission de l'energiC atomique. 

En verite, il ne s'agit pas la de machiavelisme 
mais de cynisme : on va jusqu'a rendre enc~r~ 
mains acceptable une resolution qui est en reahte 
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made even less acceptable. Was the intention 
to dictate a policy? It should be obvious that 
the necessary basis for such a policy just did not 
exist. 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the Committee 
would proceed to vote on the various draft reso
lutions bearing on the item on the agenda enti
tled " Reports of the Atomic Energy Commission : 
resolution of the Security Council" (A/579). 

He would put the following to the vote in 
succession: the USSR draft resolution (A/C.l /310), 
which was further removed from the text approved 
by the majority of the Sub-Committee ; then the 
Indian draft resolution (A/C.l/A.III/4fRev.2) 
and the various amendments to the Canadian 
draft resolution ; and, finally, the Canadian draft 
resolution itself (A/C.1/A.IIIfl fRev. 3). 

He put the USSR draft resolution (AJC.l/310) 
to the vote. 

The vole was taken by show of hands and the 
USSR draft resolution was rejected by 39 votes to 6, 
with 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put the Indian draft resolution 
(AfC.lfA.III/4/Rev.2) to the vote. 

The vote was taken by show of hands and the 
Indian draft resolution was rejected by 23 votes to 6, 
with 21 abstentions. 

DISCUSSION OF THE AMENDMENTS 
TO THE CANADIAN DRAFT RESOLUTION 

~Ir. CASTRO (El Salvador) stated that the 
amendment he was submitting (A/C.1/337) had 
precisely the same end in view as the first para
graph of the Indian draft resolution. The only 
reason why the delegation of El Salvador had 
abstained from voting on the Indian draft reso
lution was because it could not agree with the 
second paragraph. 

The addition of the two words " in principle " 
after the word " approves " in paragraph 1 of the 
Canadian resolution (AJC.l/333) would result in 
·wider acceptance of the draft, since it would 
satisfy certain delegations, such as those of the 
Union of South Africa, India and El Salvador. 

If the El Salvador amendment was accepted, the 
Atomic Energy Commission would be able to 
re-examine its own recommendations and make 
the necessary amendments. If it were not 
accepted, and the General Assembly were to give 
full approval to all the previous recommendations 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Com
mission would be bound by that decision. The 
result would be that whenever a new report of the 
Commission was submitted to the General 
Assembly, the same difficulties would arise. 

The new text of the Canadian draft resolution 
(A/C.l/340) reverted to a provision that had been 
considered by Syria and then by the USSR, and 
approved by a number of other delegations, 
whereby the Atomic Energy Commission was to 
continue its work. The delegation of El Salvador 
could not but be pleased that that first difficulty 
had been surmounted. It could not, however, 
vote for the Canadian draft resolution if that 

celle des Etats-Unis et du Canada. Est-ce done 
une politique de Diktat que l'on veut faire 
prevaloir ? Mais l'on s'apercevra bien que Ia base 
necessaire a une telle politique n'existe pas. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que Ia Commission va 
proceder au vote sur les differents projets de 
resolution relatifs au point de son ordre du jour 
intitule ((Rapports de Ia Commission de l'energie 
atomique : resolution du Conseil de securite >> 

(A/579). 
II ajoute qu'il mettra successivement aux voix 

la resolution de I'URSS (A/C.l/310), qui est la plus 
eloignee du texte approuve par la majorite de Ia 
Sons-Commission, puis le projet de resolution de 
l'lnde (AfC.1fA.IIIJ4/Rev.2) et les difierents 
amendements au projet de resolution canadien, 
et enfin le projet de resolution du Canada 
(A/C.1/A.III /1 /Rev.3) lui-meme. 

II met aux voix le projet de resolution de l'URSS 
(A/C.l/310). 

Le vote a lieu a mains levees. Le projet de reso
lution de l' URSS est rejete par 39 voix contre 6, 
avec 7 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le projet de reso
lution de l'Inde (A/C.1fA.III/4fRev.2). 

Le vole a lieu a mains levees. Le projet de 
resolution de l' I nde est rejele par 23 voix conlre 6, 
avec 21 abstentions. 

DISCUSSION DES AMENDEMENTS 
AU PROJET DE RESOLUTION DU CANADA 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare que I'amendement 
qu'il presente (AfC.l/337) a exactement le meme 
but que le premier paragraphe du projet de 
resolution de l'Inde. Si la delegation du Salvador 
s'est abstenue dans le vote qui est intervenu sur 
le projet de resolution de l'Inde, c'est qu'elle 
n'approuvait pas le deuxieme paragraphe de ce 
texte. 

L'addition des mots (( en principe » apres le mot 
(( approuve » au paragraphe premier du projet de 
resolution du Canada (AfC.1f333) aurait pour 
resultat une approbation plus large de ce projet, 
car elle donnerait satisfaction a un certain nombre 
de delegations telles que celles de !'Union Sud
Africaine, de I' In de et du Salvador. 

Si l'amendement du Salvador est accepte, la 
Commission de l'energie atomique pourra 
reexaminer ses propres recommandations et 
operer les modifications necessaires. Dans le cas 
contraire, si I' Assemblee generale donnait une 
approbation totale a toutes les recommandations 
anterieures de la Commission de I' energie 
atomique, Ia Commission de I'energie atomique 
se trouverait Iiee par cette decision. Par suite, 
lorsqu'un nouveau rapport de la dite Commission 
serait soumis a I' Assemblee generale, les memes 
difficultes se representeraient. 

Le pro jet de resolution du Canada (AJC.l i3-!0), 
dans son nouveau texte, reprend une disposition 
envisagee par Ia Syrie, puis par l'URSS et 
approuvee par un certain nombre d'autres dele
gations et selon laquelle la Commission de 
l'energie atomique doit poursuivre ses travaux. 
Cette premiere difficulte a done ete surmon~ee .et 

· la delegation du Salvador ne pent que s'en reJomr. 
Toutefois, cette deh\gation ne saurait voter en 
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resolution were to imply full approval of all the 
recommendations submitted by the Atomic 
Energy Commission. El Salvador could not 
agree, for example, that the international control 
commission should take over ownership all atomic 
raw materials. 

The Atomic Energy Commission must be 
empowered to draw up a convention such as that 
envisaged at the end of the first paragraph of 
the Canadian draft resolution, but it could only 
do that after it had re-examined its own recom
mendations. It would not be advisable, therefore, 
for the General Assembly to take a decision at 
present on every detail of that convention. 

Mr. CHEVRIER (Canada), in reply to a question 
by the Chairman, stated that he could not accept 
the El Salvador amendment. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) noted that the views 
expressed by the delegation of El Salvador were 
in keeping with the explanation given earlier by 
the Syrian delegation and with a statement that 
had been made by the representative of Australia. 

If some such words as " in substance " or " in 
principle " were not inserted in the first paragraph, 
that paragraph would be contradictory to other 
paragraphs of the Canadian draft resolution. 

The Syrian delegation would vote for the 
amendment proposed by the delegation of El 
Salvador (AfC.l /337). 

A vote was taken by show of hands and the 
El Salvador amendment was rejected by 27 votes 
to 10, with 16 abstentions. 

Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) and Colonel 
HoDGSON (Australia) withdrew their amendments 
(A/C.l/338 and A/C.l/336 respectively) to the 
Canadian draft resolution in view of the changes 
that had been made in the revised text (AfC.l /340). 

Mr. SToLK (Venezuela) asked for a roll-call 
vote on the Canadian proposal, to be taken 
paragraph by paragraph. 

He would abstain from voting on paragraph 4 of 
the Canadian draft resolution, since it tended to 
limit the activities of the Atomic Energy Com
mission and to rule out any possibility of una
nimous agreement on the efforts to find an 
international system of control. On the other 
hand, the Indian and Australian proposals pro
vided for the resumption of the Commission's 
work, not only for the study of those questions 
which still remained on its agenda, but for the 
study of all the subjects which came within its 
terms of reference. Those two draft resolutions 
offered a wide basis for discussion and gave hope 
of reconciling the various views. 

The CHAI~:\IAN said that he would put to the 
vote by roll-call the Canadian draft resolution 
(A/C.l/340), paragraph by paragraph. 

A vote was taken by roll-call on the preamble and 
first paragraph. 

In favour : Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, 

faveur du pro jet de resolution du Canada si celui-ci 
doit impliquer une approbation complete de 
toutes les recommandations de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. En effet, le Salvador ne consi
dere pas, par exemple, que la Commission de 
controle doive devenir proprietaire des matieres 
premieres atomiques. 

II faut que la Commission de l'energie atomique 
soit habilitee a elaborer un traite tel que celui qui 
est prevu par les termes memes de la fin du premier 
paragraphe du projet de resolution du Canada, 
mais apres avoir examine a nouveau ses propres 
recommandations. Il n'est done pas souhaitable 
que chaque detail de ce traite soit maintenant 
!'objet d'une decision de l'Assemblee generale. 

M. CHEVRIER (Canada), en reponse a une 
question du President, declare qu'il ne peut 
accepter I'amendement de la delegation du 
Salvador. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) constate que le point de 
vue ex prime par la delegation du Salvador coincide 
avec les explications precedemment donnees par 
la delegation de la Syrie, ainsi qu'avec une decla
ration precedemment faite par le representant 
de I' Australie. 

Si des mots tels que « en substance » ou « en 
principe >> n'etaient pas inseres, le premier para
graphe se trouverait en contradiction avec d'autres 
paragraphes du projet de resolution du Canada. 

La delegation de la Syrie votera pour !'amen
dement de la delegation du Salvador (AfC.l /337). 

Le vote a lieu a mains levees. L' amen dement de la 
delegation du Salvador est rejete par 27 voix contre 
10, avec 16 abstentions. 

M. VITERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) et le colonel 
HoDGSON (Australie) retirent leurs amendements 
respectifs (A/C.l /338 et AfC.l /336 respectivement) 
qui visaient le projet de resolution du Canada, vu 
les changements apportes a cette resolution 
(A/C.l /340). 

M. STOLK (Venezuela) demande que le vote sur la 
proposition du Canada ait lieu paragraphe par 
paragraphe et par appel nominal. 

II ajoute qu'il s'abstiendra de voter sur le para
graphe 4 du projet de resolution du Canada, car 
cette disposition tend a limiter l'activite de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique et a ecarter 
toute possibilite d'un accord unanime dans la 
recherche d'un systeme international de controle. 
Par contre, la proposition de l'Inde et celle de 
I' Australie prevoyaient la reprise des travaux de 
la Commission, non seulement pour etudier les 
questions qui figurent encore a son programme 
de travail, mais encore pour etudier toutes les 
questions comprises dans son mandat. Ces deux 
projets de resolution offraient une large base de 
discussion et permettaient d'envisager un rappro
chement des opinions. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce qu'il va mettre le projet 
de resolution du Canada (AfC.l/340) aux voix 
par appel nominal, paragraphe par paragraphe. 

II est procede au vote par appel nominal sur le 
preambule et le premier paragraphe. 

Volent pour : Australie, Belgique: Bresil. 
Birmanie, Canada, Chili ,Chine, Colombie, Costa-
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Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iceland, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
1\'Iexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Siam, Sweden, Turkey, United King
dom, United States, Uruguay. 

Against: Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, El 
Salvador, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia. 

A bslaining: Afghanistan, Argentina, India, Iran, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Union of South Africa, Vene
zuela, Yemen. 

The preamble and first paragraph were adopted 
by 40 votes to 7, with 9 abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll-call on the second 
paragraph. 

In favour: Afghanistan, Australia, Belgium, 
Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Domi
nican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iceland, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Lux
embourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, 
Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen. 

Against : Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Ukrainian SSR, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Yugoslavia. 

Abstaining: Argentina, India. 
The second paragraph was adopted by 49 votes 

to 6, with 2 abstentions. 
A vote was taken by roll-call on the third para

graph. 
In favour: Afghanistan, Australia, Belgium, 

Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Domi
nican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Ice
land, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States, Uruguay. 

Against: Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Syria, Ukrainian SSR, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia. 

A bslaining: Argentina, India, Venezuela, Yemen. 

The third paragraph was adopted by 46 votes 
to 7, with 4 abstentions. 

A vole was taken by roll-call on the fourth 
paragraph. 

In favour : Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 

Rica, Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
Equateur, Egypte, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, 
Honduras, Islande, Irak, Liban, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Perou, Philippines, Siam, Suede, 
Turquie, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
Uruguay. 

Volent conlre : RSS de Bielorussie, Tcheco
slovaquie, Salvador, Pologne, RSS d'Ukraine, 
Union des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, 
Yougoslavie. 

S'abstiennent : Afghanistan, Argentine, Inde, 
Iran, Arabie saoudite, Syrie, Union Sud-AfriCaine, 
Venezuela, Yemen. 

Le preambule et le premier paragraphe sont 
adoptes par 40 voix conlre 7, avec 9 abstentions. 

Il est procede au vote rpar appel nominal sur le 
deuxieme paragraphe. 

V otent pour : Afghanistan, Australie, Belgique, 
Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, Canada, Chili, Chine, 
Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egyptc, 
Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, 
Honduras, Islande, Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Perou, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Siam, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen. 

Volent contre : RSS de Bielorussie, Tcheco
slovaquie, Pologne, RSS d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Y ougoslavie. 

S' absliennent : Argentine, In de. 
Le deuxieme paragraphe est adopte par 49 voix 

.conlre 6 avec 2 abstentions. 
ll est procede au vole par appel nominal sur le 

troisieme paragraphe. 
Volent pour : Afghanistan, Australie, Belgique, 

Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, Canada, Chili, Chine, 
Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, 
Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Hai:ti, 
Honduras, Islande, Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peron, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Siam, Suede, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay. 

Volent contre: RSS de Bielorussie, Tcheco
slovaquie, Pologne, Syrie, RSS d'Ukraine, Union 
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougo
slavie. 

S'absliennent: Argentine, Inde, Venezuela, 
Yemen. 

Le lroisieme paragraphe est adopte par 46 voix 
conlre 7, avec 4 abstentions. 

ll est procede au vote par appel nominal sur le 
quatrieme paragraphe. 

Volent pour : Australie, Belgique, Boliv~e, 
Bresil, Birmanie, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Costa-Rica, Cuba, Danemark, Rcpublique Domi
nicaine, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, Fr~nce, 
Grece, Halti, Honduras, Islande, Irak, L1ban, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pay~-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
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Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States, Uruguay. 

Against: Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Ukrainian SSR, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Yugoslavia. 

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Argentina, Ecuador, 
India, Iran, Syria, Venezuela, Yemen. 

The fourth paragraph was adopted by 43 votes 
to 6, with 8 abstentions. 

A vote was then taken by roll-call on the Canadi@ 
proposal as a whole (A jC.1 /340). 

In favour: Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iceland, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxem
bourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nica
ragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Philippines, Siam, Sweden, Turkey, United 
Kingdom, United States, Uruguay. 

Against : Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Ukrainian SSR, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Yugoslavia. 

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Argentina, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, India, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Union 
of South Africa, Venezuela, Yemen. 

The Canadian proposal was adopted by 41 voles 
to 6, with 10 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Rapporteur 
would submit his report on item 1 of the agenda 
of the First Committee to the General Assembly. 

30. Consideration of the order of the 
agenda 

Mr. BELT (Cuba) proposed that the Committee 
should modify the order in which the different 
items on the agenda were to he examined. Since 
the discussion of the question of atomic energy 
had led to a strained atmosphere, it would be 
advisable to introduce an element of optimism 
by examining the Mexican proposal (A/662/Rev.l) 
in which an appeal was made to the great Powers 
to renew their efforts to compose their differences 
and establish a lasting peace. 

General RoMULO (Philippines) supported the 
Cuban proposal, which was to some extent a 
corollary to paragraph 3 of the resolution which 
had just been adopted by the First Committee 
on the question of atomic energy. 

Mr. ENTEZAJ\1 (Iran) also supported the Cuban 
prop~sal. It would yield results only if it were 
exammed at the beginning of the present session 
of the General Assembly and not at the end. 

Mr. ArviMOUN (Lebanon) considered that 
notwithstanding the resolution which had been 
adopted by the First Committee on the problem 
of ~tomic .energy, no real progress had been 
ach~eved smce the beginning of the present 
<;esswn of the Assembly in reaching agreement 
between the majority and the minority. That 

Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Philippines, Arabie 
saoudite, Siam, Suede, Turquie, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
Uruguay. 

Volent contre : RSS de Bielorussie, Tcheco
slovaquie, Pologne, RSS d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie. 

S' abstiennent: Afghanistan, Argentine, Equateur, 
In de, Iran, Syrie, Venezuela, Yemen. 

Le quatrieme paragraphe est adopte par 43 voix 
contre 6, avec 8 abstentions. 

1l est procede au vote par appel nominal sur 
['ensemble de la proposition du Canada (A/C.1f340). 

Volent pour: Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil 
Birmanie, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Danemark, Repuhlique Dominicaine, 
Egypte, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Hai:ti, Honduras, 
Islande, Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Ulande, Nicaragua, 
Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, 
Philippines, Siam, Suede, Turquie, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay. 

Volent conlre: RSS de Bielorussie, Tcheco
slovaquie, Pologne, RSS d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie. 

S' a bsliennent: Afghanistan, Argentine, Equateur, 
Salvador, lnde," Arabie saoudite, Syrie, Union Sud
Africaine, Venezuela, Yemen. 

La proposition du Canada est adoptee par 41 voix 
conlre 6, avec 10 abstentions. 

Le Pm~:sroENT declare que le Rapporteur 
presentera son rapport sur le point premier de 
l'ordre du jour de Ia Premiere Commission a 
l' Assemblee general e. 

30. Ordre d 'exam en des points de 
l'ordre du jour 

M. BELT (Cuba) propose a la Commission de 
modifier I' ordre dans lequel les differents points 
de l'ordre du jour doivent etre examines. !I esti!"e 
que, etant donne la tension causee par la dlSCUSSlOn 
de la question de l'energie atomique, il serait utile 
d'introduire une note d'optimisme en examinant 
la proposition mexicaine (Af662fRev.l) appelant 
les gran des Puissances a faire des . efforts po~tr 
rcsoudre leurs differends et etabbr une palX 
durable. 

Le general RoMuLo (Philippines) appuie la 
proposition cubaine qui est, en quelque sorte, 
un corollaire du paragraphe 3 de la r~s~lution que 
vient d'adopter la Premiere Commtsswn sur la 
question de l'energie atomique. 

M. ENTEZAM (Iran) appuie Ia proposition 
cubaine. Il indique que celle-ci ne peut porter ses 
fruits que si elle est examinee au debut des travau~ 
de cette session de I' Assemblee generale et non a 
la fin. 

M. AMMOUN (Lihan) estime que malgre .. la 
resolution qui a ete adoptee par Ia P~·emtere 
Commission, en ce qui concerne le proble~e ~e 
l'energie atomique, aucun progres substan~tel n a 
ete realise depuis le debut de cette sesswn de 
l'Assemblee pour obtenir un accor~ entre. Ia 
majorite et la minorite. C'est pourqum les petites 
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was why the small and the medium-sized Powers 
earnestly desired that the great Powers should 
seek a rapprochement by finding a solution to 
the political problems which divided them. 
The examination of the Mexican proposal would 
consequently be opportune. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
said that he failed to understand the reasons 
of those who wished to delay the examination of 
the Palestinian problem, although the United 
Kingdom representative had stated at the 
outset of the First Committee's work that the 
problem was particularly urgent. 

The urgency of the problem had in no way 
decreased ; on the preceding day the Security 
Council had been led to take a decision in view of 
the fact that fighting was taking place in a part 
of Palestine. 

The Mexican proposal was very important ; but 
the First Committee had taken a decision on the 
order of priority in which the six most important 
questions on its agenda were to be examined 
(A jC.l /307). Consequently the Mexican pro
posal should figure as the seventh item on the 
agenda. Thus there would be no infringement 
of the decision on the order of priority ; no 
unfortunate precedent would be created, and the 
Mexican proposal would be given its appropriate 
place. 

Mr. BELT (Cuba) recalled that at the beginning 
of the discussion of the Palestine question, few 
members had wished to speak and the parties 
concerned had not been ready to state their 
views. He feared that the Committee would 
find itself faced with the same difficulties if the 
Palestine question were examined there and then. 

The proposed modification of the agenda would 
not, as the representative of the USSR had said, 
constitute an unfortunate precedent ; such prece
dents had been created in the past. 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) supported the Cuban 
proposal that the Mexican proposal should be 
examined. 

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran), in reply to Mr. Malik, 
said that he had no intention whatsoever of 
delaying the work of the Committee and recalled 
that he had proposed to the General Comm~ttee 
that the Mexican resolution should be exammed 
directly by the Assembly in a plenary meeting. 
The representative of the USSR had then opposed 
that proposal. 

Further, the examination of the Me~.ican 
proposal could be finished in a very short time ; 
it would usefully contribute to dispelling the 
feeling of anxiety which prevailed in the world 
at the present time. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) recalled that when the order of priority 
for the discussion of the items on the agenda was 
adopted, the Argentine representative had insisted 
that once the agenda was drawn up, it shoul.d ~ot 
be changed. The adoption of the order of pnonty 
constituted a decision by the First Committee. 

et moyennes Puissances souhaitent ardemment 
que les grandes Puissances puissent se rapprocher 
en trouvant une solution aux problemes d'ordre 
politique qui les opposent. L'examen de la propo
sition du Mexique vient par consequent tout a 
fait a sa place. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) declare qu'il ne comprend pas les 
motifs de ceux qui desirent retarder l'examen du 
probleme palestinien alors que le representant 
britannique avait indique, au debut des travaux 
de la Premiere Commission qu'il s'agissait la d'un 
probleme particulierement urgent. 

La question demeure tout aussi urgente puisque 
le Conseil de securite etait amene la veille a 
prendre une decision en raison des combats qui 
se deroulaient sur une partie de Ia Palestine. 

D'autre part, tout en reconnaissant que la 
proposition mexicaine est tres importarite, 
M. Malik fait observer que la Premiere Commission 
a pris une decision concernant l'ordre dans lequel 
les six questions les plus importantes de son ordre 
du jour seront examinees (A/C.l j307). En conse
quence, la proposition mexicaine devrait figurer 
a l'ordre du jour comme point 7. De cette fac;on, 
on ne violerait pas la decision concernant I' ordre 
dans lequel les questions doivent etre examinees, 
on ne creerait pas de precedent facheux et on 
donnerait a la proposition mexicaine la place qui 
lui est due. 

M. BELT (Cuba) rappelle que, au debut de 
l'examen de Ia question palestinienne, il y avait 
penurie d'orateurs et que les parties interessees 
n'etaient pas pretes a exposer leurs points de vue. 
Il craint que la Commission ne se trouve devant 
les memes difficultes si l'on reprend l'examen de 
Ia question palestinienne. 

Cette modification de l'ordre du jour ne consti
tuerait pas un precedent facheux, comme l'a 
indique le representant de l'URSS, car de tels 
precedents existent deja. 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) appuie Ia proposition 
cubaine tendant a examiner Ia proposition 
mexicaine. 

M. ENTEZAM (Iran), repondant a M. Malik, 
declare qu'il n'a nullement !'intention de retarder 
les travaux de la Commission et rappelle a ce 
sujet qu'il avait propose au Bureau que la reso
lution mexicaine flit examinee directement par 
l' Assemblee pleniere, proposition a laquelle le 
representant de l'URSS s'est alors oppose. 

D'ailleurs, l'examen de la proposition mexicaine 
pourrait etre termine en tres ye.u de ~~mp~ f elle 
permettrait utilement de d1ss1per l mqmetude 
qui pese actuellement sur le monde. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialis~e so':ie
tique d'Ukraine) rappelle que, lor~ de l adoJ?tiOn 
de l'ordre de priorite de discussiOn des divers 
points de l'ordre du jour, Ie representant. de 
!'Argentine avait insiste pour que l'ordre du JOUr 
une fois etabli ne fut plus modifie. C'est par 
decision de la Premiere Commission que cet ordre 
de priorite a ete adopte. 
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The United Kingdom representative, Mr. McNeil, 
had stressed at that time the urgency of the 
Palestine question. It would be useful if he were 
to state his point of view now, since it was 
difficult not to doubt the sincerity of the reasons 
given by certain delegations for desiring to delay 
the examination of the question. 

l\Ir. PlPINELIS (Greece) supported the Cuban 
proposal. All questions were important and 
certain questions were even urgent ; but it 
was impossible to refuse priority to a question 
which consisted only of an appeal to the great 
PmYers to seek a basis of agreement on their 
political differences. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) stated that the 
~Iexican proposal was very important and 
recalled that the Polish delegation had proposed 
to the General Committee that it should be given 
priority. 

The First Committee had already begun to 
consider the question of Palestine. The proposal 
of the Cuban representative was not merely for a 
change in the order of discussion. It was designed 
to defer discussion of the Palestine question and 
to replace it by another item. 

The Palestine question was one of primary 
importance, consideration of which could not be 
delayed . 

The Polish representative then directed atten
tion to rule 112 of the rules of procedure and 
pointed out that, as the Committee had decided 
upon the order for consideration of the different 
items, that order could only be altered by a 
two-thirds majority. 

l\Ir. KrsELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) professed the greatest respect for the 
}fexican proposal but expressed doubts regarding 
the sincerity of purpose of the Cuban proposal. 
Postponement of discussion of the Palestine 
question was a manCBuvre giving satisfaction to 
those delegations for whom the study of the 
problem was inconvenient at the present moment. 
There seemed to be a desire to make the General 
Assembly and the First Committee go into recess, 
so far as that item was concerned, until 
2 November, the date for the election of the United 
States President. 

However, blood was flowing in Palestine, and 
the Assembly was under obligation to stop the 
fighting. For that reason the Byelorussian dele
gation supported the USSR proposal that the 
Palestine question should be considered imme
diately, and that the Mexican proposal should 
be item 7 on the agenda. 

l\Ir. EL-KHoum (Syria) recalled the important 
decisions on Palestine \vhicb had been taken by the 
Security Council at its meeting the previous day. 
He considered that the results of those decisions 
should be awaited before the First Committee 
again took up consideration of the question. 

He quoted Article 12 of the Charter and 
pointed out that the First Committee could make 
no recommendation on the Palestine matter so 
long as it was under consideration by the Security 
Council. It was true that blood was being spilt 

A l'epoque, M. McNeil avait forternent 
insiste sur l'urgence de la question palestinienne. 
Il serait utile que le representant du Royaurne-Uni 
donnat son point de vue aujourd'hui, car on ne 
peut s'empecher d'avoir des doutes sur la sincerite 
des raisons pour lesquelles certaines delegations 
voudraient retarder 1' exam en de la question 
palestinienne. 

M. PrPrNELIS (Grece) appuie la proposition 
cubaine. Il admet que toutes les questions sont 
importantes et que meme certaines sont urgentes, 
mais on ne saurait refuser la priorite a une question 
qui se borne a faire appel aux grandes Puissances 
en vue de rechercher une base d'accord possible 
sur leurs divergences politiques. 

l\1. KATZ-SUCHY (Polognc) declare que la propc
sition mexicaine est extremement importante et 
rappelle que la delegation polonaise a propose au 
Bureau de !'examiner par priorite. 

Il constate cependant que la Premiere Commis
sion a deja commence l'examen de Ia question 
palestinienne. La proposition faite par le repre
sentant de Cuba ne consiste pas simplement a 
changer l'ordre de discussion. Elle vise a suspendre 
l'examen de la question palestinienne et a le 
remplacer par un autre point. 

La question palestinienne est d'une importance 
primordiale. Son examen ne peut pas etre differe. 

Le representant de la Pologne attire ensuite 
!'attention des membres sur l'article 112 du regle
ment interieur et fait remarquer que l'ordre 
d'examen des differents points ayant ete decide 
par la Commission, cet ordre ne pourrait etre 
modifier que par une majorite des deux tiers. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie), tout en declarant qu'il apprecie 
toute la valeur de la proposition mexicaine, a des 
doutes sur la sincerite des motifs qui ont pousse la 
delegation de Cuba a presenter sa proposition. 
Le renvoi de la question palestinienne est une 
manceuvre permettant de donner satisfaction 
aux delegations pour lesquelles I' etude du probleme 
palestinien serait genante en ce moment. II 
semble que l'on desire mettre l'Assemblee generale 
et la Premiere Commission en vacances, sur ce 
point, jusqu'au 2 novembre, date des elections 
presidentielles aux Etats-Unis. 

Cependant, le sang coule en Palestine et l' Assem
blee a l'oblicration de faire cesser la lutte. C'est 
pourquoi la "delegation de la RSS de Bielorussi~ 
se rallie a la proposition de l'URS~ tendant ~ 
examiner immediatement la question palesti
nienne et a mettre la proposition mexicaine au 
point 7 de l'ordre du jour. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie), rappelant les decisions 
importantes prises par Ie Conseil de securit~ il 
Ia seance d'hier en ce qui concer~e ~a Palestm~ , 
estime que la Premiere Comm1~s~o~ devrmt 
attendre Jes resultats de ces deCISIOnS pour 
reprendre l'examen de la question. 

Citant ]'Article 12 de la Charte, il fait remarquer 
que la Premiere Commission ne peut .f~ire aucune 
recommandation sur !'affaire palestlmenne ~ant 
que le Conseil de securite s' occu~e de la question. 
n est vrai qu'il y a des effuswns de sang en 
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in Palestine, but the Security Council was doing 
all in its power to stop the fighting. 

Mr. El-Khouri, in supporting the Cuban pro
posal, contended that it was not merely a question 
of giving priority to consideration of the Mexican 
proposal and postponing the Palestine question 
until later, but one of recognizing the impossibility 
of discussing that question. 

:Mr. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) did not believe 
that the Mexican proposal could be fully studied 
in a short time. The Cuban proposal would mean, 
in practice, the postponement sine die of the 
discussion of the Palestine question, when it 
was a matter of urgency. Moreover, the agenda 
should be respected. For those reasons, he could 
not support the Cuban proposal. 

Sir HARTLEY SHAWCRoss (United Kingdom) 
considered that the real substance of the discussion 
was not to ascertain whether the Mexican pro
posal should be considered as the next item of 
the agenda, but whether discussion of the Pales
tine question should be deferred for a little longer. 
The view of the United Kingdom delegation 
regarding the urgency of the Palestine question had 
not changed. At the same time account had to be 
taken of the fact that other delegations had not 
been prepared to give their views on the Berna
dotte Report and the Palestine question as a 
whole, at the time the discussion on the question 
was opened. 

It was precisely because of its importance that 
the General Assembly's decisions on the Palestine 
question should be the result of serious consid
eration. Therefore, \if many delegations were 
unprepared to take up study of the problem, it 
would be unfortunate if the First Committee did 
not take that fact into account. 

He could see nothing applicable to the case 
in rule 112 of the rules of procedure, which had 
been referred to by the Polish representative. 
If the majority of the Committee wished to 
change the agenda, the United Kingdom dele
gation would raise no objections. 

Mr. UMANA (Colombia) supported the Cuban 
proposal. The Mexican proposal was a realistic 
one as it envisaged, first of all, agreement on 
political questions among the permanent mem
bers of the Security Council. 

Further, it appeared from Articles 12 and 13 of 
the Charter that the First Committee could not 
at present consider the Palestirte question. In 
that connexion he pointed out that, unlike the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, the United 
~ations Charter did not allow simultaneous consid
eration of !the same question by the Assembly 
and the Council. 

He requested the Chairman to give an indication 
on how the question of principle might be settled. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) observed that, by invoking Article 12 
of the Charter, Mr. El-Khouri wanted to postpone 
discussion of the Palestine question. But his 
interpretation of Article 12 was incorrect, as the 
Security Council was concerned only with the 
question of hostilities in Palestine and not with 
the whole question of the existence of the State 

Palestine mais le Conseil de securite fait tons ses 
efforts pour arreter les combats. 

En appuyant la proposition de Cuba, M. El
Khouri conclut qu'il ne s'agit pas simplement 
d'etudier par priorite la proposition mexicaine 
et de renvoyer a plus tard la question palesti
nienne mais qu'il s'agit de constater l'impossibilite 
de discuter cette question. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) ne croit pas 
que l' on pourrait terminer l' exam en de la propo
sition mexicaine en un temps tres court. La propoo; 
sition cubaine signifierait pratiquement la remise 
sine die de ]a question palestinienne, alors que 
cette question est urgente. De plus, l'ordre du 
jour doit etre respecte. C'est pourquoi il ne pent 
appuyer le proposition cubaine. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (Royaume-Uni) estime 
que le debat actuel porte sur la question de savoir 
non pas si l'on devrait considerer la proposition 
mexicaine comme le point suivant de l'ordre du 
jour, mais si l'on devrait ajourner quelque peu 
l'examen de la question palestinienne. Le point 
de vue de la delegation du Royaume-Uni sur 
l'urgence de la question palestinienne n'a pas 
change. Toutefois, il faut tenir compte du fait 
que d'autres delegations n'etaient pas pretes a 
exposer leur point de vue sur le Rapport Berna
dotte et sur I' ensemble de la question palestinienne 

1ors de l'ouverture des debats sur cette question. 

C'est precisement parce que la question palesti
nienne est importante que les decisions que 
prendra l' Assemblee doivent etre le resultat 
d'etudes serieuses. Si done de nombreuses dele
gations ne sont pas pretes a examiner le probleme 
il serait malencontreux que la Premiere Commis
sion ne tienne pas compte de ces faits. 

Quant a !'article 112 du reglement interieur 
qui a ete invoque par le representant de la Pologne, 
il n'a rien a voir en l'espece. Si la majorite de la 
Commission vent modifier son ordre du jour, 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni ne s'y opposera pas. 

M. UMANA (Colombie) appuie la proposition 
de Cuba. En effet, la proposition mexicaine est 
realiste, car elle envisage tout d'abord !'accord 
des membres permanents du Conseil de securite 
sur les problemes politiques. 

De plus, il ressort des Articles 12 et 13 de la 
Charte que la Premiere Commission ne peut pas 
examiner actuellement la question palestinienne. 
A ce sujet, il fait observer que la Charte des 
Nations Unies ne permet pas, comme le Pacte 
de la Societe des Nations, l'examen simultane 
d'une question par l'Assemblee et le Conseil. 

II demande que le President donne de~ p~ecisio~s 
sur la fa<;on dont cette question de pnnc1pe do1t 
etre tranchee. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) fait remarquer qu'en inv~quant 
!'Article 12 de la Charte, M. El-Khoun veut 
renvoyer a plus tard la question palestinienne. 
Mais !'interpretation qu'il donne a !'Article 12 
est inexacte car le Conseil de securite s'occupe 
uniquement de la question des hostilit.es en 
Palestine et non de l' ensemble de la questwn de 
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of Israel and its frontiers as established by the 
General Assembly's resolutions. 

Replying to Sir Hartley Shawcross, he expressed 
his surprise that delegations were not ready to 
examine the Palestine question, considering that 
the Bernadotte Report had been distributed some 
time ago. No doubt the United States did not 
desire to discuss the Palestine question before the 
presidential election took place, but that reason 
did not apply to the United Kingdom represen
tative. Why then did he prefer to put off stating 
his Government's views? 

:Mr. BELT (Cuba) observed that the statements 
of the representatives of Syria and Colombia had 
thrown new light on the question. He therefore 
suggested that the First Committee should exa
mine first of all the Mexican proposal, and leave 
consideration of the Palestine question until 
authorized to take it up by the Security Council. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) stated that he could 
not agree with the interpretation given to 
Article 12 of the Charter by the representatives 
of Syria and Cuba. He recalled that, at the 
outset, the Palestine question had been submitted 
to the General Assembly by the United Kingdom. 
The Security Council was considering the question 
in accordance with the instructions given to it by 
the General Assembly. Further, the Council was 
only studying certain aspects of the problem. 

Why was Article 12 of the Charter invoked now, 
although no mention of it had been made when 
the question was placed on the agenda as item 3 ? 

Besides, even if the arguments put forward by 
the representatives of Syria and Colombia were 
accepted, it should be noted that Article 12 only 
provided that the Assembly could not make 
recommendations on a question which was being 
considered by the Security Council ; but that did 
not prevent discussion of the question by the 
Assembly. 

Regarding the significance of rule 112 of the 
rules of procedure, he repeated that the order for 
consideration of the various items on the agenda 
had been adopted by a decision of the First 
Committee. Therefore that decision could be 
reversed only by a two-thirds majority. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador), on a point of order, 
asked the Chairman whether or not the First 
Committee was competent to continue to deal 
with the Palestine question. Should the Com
mittee disagree with the Chairman's ruling, it 
could, by a majority, reverse that decision. If 
the Committee decided that it was competent to 
continue examination of the Palestine question, 
it would then have to decide whether or not to 
give priority to the Mexican proposal. In order 
to avoid confusion, it was necessary to take the 
questions in order. 

Mr. EL-KHouRr (Syria), in reply to the repre
sentative of Poland, recalled that his delegation 
had agreed to the placing of the Palestine question 
on the agenda, on condition that it would not be 
discussed before the Security Council invited the 
Assembly to deal with the matter. 

!'existence de l'Etat d'Israel et de ses frontieres 
telles qu'elles resultent des resolutions de l'Assem
blee generale. 

Repondant a Sir Hartley Shawcross, il s'etonne 
que des delegations ne soient pas pretes a examiner 
la question palestinienne alors que le Rapport 
Bernadotte a ete distribue depuis longtemps. 
Sans doute les Etats-Unis ne tiennent-ils pas a 
discuter la question palestinienne avant l'election 
presidentielle, mais ce motif ne joue pas pour Ie 
representant du Royaume-Uni. Pourquoi prefere
t-il done retarder !'expose du point de vue de son 
Gouvernement ? 

M. BELT (Cuba) fait observer que les decla
ration de la Syrie et de la Colombie ont jete un 
jour nouveau sur Ia question. II suggere, en conse
quence, que la Premiere Commission examine tout 
d'abord la proposition mexicaine et qu'ensuite 
elle n'examine pas la question palestinienne 
avant d'y avoir ete autorisee par le Conseil 
de securite. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare qu'il ne 
peut etre d'accord avec les representants de Ia 
Syrie et de Cuba sur leur interpretation de 
l' Article 12 de la Charte. II rappelle, en effet, que 
la question palestinienne a ete presentee a l'origine 
par le Royaume-Uni a l'Assemblee generale. Si 
Ie Conseil de securite s'occupe de la question, c'est 
a Ia suite d'instructions donnees par l'Assemblee 
au Conseil. De plus l'examen du Conseil ne porte 
que sur certains aspects du probleme. 

Pourquoi invoquer I' Article 12 de Ia Charte 
aujourd'hui alors que personne ne l'a invoque 
lorsque la question a ete inscrite au point 3 de 
l'ordre du jour ? 

En outre, meme en admettant les arguments 
developpes par les representants de Ia Syrie et 
de Ia Colombie, il faut noter que I' Article 12 
prevoit seulement que l' Assemblee ne pou~ra 
faire de recommandations au sujet d'une questwn 
tant que le Conseil de securite s'en occupe, 
mais cela n'empeche pas l'Assemblee de discuter 
cette question. 

Quant a Ia portee de !'Article 12 du reglement 
interieur, il reitere que I'ordre d'examen de~ 
differents points de l'ordre du jour a ete ~d~pte 
en vertu d'une decision de la Premiere Comm1sswn. 
Cette decision ne peut done etre renversee que par 
une majorite des deux tiers. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador), par motion d'ordre, 
demande que le President declare si, oui ou non, 
Ia Premiere Commission a Ia competence neces
saire pour continuer a traiter Ia question palesti
nienne. Si Ia Commission n'est pas d'accord avec 
Ie President, elle pourra ala majorite renverser Ia 
decision de ce dernier. Si Ia Commission decide 
qu'elle a competence pour poursuivre l'examen 
de Ia question palestinienne, elle devra alors 
decider si elle entend accorder priorite a Ia pr~l?o
sition mexicaine. 11 est indispensable de sener 
Jes questions pour eviter Ia confusion. 

M. EL-KHouRr (Syrie), repondant au repre
sentant de Ia Pologne, rappelle que sa delegatio~ 
avait accepte !'inscription de Ia question palesti
nienne a l'ordre du jour, a condition qu'elle ne 
fasse pas l'objet de discussions jusqu'au moment 
oil Ie Conseil de securite inviterait l'Assemblee 
a s'en saisir. 
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Contrary to the view of the representative of 
El Salvador, he held that the Chairman of the 
Committee was not competent to decide on the 
interpretation to be given to Article 12 of the 
Charter. 

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) felt that the question of 
priority for the Mexican proposal should first be 
discussed, after which a decision regarding the 
Committee's competence to deal with the Pales
tine question could be taken. 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY-SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 20 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. CoSTA DU RELS (Bolivia). 

31. Continuation of consideration of the 
agenda 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that discussion should 
be limited to the question whether the Mexican 
proposal (A/662/Rev.1) should be given priority 
as the Cuban delegation had suggested, or 
whether it should be the seventh item on the 
agenda, in accordance with the proposal of the 
USSR. 

Mr. SoLER (Argentina) expressed opposition 
to alteration in the order of items in the agenda 
through the interposition of new items. 

Mr. Soler observed that nevertheless the Argen
tine delegation approved the spirit of the Mexican 
draft resolution, which was in accord with the 
fundamental inspiration of the foreign policy 
of Argentina, namely, to contribute to the main
tenance of peace. This policy was exemplified 
by the disinterested and pacificatory attitude of 
Argentina within the Security Council, for the 
solution of the Berlin question by the Security 
Council constituted an essential stage in the 
maintenance of peace. He considered that a 
general reaffirmation of the task to be accomplished 
to maintain peace might prove more timely at 
the close of the session. 

The Argentine delegation would not oppose 
postponement of the Palestine question if good 
reasons could be adduced to justify such post
ponement. In the circumstances, however, the 
Greek question should next be taken up. For 
that reason the Argentine delegation would vote 
against immediate discussion of the Mexican 
draft resolution. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) expressed the 
view that delegations had had ample time to 
formulate their views on the Palestine question. 
With regard to the competence of the Committee 
to discuss the Palestine question, which had been 
called in question, he observed that the General 
Assembly had itself already decided the question 
of competence. In connexion with the obser-

Contrairement a !'opinion exprimee par le 
representant du Salvador, le President de la 
Commission ne peut prendre de decision sur 
!'interpretation qu'il convient de donner a 
I' Article 12 de la Charte. 

M. ENTEZAM (Iran) estime qu'il faut d'abord 
examiner la question de la priorite a accorder 
a la proposition mexicaine, apres quoi il faudra 
prendre une decision sur la competence de Ia 
Commission en ce qui concerne la question 
palestinienne. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 10. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-SIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 20 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President: M. CosTA Du RELS (Bolivie). 

31. Suite de la discussion de l'ordre 
du jour 

Le PRESIDENT decide que le debat portera seu
lement sur le point de savoir si la proposition du 
Mexique (A/662/Rev. 1) aura la priorite, comme le 
demande la delegation de Cuba, ou si cette propo
sition deviendra le septieme point a l'ordre du 
jour, comme le demande la delegation de l'URSS. 

M. SOLER (Argentine) s'oppose a ce que l'on 
modifie l'ordre des points en introduisant des 
points nouveaux dans l'ordre du jour. 

La delegation de l' Argentine n' en approuve pas 
moins I' esprit dont s'inspire le projet de resolution 
mexicain, car J s'accorde avec le principe fonda
merrtal de la politique exterieure de I' Argentine qui 
est de contribuer au maintien de la paix, et dont 
un bon exemple est fourni par !'attitude desinte
ressee et pacificatrice que !'Argentine a adoptee au 
Conseil de securite ; la solution de la question de 
Berlin par le Conseil doit, en effet, constituer une 
etape importante dans l'reuvre du maintien de la 
paix. M. Soler estime que c'est ala fin de la session 
que le moment sera le mieux choisi pour faire une 
declaration d'ordre general sur la tache a accomplir 
pour le maintien de la paix. 

La delegation de !'Argentine ne s'opposera pas 
a un ajournement de la discussion de la question 
palestinienne si l'on produit de bonnes raisons 
pour prouver que cet ajournement est necessaire. 
Toutefois, s'il en etait ainsi, c'est la question 
grecque qui devrait etre discutee ensuite. Aussi la 
delegation de !'Argentine votera-t-elle contre la 
discussion immediate du projet de resolution du 
Mexique. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) estime que les 
delegations ont dispose de tout le temps necessaire 
pour exprimer leurs opinions au sujet de la 
question palestinienne. Quant a savoir si. la 
Commission a qualite pour discuter de la qu~stw.n 
palestinienne, ce qui a ete mis en dou~e, il f~!~ 
remarquer que l' Assemblee generale s. est d~Ja 
prononcee a ce sujet. A propos de la declaratwn 
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vations of the representative of Syria at the 
previous meeting, Colonel Hodgson noted that 
the President of the Assembly had neither agreed 
nor disagreed with the contention of the repre
sentative of Syria in the General Assembly. 
Colonel Hodgson recalled that it was the Assembly 
itself which had first been seized of the question 
of Palestine. Only that aspect which related 
to the maintenance of international peace and 
security had been delegated to the Security 
Council. All other aspects - those arising from 
resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947 and the 
scheme of final settlement- remained completely 
within the jurisdiction of the Assembly. The 
Australian delegation opposed postponement since 
the question was urgent. -

However, Colonel Hodgson expressed his dis
agreement with the view stated by the represen
tative of Poland that rule 112 applied to the 
procedural question under discussion, since that 
rule referred only to proposals of substance. 

ANnnAOS Bey (Egypt) expressed the view 
that there would be little point in adopting a 
resolution at the end of the session calling upon 
the great Powers to relax the t ension between 
them. The principles in question required affir
mation at the outset. In his view all questions 
before the Committee, whatever their outward 
appearance, constituted concealed quarrels 
between the great Powers. Discussion and 
adoption of the Mexican draft resolution would 
economize time by permitting discussion of 
critical questions in a calmer atmosphere. 

Andraos Bey expressed agreement with the 
view that rule 112 applied only to questions of 
substance ; it did not apply to questions relating 
to the order of items on the agenda. 

Andraos Bey added that, though a legalistic 
distinction might be drawn between the two 
aspects of the Palestine question - the truce, 
dealt with by the Council, and the future destiny 
of Palestine, dealt with by the General 
Assembly - nevertheless the two aspects were 
closely related. In the interest of an effective and 
lasting solution, it would be better not to show 
feverish haste. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) observed that rule 112 
referred to proposals which had been adopted or 
rejected. 

The Mexican draft resolution, however, had 
not yet been brought before the Committee 
when the agenda was drawn up. Therefore, a 
two-thirds majority vote was not required to 
alter its place on the agenda. 

Mr. Ammoun affirmed that the only reason why 
his delegation supported the Cuban prop?sal 
was that it was concerned that the questwns 
before the Committee should be discussed in a 
serene atmosphere of understanding and peace 
which would lead to the elaboration of a just 
solution. 

Mr. KrsELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) indicated his surprise at the expression 
of doubt regarding the competence of the Com-

du representant de la Syrie ala seance precedente, 
le colonel Hodgson fait observer que le President 
de l'Assemblee n'a marque ni approbation, ni 
desapprobation quanta I' argumentation presentee 
par le representant de la Syrie devant l' Assemblee 
generale. Le representant de I' Australie rappelle 
que c'est I' Assemblee elle-meme qui a ete saisie 
la premiere de la question palestinienne, et que 
seul !'aspect ayant trait au maintien de la paix 
et de la securite internationales a ete renvoye au 
Conseil de securite. Tous les autres aspects de Ia 
question - c'est-a-dire ceux que presentent la 
resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 1947 et le 
programme en vue d'un reglement final - restent 
entierement du domaine de l'Assemblee. En raison 
de l'urgence de la question, Ia delegation de 
l'Australie s'oppose a tout ajournement. 

Le colonel Hodgson ne partage pas toutefois 
!'opinion du representant de la Pologne lorsque 
celui-ci declare que !'article 112 du reglement 
interieur s'applique a la question de procedure 
que l'on discute actuellement, car cet article 
s'applique uniquement aux propositions portant 
sur le fond. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte) estime qu'il y aurait 
peu d'interet a adopter a la fin de la session une 
resolution demandant aux grandes Puissances 
de mettrc fin a l'etat de tension qui existe entre 
elles : c'est des le debut qu'il faut prendre position 
en ce sens. Pour lui, toutes les questions dont la 
Commission est saisie portent en realite, quelques 
apparences qu'elles aient, sur des differends non 
avoues entre les grandes Puissances. La discussion 
et !'adoption du projet de resolution du Mexique 
feraient gagner du temps, car l'on pourrait alors 
discuter dans nne atmosphere plus calme Ies 
questions difficiles. 

Andraos Bey estime, lui aussi, que !'article 112 
ne s'applique qu'aux questions de fond et non pas 
a l'ordre des points de I'ordre du jour. 

II ajoute que, si I'on pent du point de vue legal 
etablir nne distinction entre les deux aspects de 
la question palestinienne - a savoir la treve, dont 
s'occupe le Conseil de securite, et le sort futur de 
la Palestine, dont s' occupe I' Assemblee generale 
il n'en reste pas mains que ces deux aspects sont 
etroitement lies. Si I'on vent parvenir a une 
solution effective et durable, il conviendrait de ne 
pas agir avec une hate fievreuse. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) fait observer que l'article 
112 a trait a des propositions qui ont deja ete 
adoptees ou rejetees. 

Le projet de resolution du Mexique n'etait 
pas dans les mains de Ia Commission quand I' ordre 
du jour a ete etabli. Son inscription dans I'ordre 
du jour au rang propose n'exige done pas Ia 
majorite des deux tiers. 

M. Ammoun declare que si sa delegation appuie 
la proposition de Cuba, c'est uniquement parce 
que cette delegation desire que les questions 
dont la Commission est saisie soient discutees 
dans nne atmosphere sereine, d'entente et de paix, 
qui permette un reglement equitable. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) est surpris que l'on ait exprime 
recemment des doutes au sujet de la competence 
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mittee to discuss the Palestine question. These 
doubts had not been expressed when the agenda of 
the General Assembly was under discussion. The 
true reasons for the desire to postpone consider
ation of the Palestine question had not been 
revealed by the representative of Cuba. It was 
difficult to understand why the representative of 
the United Kingdom, who at the outset had urged 
that priority should be given to the Palestine 
question over all other questions, should now be 
prepared to acquiesce in a decision to postpone 
consideration of the question of Palestine. World 
public opinion would fail to understand the reason 
for the change of attitude. If a political 
manceuvre was involved, this should be clearly 
stated. It should be the desire of the Political 
Committee to settle the problem as rapidly as 
possible in order to end with the utmost speed the 
bloodshed in Palestine. For this reason, the 
correct procedure was to discuss the first six items 
in the sequence already accepted and then to 
proceed to the Mexican proposal as item 7. 
Mr. Kiselev requested a clear answer from the 
Vice-Chairman to the question put by the Syrian 
representative as to whether the problem of 
Palestine would be discussed in the Committee or 
not. Mr. Kiselev concluded that Article 12 must 
be read in conjunction with Article 10 of the 
Charter. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that, if priority were 
given to the Mexican draft resolution, it would not 
in any way prejudice consideration of the other 
questions already on the agenda. 

Mr. Hsu (China) observed that no important 
question of principle was involved. He proposed 
the closure of the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN said that two members might 
speak against the motion to close the debate. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) supported the view 
that rule 112 applied to the Cuban proposal. He 
believed that it was intended to serve as a 
safeguard against reversal of decisions already 
taken. 

The Cuban proposal was, in effect, a proposal 
to postpone discussion of the Palestine question, 
and Mr. Katz-Suchy expressed his conviction that 
had the Mexican draft resolution not been 
submitted, some other reason would have been 
put forward for the same purpose. Despite the 
importance of the Mexican draft resolution which 
his delegation fully appreciated, it should not be 
used as a cover for the ulterior motives behind the 
desire to postpone consideration of the Palestine 
question. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) objected to the closure of the debate. 
He agreed with the representative of the USSR 
that, if the United States and the United Kingdom 
had clearly stated their motives for desiring a 
postponement of the Palestine question, no time 
would have been wasted on a discussion of proce
dure. It was quite clear that the Mexican draft 
resolution was being used as a means of removing 
the Palestine question from the agenda. The 
Committee must be told the reasons for the desire 
to postpone discussion of the Palestine question. 

de la Commission pour etudier la question pales
tinienne, alors qu'on ne l'a pas fait au cours de 
l'examen de l'ordre du jour de l' Assemblee. Le 
representant de Cuba n'a pas explique pourquoi 
on desirait reellement differer l'examen de la 
question de Palestine. On comprend mal pourquoi 
le representant du Royaume-Uni serait main
tenant dispose a accepter que l'on differe cet 
examen, etant donne qu'a l'origine il a insiste 
pour que cette question eut priorite sur toutes 
les autres. L'opinion publique mondiale ne pourra 
pas s'expliquer ce changement d'attitude. S'il 
s'agit d'une manceuvre politique, il convient de 
le dire. La Commission des questions politiques 
devrait s'efforcer de resoudre cette question dans 
le delai le plus bref pour mettre fin aussitOt que 
possible a I' effusion de sang en Palestine. On 
procederait done correctement en examinant les 
six premiers paragraphes de l'ordre du jour dans 
l'ordre adopte, pour passer ensuite ala proposition 
du Mexique, qui constituerait le point 7. 
M. Kisselev prie le Vice-President de repondre 
avec nettete a la question du representant de la 
Syrie qui a demande si la Commission s'occuperait 
ou non de la question palestinienne. Pour conclure, 
M. Kisselev declare que les dispositions de 
!'Article 12 de la Charte ne sauraient etre separees 
de celles de l' Article 10. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que le fait d'accorder 
priorite au projet de resolution du Mexique ne 
compromettrait aucunement l'examen des autres 
questions deja inscrites a l'ordre du jour. 

M. Hsu (Chine) fait observer qu'aucune question 
de principe importante n'est en jeu. Il propose 
de clare la discussion. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que deux memhres de 
la Commission peuvent prendre la parole contre 
la motion de cloture. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) est d'avis que 
l'article 112 du reglement interieur est applicable 
a la proposition de Cuba. Cet article est destine, a 
son avis, a eviter que 1' on ne revienne sur des 
decisions deja prises. 

En efiet, la proposition de Cuba tend a faire 
differer l'examen de la question palestinienne, et 
l'orateur est convaincu que, a defaut du projet de 
resolution du Mexique, une autre raison aurait ete 
invoquee a cette meme fin. Sa delegation reconnait 
la valeur du projet de resolution du Mexique, mais 
elle estime qu'il ne faudrait pas s'en servir pour 
dissimuler les vrais motifs de ceux qui desirent 
que l'examen de la question de Palestine soit 
ajourne. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) s'oppose ala cloture de la discussion. I~ 
partage l'opinion du representant de l'URSS qu,1 
estime que l'on n'aurait pas perdu de temps a 
discuter de procedure si les representants des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni avaient expose 
claireinent pourquoi ils desirent que l' exam en de 
la question de Palestine soit ajourne. Il est evi~ent 
que l'on se sert du projet de resolution du M~x1que 
pour tenter d'enlever la question de Pa~estme ~e 
l'ordre du jour. La Commission dOlt sav01r 
pourquoi on veut differer la discussion de cette 
question. 
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The representative of Syria had doubted the 
competence of the Assembly to deal with a 
question under consideration by the Security 
Council. But the Assembly had discussed the 
matter during its second special session although 
the question of a truce was then before the Security 
Council. It was very important to examine the 
Palestine question forthwith, since new circum
stances, such as the formation of a Pan-Arabian 
Government in Palestine, had developed which 
were designed to nullify the decision of the General 
Assembly. 

Mr. Manuilsky expressed his readiness to 
discuss the Mexican draft resolution in due time. 
The decision taken on the question of atomic 
energy had, however, already increased interna
tional tension. In his view the present proposal 
was a manreuvre in the interests of certain States. 

A vole was taken by show of hands on the Chinese 
proposal for the closure of the debate. It was adopted 
by 35 voles to 9, with 10 abstentions. 

Mr. GAnCIA GnANAnos (Guatemala) said that 
he had several times asked for the floor before the 
closure of the debate because he had wanted to 
give the Committee some important information. 
He wished to bring to the attention of the 
Committee the fact that in the Third Committee 
that afternoon the representative of the United 
Kingdom had proposed to deal on the following 
morning with the question of Arab refugees. 
Thus, while the United Kingdom representative 
in the First Committee opposed having the 
General Assembly deal with the Palestine problem, 
its representative in the Third Committee 
proposed it. 

Sir Hartley SHAwcnoss (United Kingdom) said 
he could not leave unchallenged the statement by 
the representative of Guatemala, for he wished 
the position of the United Kingdom to be quite 
clear. His delegation did not seek the post
ponement of the Palestine question nor had it 
advised that course. Its position was clear not 
only regarding the importance of the question but 
also with respect to its substance. The statement 
made during the morning, which was fully 
consistent with its position in the Third 
Committee, was that if other delegations were not 
ready to discuss the matter the United Kingdom 
would not attempt to dictate the course of action. 
It should be fully understood that his delegation 
neither asked nor advised postponement. With 
regard to the statement by the Ukrainian repre
sentative that it would be helpful if the United 
Kingdom were to make its policy clear, 
Sir Hartley Shawcross remarked that he believed 
its position had been made clear towards both the 
Bernadotte Report and the importance of the 
Palestine question. 

When the CHAIRMAN stated that the discussion 
was closed, Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) requested the floor. The Chairman 
stated that he should confine himself to points 
of order. 

Le representant de la Syrie a exprime des doutes 
quant a la competence de l'Assemblee pour 
s'occuper d'une question dont le Conseil de securite 
est en train de s'occuper. Or, l'Assemblee a etudie 
cette question a sa deuxieme session extraordinaire 
bien que le Conseil de securite s'occupat alors de la 
treve. II est indispensable d'examiner la question 
de Palestine sans plus attendre, car des faits 
nouveaux, telle la formation en Palestine d'un 
Gouvernement pan-arabe, sont survenus, faits qui 
visent a rendre inoperants les effets de la decision 
de J' Assembh\e gem\rale. 

M. Manuilsky est dispose a examiner le projet 
de resolution du Mexique lorsque le moment en 
sera venu. D'ailleurs, la decision intervenue en ce 
qui concerne l'energie atomique a deja accru la 
tension internationale. La proposition qui est 
presentee n'est, a son avis, qu'une manceuvre 
destinee a servir les interets de certains Etats. 

Il est procede au vote a mains levees sur la propo
sition de cl6lure des debats presentee par la Chine. 
Par 35 voix contre 9, avec 10 abstentions, la propo
sition est adoptee. 

M. GARCIA GRANADos (Guatemala) rappelle 
qu'il a deja demande plusieurs fois a prendre la 
parole avant la cloture de Ia discussion, car il a des 
renseignements importants a communiquer a la 
Commission. II tient a signaler a la Commission 
que le representant du Royaume-Uni a propose, a 
Ia Troisieme Commission, au cours de l'apres
midi, d'etudier le lendemain matin Ia question 
des refugies arabes. C'est ainsi que le representant 
du Royaume-Uni a la Premiere Commission 
s'oppose a ce que l'Assemblee generale examine la 
question de la Palestine, alors que le representant 
de ce meme pays le propose a la Troisieme 
Commission. 

Sir Hartley SHAwcnoss (Royaume-Uni) se voit 
dans !'obligation de relever la declaration du 
representant du Guatemala, car il desire ne laisser 
subsister aucun doute sur Ia position du Royaume
Uni. Sa delr:\gation ne cherche pas a faire difierer 
l'examen de la question de Palestine et n'a pas 
recommande cette mesure. Elle a nettement 
detini sa position tant en ce qui concerne !'impor
tance que le fond meme de Ia question. Le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni a declare dans la matinee 
que son pays n'avait pas !'intention d'imposer 
la marche a suivre, si les autres delegations ne sont 
pas pretes a examiner la question, et cette decla
ration concorde parfaitement avec Ia position 
prise par le Royaume-Uni a la Troisieme Com
mission. II doit etre bien entendu que la dele
gation du Royaume-Uni ne demande pas et ne 
recommande pas l'ajournement de la discussion. 
A propos de la declaration du representant de la 
RSS d'Ukraine qui serait reconnaissant au repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni si ce dernier voulait 
preciser son attitude, Sir Hartley Shawcross 
declare qu'a son avis, son Gouvernement a bien 
precise son point de vue, tant au sujet du rapport 
du comte Bernadotte qu'au sujet de l'importance 
de la question palestinienne. 

Le PRESIDENT prononce Ia cloture du debat, 
mais M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) demande la parole. Le President le 
prie de se limiter a des questions d'ordre. 



1\Ir. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
said that, before a vote was taken, he wished to 
bring to the attention of the Committee infor
mation relating to its competence to consider the 
Palestine question. Certain incorrect references 
had been made to Article 12 of the Charter and if 
any representative had received the impression 
that the Committee had no power to consider the 
question because it was before the Security 
Council, he should recall that the General 
Assembly had often considered the matter before. 
It had been at the request of the Assembly that a 
:\'Iediator had been nominated by the five 
permanent members of the Security Council. 
Now the Report of the Mediator had been received 
and had been taken up in the Security Council. 

The CHAIRMAN intervened with a reminder 
that the debate had been closed and that the 
USSR representative was proceeding beyond a 
point of order into the substance of the Palestine 
question. He drew attention to the provisions 
of rule 106. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
stated that he was presenting, before the vote, 
information which had a bearing on the voting. 
He continued his previous remarks by saying 
that the five permanent members of the Security 
Council had considered the Mediator's Report but 
had taken no decision upon it and agreed to pass 
it to the General Assembly. Mr. Malik consid
ered this information relevant because there had 
been suggestions that the Secretary-General had 
not acted correctly in passing the Report to the 
General Assembly. In fact, the entire procedure 
was in accordance with resolution 186 (S-2) of 
14 May 1948. 

The motion of the representative of Cuba was then 
put to t/Je vote. It was adopted by 34 votes lo 11, 
with 10 abstentions. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia), on a point of ordrr, 
objected to the declaration of the Chairman, 
maintaining that the motion had been rejected 
under the terms of rule 112. This rule covered all 
proposals wheher procedural or substantive. The 
Committee should not give any consideration 
to the attempts to change the meaning of the 
word " proposal ". The rule should be inter
preted widely and could not be confined only to 
decisions. It covered all cases. Consequently 
the Cuban motion had been rejected. If there 
were any doubt about this the Committee might 
refer the matter to the Legal Committee and 
pending a decision there continue with the 
Palestine problem. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that in his opinion the 
Cuban motion required only a simple majority. 
However, there had in fact been a two-thirds 
majority since abstentions did not count. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) was of the question 
that abstentions did count since an abstention was 
a participation in the voting and the rules referred 
to those present and voting. 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to rule 114 and 
again declared the motion adopted. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) desire, avant que le vote ait lieu, 
appeler !'attention sur certains details concernant 
la competence de la Commission pour examiner 
la question de la Palestine. L' Article 12 de la 
Chute a ete invoque plusieurs fois et a tort ; si les 
representants ont !'impression que la Commission 
n'a pas le pouvoir d'examiner la question parce 
que le Conseil de securite s'en occupe, ils devraient 
se rappeler que I' Assemblee generale a entrepris 
cet examen a maintes reprises. C'est ala demande 
de I' Assemblee generale que les cinq membres 
permanents du Conseil ont designe un Mediateur. 
Le rapport du Mediateur est maintenant parvenu 
au Conseil de securite, qui en a entrepris l'examen. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que la discussion est 
close et fait observer au representant de l'URSS 
qu'il ne parle plus d'une question d'ordre mais 
du fond de la question palestinienne. II appelle 
son attention sur les dispositions de !'article 106 
du reglement interieur. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) estime devoir faire, avant le vote, une 
mise au point qui aura une influence sur le vote. II 
poursuit en declarant que les cinq membms 
permanents du Conseil de securite ont etudie le 
rapport du Mediateur mais ne se sont pas pro
nonces et ont decide de le transmettre a 
l'Assemblee generale. M. Malik considere que ce 
renseignement n'est pas hors de propos etant 
donne qu'on a laisse entendre que le Secretaire 
general n'aurait pas procede correctement en 
transmettant le rapport a 1' Assemblee generale. 
En realite, toute cette procedure est conforme a la 
resolution 186 (S-2) du 14 mai 1948. 

Il est procede au vote sur la motion du reprf.
sentant de Cuba. Par 34 voix contre 11, avec 10 
abstentions, la motion est adoptee. 

Parlant sur un point d'ordre, M. BEELEr!. 
(Yougoslavie) s'eleve contre la declaration du 
President, soutenant que, en vertu de !'article 112 
du reglement interieur, la motion a ete repoussee. 
Pour lui, cet article s'applique a toutes les propo
sitions, qu'elles portent sur la procedure ou sur 
des questions de fond. Il ne faut attacher aucune 
valeur aux tentatives faites pour changer le sens 
du mot << proposition n. Au lieu de restreindre son 
sens aux decisions, il faut interpreter !'article 
dans le sens le plus large. Il s'applique a tous les 
cas ; la motion de Cuba a done ete repoussee. S'il 
subsiste Ie moindre doute a cet egard, la Premiere 
Commission peut saisir de la question la Com
mission des questions juridiques et, en attendant 
la decision de celle-ci, continuer l'examen du 
probleme palestinien. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'a son avis, la motion 
de Cuba n'exige que la majorite simple. Or, In 
majorite a ete, en fait, des deux tiers, les 
abstentions ne comptant pas. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) est d'avis que .les 
abstentions comptent, au contraire, car l'abstentwn 
constitue une participation au vote et le reglement 
interieur parle des membres presents et votants. 

Le PRESIDENT invoque !'article 114 et declare 
a nouveau la motion adoptee. 
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Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) was of the opinion 
that rule 114 was not applicable. Rather rule 112 
should apply since it dealt with the exceptions, 
namely cases of reconsideration. Clearly the 
Com~ittee had reconsi?-ered an adopted proposal 
to drscuss the first srx points of the agenda 
Consequently the motion had not been carried 

The CHAIRMAN referred to rule 115 which 
clearly stated that abstentions did not count as 
votes. Consequently there was in any event a two
thirds majority and the motion was carried. The 
Committee \Yould proceed to consider the Mexican 
draft resolution (A f662fRev.1). 

l\Ir. PADILLA NERVO (Mexico) observed that a 
difficult atmosphere for the presentation of his dele
gation's draft resolution had been created. He 
expressed his appreciation of the favourable 
opinions which had been voiced during the debate 
but regretted that questions quite alien to the 
proposal had been raised. However, he was glad to 
note that all speakers had recognized the spirit of 
conciliation which had inspired the resolution. He 
had not participated in the procedural debate 
because he was quite confident that regardless of 
when the proposal was discussed the decision 
taken would be the same. It was apparent that all 
who had spoken so far recognized the sincere 
spirit of the proposal and realized that its purpose 
was to r.1 ake a statement of faith and express 
the firm desire for the establishment of a just 
peace. l\Iexico was quite disinterested, in presen
ting this proposal, and sought rather to serve the 
highest ideals of the Assembly. It sought to 
provide an instrument of mediation and concilia
tion and to open the door to consultation and 
co-operation. It would have been preferable to 
open this door in a more favourable atmosphere 
but as time was pressing he would not ask for a 
deferment of the debate. 

Mr. Padilla Nervo recalled that he had origin
ally presented the draft resolution during the 
General Assembly debate on 28 September. Its 
objective was to contribute to the clarification of 
the world situation in the interests of peace. 
Present times were grave and the disagreement 
of great Powers was the cause of great anxiety. 
All voices in the Assembly had expressed the 
same hope that the controversies between the 
great Powers should be brought to a peaceful 
conclusion. Mexico desired to co-operate to this 
end. Accordingly, it suggested that the General 
Assembly, as the organ of world opinion, should 
give form to the voices of humanity. The 
Mexican delegation was convinced that despite 
existing divisions, there could be unanimous 
agreement as to the principles which would keep 
the nations together. Victory had been a 
common achievement and the peace must be 
also. It was a long and hard task to build the 
peace and it required the effort and co-operation 
of all Powers both gr.::at and small. The harmony 
of the great Powers was the basis of the United 
Nations and the great Powers had promised the 
world that they would unite for the maintenance 
of peace but they would not keep this promise if 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) estime que 
l'article 114 n'est pas applicable en l'espece. C'est 
plutot l'article 112 qu'il y a lieu d'appliquer, 
puisqu'il traite des exceptions, a savoir Ies cas 
de nouvel examen. Il est clair que Ia Premiere 
Commission a examine a nouveau une proposition 
deja adoptee et qui recommandait la discussion des 
six premieres questions a l'ordre du jour. Par 
consequent, la motion n'a pas ete adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que !'article 115 specific 
nettement que les abstentions ne comptent pas 
dans un vote. Il existe done de toute fa((on une 
majorite des deux tiers et la motion est adoptee. 
La Commission va passer a !'etude du projet de 
resolution du Mexique (A/662/Rev. 1). 

M. PADILLA NERVO (Mexique) fait remarquer 
qu'il s'est cree une atmosphere qui rend difficile la 
presentation du projet de resolution de sa dele
gation. II se felicite des opinions favorables 
exprimees durant le debat, mais regrette qu'on 
ait souleve des questions tout a fait etrangeres a 
la proposition de sa delegation. Toutefois, il note 
avec satisfaction que tousles orateurs ont reconnu 
!'esprit de conciliation dont s'inspire ce projet 
de resolution. II n'a pas pris part a la discussion 
sur la procedure, parce qu'il sait bien que Ia 
decision qu'on prendra sera independante du 
moment auquel on discutera de la proposition du 
Mexique. II est evident que tous ceux qui ont pris 
la parole ont reconnu la sincerite de cette propo
sition et se sont rendu compte qu'elle visait a 
faire nne profession de foi et a exprimer un sincere 
desir de paix dans la justice. En presentant cette 
proposition, le Mexique est absolument desin
teresse et cherche plutot a servir les idcaux les 
plus cleves de I' Assemblee. II cherche a creer un 
instrument de mediation et de conciliation et a 
etablir des possibilites de consultation et de colla~ 
boration. Une ambiance plus favorable aurait ete 
preferable, mais, comme le temps presse, l'orateur 
ne demandera pas que Ia discussion soit renvoyee 
a une date ulterieure. 

l\1. Padilla Nervo rappelle qu'il a presente, pour 
la premiere fois, son projet de resolution au cours 
des debats de I' Assemblee generale, le 28 sep
tembre. Cette proposition a pour but d'eclaircir Ia 
situation mondiale dans !'interet de la paix. La 
situation actuelle est inquietante et le desaccord 
entre les grandes Puissances est cause de graves 
soucis. Tous ceux qui out pris la parole a 
l'Assemblee ont exprime l'espoir que les contra
verses entre les grandes Puissances seront reglees 
pacifiquement. Le Mexique desire contribuer a 
cette fin. C'est pourquoi il a propose que 
l'Assemblee generale, qui represente !'opinion 
mondiale, se fasse le porte-parole de l'humanite. 
La delegation du Mexique est convaincue que, en 
depit des divergences existantes, il est possible 
d'aboutir a un accord unanime sur les principes 
qui permettraient de maintenir !'union entre le.s 
nations. La victoire a Cte une ceuvre commune ; II 
faut qu'il en soit de meme pour la paix. C'est une 
tache longue et ardue que de construire la p~ix 
et elle exige la collaboration de toutes les Pms
sances, grandes et petites. L'harmonie en~re .les 
grandes Puissances forme la base de I'Orgamsatwn 
des Nations Unies ; ces grandes Puissanc~s o~t 
promis au monde de rester unies pour mamtemr 
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they failed to reach agreement. Therefore the 
General Assembly should call upon these Powers 
to renew their efforts to finish as soon as possible 
the task of establishing peace. The differences 
between these Powers regarding jurisdiction over 
enemy countries involved dangers to the peace in 
general, and not only in some particular area. It 
was therefore of vital interest for all nations that 
a SJlution be found for the controversies. Accord
ingly it was proposed that the Assembly should 
recommend to the great Powers that they asso
ciate others with them in seeking a solution. 
Approval of the draft resolution would make it 
clear that they were firmly decided to pursue the 
principal aim of the Assembly, namely to bring 
about conciliation. 

Mr. STOLK (Venezuela) observed that in the 
procedural debate mention had been made of the 
urgent need to proceed with the Palestine ques
tion. In fact, the Mexican draft resolution could 
probably be disposed of within a half-hour which 
was less time than they had wasted on procedure. 
Then they could proceed with the Palestine 
problem. The lengthy debate had tended to 
obscure the important nature of the Mexican 
proposal. It might appear to partake of the 
romantic but it aimed at establishing peace for 
all nations. The Venezuelan delegation endorsed 
the draft resolution as expressing the voice of the 
medium and small Powers. It was the voice of 
the weak, which included not only the small 
Powers but the weak people within the borders of 
the great Powers and indeed throughout the 
world. All members of the Committee, in fact, 
represented the man in the street but this was 
especially true of the lesser Powers. Conse
quently it was incumbent upon them to speak 
on behalf of the man in the street who might not 
think that the members of the Assembly were 
equal to their task. The man in the street 
demanded some fruits from their labours ; he 
wanted concrete action and decisions which would 
reflect world opinion. 

Mr. Stolk expressed the hope that the older 
nations would remember that the younger coun
tries often followed their example. The responsi
bilities of the leaders of the older nations were 
therefore greater and their example should inspire 
confidence. The Mexican proposal was an appeal 
for understanding and disarmament. It also 
called for an end to violent arguments. It was 
no time for ideological dissertations. They should 
maintain the ancient principle : " Thou shalt 
not kill ". 

The Venezuelan delegation gave general support 
to the Mexican draft resolution. However, it had 
a comment to make with regard to the last para
graph. The Charter had been built on the 
hypothesis that the great Powers would continue 
their wartime spirit of co-operation after the end 
of hostilities. The provision for the veto in 
the Security Council on questions of substance 

la paix, mais elles failliront a cette promesse si 
elles n'arrivent pas a s'entendre. Aussi, l'Assemblee 
generale se doit-elle d'inviter lesdites Puissances 
a redoubler d'efforts pour mener au plus tot a 
bonne fin leur tache, qui est de fonder la paix. 
Les divergences de vues entre ces Puissances a 
propos de la juridiction sur les pays anciennement 
ennemis sont grosses de dangers pour la paix 
du monde entier et non pas d'une region 
particuliere seulement. Il est done d'un interet 
vital pour toutes les nations de trouver une 
solution a ces controverses. L' Assemblee devrait, 
en consequence, recomrnander aux grandes 
Puissances d'associer d'autres Puissances a la 
tache qui leur incombe et qui consiste en Ia 
recherche d'une solution. En adoptant la reso
lution du Mexique, on montrerait que l'on est 
fermement decide a poursuivre son objectif 
principal, qui est d'amener une conciliation. 

M. STOLK (Venezuela) fait remarquer qu'au 
cours de la discussion sur la procedure, on a 
souligne qu'il etait urgent de continuer l'examen 
de la question palestinienne. En fait, on pourra 
probablement regler la question du projet de 
resolution du Mexique en une demi-heure, c'est-a
dire en moins de temps qu'on n'en a perdu a 
discuter de procedure. L'on pourrait passer ensuite 
a l'exarnen du probleme palestinien. La discussion 
prolongee qui vient d'avoir lieu a quelque peu 
obscurci !'importance de la proposition du 
Mexique. Cette derniere peut sembler Iegerement 
romantique, mais en fait elle vise a etablir la paix 
pour toutes les nations. La delegation du Vene
zuela souscrit a ce projet de resolution, car il 
exprime !'opinion des Puissances moyennes et 
petites. Il est la voix des faibles, c'est-a-dire, non 
seulement des petites Puissances, mais aussi des 
hommes faibles qui vivent a l'interieur des fron
tieres des grandes Puissances et meme dans le 
monde entier. Tous les membres de la Com
mission representent en fait l'homme moyen, mais 
cela est particulierement vrai des representants 
des petites Puissances. Aussi leur appartient-il de 
parler au nom de l'homme moyen, qui pourrait 
croire que les membres de l' Assemblee ne se 
montrent pas a la hauteur de leur tache. L'homme 
moyen exige que les travaux de !'Organisation 
portent des fruits ; il veut une action positive et 
des decisions qui refletent !'opinion mondiale. 

M. Stalk exprime l'espoir que les vieilles nations 
se rappelleront que les jeunes nations suivent 
sou vent leur exemple. Les chefs des vieilles nations 
ont done des responsabilites plus grandes et 
doivent, par leur exemple, contribuer a faire 
regner la confiance. La proposition du Mexique 
constitue un appel en faveur de !'entente et du 
desarmement. Elle demande aussi que les f:tats 
renoncent a leurs violentes disputes. Ce n'est plus 
le moment de s'engager dans des dissertations 
idcologiques. Il faut defendre ce principe, deja 
tres ancien : « Tu ne tueras point. '' 

La delegation du Venezuela approuve dans 
!'ensemble le projet de resolution du Mexique. 
Cependant, elle desire faire quelques observations 
au sujet du dernier paragraphe. Les auteurs de Ia 
Charte se sont bases sur !'hypothese que les 
grandes Puissances conserveraient, apres la fin 
des hostilites, !'esprit de cooperation qu'elles 
avaient manifeste pendant la guerre. C'est en 
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and the restriction of the Powers of the Assembly 
to the making of recommendations were premised 
on the assumption that the great Powers would 
remain united. Events had shown that this 
hypothesis was ill-founded. The United Nations 
now had the task of maintaining a peace which 
was not yet firmly established. They should not 
endanger the prestige of the United Nations by 
asking it to establish peace treaties. The Organi
zation's prestige would be undermined if the text 
proposed were rejected by one of the great 
Powers. It should also be noted that not all 
Members of the United Nations were signatories 
of the Washington Declaration of 1 January 1942. 
It was questionable whether the special session of 
the Assembly referred to in the Mexican draft 
resolution could be convened without all Members 
being present. In short, the Venezuelan dele
gation felt that the only proper procedure could 
be a special conference. 

As a general comment, l\Ir. Stolk said his dele
gation pleaded for verbal disarmament and the 
end of atomic speeches which created anxiety and 
provoked disturbances outside of, as well as 
within, the United Nations. It was unfortunate 
that they no longer spoke of how to maintain the 
peace but of who would be responsible for the 
next war. The Venezuelan delegation supported 
in general terms the Mexican draft resolution. 

l\Ir. MEDEIROS (Bolivia) said that it was no 
accident that the debate on this draft resolution 
had begun with statements from three Latin 
American delegations. This was a logical devel
opment since America was a country of peace 
which had been achieved by conciliation and 
peaceful adjustment. They had built up a 
worthy structure of international co-operation 
a.nd so felt entitled to bring their experience 
before the Committee. At the outset of the 
Assembly their representatives had been pessi
mistic over the difficulties involved but optimistic 
as to the possibilities of the Assembly. Their 
pessimism had not been dispelled and indeed in 
the First Committee they had seen how adverse 
factors could prevent decisions being taken which 
really reflected world opinion. They had arrived 
in a pessimistic frame of mind and were burdened 
with feelings of distrust, and they could not fail 
to support the Mexican proposal. It might 
appear romantic but it would give evidence that 
they had not lost faith in the possibilities of the 
United Nations. Not only facts but also aspira
tions and goodwill governed the world. They 
might secure through moral influence what they 
might not achieve by material means. They 
wished to allay the world's anxiety and to dispel 
pessimism. 

partant de cette hypothese qu'ils ont elabore les 
dispositions relatives au veto au Conseil de 
securite, pour les questions de fond, et out decide 
que l'Assemblee generale n'aurait d'autre pouvoir 
que de faire des recommandations. Les evenements 
ont infirme cette hypothese. L'Organisation des 
Nations Unies a maintenant pour tache de pre
server une paix qui n'est pas encore solidement 
etablie. II faudrait eviter de mettre en danger le 
prestige de !'Organisation des Nations Unies en 
demandant a celle-ci d'etablir des traites de paix. 
En effet, si le texte propose etait rejete par l'une 
des grandes Puissances, un tel echec porterait 
atteinte au prestige de }'Organisation. Il 
conviendrait aussi de tenir compte du fait que 
certains Membres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies ne sont pas signataires de la Declaration de 
Washington du 1 er janvier 1942. Il semble douteux 
que la session extraordinaire de l'Assemblee, dont 
parle le projet de resolution du Mexique, puisse 
se reunir en !'absence de certains Membres. En 
resume, la delegation du Venezuela estime que 
la seule bonne solution consisterait en la reunion 
d'une conference extraordinaire. 

Se pla<;ant a un point de vue plus general, 
M. Stolk declare que sa delegation invite les 
representants a (( desarmer verbalement )) et a 
eviter les discours (( atomiques )) qui font naitre 
de l'inquietude et provoquent de !'agitation au 
sein de !'Organisation elle-meme, aussi bien que 
dans le monde. Il est regrettable que l'on ne 
parle plus des moyens de preserver Ia paix et que 
l'on ne se preoccupe que de designer les futurs 
responsables d'une nouvelle guerre. La delegation 
du Venezuela approuve dans !'ensemble le projet 
de resolution du Mexique. 

M. MEDEIROS (Bolivie) fait remarquer que Ia 
discussion du projet de resolution a commence 
par des declarations de trois des delegations de 
!'Amerique latine; cela n'est pas un effet du 
hasard, mais une consequence logique : l' Amerique 
est le continent de la paix, un continent qui doit 
son organisation actuelle a des mesures de conci
liation et a des mises au point pacifiques. Les pays 
de !'Amerique out edifie un remarquable systeme 
de cooperation internationale, et a ce titre, ils se 
reconnaissent le droit de faire part de leur 
experience a la Commission. Des le debut, les 
difficultes soulevees par le probleme out fait 
naitre un certain pessimisme chez leurs repre
sentants, qui conservaient cependant confiance 
dans les possibilites de l' Assembh~e. Le pessim:sme 
de ces representants ne s'est pas dissipe ; et, en 
fait, les debats a la Premiere Commission out 
revele que des facteurs hostiles pouvaient faire 
rejeter des decisions conformes aux desirs, de 
l'humanite. Arrives a l'Assemblee dans un etat 
d'esprit pessimiste et entretenant au fond d'eux
memes un certain scepticisme, ces representants 
ne peuvent cependant qu'appuyer la p~oposition 
du Mexique. On jugera peut-etre leur pom~ ~e vue 
romanesque, mais, en donnant leur appm a cette 
proposition, ils montreront qu'ils n'ont point. pe~du 
confiance dans les possibilites de l'Orgamsatwn 
des Nations Unies. Ce ne sont pas seulement les 
faits, mais aussi les aspirations genereuses et la 
bonne volonte qui gouvernent le mond~. En 
recourant a la seule influence morale, on obtlendra 
peut-etre ce que les moyens materiels eux-memes 
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It was not enough to have a Charter, rules of 
procedure, subsidiary organs and improved tech
nical means for carrying out the work of the 
Organization. They needed a spirit of conviction 
and detennination if they were to achieve success. 
The world was beginning to have doubts as to the 
effectiveness of the United Nations since so many 
situations laid before it had not been solved. 
This was partly because results were measured in 
political terms and in this field uncertainty 
existed. They should endeavour to show that 
the United Nations was not premature. Some 
people believed that the world was not yet ready 
for co-operation and that the United Nations 
should only have been established after the war 
had been completely liquidated. In fact, the 
principle of the United Nations was to strengthen 
the peace and this they must do. 

There was no solution ready to hand and one 
was difficult to find. It could not be done by 
mere voting but through detennined efforts to 
bring about co-operation. Accordingly the Boli
vian delegation . supported the Mexican proposal 
because it gave expression to the necessity for 
understanding and collaboration. It did not 
enter into detail but it recognized the basic reali
ties. They should not hesitate in their faith that 
there would come a solution to the antagonisms 
at present prevailing and that agreement could be 
achieved. It was only through a spirit of mutual 
tolerance and compromise that an agreement 
could be reached. To this end concessions would 
have to be made. The Bolivian delegation gave 
its enthusiastic support to the Mexican draft 
resolution. 

l\Ir. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said he was sure the 
:Mexican delegation and others who had spoken 
about the draft resolution did not mean it to 
consist only of words. They looked for positive 
results. It therefore would be profitable for the 
Committee to hear the reactions of the great 
Powers to which the proposal was addressed. It 
was an appeal to them to achieve certain concrete 
results and it would be of great interest to know 
how far they would comply with these requests. 
Mr. El-Khouri would like to have this information 
before expressing any further opinion. He ad
mired the statements made by the representative 
of Bolivia and agreed with the points he had 
raised, but believed that the latter would agree 
that it would be helpful to have this information 
before continuing the exchange of views. He 
t~erefore asked the great Powers to give their 
VIews on this matter. 

ne sauraient assurer. Les representants americains 
desirent apaiser !'inquietude du monde et dissiper 
tout pessimisme. 

II ne suffit pas de posseder une Charte, un 
reglement interieur, des organes subsidiaires ; 
il ne suffit pas que l'Organisation des Nations 
Unies dispose de moyens techniques perfectionnes. 
Si les Membres de !'Organisation desirent reussir 
dans leur tache, ils doivent faire preuve de 
conviction et de decision. Le monde commence 
a douter de l'efficacite de l'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, et cela parce qu'elle n'a pu trouver 
de solution a un grand nombre des situations 
qui lui ont ete soumises. Cela s'explique en 
partie par le fait que l'on juge les resultats 
obtenus d'apres le critere politique et que, dans 
ce domaine, il regne toujours quelque incertitude. 
II faut s'efforcer de montrer au monde que Ia 
creation de !'Organisation des Nations Unies n'a 
pas etc prematuree. Certaines personnes pensent 
que le monde n'est pas pret pour la cooperation 
internationale ; elles estiment que !'Organisation 
n'aurait du etre creee qu'a la suite du reglement 
de tous les probU:mes resultant de la guerre. 
En fait, !'Organisation des Nations Unies a ete 
creee pour consolider Ia paix, et cette tache, 
elle est tenue de l'accomplir. 

II n'existe pas de solutions toutes faites, et 
il est bien difficile d'en trouver. Pour reussir. 
il ne sufftt pas de voter, il faut s'efforcer reso
lument d'instaurer un esprit de cooperation 
internationale. C'est pourquoi la delegation de 
la Bolivie appuie la proposition du Mexique, qui 
exprime bien la necessite de l'entente et de la 
collaboration. La proposition n'entre pas dans 
les details, mais elle tient compte des faits fonda
mentaux. Les representants se doivent de ne pas 
douter qu'une solution viendra mettre fin aux 
antagonismes actuellement existants et qu'un 
accord finira par etre realise. Et cet accord ne 
sera possible que si les Etats font preuve de 
tolerance mutuelle et d'esprit de conciliation. 
Pour arriver a cette fin, des concessions seront 
necessaires. La delegation de la Bolivie approuve 
avec enthousiasme le projet de resolution du 
Mexique. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) est certain que la 
delegation du Mexique et les autres delegations 
qui ont pris la parole au sujet du projet de 
resolution ne desirent pas voir cette resolution 
rester sur le plan purement verbal. Elles en 
attendent des resultats positifs. C'est pourquoi il 
serait utile que la Commission prenne connaissance 
des reactions des grandes Puissances auxquelles 
s'adresse cette proposition. Elle demande en 
effet aux grandes Puissances d'arriver a un 
certain nombre de resultats concrets ; il serait 
done du plus grand interet de savoir dans queUe 
mesure les grandes Puissances sont pretes a 
acceder a cette demande. M. El-Khouri desirerait 
avoir ces renseignements avant d'aller plus loin 
dans !'expose de son point de vue. ll admire les 
declarations faites par le representant de Ia 
Bolivie, et il est d'accord avec lui sur les points 
qu'il a developpes. II est persuade que le repre
sentant de la Bolivie lui aussi jugera utile de 
connaitre l'opinion des grandes Puissances, avan~ 
de poursuivre Ia discussion. M. El-Kho';ln 
demande done aux grandes Puissances de fa1re 
connaitre leur point de vue en la matiere. 
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Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) remarked that 
so clear a matter did not call for long speeches. 
The Mexican draft resolution gave expression to 
the cry of the whole world to the great Powers to 
co-operate, particularly because they had the 
greatest responsibility for the peace. Whenever 
they spoke of the great Powers they found them
selves requesting them to renew their wartime 
spirit of cordiality and unite in the task of building 
the peace. It was alarming to note the spirit in 
whicl1 major problems were discussed. These 
depended upon the great Powers and always there 
was to be seen among them the spirit of self
defence and suspicion. This was not evidenced 
only in the words they used but also in their 
actions. If it were not true that the main ques
tions depended for solution on the great Powers 
all could co-operate for the benefit of humanity. 
The great Po>vers would have to respond to the 
present appeal. The Ecuadorian delegation 
firmly supported the ~.Iexican proposal and hoped 
that it would be accepted in an understanding 
spirit by the great Powers 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) said there was no 
need for long speeches particularly because several 
delegations had already during the procedural 
debate expressed their approval of the Mexican 
draft resolution. He believed that it would be 
given unanimous approval both by the Committee 
and by the General Assembly. The represen
tative of Syria had requested the great Powers to 
give their views upon the matter and as they 
might desire some time to formulate these views 
Mr. Castro proposed that the Committee adjourn 
and request the great Powers to speak first in 
the morning. 

The meeting rose at 5.50 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY -SEVENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 21 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

32. Appeal to the great powers to renew 
their efforts to compose their differ
ences and establish a lasting peace : 
draft resolution submitted by Iviexico 
(A/662/Rev. 1) 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) said 
hat his delegation welcomed the Mexican draft 
esolution. The United States delegation was in 

agreement with the principle which was at the 

M. VITERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) fait remarquer 
qu'une question aussi claire n'exige pas de longs 
discours. Par le projet de resolution du 1\Iexique, 
c'est Ia voix du monde entier qui se fait entendre 
et qui invite les grandes Puissances a cooperer 
puisqu'elles sont, plus que les autres, responsables 
du maintien de la paix. Chaque fois que l'on 
parle des grandes Puissances, on est amene a 
leur demander de retrouver leur esorit de 
cooperation du temps de guerre et de t;availler 
ensemble a l' edification de la paix. II est inquietant 
de constater dans quelle atmosphere se deroulent 
les discussions relatives aux problemes les plus 
importants. La solution de ces problemes depend 
des grandes Puissances et, lorsqu'elles en discutent, 
ces grandes Puissances font preuve d'esprit 
de mefiance et adoptent une attitude defensive. 
Cela n'appara!t pas sculement dans leurs paroles 
mais aussi dans leurs actes. S'il n'etait pas exact 
que la solution des questions importantes 
depend des grandes Puissances, toutes les nations 
pourraient travailler ensemble au bonheur de 
l'humanite. Les grandes Puissances seront tenues 
de repondre a l'appel qui leur est adresse. La 
delegation de l'Equateur appuie sans reserve 
Ia proposition du Mexique et espere que les 
grandes Puissances accepteront celle-ci dans un 
esprit de comprehension. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) fait observer que les 
longs discours sont d'autant plus inutiles que 
plusieurs delegations ont deja fait conna!tre, au 
cours de la discussion sur la procedure, qu'elles 
approuvaient le projet de resolution du 1\Iexique. 

M. Castro est persuade que cette resolution sera 
approuvee a l'unanimite par la Commission et 
par l' Assemblee generale. Le representant de la 
Syrie a invite les grandes Puissances a faire 
connaltre leur point de vue en la matiere ; ces 
Puissances desireront peut-etre disposer d'un 
certain temps pour definir leur position. Aussi 
M. Castro propose-t-il que Ia Commission s'ajourne 
et invite les grandes Puissances a prendre Ia 
parole les premieres a Ia seance du lendemain 
matin. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 50. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 21 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

32. Appel adresse aux grandes Puis
sances pour qu'elles redoublent 
d 'efforts en vue de concilier leurs 
des accords et d 'etablir une paix 
durable : resolution proposee par le 
Mexique (A/662/Rev. 1) 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) in~ique 
que sa delegation accueille avec sympa!hie le 
projet de resolution du Mexique. La d~l~gati?n des 
Etats-Unis accepte le principe qm msp1re ce 
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basis of the draft resolution, according to which 
the great allied Powers must employ to productive 
ends the power of initiative which their wartime 
effort had gained for them. Theirs was not only 
a right, but a responsibility. If they attempted I 
to eschew it, all the other Members of the United 
Nations, who would have to bear the consequences 
of that dejault, would be well fustified to feel 
concern over the matter. 

The United States delegation hoped, however, 
that the Mexican draft resolution would not be 
taken as a technical recommendation, for that 
would only give rise to new difficulties. It should 
be remembered that at the Foreign Ministers' 
Conference of September-October 1947, one of the 
participants had tried to keep out two of the five 
great Powers. Similarly, at the conference held 
in Moscow in 1947, a discussion that lasted two 
days was held over the participation of a State, 
non-Member of the United Nations, in the draft
ing of peace treaties with Germany. 

That was certainly not the stand adopted by 
the l\lexican delegation. Its intention was to 
give an official form to the wishes of all United 
Nations Members for the early conclusion of peace 
treaties. It was in that spirit that the great 
allied Powers must assume the obligation to 
redouble their efforts. 

Mr. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) stated 
that his delegation supported the proposal sub
mitted by Mexico. No country was more justified 
than Mexico, no man was better qualified than 
:\lr. Padilla Nervo to sound that call for peace and 
to express the yearning of the peoples of Latin 
America for universal harmony and understanding. 

The draft resolution submitted by Mexico was 
a document of historic importance because it 
expressed the burning desire of all the peoples of 
the world for peace based on international 
understanding and solidarity. 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) recalled that his delegation 
had seconded the Cuban proposal that the draft 
resolution submitted by Mexico should be included 
in the agenda. 

All the items on the agenda of the General 
Assembly were nothing but particular aspects of 
the general problem of peace, which was the 
problem to be solved if international security were 
to be ensured. 

The appeal to the great Powers to increase their 
efforts to conclude the peace treaties was an echo 
of the hopes and aspirations of ordinary people of 
all races everywhere. In order to give concrete 
expression to the humanist ideal which had been 
affirmed at the Hague, in Geneva and in San 
Francisco, and, in the terminology of the Charter, 
" in order to save succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war ", a number of truly effective 
collective measures must be taken. 

projet de resolution et selon lequel les grandes 
Puissances alliees se doivent de faire usacre, 
d'une maniere constructive, du droit d'initiatfve 
que leur ont merite leurs efforts du temps de 
guerre. II ne s'agit done pas seulement d'un 
droit, mais d'une responsabilite pour ces grandes 
Puissances. Dans le cas done ou elles se 
deroberaient a cette responsabilite, tousles autres 
Membres des Nations Unies qui auraient a 
supporter les consequences de cette carence 
seraient bien fondes a se preoccuper de ces faits. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis ne voudrait pas 
cependant que le projet de resolution du Mexique 
flit int erprete comme fournissant des directives 
techniques, car cela ne pourrait avoir pour 
resultat que de nouvelles difficultes. Que l'on 
se souvienne, en efiet, que lors de la Conference 
des Ministres des affaires etrangeres de septembre
octobre 1947, l'un des participants a cherche a 
eliminer deux des cinq grandes Puissances. De 
meme a Moscou, lors de la conference tcnue en 
1947, un debat de deux jours a eu lieu sur la 
participation a la preparation des traites de paix 
avec l'Allemagne d'un Etat non membre des 
Nations Unies. 

Ce n'est certainement pas sur ce plan que se 
place la delegation du Mexique. Ce qu'elle entend 
faire, c'est donner une expression officielle aux 
vceux que forment tous les Membres de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies pour une prompte 
signature des traites de paix. Dans cet esprit, 
les grandes Puissances alliees doivent s'engager 
a redoubler leurs efforts. 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) declare 
que sa delegation s'associe aux propositions 
faites par la delegation du Mexique. Aucun pays 
ne saurait etre plus autorise et aucun homme ne 
saurait etre mieux qualifie pour apporter ce 
message de paix et exprimer les aspirations des 
peuples de !'Amerique latine a !'entente et 
a l'harmonie universelles que le Mexique 
et M. Padilla Nervo. 

Le projet de resolution du Mexique constitue 
un acte d'une portee historique parce qu'il 
exprime le desir passionne qu'ont tousles peuples 
du monde d'une paix fondee sur !'entente et la 
solidarite internationales. 

M. STEPHEN (Hai:ti) rappelle que sa delegation 
a appuye la motion de la delegation de Cuba 
tendant a !'inscription a l'ordre du jour du 
projet de resolution du Mexique. 

Toutes les questions a l'ordre du jour de 
1' Assemblee generale ne constituent que des 
aspects particuliers du grand probleme de la 
paix. C'est ce probleme qu'il faut resoudre si 
l'on veut assurer la securite internationale. 

L'appel fait aux grandes Puissances pour leur 
demander de redoubler leurs efforts en vue de 
la conclusion des traites de paix repond aux 
aspirations de toutes les races et a I' esperance 
des hommes moyens de tous les pays du monde. 
Deja a La Haye, a Geneve, a San-Francisco, un 
ideal d'humanisme avait ete affirme. Mais pour 
concretiser cet ideal et, selon les termes de la 
Charte, preserver les generations futures du ~eau 
de la guerre, toute une serie de mesures collectives 
vraiment efficaces doivent etre prises. 
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The Geneva principles of disarmament and 
control were sound. But the violation of treaties 
had finally resulted in the Second World War. 
At the present time, international democracy 
must prevail over national sovereignty. It was 
on that principle of international democracy that 
international control of armaments as well as 
more courteons and more conciliatory interna
tional practices mnst be based. That was the 
wish of medium and small countries which came 
to the General Assembly with no axe to grind and 
brought with them a measure of serenity, mode
ration and wisdom. 

The men at Geneva had indeed understood the 
problem, and the representative of Haiti, Colonel 
Alfred Nemours, had given expression to the 
concern felt by the world during the Ethiopian 
war. At present the victim was no longer a 
small nation ; the spirit of San Francisco itself 
was in mortal danger. 

There was still time to recover the political, 
economic and cultural equilibrium which the 
:Mexican delegation was championing. The dele
gation of Haiti, representing a country which, by 
virtue of its strategic location with regard to the 
Panama Canal, had a direct interest in the main
tenance of peace, supported the Mexican draft 
proposal. Now the permanent members of the 
Security Council had to act ; the eyes of the 
medium and small nations which yearned for 
peace were upon them. 

Mr. EsFANDIARY (Iran) expressed his delega
tion's warm support of the Mexican draft resolu
tion. Mr. Entezam had, in a speech which was 
motivated by the sole desire to re-establish 
international trust, expressed the anxiety aroused 
by the General Assembly's lack of achievement. 

Unless that atmosphere of trust was re
established, the General Assembly would end in 
failure. The delegation of Iran consequently 
expressed the hope that the Mexican draft 
resolution would be unanimously adopted speedily 
and without long discussion. 

Mr. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) spoke of the 
stirring language the representative of Mexico had 
used when he submitted the draft resolution. 
All the members of the General Assembly were 
aware of Mr. Padilla Nervo's total disinterested
ness and of his devotion to the world's general 
welfare in making the proposal. 

The establishment, or the re-establishment, of 
peace: that was the problem that haunted every 
conscience. At the same time, as the speeches of 
the third session and in particular the debates in 
the Assembly had shown, anxiety prevailed every
where. In fact, three years after the end of the 
war, peace had not been concluded and interna
tional relations sometimes reached a state of 
tension. International incidents were occurring 
with ever-increasing frequency. There was no 
trust, no spirit of co-operation. 

The representative of Mexico was drawing the 
attention of the General Assembly to a particular 
aspect of the problem of establishing peace. 
True, some treaties had already been concluded 
with some satellites of Germany and with Italy. 

Les principes genevois du desarmement et du 
controle etaient bien fondes. Mais la mutilation 
des traites a finalement abouti a la deuxieme 
guerre mondiale. Aujourd'hui, la democratic 
internationale doit avoir une preeminence effective 
sur les souverainetes nationales. C'est ce principe 
de la democratic internationale qui doit etre a 
la base du controle international des armements 
comme d'une pratique internationale plus 
courtoise et plus conciliante. C'est le souhait 
que forment les moyennes et petites nations 
qui viennent a l'Assemblee generale sans aucune 
passion et introduisent un element de serenite, 
de mesure et de sagesse. 

Les hommes de Geneve avaient bien vu le 
probleme et le representant de Haili, le colonel 
Alfred Nemours, s'etait fait l'interprete de 
l'anxiete mondiale lors de la guerre d'Ethiopie. 
Aujourd'hui, la victime n'est pas une petite 
nation, mais !'esprit meme de San-Francisco, 
qui est en peril martel. 

Il est temps encore de retrouver l'equilibre 
politique, economique et culture! dont la dele
gation du Mexique s'est fait le champion. La 
delegation de HaYti, pays qui, par sa situation 
strategique en face du Canal de Panama, a un 
interet direct dans le maintien de la paix, se 
prononce en faveur du projet de resolution du 
Mexique. Les membres permanents du Conseil 
de securite doivent maintenant agir. C'est vers 
eux que se tournent les petites et moyennes 
nations qui aspirent a la paix. 

M. EsFANDIARY (Iran) indique que sa delegation 
appuie avec joie le projet de resolution du 
Mexique. Deja I'insucces des travaux de 
I' Assemblee generale a suscite une inquietude 
dont M. Entezam s'est fait l'interprete, dans une 
intervention qui ne s'inspirait que du seul desir 
de contribuer a retablir lacon fiance internationale. 

Faute de recreer cette atmosphere de confiance, 
l'Assemblee generale ne pourrait qu'aboutir a un 
echec. La delegation de I' Iran ex prime done le 
souhait que le projet de resolution du Mexique 
soit adopte rapidement, sans de longs debats 
et a l'unanimite. 

M. CouvE DE MURVILLE (France) evoque les 
termes emouvants dans lesquels le representant 
du Mexique a presente son projet de resolution. 
To us les membres de l' Assemblee generale sa vent 
dans quel esprit de desinteressement total et 
de devouement aux interets generaux du monde, 
M. Padilla Nervo a fait cette proposition. 

L' etablissement ou le retablissement de Ia paix, 
tel est bien le probleme qui hante toutes les 
consciences. Or, l'anxiete regne, comme l'ont 
deja montre Ies debats de cette troisieme session 
et en particulier la discussion generale au sein 
de I' Assemblee. De fait, trois ans a pres la fin de 
la guerre, la paix n'est pas faite et les relations 
internationales sont troublees parfois jusqu'a la 
tension. Les incidents se multiplient. L'esprit de 
cooperation, la confiance font defaut. 

C'est sur un des aspects de ce probleme, le 
reglement de la paix, que ,le repre~ent?n~ du 
Mexique attire !'attention del Assemblee generale. 
Sans doute des traites ont-ils deja ete conclus 
avec certai~s Etats satellites de l'Allemagne et 
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But nothing had been done with respect to 
Germany and Japan, and that was without any 
doubt an abnormal situation. What was more 
disturbing still was the general situation at the 
ba~e thereof, the fact that the Allies were in 
disagreement and were forming opposing blocs. 
That was giving rise to difficulties such as the 
question of Berlin, although the submission of the 
latter question to the Security Council had been 
a step in the direction towards which the Mexican 
proposal tended. 

The United Nations were responsible for the 
maintenance of international peace and security. 
That was the end towards which they must strive. 
That was how the French delegation had inter
preted the Mexican proposal, which appeared to 
have a three-fold purpose : (1) to call the General 
Assembly's attention to a serious situation ; 
(2) to stress the particular responsibility of the 
great Powers ; (3) to express the hope that all the 
}!embers of the United Nations would co-operate 
with the great Powers in working for peace, which 
was their special responsibility. 

A voice had been needed to express the concern 
felt by the world. Mexico had taken that noble 
task upon itself. It was necessary that all the 
nations of the world should answer that appeal. 

\Vith regard to the operative part of the 
:\Iexican draft resolution, it was first necessary to 
restate certain fundamental principles and then 
to declare that the United Nations accepted 
them ; the great Powers in particular should 
abide by them in building a world order. In that 
undertaking they had the power of initiative but 
they must also call on the other Member States to 
co-operate. 

France supported the Mexican draft resolution 
on all those points. With regard to the partici
pation of other States than the five great Powers 
in the drawing up of peace treaties, a first step 
was made during the Paris Conference in 1946. 
It had always been considered that other coun
tries, aside from the Big Five, would be called 
upon to take part in drawing up the peace treaty 
with Germany. If, at the Council of Foreign 
~iinisters, certain aspects of the matter had 
aroused discussion, the principle itself had never 
been questioned. 

While approving the concept of the Mexican 
draft resolution as a whole, the French delegation 
felt that it might be desirable to clarify its 
operative clauses. 

~Ir. Couve de Murville read an amendment 
submitted by the French delegation (A/C.1f342). 
According to that amendment, the first paragraph 
of the operative part would recall the statements 
made at Yalta and would indicate that the 
General Assembly endorsed them. 

With regard to paragraph 4 of the operative 
portion, it might perhaps be clearer and more 
flexible if it were there stated that the General 
Assembly felt confident that the Powers concerned 
v;ould make certain other States party to the task 
of settling problems left by the war and of conclud
ing peace treaties, in a manner not defined in the 
text itself. Mr. Couve de Murville recalled prece-

avec l'Italie. Mais en ce qui concerne l'Allemagne 
et le Japon, rien n'a encore ete fait, et c'est la 
sans aucun doute un fait acormal. Mais ce qui 
est plus grave encore, c'est Ia situation generale 
qui est a l' origine de ce fait particulier : la 
discorde dans le camp des allies, Ia formation de 
blocs s'opposant l'un a !'autre. II en est resulte 
des difficultes, comme Ia question de Berlin dont, 
il est vrai, la presentation au Conseil de securite 
a marque un progres dans le scns de Ia propo
sition mexicaine. 

L'Organisation des Nations Unies, en effet, a 
Ia rcsponsabilite du maintien de Ia paix et de Ia 
securite internationales. C'est vers ce but surtout 
que doivent tendre ses efforts. C'est ainsi que Ia 
delegation fran~aise a compris le projet de 
resolution du Mexique dont le but serait triple : 
1) attirer !'attention de l'Assemblee generale sur 
une situation grave ; 2) souligner les responsa
bilites particulieres qui incombent aux grandes 
Puissances alliees ; 3) exprimer le souhait que 
toutes les Nations Unies cooperent avec les 
grandes Puissances dans l'reuvre de paix qui 
est la responsabilite particuliere de ces dernieres. 

II fallait qu'une voix se fit entendre pour 
exprimer l'angoisse du monde et que toutes les 
nations repondissent a cet appel. C'est le Mexique 
qui a pris cette noble initiative. 

En ce qui concerne le dispositif du projet de 
resolution du Mexique, il s'agit d'abord de 
reaffirmer certains principes fondamentaux et de 
declarer que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
adopte ces principes ; les grandes Puissances en 
particulier devraient s'y conformer dans l' reuvre 
d'etablissement d'un ordre mondial. Dans cette 
tache, d'une part, !'initiative leur appartient, et, 
d'autre part, elles doivent associer les autres 
Nations Unies a leurs efforts. 

Sur tous ces points la France approuve 
entierement le projet de resolution du Mexique. 
En ce qui concerne plus particulierement la 
participation de pays autres que les cinq grandes 
Puissances a l' etablissement des traites de paix, 
un premier pas a deja ete realise en 1946 a la 
Conference de Paris. En ce qui concerne le traite 
de paix avec l'Allemagne, il avait toujours ete 
envisage que d'autres pays seraient associes aux 
travaux. De fait, au Conseil des :Ministres des 
Affaires etrangeres, si la discussion a porte sur 
certaines modalites, le principe meme n'a jamais 
ete mis en question. 

La delegation fran~aise, tout en approuvant 
dans son esprit, !'ensemble du projet de resolution 
du Mexique, estime qu'il serait souhaitable 
d'apporter certaines modifications au dispositif, 
dans un but de clarification. 

M. Couve de Murville donne lecture d'un 
amendement presente par la delegation fran~aise 
(A/C.1f342). Selon cet amendement, le premier 
paragraphe du dispositif rappellerait les decla
rations de Yalta et indiquerait que I' Assemblee 
generale fait siennes les dites declar~~io~s. . 

Quant au paragraphe 4 du dispos1hf, 11 sermt 
peut-etre a la fois plus clair et plus souple, s'il 
y etait dit que l' Assemblee generale fait con fiance 
aux Puissances interessees pour associer a la 
tache de la liquidation de la guerre et de la 
conclusion du traite de paix certains autres 
:Etats, d'une maniere qui ne serait pas precisee 
dans le texte meme. M. Couve de Murville rappelle 
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dents in that field, notably the discussions which 
had taken place in 1946 in the Council of Foreign 
Ministers. It was probable that similar problems 
would arise in the case of the peace treaty with 
Japan. 

If the General Assembly 'vere to accept the 
Mexican draft resolution unanimously, the prob
lem of the conclusion of peace treaties would not 
thereby be settled nor even raised in concrete 
form. But the General Assembly would have 
shown in no uncertain manner, publicly and with 
unanimity, what were the considerations which 
prompted every delegation and every people. 

1\lr. Hsu (China) said that his delegation fully 
supported the Mexican draft resolution. Togeth
er with the l\Iexican delegation and with many 
other Members of the United Nations, it deplored 
the delay in the conclusion of peace treaties ; it 
had done everything in its power to speed up the 
signature of those treaties, particularly the peace 
treaty with Japan. Any proposals to that end 
therefore, could not but have the approval of the 
Chinese delegation. 

Mr. VYSIIINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that the Mexican draft resolu
tion spoke for itself ; it was in fact in entire accord 
with the principles and the aims of the United 
Nations, as laid down in the Charter. 

Paragraph 1 of the preamble of the resolution, 
which dealt with international peace and security 
as well as with " peaceful means " to maintain 
them, corresponded to the principles expressed in 
the Preamble and in Article 1 of the Charter. 
Similarly, paragraph 2 was in accord with para
graph 4 of Article 1 of the Charter. 

It was not necessary for that draft resolution 
to be justified, because the Charter was a great 
and generous text, and was worthy of the unre
served approval of all those who wished for the 
strengthening of co-operation and international 
security, and for a settlement of differences. 

The USSR delegation found certain points of 
drafting unsatisfactory ; in that respect it shared 
the general opinion expressed by the delegations 
of Venezuela and France regarding the operative 
portion of the Mexican resolution. The changes 
proposed by the French delegation to paragraph 2 
of the operative portion (AfC.1/342), however, 
appeared hardly appropriate as the text in ques
tion was already weighed down by grandiloquence 
and high-sounding principles. 

As far as he could judge without the written 
copies, the other French amendments were accept
able to the USSR delegation. 

The USSR delegation would submit an amend
ment to paragraph 4 of the operative portion, 
recommending that the aforementioned Powers 
should enlist the support, in the accomplishment 
of so noble a task, of the States which signed and 
acceded to the \Vashington Declaration of January 
1942. The reference made to a General Assembly 
of the United Nations or a special conference was 
in fact too restrictive. It seemed unreasonable 

les precedents dans ce domaine et notamment les 
discussions qui ont eu lieu en 1946 au Conseil des 
Ministres des affaires etrangeres. II est probable 
que des problemes analogues se poseront pour 
le traite de paix avec le Japan. 

Si l'Assemblee generale accepte a l'unanimite 
le projet de resolution du Mexique, le probleme 
de la conclusion des traites de paix ne sera pas 
resolu de ce fait, ni meme aborde dans sa realite 
concrete. Mais I' Assemblce gencrale aura indique 
d'une manii~re vigoureuse, publique et unanime, 
quelles sont les preoccupations qui inspirent 
toutes les delegations et tons les peuples. 

M. Hsu (Chine) indique que sa delegation est 
en parfaite sympathie avec le projet de resolution 
de la delegation du Mexique. Comme cette 
delegation et bien d'autres Membres de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, la Chine deplore les 
delais qui sont intervenus dans Ia conclusion des 
traites de paix ; e11e a fait, en ce qui la concernc, 
tout son possible pour hater Ia signature de ces 
traites et particulierement du traite de paix 
avec le Japan. Aussi, toutes propositions tendant 
a ces fins ne peuvent qu'avoir !'approbation de 
la delegation de Ia Chine. 

l\1. VYCHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que le projet de 
resolution du Mexique se passe de tout 
commentaire : il se trouve, en effet, en parfait 
accord avec les principes et les buts des Nations 
Unies tcls qu'ils sont proclames dans la Charte. 

Le premier paragraphe du preambule de Ia 
resolution, qui traite de la paix et de Ia securite 
internationales ainsi que des « moyens pacifiques >> 

destines a les maintenir, correspond aux principes 
ex primes dans le Preambule et dans I' Article 
premier de la Charte. De meme, le deuxieme 
paragraphe se trouve en accord avec !'Article 
premier, paragraphe 4 de la Charte. 

Ce projet n'a done pas besoin d'etre justifie, 
car Ia Charte est un texte grand et gencreux et 
digne d'un appui total de la part de taus ceux 
qui souhaitent le renforcement de la cooperation 
et de Ia securite internationales et le reglement 
des differends. 

Certains points de redaction ne donnent pa~ 
satisfaction a la delegation de l'URSS ; et celle-ci 
partage en general les vucs exprimees par les 
delegations du Venezuela et de Ia France rela
tivement au dispositif de Ia resolution mexicaine. 
Toutefois, les modifications proposees par la 
France (A/C.l /342) au paragraphe 2 du disposit~f 
ne semblent guere appropriees, d'autant qu'Il 
s'agit d'un texte deja lourd de grandiloquence 
et de principes eclatants. 

Autant que l'on puisse en juger sur leur 
presentation orale, les autres amendements de Ia 
delegation franc;.aise paraissent acceptables a Ia 
delegation de l'URSS. 

La delegation de J'URSS presentera un amen
dement au paragraphe 4 du dispositif - c'est
a-dire qu'elle propo~era . de r~com~and.er aux 
Puissances sus-ment10nnees d assocJer a cette 
noble tache les .Etats qui ont signc Ia Declaration 
de Washington, de janvier 1942, ?~ qui Y ~nt 
adhere plus tard. En effet, la r~ference. fmte 
a une Assemblee gcncrale des Natwns _D~ues. ou 
a une conference speciale est trap hm1tatrve. 
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to consider only two alternatives, when there 
existed many other means for the ends desired. 

Mr. MuNIZ (Brazil) said that the Mexican draft 
re~olution had the fullest support of his delegation. 
His country had always sought the solution of 
differences through arbitration, conciliation and 
peaceful settlement. But today war threatened 
civilization. In order to prevent war a continual 
effort of good will and patience was necessary, and 
all nations should accept the principle of interna
tional jurisdiction and should recognize that their 
national sovereignty had its limits. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (United Kingdom) said 
that he interpreted the Mexican draft resolution 
:ots an order and request to the great Powers to 
unite to maintain peace with the same will which 
they had exhibited during the war. With some 
reservation on the comments made by the repre
sentatives of France and the USSR his delegation 
agreed with the aims and principles stated in the 
draft resolution. 

Since that resolution was addressed to the great 
Powers, he thought that the latter should abstain 
when it was voted upon. 

He recalled that, during the war, the Allies had 
adjusted their opinions, sometimes sacrificing 
national interests for the common cause. 
Although it was true that the aims sought at 
present were the same, the spirit which had 
characterized their common efforts no longer 
prevailed. It was, however, not too late to 
restore it, not by words but by deeds, in refraining 
from demagogy and in trying lnot to exaggerate 
differences of opinion. National interests might 
be satisfied by a formula inspired by the common 
interest. 

The United Kingdom representative recalled 
that his Government had decided to approach 
those differences in a spirit of goodwill, tolerance 
and mutual respect. 

l\Ir. DEBA YLE (Nicaragua) stated that his dele
gation fully supported the Mexican proposal, for 
peace, which was the supreme mission and hope 
of the peoples of the world, could only be realized 
through harmony among the great Powers. 

:Mr. OHN (Burma) thanked the Mexican dele
gation for its draft resolution which appeared to 
have won general approval. Apart from the 
textual changes already suggested, his delegation 
supported it. 

He suggested that a drafting sub-committee 
composed of the five permanent members, 
Mexico and five other nations should be set up to 
submit a text acceptable to all. That text would 
in fact create a psychological atmosphere favour
able to an understanding of the desire for peace 
of every people. 

He wondered whether a meeting of the small 
Powers could be held to study the means of 

Alors que bien d'autres moyens peuvent servir 
les fins envisagees, pourquoi ne considerer que 
ces deux modalites ? 

M. MuNIZ (~r.esil)_ apporte _I'appui le plus 
complet de sa delegatwn au pro]et de resolution 
du Mexique. Son pays a toujours recherche Ia 
solution des differends par voie d'arbitraae et 
conciliation et par toutes les procedure~ de 
reglement p~c~~qu~. Mais, aujourd'hui, la guerre 
menace la civilrsatwn. Pour empecher la guerre 
il faut un effort continue! de bonne volonte et 
de patience, il faut que toutes les nations acceptent 
le principe d'une juridiction internationale et 
reconnaissent que leur souverainete nationale 
a des limites. 

Sir Hartley SHA wcRoss (Royaume-Uni) 
interprete le projet de resolution du Mexique 
comme etant un ordre et nne priere aux grandes 
Puissances de s'associer avec la meme volontc 
que pendant la guerre, pour le renforcement de 
Ia paix. Sous reserve des commentaires formules 
par les representants de la France et de l'URSS, 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni est d'accord sur 
les buts et les principes enonces dans ce projet 
de resolution. 

Puisque cette resolution s'adresse aux grandes 
Puissances, l'orateur estime qu'il serait preferable 
qu'elles s'abstiennent de participer au vote de 
cette resolution. 

II rappelle que, pendant la guerre, les Allies 
ont concilie leurs points de vue en sacrifiant 
parfois lcs interets nationaux pour la cause 
commune. S'il est vrai que les buts poursuivis 
actuellement sont les memes, !'esprit qui presidait 
aux efforts communs a disparu. Toutefois, il 
n'est pas trop tard pour le faire revenir, non par 
les paroles mais par les actes, en s'abstenant de 
discours demagogiques et en essayant de ne pas 
accentuer les divergences de vue. Les inten~ts 
nationaux peuvent trouver satisfaction dans une 

. formule inspiree de l'interet commun. 
Sir Hartley rappelle que son Gouvernement 

est decide a aborder ces divergences de vue dans 
un esprit de bonne volonte, de tolerance et de 
respect mutuel. 

l\1. DEnA YLE (Nicaragua) declare que sa 
delegation s'associe sans reserve a la proposition 
du Mexique, car Ia paix, qui est la mission et 
!'esperance supremes des peuples, ne pourra etre 
realisee que par I'harmonie entre les grandes 
Puissances. 

~I. OHN (Birmanie) declare que sa delegation 
est obligee a la delegation du l\Iexique pour son 
projet de resolution qui semble rencontrer I' appro
bation gencrale. Sous reserve des modifications 
de forme deja suggerees, Ia delegation birmane 
approuve Ia resolution du Mexique. 

II suggcre la constitution d'une sous-commission 
de redaction composee des cinq membres 
permanents, du Mexique, et de cinq autres nations 
qui seraient charges de presenter un texte 
acceptable par tons. Ce texte creerait, en effet 
dans le monde un climat psychologiquc qui 
permettrait de tenir compte du dcsir de paix 
de tous les peuples. 

L'orateur se demande si une reunion des 
petites Puissances ne pourrait avoir lieu afin de 
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creating lasting understanding and co-operation 
between nations. 

1\Ir. LANGE (Poland) said that his delegation 
supported the Mexican resolution. He recalled 
that his country had taken every opportunity at 
the General Assembly and at the Security Council 
to support co-operation between the great Powers, 
for that was the only basis for a lasting and just 
peace. 

Referring to paragraph 5 of the preamble of the 
:\Iexican resolution, he pointed out that, while it 
was true that the great Powers had not been able 
to establish a just and lasting peace, it should 
however be stated that important results had 
been achieved by the signature and ratification of 
the Peace Treaties with the satellite States of 
Germany and with Italy. Consequently a certain 
amount of optimism was justified. 

With regard to paragraph 2 of the operative 
part, l\Ir. Lange thought that the Potsdam Agree
ment should also be included as far as it concerned 
the peace treaty with Germany ; unfortunately 
that Agreement not been respected by all its 
signatories. 

Paragraph 4 of the operative clause should be 
drafted in more definite terms, for it was self
evident that di!Terent groups of States would take 
part in the peace treaties with Germany and 
Japan. Paragraph 3 of the operative clause should 
also be drafted with greater precision in order to 
avoid a conflict between the competence of the 
United Nations and the Council of Foreign 
Ministers, to whom fell the task of achieving the 
final settlement of the war. 

Recalling the spirit of understanding and trust 
which had prevailed at the Potsdam Conference, 
l\Ir. Lange said that he wished for a revival of that 
spirit and hoped that the Committee could adopt 
a unanimous resolution. 

Mr. WILSON (New Zealand) pointed out that, as 
a result of the active part it had played in the 
war against Germany and Japan, his country 
enjoyed a special status as regards the conclusion 
of peace treaties. He interpreted the Mexican 
resolution as an appeal to the great Powers and 
not as a technical directive to those who had been 
asked to draft peace treaties, and in accordance 
with such an interpretation his delegation gave 
its full support to the Mexican resolution with 
reservations as to textual changes. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee of the 
Burmese . proposal to set up a drafting sub
committee composed of the five permanent mem
bers, ~iexico and five other members. 

~Ir. VvsHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) and Sir Hartley SHAWCROSS (United 
Kingdom) supported the Burmese proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the following 
States should be included in the sub-committee : 
China, France, USSR, United Kingdom, United 

rechercher les moyens de creer une entente et une 
cooperation durables entre les nations. 

·M. LANGE (Pologne) declare que sa delegation 
appuie la resolution du Mexique. II rappelle a ce 
sujet que la Pologne a profite de toutes les 
occasions a l' Assemblee generale et au Conseil 
de securite pour favoriser la cooperation entre 
les grandes Puissances, qui est la seule base d'une 
paix durable et juste. 

Analysant lc paragraphe 5 du preambule de Ia 
resolution mexicaine, l'orateur fait observer que, 
s'il est exact que les grandes Puissances. n'ont 
pas ete capables d'etablir une paix juste et 
durable, il faut toutefois constater que les 
resultats importants ont ete atteints par la 
signature et la ratification des traites de paix 
avec les Etats satellites de l'Allemagne et avec 
l'Italie. D'autre part, Ia liquidation des conse
quences de la guerre avec le Japan et avec 
l' Allemagne est une tache particulierement 
diflicile. Par consequent, un certain optimisme 
reste permis. 

Quant au paragraphe 2 du dispositif, le repre
sentant de la Pologne estime qu'il faudrait y 
faire figurer egalement l'accord de Postdam en 
ce qui concerne le traite de paix avec l'Allemagne, 
accord que malheureusement certains signataires 
n'ont pas respecte. 

Le paragraphe 4 du dispositif devrait etre 
redige en termes plus precis, car il va de soi que 
ce seraient des groupes d'Etats differents qui 
participeraient aux traites de paix avec l' Alle
magne et avec le Japon. Le paragraphe 3 du 
dispositif devrait egalement etre redige avec plus 
de precision, de fac;on a cviter un conflit de compe
tence entre !'Organisation des Nations Unies et 
le Conseil des Ministres des affaires etrangeres, a 
qui incombe la tache de Ia liquidation totale de 
la guerre. 

M. Lange, rappelant l'esprit d'entente et de 
confiance qui avait preside a la Conference de 
Potsdam, souhaite voir renaitre cet esprit et 
espere que la Commission pourra adopter une 
resolution a l'unanimite. 

M. WILSON (Nouvelle-Zelande) rappelle que son 
pays, ayant participe activement a Ia guer_re 
contre I' Allemagne et le Japan, jouit, de ce fait, 
d'un statut special pour la conclusion des traites 
de paix. Interpretant la resolution mexicaine 
comme un appel aux grandes Puissances et no~ 
comme une directive technique pour ceux qm 
sont charges de rediger les traites de paix, I~ 
delegation de Nouvelle-Zelande donne son appm 
total a la resolution du Mexique sous reserve de 
modifications de forme. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle a la Commission b 
proposition de Ia Birmanie tendant a creer ~ne 
sous-commission de redaction composee des cmq 
membres permanents, du Mexique et de cinq 
autres membres. 

M. VvcHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) et Sir Hartley . S_HAWCRoss 
(Royaume-Uni) appuient la propositiOn de la 
Birmanie. 

Le PRESIDENT suggere que les Etats suiv~nts 
fassent partie de Ia sons-commission : Chm~, 
France, URSS, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Ums 



States, Mexico, Haiti, the Netherlands, Burma, 
Czechoslovakia and Venezuela. 

The Committee decided unanimously to set up a 
drafting sub-committee to reconcile the various 
texts, namely. those submitted by ~Mexico, France 
and the USSR, and to submit a draft resolution, 
acceptable to all. The sub-committee would comprise 
the eleuen members mentioned by the Chairman. 

The meeting rose at 12.20 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY -EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 22 October 1948, 3 at p.m. 

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

33. Continuation of the consideration of 
the appeal to the great Powers to 
renew their efforts to compose their 
differences and establish a lasting 
peace : draft resolution submitted 
by Mexico (A/662/Rev. 1) 

Mr. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur 
of Sub-Committee 13, said the latter had reached 
very speedy agreement. 

The Sub-Committee had studied both the draft 
resolution submitted by Mexico (A/662) and the 
amendments submitted by France and the 
USSR (A/C.1J342 and A/C.1J343 respectively). 
The preamble of the Mexican draft resolution had 
been adopted without change ; as regards the 
operative part, the Sub-Committee had adopted 
the French and USSR amendments which 
avoided specifying the means by which co
operation in the drawing up of the peace treaties 
could be achieved. 

-Mr. GARCIA SAYAN (Peru) stated that the unani
mity which had prevailed in the Sub-Committee 
augured well for the return of hope and confi
dence, elements which were the cornerstones of 
the United Nations, and without which peace 
and security could not be maintained. 

In order to realize the aims of Article 24 of the 
Charter, it was necessary that the political 
differences which gave rise to the disagreements 
between the permanent members of the Security 
Council should disappear. Only thus could a 
system of international law based on co-operation 
be set up. 

That was the substance of the Mexican draft 
resolution, which echoed the aspirations not of 
all delegations alone, but of all the people they 
represented, as well. If agreement could be 
reached in the Security Council on the Berlin 
question, as it had been reached in the First 
Committee on the Mexican draft resolution, 
the 22nd of October would be a red-letter day for 
the United Nations. 

d'Amerique, Mexique, HaYti, Pays-Bas, Birmanie, 
Tchecoslovaquie et Venezuela. 

La Commission decide a l' llnanimite d' elablir 
zme sous-commission de redaction, chargee de 
concilier les textes en presence, c' est-a-dire les 
textes du Mexique, de Ia France et de l'Union 
sovietique, et de presenter un projet de resolution 
acceptable par tous. La sous-commission se campo
sera des onze membres designes par le President. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 20. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 22 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

33. Suite de la discussion sur l'appel 
adresse aux Grandes Puissances 
pour qu'elles redoublent d'efforts en 
vue de concilier leurs desaccords et 
d'etablir une paix durable : reso
lution proposee par le Mexique 
(A/662/Rev. 1) 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie), Rapporteur 
de la Soils-Commission 13 souligne que celle-ci 
est parvenue a un accord dans des delais tres brefs. 

La Sons-Commission a considere d'une part le 
-projet de resolution presentc par la delegation 
du Mexique (A/662) et, d'autre part, les amen
dements de la delegation de la France (AJC.1j342) 
et de l'URSS (AJC.1j343). Le preambule du 
projet de resolution du Mexique a ete adoptc 
sans modification. En ce qui concerne le dispositif, 
la Sons-Commission a adopte les amendements 
de la France et de l'URSS tendant notamment 
a ne pas preciser les modalites de cooperation 
dans la preparation des traites de Paix. 

M. GARCIA SAYAN (Peron) declare que l'una
nimite qui s'est faite au sein de la Sons
Commission 13 semble presager le retour de la 
confiance et de l'espoir, fondements memes de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies et conditions 
necessaires de ses efforts en vue du maintien de 
Ia paix et de Ia securite. 

Pour que les objectifs prevus a l'Article 24 
de la Charte puissent etre atteints, il faut que 
disparaissent les causes de desaccord que 
representent des differends politiques entre les 
Membres permanents du Conseil de securite. 
Alors seulement, un systeme de droit internation~l 
fonde sur la cooperation pourrait etre etabh. 

Tel est le sens du projet de resolution du 
Mexique qui correspond aux aspirations non pas 
seulement de toutes les delegations mais de tous 
les peuples. Si !'accord pouvait se faire non pas 
seulement au sein de la Premiere Commission 
sur la proposition mexicaine mais au Conseil de 
securite sur la question de Berlin, le 22 octobre 
1948 serait un grand jour pour !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 
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~Ir. RoBERTSON (Canada) stated that his dele
gation warmly supported the Mexican draft reso
lution for its lofty aims and worthy motives. 

The Canadian delegation, however, was not 
quite clear concerning the exact meaning of 
paragraph 4 of the operative part, and a more 
precise drafting might be done. There were some 
fields in which the interests of some countries were 
more directly afiected than those of others and 
it must be assumed that that fact would be taken 
into account when the Mexican resolution was 
implemented. 

~Ir. AMMOUN (Lebanon) felt that the appeal 
of the representative of Mexico constituted an 
historic event which would be recorded as one 
of the great efiorts towards the attainment of 
peace and brotherhood. That efiort was endorsed 
hy Cuba and by all the other American republics 
united by the principles of liberty, justice and 
peace upon which the Pan-American Union was 
founded. 

Could the pledge given today have a moral 
value only ? It seemed not, for a pledge solemnly 
given had a value higher than that of treaties 
or other international instruments. The dele
gations of France and of the USSR, by presenting 
amendments, had demonstrated their interest 
in the matter and their desire to abide by the 
recommendation of the General Assembly. 
:0<evertheless, the unanimity reached in the Sub
Committee must not result in a hasty decision. 
The USSR amendment had, in fact, eliminated 
from the l\Iexican draft resolution the indications 
as to the manner in which certain States could 
take part in drawing up peace treaties, namely, 
either through the General Assembly of the 
United Nations or by means of a special confer
ence. The omission of those specific points 
greatly diminished the value of the Mexican pro
posal, for both at a special conference and in the 
United Nations General Assembly, the associated 
States would have had the right to vote ; whereas, 
under the provisions of the draft submitted by 
Sub-Committee 13, they were simply to be 
consulted. 

The text to be adopted must be free of such 
errors. If there was another way of ensuring 
the same rights to the associated States, it could 
be mentioned in addition to the other two ; but 
the simple deletion of the suggestions from the 
original text would not be in keeping with the 
interests of the States which had the right to 
participate in the drafting of the peace treaties. 

The representative of France had stated that 
his amendment modified only the form of the 
lVIexican text and that its purpose was only to 
clarify it ; in fact, however, it afiected its very 
substance. The French representative had added, 
furthermore, that the great Powers should be 
trusted to associate the interested States in the 
preparation of the peace treaties, in accordance 
with the precedents established at the Paris 
Conference in 1946 and the declarations made by 
the Foreign Ministers of the great allied Powers. 
What were in fact those precedents ? And had 

M. RoBERTSON (Canada) declare que sa dele
gation appuie chaleureusement le projet de 
resolution de la delegation du Mexique dont Ies 
buts sont si elevcs et les motifs si nobles. 

La delegation du Canada se trouve toutefois 
dans !'incertitude sur la portee exacte du para
graphe 4 du dispositif. Une redaction plus claire 
eut peut-etre ete preferable. Il y a en efiet des 
domaines dans lesquels les interets de certains 
peuples se trouvent plus particulierement afiecte~. 
et l'on doit supposer qu'on tiendra compte de 
ce fait lors de la mise a execution de la resolution 
mexicaine. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) considere que l'appellance 
par le representant du Mexique constitue un 
evenement historique qui aura sa place parmi 
les efiorts tentes pour faire regner la paix et Ia 
fraternite. A ces efiorts se sont associees la Repu
blique de Cuba et toutes les autres Republiques 
americaines unies autour des principes de liberte, 
de justice et de paix qui animent l'Union pan
americaine. 

L'engagement pris aujourd'hui n'aura-t-il qu'une 
valeur purement morale ? Il ne Ie semble pa~ 
puisqu'un engagement solennel est pris, dont la 
valeur depasse encore celle des traites et autres 
actes internationaux. En particulier, les dele
gations de l'URSS et de la France ont marque, 
par la presentation d'amendements, !'interet 
qu'elles portaient a cette question et leur volonte 
de se conformer a la recommandation de 
l' Assemblee generale. Toutefois, l'unanimite qui 
s'est faite au sein de la Sons-Commission ne doit 
pas avoir pour resultat une decision hative. En 
efiet, l'amendement de l'URSS fait disparaitre 
les precisions qui etaient donnees, dans le projet 
de resolution du Mexique, sur la methode a 
suivre pour associer certains Etats ala preparation 
des traites de paix : convocation d'une conference 
speciale ou recours a l' Assemblee generale de~ 
Nations Unies. La suppression de ces precisions 
enleve a la proposition du Mexique une grande 
partie de sa valeur, car tant au sein d'un congre~ 
qu'a l'Assemblee generale des Nations Unies, les 
Etats associes auraient eu le droit de vote. Au 
contraire, selon les dispositions du projet qu'a 
soumis la Sons-Commission, ces Etats assocics 
peuvent etre simplement consultes. 

Semblable equivoque doit etre bannie du text~ 
a adopter. S'il existe une autre methode qm 
assure les memes droits aux Etats assoc1es, on 
pourrait la mentionner en meme temps que 
les deux autres. Mais la suppression pure et simple 
des precisions du texte prin;itif ne serait pas 
conforme aux interets des Etats qui sont en 
droit d'etre associes a la preparation des traites 
de paix. 

Le representant de la France a declare que son 
amendement ne modifiait le texte mexicain que 
dans la forme et qu'il n'avait qu'un but de 
clarification. Or, en fait, le fond meme des chases 
est affecte. L e representant de la France a d'ailleurs 
ajoute qu'il convenait de faire . con fiance aux 
gran des Puissances pour . a~soc1er .les Etat~ 
interesses aux differents trmtes de pa1x, confor
mement aux precedents eta~lis pa~ la Co~ference 
de Paris en 1946, et aux declaratiOns fa1tes par 
les Ministres des affaires etrangeres des grandes 
Puissances alliees. Mais quels sont en fait ces 
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they not caused criticism ? In the drafting of 
peace treaties with the satellites of Germany, 
only those States had been invited which had 
directly participated in the war against Germany. 
That was a very vague criterion. Egypt, for 
example, which had been invaded and whose 
manpower and strategic resources had been of 
such great value for the Allies, had been the 
victim of an unjustifiable discrimination. The 
precedents therefore did not enhance the value 
of the proposed amendments. 

The \Vashington Declaration had been signed 
by twenty-six States, including the great Powers. 
In addition, a number of other States were 
allowed to accede to it in recognition of their 
considerable contribution to the Allied war effort. 
Those were decisions which could not be revised 
by the great Powers alone, since, with the consent, 
of the other twenty-one signatories of the Wash
ington Declaration, they had acknowledged that 
a certain number of other States had made a 
considerable contribution towards the war effort. 
But, apart from the particular case of the 1942 
Declaration, respect for the obligations arising 
from international treaties laid down in the 
Preamble to the Charter, was at stake. 

The precedents for the treaties already con
cluded had not been favourable. Some countries 
had been kept from participating in the drafting 
of international agreements, although their inter
ests were directly affected. It could no doubt be 
said that there had been consultations ; but what 
was to be feared if the Sub-Committee's text 
were adopted, was that certain States, signatories 
of the \Vashington Declaration, would be merely 
consulted, as in the case of the Italian colonies, 
and not called upon to participate in the dis
cussions of the peace treaties. 

The delegation of Lebanon consequently pro
posed an amendment to paragraph 4 of the 
operative part of the draft submitted by Sub
Committee 13 (A/C.1j345). 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) congratulated the 
).lexican delegation on the initiative it had taken, 
and thought that its happy outcome was an augury 
for the future of international relations. 

His delegation trusted that the agreement 
would be implemented in a spirit of goodwill 
and international co-operation. 

As regards paragraph 4 of the operative part, 
Colonel Hodgson pointed out that all the Members 
of the United Nations had acceded to the 
\Vashington Declaration in one form or another. 
Did the provisions of the draft submitted by 
Sub-Committee 13 consequently apply to them 
all ? New Zealand and Canada had expressed 
certain reservations on that point, as the draft 
resolution did not make special mention of the 
States which had actively taken part in the war. 

The Australian delegation had always expressed 
itself unequivocally in favour of the very close 
collaboration of small and medium States which 
had played an active role during the war, together 
with the great Powers, in the preparation of 

precedents ? N'ont-ils pas souleve certaines 
reclamations ? Seuls ont ete associes a la prepa
ration des traites de paix avec les satellites de 
I' Allemagne les E. tats qui avaient participe 
directement a la guerre. Or c'est la un criterium 
des plus vague. En particulier l'Egypte, dont 
le territoire a ete envahi et dont le potentiel 
humain et les avantages strategiques ont eu 
une importance si grande pour les Allies, a ete 
la victime d'une discrimination injustifiee. Les 
precedents sont done loin de militer en faveur 
des amendements que l'on propose d'operer. 

La Declaration de ·washington a eu vingt-six 
signataires, y compris les grandes Puissances. 
En outre, !'adhesion d'un certain nombre d'autres 
Etats a ete acceptee, ce qui comportait la 
reconnaissance d'une contribution appreciable 
apportee par ces E.tats a !'effort de guerre allie. 
Ce sont la des decisions qui ne sauraient etre 
revisees par les grandes Puissances seules, puisque, 
d'accord avec les vingt et un autres signataires 
de la Declaration de Washington, elles ont 
admis qu'un certain nombre d'autres Etats 
avaient fait un effort de guerre important. Ce 
qui est en cause, au dela du cas particulier de la 
Declaration de 1942, c'est le respect des actes 
internationaux dont la necessite est proclamee 
dans le preambule de la Charte. 

Les precedents des traites deja signes n'ont 
pas ete heureux. Certains pays ont ete tenus a 
l'ecart de !'elaboration des reglements inter
nationaux bien que leurs interets fussent direc
tement engages. Sans doute dira-t-on que des 
consultations ont lieu; mais ce qui est a craindre, 
si le texte de la Sons-Commission etait adopte, 
c'est precisement que certains des Etats signa
taircs de la Declaration de \Vashington ne soient 
pas appeles a participer aux discussions relatives 
aux traites de paix, mais soient simplement 
consultes comme cela a ete le cas pour les colonies 
italiennes. 

La delegation du Liban propose done un 
amendement au paragraphe 4 du dispositif du 
projet etabli par la Sons-Commission 13 
(A/C.1j345). 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) felicite la 
delegation du Mexique de son initiative dont le 
succes est de bon augure pour l'avenir des 
relations internationales. 

La delegation de I' Australie compte que cet 
accord sera execute dans nn esprit de bonne 
volonte et de cooperation internationale. 

En ce qui concerne le paragraphe 4 du dispositif, 
le colonel Hodgson indique qu'en realite, toutes 
les Nations Unies ont adhere, sous une forme ou 
sous une autre, a la Declaration de Washington. 
Est-ce_ done toutes les Nations Unies qui doivent 
beneficier des dispositions prevues dans le projet 
de la Sons-Commission 13 ? La Nonvelle-Zelande 
et le Canada ont fait certaines reserves a ce 
sujet, etant donne que le texte du projet de 
resolution ne fait aucune mention speciale des 
E.tats qui ont participe de fa<;on active a Ia 
guerre. 

La delegation de l'Australie s'est toujou~s 
prononcee tres nettement en faveur d'une parti
cipation tres etroite des petites ou moyenne 
Puissances qui ont joue un role actif dans. I: 
conduite de la guerre a la preparation des trart 
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peace treaties. It would seem that it was those 
States that were being ignored at the present 
time : those of the British Commonwealth, such 
as Canada, New Zealand, Pakistan, India and 
Australia, and countries such as Norway, Belgium 
and Poland. 

The example of Australia was particularly 
significant. Out of a population of 7,250,000 
inhabitants, one million had been called into the 
armed services. The losses had been in pro
portion to that unequalled effort. \Vithout those 
sacrifices and those of many other countries, 
victory would have been impossible. That prin
ciple, stated in the Potsdam Agreement, had 
been recognized at the Paris Peace Conference 
and those active belligerents had recently been 
invited to submit their views on the fate of the 
Italian colonies. 

Nevertheless, a certain number of States 
which had made great sacrifices had never been 
consulted from the very beginning of the prepa
ration of the peace treaties ; they had merely 
been confronted 'vith an agreement already 
concluded. At the Paris Conference, not one 
amendment submitted by those States, however 
useful, could be accepted unless it was approved 
by the great Powers. 

It seemed to be forgotten sometimes that the 
object of the United Nations was not to draw 
up peace treaties, hut to maintain peace ; the 
speedy conclusion of the peace treaties was there
fore necessary to permit the United Nations to 
function in a nonnal manner. 

Australia, for its part, had always advocated 
the prompt conclusion of all peace treaties, and 
particuhrly of the peace treaty with Japan, for in 
this case the very fate of Australia was at stake, 
and Japan must never be allowed to commit a 
new act of aggression. 

Only the conclusion of the peace treaties would 
ensure the proper functioning of the United 
Nations. The Australian delegation therefore 
could not view without misgivings the theory that 
the United Nations should intervene in the 
drafting of peace treaties, which was, properly 
speaking, the task of those States which had made 
a substantial contribution to winning the war. 
Moreover, it seemed doubtful that the General 
Assembly 'vould succeed any better than a smaller 
group of nations. 

It was in the light of those considerations that 
the Australian delegation wished, without at 
this stage submitting a formal amendment, to 
suggest, for the consideration of the Committee, 
that the following text be added to paragraph 3 
of the draft resolution : " in which task they should 
take into consultation all those States which made 
a substantial contribution, as active belligerents, 
to the winning of victory ". 

The Australian delegation was firmly convinced 
that the active part played by some Members 
and their sacrifices during the war would receive 
due recognition. 

It would be very happy to know the opinion 
of the great Powers on that amendment. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypt) wondered whether the 
Mexican proposal, which was intended to compose 

de paix, en collaboration avec Jes grandes 
Puissances. Or, ce sont ces Etats dont on ne 
semble pas se soucier aujourd'hui - Etats du 
Commonwealth tels que le Canada, Ia Nouvelle
Zelande, Jc Pakistan, l'Inde, l'Australie, et pays 
comme la N orvege, Ia Belgique, Ia Pologne. 

L'exemple de l'Australie est particulierement 
significatif. Sur une population de 7.250.000 
habitants, un million d'hommes furent appeles 
sous les drapeaux. Les pertes ont ete propor
tionnelles a cet effort sans egal. Sans ces sacrifices 
et ceux de bien d'autres pays, Ia victoire cut 
ete impossible. Ce principe enonce dans les 
Accords de Postdam a d'ailleurs ete reconnu a 
la Conference de la paix tenue a Paris, et 
reccmment ces belligerants actifs ont ete invites 
a presenter leurs vues sur le sort des anciennes 
colonies italiennes. 

Neanmoins, un certain nombre d'Etats dont 
les sacrifices avaient ete considerables n 'ont pas 
etc consultes des le debut de Ia preparation des 
traites de paix : ils ont ete places en face d'un 
accord deja conclu. A la Conference de Paris, 
aucun amendement presente par ces Etats, 
quelque utile qu'il pflt etre, ne pouvait etre 
accepte s'il n'avait !'agrement des grandes 
Puissances. · 

D'autre part, l'on semble quelquefois oublier 
que !'Organisation des Nations Unies n'est pas 
faite pour preparer les traites de paix, mais 
pour maintenir Ia paix ; il est done urgent que 
les traites de paix soient conclus pour permettre 
a !'Organisation de fonctionner d'une maniere 
normale. 

L' Australie, pour sa part, a toujours reclame 
une prompte conclusion de tous les traites de 
paix et particulierement du traite de paix avec 
le Japan: il y va du sort meme de l'Australie: 
le Japan ne doit jamais pouvoir commettre unc 
nouvelle agression. 

Seule Ia conclusion des traites de paix pourra 
amener le bon fonctionnement de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. La delegation de l'Australie 
ne voit done pas sans inquietude la theorie selon 
laquelle !'Organisation devrait intervenir dans la 
redaction des traites de paix, qui est proprement 
le domaine des Etats dont Ia contribution a Ia 
victoire a ete importante. II ne semble pas 
d'ailleurs que l'Assemblee generale ait plus de 
chance de reussir qu'un groupe d'Etats plus 
restreint. 

C'est dans cet esprit que la delegation de 
l' Australie sans vouloir soumettre, a ce stade des 
debats un amendement en bonne et due forme, 
propose ala Commission d'examiner l'opportunite 
d'ajouter au paragraphe 3 du projet de resolution 
les mots suivants : « tache dans laquelle elles 
dcvraient consulter tous les Etats qui ont apporte 
une contribution importante a la victoire en 
leur qualite de belligerants actifs ». . 

La delegation australienne est convamcue que 
les sacrifices consentis et la part active qu'ont 
jouee certains Etats seront dument reconnus. 

La delegation de l'Australie sera .J?articu
lierement heureuse de connaitre Ia pos1t1on des 
grandes Puissances sur cet amendement. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte) se demande si Ia 
proposition mexicaine qui avait pour but de 

232 



the differences between the Powers, was not 
raising fresh difficulties by introducing distinctions 
among countries according to the degree to which 
they had participated in the war. In this 
connexion, he recalled that at the San Francisco 
Conference the Belgian representative had stated 
clearly that there could be no discrimination 
between States based on their contribution to the 
victory. 

\Vhilst approving of the motive which had 
prompted the Lebanese amendment, he could not 
support it, as he did not think it was the task of the 
Assembly to draw up peace treaties. 

On the other hand, the Australian amendment 
would be considered satisfactory by the Egyptian 
delegation provided the expression : " active belli
gerents " were replaced by " those who took an 
active part in winning the victory". Egypt 
might have entered the war at a late date, but 
from the beginning she had welcomed on her 
territory British, American, French, Greek, Polish 
and Czechoslovak troops, and it was the combined 
efforts of the Egyptian people and the Egyptian 
Government which had made victory at El 
Alamein possible. 

Egypt and Ethiopia, which bordered on the 
Italian colonial territories and which had twice 
been the victims of aggression from those terri
tories, should have been far more directly con
sulted than had been the case on the delimitation 
of the frontiers of the Italian colonies and on the 
fate of some parts of those colonies. 

Provided the alteration mentioned were made, 
the Egyptian delegation would support the 
Australian amendment. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (United Kingdom) 
considered that the problem should not be 
complicated by establishing too rigidly the 
relationship between the great Powers and the 
Powers which had taken part in the ·washington 
Declaration. The amendments proposed would 
be in opposition to the general aim of the draft 
resolution. 

As the five great Powers had approved the 
resolution submitted by the Sub-Committee, it 
would be advisable to put it to the vote without 
any amendments. 

Although the last paragraph did not tie the 
hands of the great Powers, it was certain that the 
States which had participated actively in the 
war would play a corresponding part in the 
drawing up of the peace treaties. 

Mr. 0HN (Burma) assured the representatives 
who had submitted amendments that the Sub
Committee had done its best to take into account 
the points which they had raised. The Burmese 
representative on the Sub-Committee had sug
gested broadening the fourth operative para
graph of the proposed resolution, but in view 
of the assurances given by the other Members 
and of the confidence the Burmese delegation 
felt in the great Powers, it had withdrawn its 
proposal. 

demander aux Puissances de rcgler leurs differends 
n'est pas en train de susciter de nouvelles 
difficultes en introduisnt des distinctions entre 
Jes pays d'apres leur degre de participation a 
la guerre. Ace sujet, il rappelle qu'a la Conference 
de San-Francisco, le representant de Ia Belgique 
avait clairement indique que l'on ne pouvait 
faire de discrimination entre les Etats d'apres 
1' effort quantitatif qu'ils avaient fourni pour 
assurer Ia victoire. 

Tout en approuvant l'intention dans laquelle 
le Liban a presente son amendement, le repre
sentant de l'Egypte ne pent l'appuyer, car il 
estime que ce n'est pas a l'Assemblee qu'il 
appartient de rediger les traites de paix. 

Par contre, l'amendement australien repond 
aux Vteux de la delegation de l'Egypte a condition 
de modifier !'expression : << belligerants actifs n 

par : « ceux qui ont participe activement a Ia 
victoire )). En effet, si l'Egypte est entree en 
guerre a une date tardive, elle a accueilli des le 
debut sur son territoire les troupes britanniques, 
amcricaines, franc;aises, grecques, polonaises et 
tchecoslovaques et c'est gn1ce aux efforts combines 
du peuple et du gouvernement cgyptiens que la 
victoire d'El-Alamein a etc possible. 

L'Egypte et I'Ethiopie, dont les territoire's 
sont limitrophes des colonies italiennes et qui, 
a deux reprises, ont etc victimes d'une agression 
lancee de ces territoires, auraient du etre consul tees 
d'une maniere beaucoup plus directe qu'elles ne 
l'ont ete au sujet de Ia delimitation des frontieres 
des colonies italiennes et du sort de certaines 
parties de ces colonies. 

Sous reserve de la modification indiquee, Ia 
delegation egyptienne appuie l'amendement 
australien. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (Royaume-Uni) estime 
qu'il n'est pas opportun de compliquer le probleme 
en fixant d'une maniere trop rigide les rapports 
entre les grandes Puissances et celles qui ont 
participe a Ia Declaration de Washington. Les 
amendements proposes iraient a l' encontre de 
l'objectif general du projet de resolution. 

:Etant donne que les cinq grandes Puissances 
ont approuve le projet de resolution presente 
par la Sons-Commission, il serait opportun de 
mettre cette resolution aux voix sans amendement. 

Le dernier paragraphe ne lie pas les grandes 
Puissances ; neanmoins, Sir Hartley Shawcross 
declare qu'il est certain que les Etats qui ont pris 
nne part active a Ia guerre auront un role ega
Iement actif dans Ia redaction des traites de paix. 

M. OHN (Birmanie) donne !'assurance aux 
delegues qui ont propose des amendements que 
la Sons-Commission a fait de son mieux pour 
tenir compte de leurs preoccupations. Le repre
sentant de Ia Birmanie a la Sons-Commission avait 
suggere de donner un cadre plus large au quatrieme 
paragraphe du dispositif du projet de resolution 
mais, devant les assurances fournies par les autres 
Membres et dans un esprit de confiance envers ~e~ 
grandes Puissances, la delegation birmane a retire 
sa proposition. 
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Supporting the United Kingdom represen
tative, he appealed to the Committee to adopt 
the draft resolution unanimously. 

:\Ir. STOLK (Venezuela) recalled that the 
Burmese representative had pointed out in the 
Sub-Committee that some of the States inter
est ed in the peace treaties had not adhered to the 
Washington Declaration of 1 J anuary 1942. The 
Venezuelan representative had at that time asked 
for an addition to paragraph 4 covering all the 
States which had a direct interest in the peace 
treaties. He had not insisted, however, that the 
resolution should receive a unanimous vote. 

For those reasons he supported the Burmese 
representative's appeal for the adoption of the 
Sub-Committee resolution as it stood. If 
Australia and the Lebanon withdrew their 
amendments, the Mexican draft resolution could 
be adopted unanimously. The great Powers 
could be relied upon to associate in their work, 
in whatever way was most useful, such States 
as had a direct interest in the peace treaties. 

;\Ir. PADILLA NEnvo (Mexico) pointed out that 
the principal reason for the failure to conclude the 
peace treaties was the divergence of opinion among 
the great powers. 

The ~'lexican draft resolution was neither 
intended to establish the respective merits of the 
states in the common victory nor to work out the 
t echnical means by which the great Powers would 
associate other countries with their efforts. Its 
aim was essentially to recommend a rappro
chement between the great Powers, and not to 
increase their difficulties. 

Supporting the remarks of the United Kingdom, 
Burmese and Venezuelan representatives, he 
Stated it would he unwise to vote upon the 
amendments, and that it would be better to 
leave the great Powers all the necessary freedom 
of action. He would therefore request the 
authors of the amendments to be good enough 
to withdraw them, it being understood that their 
remarks would appear in the summary record. 

Mr. AMl\IOu:-< (Lebanon) said that in order 
t o reach unanimity he would withdraw his 
amendment, and he invited the Australian 
representative to do likewise. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOv (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), in reply to a question by the Swedish 
representative as to the reasons for which the 
USSR delegation had submitted its amendment, 
stat ed that in the Sub-Committee only para
graph 4 had been the subject of important dis
cussions. The eleven members of the Sub
Committee had arrived at the conclusion t hat 
paragraph 4 of the original t ext was too restric
tive, and had preferred the USSR amendment, 
which resembled the French amendment in 
substance and gave the great Powers a wider 
choice. Paragraph 4 in its present form was 
both flexible and precise. 

Appuyant le representant du Royaume-Uni, 
M. Ohn adresse un appel a Ia Commission pour 
que le projet de resolution soit adopte a 
l'unanimite. 

M. STOLK (Venezuela) rappelle que le repre
sentant de Ia Birmanie avait fait remarquer au 
sein de Ia Sons-Commission que certains Etats 
interesses aux traites de paix n'avaient pas adhere 
a Ia Declaration de Washington du 1 er janvier 
1942. Le representant du Venezuela avait alors 
demande qu'on ajoute au paragraphe 4 une 
disposition visant tons les Etats qui avaient un 
interet direct aux traites de paix. Toutefois, elle 
n'avait pas insiste afin que la resolution recueille 
l'unanimite des voix. 

Pour ces raisons, la delegation du Venezuela 
demande, avec le representant de Ia Birmanie, que 
l'on adopte le projet de resolution de Ia Sons
Commission purement et simplement. Si 
l'Australie et le Liban retiraient leurs amen
dements, le proj et de resolution du l\fexique 
pourraient etre adopte a l'unanimite. On peut 
compter que les grandes Puissances associeront 
de Ia fa c;on la plus opportune a leurs efforts ceux 
des Etats qui ont un interet direct aux traites 
de paix. 

l\L PADILLA NERVO (Mexique) fait remarquer 
que Ia raison principale pour laquelle les traites 
de paix n'ont pas encore ete conclus est la diver
gence d'opinion entre les grandes Puissances. 

Le but du projet de resolution du Mexique 
n'est pas d'etablir les merites respcctifs des Etats 
dans la victoire commune, ni d'elaborer les moyens 
techniques par lesquels les grandes Puissances 
associeront d'autres pays a leurs efforts. Le proj et 
de resolution du Mexique constitue essentiel
lement une recommandation t endant a rapprocher 
les grandes Puissances et non a augmenter leurs 
difficultes. 

Appuyant les remarques faites par les repre
sentants dn Royaume-Uni, de Ia Birmanie et du 
Venezuela, M. Padilla Nervo declare qu'il ne serait 
pas sage de mettre les amendements aux voix et 
qu'il serait preferable de laisser toute liberte 
d'action neccssaire aux grandes Puissances. Il 
demande en consequence aux auteurs des amen
dements de vouloir bien les retirer, etant entendu 
que leurs observations seront consignees dans le 
compte rendu analytique. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) declare retirer son amen
dement en vue de realiser l'unanimite et convie le 
representant de I' Australie a faire de meme. 

M. BoGmmwv (Union des R epubliques socia
listes sovietiques) repondant a une clernande du 
represen tant de la Suede sur les motifs qui ont 
pousse Ia delegation sovietiquc a presenter son 
amcndement, indique qu'en sons-commission, seul 
le paragraphe 4 a fait !'objet de discussion iJ!lp_or
tantes. Les onze membres de Ia Sous-Commisswn 
sont arrives a la conclusion que le paragraphe 4 
dans le t exte original etait trop limitatif et ont 
prefere l'amendement de l'URS~, semblable en 
substance a l'amendement fran c;aiS et perrnettant 
aux grandes Puissances un choix plus large. ~e 
paragraphe 4 clans sa forme actuelle est a Ia fOlS 
souple et precis. 
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Mr. DEBAYLE (Nicaragua) associated himself 
with the Burmese and Venezuelan representatives 
in appealing to the authors of the amendments to 
,..,.ithdraw them. 

ANDRAos Bey (Egypt) said he would vote in 
favour of the Mexican draft resolution, as it 
was understood that it did not establish any 
discrimination between Members of the United 
~ations. · 

Mr. ANDREWS (Union of South Africa) congra
tulated the Mexican representative on the spirit 
in which he had submitted his draft resolution. 
He also associated himself with the Australian 
representative's point of view, especially as regards 
the contribution of the British Dominions to the 
war effort. 

He did not consider that the Australian 
amendment could detract from the unanimity 
sought by the great Powers, as it only mentioned 
the desire of those States which had played an 
active part during the war to participate in the 
peace treaties. 

However, in order to maintain the unanimity 
of the great Powers, he would agree to the Mexican 
representative's proposal, and he suggested that 
the Australian representative's point of view 
should be mentioned in the report. 

General RoMULO (Philippines) considered that 
the Australian representative's statement was 
fair and to the point and should be placed on 
record. The Philippines delegation would vote 
for the Sub-Committee's resolution, and it would 
vote thus with the desire to appeal to the great 
Pmvers to call a truce in the present cold war 
which they should use not to forge armaments 
but to fashion the instruments of peace. 

~1r. SoLER (Argentina) supported the Mexican 
draft resolution unconditionally. He thought 
the proposed amendments tended to overshadow 
the chief aim of the resolution, which was an 
appeal for peace. For that reason he would 
support the requests of the Burmese, Vene
zuelan and United Kingdom representatives, so 
that a unanimous vote might be achieved, which 
would give the world an impression of unity. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) thought it would be 
advisable for the First Committee to adopt the 
draft resolution submitted by the Sub-Committee. 
As the five permanent members had reached 
agreement on that draft in the Sub-Committee, 
he trusted that the small States would not attempt 
to disturb that agreement. 

He was glad to note that the draft of the reso
lution mentioned the Yalta declaration, as well 
as the declarations made by Mr. Roosevelt, 
~Ir. Churchill and Mr. Stalin. Poland hoped that 
when the Great Allied Powers examined the peace 
treaty with Germany, they would take as a basis 
not only the Yalta declaration, but also the 
Potsdam Agreements, which constituted the 
fundamental principles for a lasting peace with 
Germany. 

M. DEBAYLE (Nicaragua) s'associe a l'appel des 
representants de la Birmanie et du Venezuela 
demandant aux auteurs des amendements de les 
retirer. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte) declare qu'il votera en 
faveur du projet de resolution du Mexique puisqu'il 
est bien entendu qu'il n'etablit aucune discri
mination entre les Membres des Nations Unies. 

M. ANDREWS (Union sud-africaine) felicite le 
representant du Mexique pour I' esprit dans Jequel 
il a presente sa resolution. II s'associe, en outre, 
au point de vue exprime par le representant de 
l'Australie, notamment en ce qui concerne la 
contribution des Dominions britanniques a !'effort 
de guerre. 

II estime que l'amendement australien ne 
pourrait nuire a l'unanimite recherchee par les 
grandes Puissances car il fait seulement mention 
du desir des Etats qui ont eu un role actif pendant 
la guerre de participer aux traites de paix. 

Toutefois, en vue de maintenir l'unanimite des 
grandes Puissances, il se rallie a la proposition 
faite par le representant du Mexique et sugge.re que 
le point de vue exprime par le representant de 
l' Australie so it indique dans le rapport. 

Le General RoMuLO (Philippines) estime que 
la declaration faite par le representant de 
I' Australie est pertinente et juste. II faut qu'elle 
soit enregistree. La delegation des Philippines 
votera pour le projet de resolution soumis par la 
Sons-Commission et elle le fera avec le desir 
d'adresser un appel aux grandes Puissances pour 
qu'elles observent dans leur guerre froide actuelle 
une treve qu'elles mettront a profit, non pour 
forger les instruments de guerre, mais pour 
fa<;onner les instruments de la paix. 

M. SoLER (Argenline) appuie sans conditions la 
proposition du Mexique. Il estime que les amen
dements proposes ten dent a laisser dans I' ombre 
le motif principal du projet, qui est un appel en 
faveur de la paix. C'est pourquoi il appuie les 
demandes des representants de la Birmanie, du 
Venezuela et du Royaume-Uni afin d'obtenir un 
vote unanime qui donnera au monde une 
impression d'union. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) estime qu'il serait sage que 
la Premiere Commission adopte le texte de la 
resolution presentee par la Sons-Commission. Les 
cinq Membres permanents s'etant mis d'accord 
sur ce texte en sons-commission, il espere que les 
petits Etats n'essaieront pas de troubler cet 
accord. . 

Il constate avec satisfaction que le texte du 
projet de resolution mentionne la Declaration de 
Yalta ainsi que les declarations faites par 
MM. Roosevelt, Churchill et Staline. La Pologne 
espere que les Grandes Puissances alliees, 
lorsqu'elles etudieront la conclusion d'un traite de 
paix avec l' Allemagne, se fonderont non seul~ment 
sur la Declaration de Yalta mais auss1 sur 
les Accords de Potsdam, qui constituent les 
principes fondamentaux d'une paix durable avec 
l' Allemagne. 



Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) said he had never 
made a formal proposal, but simply a suggestion 
which was intended to make the Committee's 
opinion clear. 

The Australian representative said that he 
therefore would not press the Australian sugges
tion and asked for it to be inserted in the report 
of the Rapporteur along with the following 
statement, expressing the Australian point of 
view : "that the major Powers shall not fail to 
recognize the special status ot those States which 
made a substantial contribution, as active belli
gerents, to the winning of victory, and to consult 
such States in all phases of the peace settlement". 

:\Ir. A11mY (Denmark) stated that whilst he 
appreciated the Australian delegation's feelings, 
in view of the important part Australia had 
played in the war, he wondered whether certain 
countries, such as Poland and Czechoslovakia, or 
Denmark, which had been invaded by the Nazis, 
had not also played an important part through the 
resistance they had ofTered to the occupying 
forces. However, he thought it would serve no 
useful purpose to introduce distinctions among 
States in the text of the draft resolution. 

The great Powers had agreed on the draft of the 
Sub-Committee's resolution, and they should 
be trustd. When concluding the peace treaties 
they would take into account the other States 
concerned. It was in that spirit that Denmark 
would vote for the Sub-Committee's resolution. 

1\Ir. EsFANDIARY (Iran) considered that unani
mity would have such an effect on the evolution 
of the work of the Committee that he hoped the 
resolution would be put to the vote without any 
amendments. He hoped its text would inspire 
the great Powers to display goodwill in the 
settlement of the important questions now at 
issue. 

Mr. TRucco (Chile) wished to associate himself 
in paying tribute to the Mexican delegation ; its 
resolution had not merely a theoretical value, 
for it conferred a moral mandate on the great 
Powers in their work for peace and security. He 
would vote in favour of the resolution adopted 
by the Sub-Committee. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (United Kingdom) 
thanked the Australian representative for 
withdrawing his amendment. The United King
dom delegation agreed in principle with the 
point of view expressed by the Australian, 
Canadian and South African representatives, but 
did not consider it advisable to express that point 
of view in a resolution. 

Mr. BoGmiOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said his delegation would vote in 
favour of the :Mexican proposal and would attach 
particular weight to the appeal it contained for 
the total liquidation of war and for co-operation 
among the nations, as the USSR was always 
ready to support efforts for the establishment 
of- a lasting peace. He added that differences 
could only be settled when there was scrupulous 
observance of international agreements. 

Le Colonel HoDGSON (Australie) declare qu'il 
n'a jamais fait de proposition formelle ; il n'a 
Iormule qu'une simple suggestion dans le but de 
degager !'opinion de la Commission. 

Le representant de I' Australie n'insistera done 
pas sur sa proposition, mais il demande qu'elle 
soit mentionnee dans le rapport de la Commission, 
ainsi que la declaration suivante qui resume le 
point de vue australien : cc que les gran des Puissances 
ne manquent pas de reconnaitre le statut special 
des Etats qui ont apportc une contribution 
importante a la victoire, en qnalite de bclligerants 
actifs, et de consulter ces Etats dans toutes les 
phases de I' elaboration des traites de paix ''· 

M. AMBY (Danemark), tout en comprenant les 
sentiments de la delegation australienne, etant 
donne le role important que l'Australie a jouc 
pendant la guerre, se demande si certains pays, 
comme Ia Pologne et la Tchecoslovaquie, de memc 
que le Danemark, qui ont etc envahis par les 
nazis, n'ont pas joue egalement un role important 
par Ia resistance qu'ils ont opposee a !'occupant. 
II lui semble inutile, toutefois, d'introduire dans 
le texte du projet de resolution des discriminations 
entre Etats. 

Les grandes Puissances se sont accordees sur le 
texte du projet de resolution de la Sons-Com
mission. Oa peut leur faire confiance. Elles 
tiendront compte, dans la conclusion des traites 
de paix, des autres :Etats interesses. C'est dans 
cet esprit que le Danemark votera pour Ia reso
lution de la Sous-Commission. 

M. EsFANDIARY (Iran) estime que l'unanimite 
aurait un tel efiet sur les developpements des 
travaux de la Commission qu'il souhaite que le 
projet de resolution soit mise aux voix sans 
amendements. II espere que les grandes Puissances 
s'inspireront de ce texte pour faire preuve de 
bonne volonte dans le reglement des grandcs 
questions actuelles. 

l\1. TRUCCO (Chili) s'associe a l'hommage rendu 
a Ia delegation du Mexique. Sa proposition n'a 
pas seulement une valeur thCorique, car elle 
donne un mandat moral aux grandes Puissances 
dans leur reuvre de paix ct de sccurite. Il votera 
en faveur de la resolution adoptee par la Sous
Commission. 

Sir Hartley SHAwcnoss (Royaume-Un!) 
remercie le representant de I' Australie d'avo1r 
retire son amendement. La delegation du Royaumc
Uni est d'accord en principe sur le point de vue 
cxprime par lcs representants de l'Australie, du 
Canada et de l'Union Sud-Africaine, mais estime 
qu'il ne serait pas sage de formuler ce point de vur 
dans une resolution. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que sa delegation votera 
pour la proposition mexicaine en attachant un 
poids particuJier a l'appel qui y est fait en faveur 
de la liquidation totale de Ia guerre et pour Ia 
cooperation entre les nations, car l'URSS est 
toujours prete a appuyer les efforts en . faveur 
d'une paix durable. II ajoute que Ia solutiOn des 
differends ne pourra intervenir que dans le respect 
scrupuleux des accords internationaux. 
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Proposal 
submitted by the Sub-Committee (A/C.l/344). 

The proposal was unanimously adopted. 

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

The meeting rose at 5.35 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY-NINTH 
MEETING 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Cette proposition est adoptee a l'unanimite . 

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

La seance est levee a 17 h. 35. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE 

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

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

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

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

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

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

On a soutenu que la rccommandation du 
29 novembre 1947 s'opposait ace que la delegato1 
du Haut Comite arabe fUt invitee comme repre
sentant l'Etat palestinien. Mais la delegation de 
l'Etat de Palestine doit jouir du meme statut 
d'observateur que la delegation d'Israel. Sans 
doute, ni l'Etat de Palestine ni celui d'Israel ne 
sont reconnus par une majorite des Membres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, mais le Gouver
nement de l'Etat de Palestine est reconnu par 
certains Etats tels que le Liban, l'Egypte, la Syrie 
et l'lrak. 

237 



The precedent set by the admission of the 
representative of Israel as an observer held good 
as far as the State of Palestine was concerned. As 
regards the legitimacy of the two States, two 
interpretations were possible : either both States 
were legitimate or neither was. But the two 
identical juridical situations should be treated 
in the same way. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The meeting rose at 11.45 a.m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTIETH 
MEETING 

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

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

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

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

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

· consideration of the Greek question by the First 
Committee. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

La seance est levee a 11 h. 45. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-DIXIEME 
SEANCE 

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

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

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

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

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

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) se 
prononce en faveur de la solution adoptee l'an 
passe par la Premiere Commission, c'est-a-dire : 
inviter la Bulgarie a faire une declarat~on sans 
droit de participation aux debats et la pner de se 
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'the discussions and to ask the representative 
of Bulgaria to remain at the disposal of the Com
mittee to reply to any questions which might be 
raised. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) supported the pro
posal of the USSR. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) expressed the view 
that the First Committee should not grant Bul
garia more limited rights than those granted by 
the Security Council. 

The Polish delegation approved the proposal 
of the USSR. 

l\Ir. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) supported the 
USSR proposal. The delegation of Czecho
slovakia further proposed that a representative of 
Albania should also be invited under the same 
conditions as the representative of Bulgaria. 

Mr. BoGm.!OLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that it was essential that 
Albania and Bulgaria should be heard if the 
First Committee wished to form a truly objective 
opinion on the Greek question. The United 
States delegation had suggested that the procedure 
of the last session should be followed ; but at 
that time the United States had opposed even the 
limited invitation which it was recommending 
at the present time. Moreover there were 
precedents on record. Transjordan and Israel 
had been invited to participate in the discussions 
of the Security Council and the First Committee 
without any restriction of their right to participate 
in those discussions. Failure to follow those 
precedents would result in inadmissible discrimin
ation. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) indicated that 
it might be desirable to hear Bulgaria and Albania 
as the question concerned them, but he objected 
to granting those States full right to participate 
in the discussions. As a matter of fact, through
out the twenty-four months when a subsidiary 
body of the General Assembly had sought to 
obtain the views of those States, they had refused 
to co-operate. Was the First Committee then 
going to reward them by granting them the status 
they requested ? The arrangement suggested 
by the United States constituted an acceptable 
compromise. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) pointed out that one 
of the accusations which had been formulated by 
the United Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans and on which the First Committee had 
to arrive at its own conclusion, was the alleged 
refusal of certain States to co-operate in the 
work of the Special Committee on the Balkans. 
To take such accusations into account at the 
present stage of the discussion would be to pre
judge the question. Moreover, to allow Bulgaria 
and Albania to take part in the discussions would 
not be to reward them but merely to recognize 
an elementary right; The United States was, 
in fact, suggesting that a Government with which 
it maintained diplomatic relations should be 
granted more limited rights than those which 
had been accorded to the Jewish Agency for. 
Palestine or the Arab Higher Committee. In 
view of so illogical an attitude, it might be asked 
what the United States feared. 

tenir a la disposition de la Commission pour 
repondre a toutes questions qui lui seraient posees. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) appuie la proposition 
de l'URSS. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) estime que la 
Premiere Commission ne doit pas accorder a Ia 
Bulgarie des droits mains etendus que le Conseil 
de securite. 

La delegation de la Pologne approuve la propo
sition de l'URSS. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) appuie Ia 
proposition de l'URSS. La delegation tcheco
slovaque propose en outre qu'un representant de 
l' Albanie so it egalement invite dans les memes 
conditions que le representant de Ia Bulgarie. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) declare qu'il est essentiel 
que l' Albanie et la Bulgarie soient en ten dues si la 
Premiere Commission veut se faire une opinion 
vraiment objective de la question grecque. La dele
gation des Etats-Unis a suggere de s'en tenir a Ia 
procedure de la derniere session ; mais les Etats
U nis s' etaient alors opposes meme a cette invi
tation limitee qu'ils recommandent aujourd'hui 
d'adopter. Il existe d'autre part des precedents. 
La Transjordanie et Israel ont ete invites a parti
ciper aux ctebats tant du Conseil de securite que 
de la Premiere Commission sans qu'aucune limi
tation ait ete apportee a leur droit de participer 
aux debats. Il s'agirait done d'une discrimination 
inadmissible. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) indique qu'il peut 
etre desirable que la Bulgarie et I'Albanie soient 
entendues puisque la question les concerne, mais 
s'oppose a ce que ces :Etats aient plein droit de 
participation aux debats. En effet, depuis vingt
quatre mois, alors qu'un organe de l'Assemblee 
generale cherchait a obtenir les vues de ces Etats, 
ceux-ci se sont refuses a toute cooperation. La 
Premiere Commission va-t-elle done les recom
penser en leur accordant le statut qu'ils 
demandent ? La formule suggeree par les Etats
Unis represente un compromis acceptable. 

L . . . 
M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) md1que que parmi 

les accusations formulees par la Commission 
speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans sur 
lesquelles Ia Premiere Commission doit se faire sa 
propre opinion, figure precisement un pretendu 
refus de collaboration de certains Etats aux 
travaux de la Commission pour les Balkans. Ce 
serait done prejuger Ia question que de tenir 
compte de ces accusations a ce stade des debats. 
D'autre part, permettre a Ia Bulgarie eta l'Albanie 
de participer aux debats ne constitue pas une 
recompense, mais Ia recon~aissance d'un. droit 
elementaire. Les Etats-Ums suggerent, 11 est 
vrai, d'accorder a un Gouvernement avec lequel 
ils entretiennent des relations diplomatiques des 
droits plus restreints que ceux qui. ont ete accordes 
a l' Agence juive pour la Pal~stme ,?~ a~ Ha~t 
Comite arabe. Devant une attitude s1 Illogique, II 
est permis de se demander ce que redoutent les 
Etats-Unis. 



Mr. KISSELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) indicated that it would be interesting 
to hear Bulgaria and Albania both of which were 
directly accused in the long progress report of the 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans. 

How could the United Kingdom explain the 
difference in the attitude which it had adopted 
on the question of the participation of Trans
jordan and that of Albania and Bulgaria in the 
work of the First Committee ? The latter 
States should be allowed to take an active part 
in the work of the First Committee and any dis
crimination against them would be completely 
illogical. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) stated that, 
under the compromise solution proposed by the 
United States, the representatives of Bulgaria 
and Albania would be duly heard. 

It was, however, impossible to compare Bulgaria 
and Albania to Israel and Transjordan because, 
at its second session, the General Assembly had 
recognized by 40 votes to 6 that certain States 
had refused to co-operate with a subsidiary body 
of the United Nations (A/C.l/SR.62). It was 
impossible to say that the result of subsequent 
discussions was being prejudged if that vote were 
borne in mind. 

The solution proposed by the United States 
of America was a happy medium. Bulgaria 
and Albania could explain their points of view 
and reply to questions put to them, but the 
General Assembly would confirm its support 
of its Balkans Committee by not granting full 
right to participate in the discussions to the two 
States in question. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) stated that, far 
from representing a middle way, the suggestion 
of the United States was an attempt to deprive 
two sovereign States of their elementary right to 
be heard on a question which concerned them. 

The representative of the United Kingdom 
had talked of punishment and the protection of 
the subsidiary body of the General Assembly 
in the Balkans. But the real question was to 
find out whom the Special Committee on the 
Balkans was serving. The First Committee had 
not yet begun its consideration of the report of 
the Special Committee and the vote of 40 to 6 
referred to by Mr. McNeil could not prejudge 
the position which the General Assembly would 
adopt at its third session on the alleged refusal 
of certain States to co-operate. In order to 
form an opinion on that point, the First Committee 
should grant Bulgaria and Albania the right to 
participate fully in the discussions, as the Security 
Council had done. 

How was it that the United States and the 
United Kingdom, which in the Palestine question 
had stated that certain bodies or States must be 
granted the right to participate in the discussions, 
had so abruptly reversed their attitude ? 

Mr. BoGoMoLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) referred to the arguments of the United 
Kingdom representative, according to whom 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietfque· 
de Bielorussie) indique qu'il serait interessant 
d'entendre la Bulgarie et l' Albanie qui sont I' objet 
d'accusations directes dans le long rapport inte
rimaire de la Commission des Nations Unies· 
pour les Balkans. 

Comment le Royaume-Uni pourrait-il justifier 
les attitudes differentes qu'il adopte, pour la< 
participation, d'une part, de la Transjordanie et, 
d'autre part, de l'Albanie et de la Bulgarie aux 
travaux de la Premiere Commission ? Ces deux 
derniers Etats doivent pouvoir participer acti
vement aux travaux de la Premiere Commission 
et toute discrimination dont ils seraient victimes. 
serait absolument illogique. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare que, selon 
la solution de compromis des Etats-Unis, les repre
sentants de la Bulgarie et de I' Albanie seraient 
dument entendus. 

Mais il est impossible d'assimiler la Bulgarie et 
l'Albanie a Israel et a la Transjordanie, car 
I' Assemblee generale, au cours de sa deuxieme 
session, a deja reconnu par 40 voix contre 6 que 
certains Etats avaient refuse de cooperer avec un 
organisme de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
(AfC.lfSR.62). Il est done impossible de dire que 
l'on prejuge le resultat de debats ulterieurs 
lorsqu'en realite l'on tient compte de ce vote 
acquis. 

La solution proposee par les Etats-Unis 
constitue un juste milieu. La Bulgarie et l'Albanie 
pourraient exposer leur point de vue et repondre 
aux questions qu' on leur poserait, mais 1' Assemblee 
generale temoignerait de son appui a son organe 
dans les Balkans en n'accordant pas aux deux 
Etats plein droit de participation aux debats. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que la 
suggestion des Etats-Unis, loin de constituer un 
moyen terme, represente une tentative pour 
frustrer deux :Etats souverains de leur droit ele
mentaire de se faire entendre dans une question 
a laquelle ils soot interesses. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a parle de 
chatiment et de protection de l'organe de 
I' Assemblee dans les Balkans. Mais la question 
qui se pose est precisement de savoir qui la 
Commission pour les Balkans servait. Or, d'une 
part, la Premiere Commission n'a pas encore 
commence son examen du rapport de la 
Commission speciale pour les Balkans et, d'autre 
part, le vote de 40 voix contre 6 auquel a fait 
allusion M. McNeil ne saurait prejuger la position 
que I' Assemblee generale adoptera a sa troisieme 
session sur un pretendu refus de collaboration de 
la part de certains :Etats. Pour se faire une opinion 
sur ce point, la Premiere Commission doit preci
sement accorder a la Bulgarie et a l'Albanie le 
droit de participer pleinement aux debats, comme 
l'a fait le Conseil de securite. 

Mais comment se fait-il done que les Etats-Unis 
et le Royaume-Uni qui, dans la question d~ 
Palestine, declaraient qu'il fallait accorder a 
certains organismes ou :Etats le droit de participer 
aux debats, aient opere une si brusque volte-face ? 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) se refere aux arguments du 
representant du Royaume-Uni, suivant lequella 
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Bulgaria and Albania should be refused the same 
status as the representatives of Transjordan and 
Israel. 

In the first place, the fact that the two States 
had not yet stated their views was an added 
reason why they should be given the opportunity 
to be heard. So l\Ir. McNeil's second argument 
to the efiect that in the case of Israel and Trans
jordan a vote had been taken, need be no obstacle ; 
for if the First Committee now reached a unani
mous decision concerning the invitation to Albania 
and Bulgaria, a precedent analogous to the one 
invoked for Israel and Transjordan would have 
been establis'.1ed. Nothing could justify dis
crimination against Albania and Bulgaria. 

l.Ir. \V ATT (Australia) pointed out that at the 
General Assembly's last session, the First Com
mittee had asked Albania and Bulgaria whether 
they ''"ere ready to abide by the principles and 
provisions of the Charter in the settlement of the 
Greek question. \Vhen it failed to receive a 
satisfactory reply, the First Committee adopted 
the procedure whereby the representatives of 
each of the States concerned were to present a 
statement on the Greek question and were subse
quently to hold themselves at the disposal of the 
First Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the USSR pro
posal that Bulgaria should be invited to participate 
fully, but without the right to vote, in the First 
Committee 's discussions on the report of the 
Special Committee on the Balkans. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The USSR 
proposal was rejected by 28 voles to 6, with 15 abs
tentions. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) proposed 
that the Bulgarian and Albanian delegations 
should each be invited to make a statement on 
the Greek question and to place themselves at 
the Committee's disposal in order to answer any 
questions which might be put to them (A/C. 
1/349). 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) suggested that a 
paragraph should be added to the United States 
proposal, authorizing the representatives of Al
bania and Bulgaria to reply to any points, in the 
discussion of which they consider it necessary to 
participate. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) said that that 
amendment would constitute a challenge of the 
previous decision. 

Mr. KATz-SucnY (Poland) disagreed, for the 
wording was difierent and the invitation was not 
profierred in the same terms. In one case 
the representatives of Albania and Bulgaria were 
to participate in the discussions as observers ; 
whereas according to the United States proposal, 
they would be merely guests, probably sitting not 
with representatives but in the Press section, 
and would not participate officially in the work 
of the Committee. The Polish amendment 
would enable them to comment on any matter 
raised by the members of the Committee if they 
thought it necessary. They would thus commu-

Bulgarie et l' Albanie devraient se voir refuser 
l'egalite de statut avec les representants de la 
Transjordanie et d' Israel. 

En premier lieu, si les deux Etats n'ont pas 
encore expose leur point de vue, c'est la une raison 
de plus pour leur donner maintenant la possibilite 
de se faire entendre. Le second argument invoque 
par 1\I. McNeil consiste a dire qu'en ce qui concerne 
Israel et la Transjordanie, un vote est intervenu. 
Qu'a cela ne tienne 1 Si la Premiere Commission 
se prononce maintenant par un vote unanime sur 
!'invitation a adresser a l'Albanie eta la Bulgarie, 
un precedent sera cree, analogue a celui qu'on 
allegue en faveur d'Israel et de la Transjordanie. 
Rien ne saurait justifier une discrimination dont 
scraient victimes I' Albanie et la Bulgarie. 

1\1. WATT (Australie) rappelle qu'a Ia derniere 
session de l' Assembh\e generale, la Premiere 
Commission avait demande a l'Albanie et a Ia 
Bulgarie si elles etaient pretes a accepter !'appli
cation des principes et des regles de la Charte au 
reglement de Ia question grccque. La Premiere 
Commission, n'ayant pas obtenu de reponse 
satisfaisante sur ce point, avait adopte la formule 
scion laquelle les representants des Etats en 
question feraient chacun une declaration sur la 
question grecque et se tiendraient ensuite a la 
disposition de la Premiere Commission. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition du 
representant de I'URSS selon laquelle la Bulgarie 
serait invitee a participer pleinement aux debats 
de la Premiere Commission relatifs au rapport de 
Ia Commission spcciale des Nations Unies pour 
les Balkans sans droit de vote. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Par 28 voix contre 6, 
avec 15 abstentions, Ia proposition de l'URSS est 
rejelee. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) propose 
que les delegations de l'Albanie et de la Bulgarie 
soient invitees a faire chacune une declaration sur 
la question grecque et a se tenir a la disposition 
de la Commission afin de n\pondre a toute question 
qui pourrait leur etre posee (AJC.l/349). 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) propose d'ajouter a 
la proposition des Etats-Unis un paragraphe 
suivant lequel les representants de la Bulgarie et 
de l' Albanie seraient auto rises a fa ire des decla
rations au sujet des questions soulevees au cours 
de la discussion par les membres de la Commission. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare que cet 
amendement aboutit a remettre en question le 
vote precedent. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare qu'il n'en 
est rien car la redaction est difierente et 
l'invitati~n n'est pas faite de la meme maniere. 
Dans le premier cas, les r~presenta':t.s de la 
Bulgarie et de l' Albanie devment part1c1per aux 
debats en qualite d'observateurs ; lis serarent, ~u 
contraire, selon la proposition des Etats-Ums, 
simplement des invites qui probableme~t ne 
siegeraient pas avec les represent~D;ts, n:ta1s par 
exemple avec Ia presse et ne part1c1pera1e~t ,Pas 
officiellement aux travaux de Ia Commrsswn. 
Selon l'amendement de la Pologne~ ils p~urrai~nt 
apporter une reponse s'ils le jugea1ent necessarre, 
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nicate with the Chairman, and the latter could 
call on them. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) stated 
that his delegation could not accept the Polish 
amendment for two reasons : in the first place, 
as the United Kingdom representative had pointed 
out, the amendment's primary result would be 
to give the representatives of Albania and Bul
garia what might be called de jure right to be 
present. 

:Mr. Dulles reminded the meeting that the two 
countries had refused to co-operate with the 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans 
and, at the last session of the General Assembly, 
tn accept the obligations set forth in the Charter. 
They were to be present, therefore, not because 
they had the right to be, but because, in a spirit 
of fairness, the Committee wished to invite them 
to reply to questions which it might put to them. 

In the second place, logic should move the 
Committee to adopt, without further waste of 
time, a decision such as the one taken the previous 
year, which events had fully justified. 

~ir. BoGoMoLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) supported the Polish proposal. 

:Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) stated that the 
United States delegation was attempting to place 
the Albanian and Bulgarian representatives in the 
position of defendants. It seemed to proceed 
on the assumption that those States had offended 
the First Committee and violated the Charter 
and therefore had to appear before their judges: 

Mr. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that the United States and the 
United Kingdom were seeking to impose on 
Bulgaria and Albania conditions which would 
lead them either to refuse to participate in the 
discussions or, at least, would prevent them from 
revealing the real situation, which it was in the 
intere,.;t of the United States and the United 
K ingdom to keep hidden. 

:\ir. EL-KHoum (Syria) asked whether accord
ing to the provisions of the United States 
proposa l, the representatives of Albania and 
Bulgaria would have the right to make one or 
several statements, and how the time and the 
subject of the statements would be determined. 
Could Albania and Bulgaria speak whenever they 
'\\ished ? If so, the result would be the same as 
that which the Polish proposal sought. Or would 
it be for the Chairman to call on them whenever 
he deemed fit ? 

The CHAIRMAN read the United States proposal 
(A.fC.l/349) : 

" The First Committee decides to hear the 
statements of the Bulgarian and Albanian dele
gations on the Greek question and requests them 
to place themselves at the disposal of the 
Committee in order to reply to any questions which 
may be put to them. " 

He then read the Polish amendment : 

a propos de n'importe quel point souleve par les 
membres de Ia Commission. Ainsi leur serait-il 
possible de prendre contact avec le President et 
au President de leur permettre de parler. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
que sa delegation ne peut accepter l'amendement 
de la Pologne pour deux raisons : d'une part, cet 
amendement equivaudrait essentiellement, comme 
l'a indique le representant du Royaume-Uni, a 
permettre aux representants de l'Albanie et de la 
Bulgarie d'etre presents pour ainsi dire de droit, 

M. Dulles rappelle que ces deux pays ont 
refuse de cooperer avec la Commission speciale 
des Nations Unies pourles Balkans et, ala derniere 
session de I' Assemblee generale, de s'engager a 
accepter les principes de Ia Charte. lis ne seraient 
done pas presents de droit, mais parce que la 
Commission, dans un esprit de justice, les invi
terait a repondre aux questions qu'elle pourrait 
leur poser. 

En second lieu, un souci de logique devrait 
amener la Premiere Commission a adopter, sans 
plus perdre de temps, une decision conforme a 
celle de l'an passe, que les evenements n'ont fait 
que justifier. 

M. BoaoMOLOV (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) se prononce en faveur de 
Ia proposition de la Pologne. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que Ia 
delegation des Etats-Unis voudrait voir les repre
sentants de I'Albanie et de la Bulgarie comparaitre 
en accuses. Il s'agit done de tenir pour acquis que 
ces Etats ont offense la Premiere Commission et 
viole la Charte et doivent en consequence affronter 
leurs juges. 

M. T ARASSENKo (Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine) declare que les Etats-Unis 
et le Royaume-Uni cherchent a imposer a 
I' Albanie et a la Bulgarie des conditions qui, ou 
bien les ameneront a refuser de participer aux 
debats, ou en tout cas les empecheront d'exposer 
la situation veritable, sur laquelle le Royaume
Uni et les Etats-Unis sont directement interesses 
a ce qu' on ne fasse pas la lumiere. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) demande si, selon la 
proposition des Etats-Unis, les reprcsentants de 
l'Albanie et de Ia Bulgarie feraient une ou 
plusieurs declarations. Comment, d'autre part, 
seraient delimites le moment et le sujet de ces 
declarations ? Si l'Albanie et la Bulgarie peuvent 
faire une declaration toutes les fois qu'elles le 
desirent, ie resultat sera le meme que si Ia propo
sition de la Pologne etait acceptee. Ou bien, au 
contraire, serait-ce au President de leur demander 
de faire une declaration lorsqu'ille jugerait bon ? 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture de Ia proposition 
des Etats-Unis (A/C.l /349) : 

«La Premiere Commission decide d'entendre 
les declarations que les delegations bulgares et 
albanaise ont a faire dans la question grecque, et 
les prie de se tenir a Ia disposition de l~ 
Commission pour repondre aux questions qm 
pourraient leur etre posees. )) 

Le President donne ensuite lecture de !'amen
dement de Ia Pologne : 
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" ... and authorizes them to make statements in 
reply to, or in connexion with, questions raised 
during the debate by the members of the 
Committee ". 

The Polish amendment was rejected by 30 votes 
to 6, with 14 abstentions. 

l\Ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland) stated that the 
United States delegationas well as the majority of 
the Committee had, by rejecting the Polish amend
ment, denied the Albanian and Bulgarian Govern
ments the right granted to any defendant, 
namely, the right to reply to the statements 
of witnesses or to any statements connected with 
his case. The Polish delegation therefore could 
not accept the United States proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN put the United States proposal 
(A/C.1f349) to the vote. 

The proposal was adopted by 39 voles to 6, with 6 
abstentions. 

LETTER DATED 22 OCTOBER 1948 ADDRESSED 
TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FIRST COMMITTEE BY 
THE YUGOSLAV DELEGATION, . TRANSMITTING A 
DRAFT RESOLUTION INVITING THE PROVISIONAL 
GovERNMENT OF GREECE TO PARTICIPATE IN 
THE EXA:.HNATION OF THE GREEK QUESTION BY 
THE FIRsT CoMMITTEE (A/C.1/348). 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that his dele
gation proposed that the Provisional Democratic 
Government of Greece should be invited primarily 
for two kinds of reason. In the first place, no 
organ of the United Nations had ever heard the 
point of view of the Greek democratic movement 
or, in a more concrete way, of the general staff 
of the democratic army or of the Provisional 
Government. In fact, the Commission of Inquiry 
into Greek frontier incidents which had been 
formed to make contact with the general staff of 
the democratic army had showed so much ill will 
in the accomplishment of its task that only the 
USSR and Polish representatives had met General 
Markos. As to the body called the United 
Nations Special Committee on the Balkans, it had 
not even attempted to disguise its partiality, 
either in the. question of contacts with the demo
cratic army or the Provisional Democratic 
Government or in any other question. Now 
the Provisional Democratic Government had 
applied to the General Assembly formally 
requesting a hearing by the United Nations. 

In the second place - and that was perhaps a 
still more decisive factor than the desire to be well 
informed - the Provisional Democratic Govern
ment now recalled its former statements in which, 
in spite of the military successes won, it had 
declared itself in favour of a democratic under
standing and reconciliation. According to the 
memorandum of the Provisional Democratic 
Government, it was that democratic solution, 
excluding any possibility of fraud, which the 
United Nations should attempt to reach. 

(( ... et seront autorises a faire des declarations 
au sujet des questions soulevees au cours de la 
discussion par les membres de la Commission, 
ou en liaison avec ces memes points». 

!viis aux voix, l' amendement de la Pologne est 
rejete par 30 voix contre 6, avec 14 abstentions. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que la dele
gation des Etats-Unis ainsi que la majorite de Ia 
Commission, en refusant d'accepter l'amendement 
de la Pologne, a denie aux Gouvernements de 
l' Albanie et de la Bulgarie le droit qu'on reconnait 
a. n'importe quel accuse, c'est-a-dire le droit de 
repondre aux declarations de temoins ou a toutes 
declarations relatives a son cas. La delegation de 
la Pologne ne peut done accepter la proposition 
des Etats-Unis. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
la delegation des :Etats-Unis (AjC.l/349). 

Par 39 voix contre 6, avec 6 abstentions, Ia 
proposition est adoptee. 

LETTRE EN DATE DU 22 OCTOBRE 1948 ADRESSEE 
AU PRESIDENT DE LA PREMIERE COMMISSIO~ 
PAR LA DELEGATION DE YoUGOSLAVIE TRANS· 
METTANT UN PROJET DE RESOLUTION INVITANT 
LE GouvERNEMENT PROVISOIRE DE LA GRECE 
A PARTICIPER A L'EXAMEN, PAR LA PREMIERE 
COMMISSION, DE LA QUESTION GRECQUE 
(AJC.l /348). 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) indique que sa dele
gation propose d'inviter le Gouvernement demo
cratique provisoire de la Grece essentiellement 
pour des raisons de deux sortes. En premier lieu, 
aucun organe des Nations Unies n'a jamais 
entendu le point de vue du mouvement demo· 
cratique grec ou, de fa9on plus concrete, de l'etat
major de l'armee democratique ou encore du 
gouvernement provisoire. En effet, le groupe de 
la Commission d'enquete sur les incidents survenus 
le long de la frontiere grecque, qui avait ete cons
titue pour prendre contact avec l'etat-major. de 
l'armee democratique, a fait preuve de tant de 
mauvaise volonte dans l'accomplissement de sa 
tache que seuls les representants de l'URSS et de 
la Pologne se sont rencontres avec le general 
Markos. Quant a l' organisme qu' on appelle la 
Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour les 
Balkans il n'a pas meme tente de dissimuler sa 
partialite, qu'il s'agisse des contacts avec l'ar!fiee 
democratique ou le Gouvernement democratlque 
provisoire, ou de toute autre question. Or, le 
Gouvernement democratique provisoire vient de 
s'adresser a l' Assemblee generale pour demander 
formellement a etre entendu par !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. 

En second lieu - et ceci est peut-etre un facteur 
plus decisif encore que le souci ~·etre bie?
informe - Ie Gouvernement democratrque provi
soire rappelle aujourd'hui ses declar~tion~. a~te
rieures dans lesquelles, malgre les succes mllrta1res 
obtenus, il s'etait prononce en fav~ur d'un~ entente 
et d'une reconciliation democratrques. C est. c~~t~ 
solution democratique excluant toute. poss1bii~te 
de fraude que !'Organisation des Na~wns Umes 
devrait essayer de trouver, selon le m~m_orandum 
du Gouvernement democratique provisoire. 
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Had the United Nations not been created to 
serve the cause of peace ? How then could it fail 
to welcome General Markos' offer ? 

It might be said that the Provisional Demo
cratic Government was not a recognized govern
ment. But the United Nations had often invited 
non-governmental organs, or non-recognized 
governments, such as the Jewish Agency for 
Palestine, the Arab Higher Committee, the 
Government of Israel and that of Jamal el 
Husseini, which were only recognized by a certain 
number of Governments. It was a question of 
listening to the voice of public opinion and, in the 
spirit of the Charter, of neglecting nothing which 
might serve the aims of the Organization. In the 
same way it was desirable for the First Committee 
to invite a representative of the Provisional 
Democratic Government of Greece. 

Mr. PrPINELIS (Greece) was glad that the 
Yugoslav delegation had departed from its usual 
stubborn defence of a narrow interpretation of 
national sovereignty. Certain recent events in the 
Balkans might make that new attitude of 
Yugoslavia very useful, if Yugoslav affairs should 
be brought before the General Assembly. 

For the moment, however, the question before 
the First Committee was that of " threats to the 
political independence and territorial integrity 
of Greece ". The Yugoslav delegation was seeking 
to provoke a discussion on the internal affairs of 
Greece by broadening the concept of national 
sovereignty. Indeed, the Yugoslav draft reso
lution (A/C.l J348) stated that the General 
Assembly " has not hitherto been informed 
directly on the situation in Greece ", and that the 
President of the Provisional Democratic Govern
ment of Greece had again declared that his 
Government " was ready for a democratic and 
loyal understanding ". But the General 
Assembly alone could decide to substitute a 
discussion on the internal affairs of Greece for a 
debate of international nature. Even then, of 
course, the question would arise as to whether 
the Assembly itself could contravene the provi
sions of the Charter concerning the national 
competence of Members of the Organization. 

The wording of the question at present on the 
agenda was not accidental. In December 1946, 
the Security Council had formed a Commission of 
Investigation whose terms of reference were to 
examine the Greek problem as a whole, and which 
was competent to summon civil servants, repre
sentatives of the different organizations and even 
private individuals. The report of that body gave 
a general picture of the question at present being 
discussed by the First Committee. But the 
Commission of Investigation had eliminated all 
internal questions and dealt essentially with the 
direct intervention of neighbouring States on 
Greek territory. 

As a result of the debates in August 1947inthe 
Security Council, various proposals of the USSR 
and Polish delegations aimed, on the one hand, at 
placing the problem in the field of Greek internal 

Or, !'Organisation des Nations Unies n'a-t-elle 
pas ete creee pour servir Ia cause de la paix ? 
Comment pourrait-elle done ne pas saisir l'offre 
du general Markos ? 

Dira-t-on que le gouvernement democratique 
provisoire n'est pas un gouvernement reconnu ? 
Mais !'Organisation des Nations Unies a souvent 
invite des organes non gouvernementaux ou bien 
des gouvernements non reconnus, tels que 
l'Agence juive pour la Palestine, le Haut Comite 
arabe, le Gouvernement d'Israel et celui de 
Djemal el Husseini qui ne sont reconnus que par 
un certain nombre de Gouvernements. C'est qu'il 
s'agissait d'entendre la voix de !'opinion publique 
et, dans l' esprit de la Charte, de ne rien negliger 
pour servir les fins de !'Organisation. II convient 
done que la Premiere Commission invite un repre
sentant du gouvernement democratique provi
soire de la Grece. 

M. PrPINELIS (Grece) se felicite de ce que Ia 
delegation yougoslave se departisse de sa defense 
farouche habituelle d'une interpretation etroite 
de l'idee de souverainete nationale. Certains 
evenements recents des Balkans pourraient 
rendre tres utile cette nouvelle attitude de Ia 
Yougoslavie, dans le cas ou les affaires de Yougo
slavie seraient portees devant l'Assemblee 
generale. 

Mais pour le moment, la question devant la 
Premiere Commission est celle des « menaces a 
l'independance politique et a l'integrite t errito
riale de la Grece ». Or la delegation yougoslave 
cherche, en elargissant le concept de souverainete 
nationale, a provoquer une discussion sur les 
affaires interieures de la Grece. En effet, on peut 
lire dans le projet de resolution de Ia Yougoslavie 
(AJC.1j348) que l'Assemblee generale « n'a pas 
ete jusqu'ici informee directement sur la situation 
en Grece » et que le « President du gouvernement 
democratique provisoire de la Grece >> a declare 
de nouveau que son gouvernement « etait pret 
a une entente democratique et loyale >>. Mais 
seule I' Assemblee generale pourrait decider de 
substituer a un debat de caractere international 
une discussion sur les affaires interieures de la 
Grece. Encore la question se poserait-elle, bien 
entendu, de sa voir si I' Assemblee elle-meme 
pourrait contrevenir aux dispositions de la Charte 
relatives a la competence nationale des Membres 
de !'Organisation. 

Le Iibelle de la question actuellement a l'ordre 
du jour n'est pas le fruit du hasard. En 
decembre 1946, le Conseil de securite avait cree 
une Commission d' enquete dont le mandat 
etait d'examiner !'ensemble du probleme grec 
et qui avait qualite pour convoquer des fonction
naires, des representants des differentes organi
sations et meme de simples particuliers. Le 
rapport de cet organisme constituait un tableau 
general de Ia question dont traite actuelle_m~nt 
Ia Premiere Commission. Mais la Commission 
d'enquete avait elimine toute question d'ordre 
interieur et traite essentiellement de !'intervention 
directe des :Etats voisins de Ia Grece en territoire 
hellenique. . 

A Ia suite des debats d'aout 1947 au Consell 
de securite, diverses propositions des delegations 
de l'URSS et de Ia Pologne, tendant, d'une p~rt, 
a placer Ie probleme sur le terrain des affarres 
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affairs and, on the other hand, at casting responsi
bility for all the difficulties on the Greek Govern
ment. A proposal of the United States represen
tative, pbcing the question in its true setting, that 
of the relations between Greece and its neigh
bouring countries, had been approved by the 
maj ority of the Council but vetoed by the USSR 
(S/552). 

As the result of the action taken by the United 
States delegation, the question had been brought 
before the General Assembly which, on the 
21 October 1947, had set up the United Nations 
Special Committee on the Balkans. The reso
lution 109 (II) of October 1947, passed by the 
General Assembly, showed that the problem had 
been correctly stated as being that of the relations 
between Greece and its neighbours, and of the 
violati ons by the latter of international law and of 
the decisions of the General Assembly. The First 
Com:-nittee could not therefore now take a decision 
in any other sense without prior consent of the 
General Assembly. 

With regard to the so-called General I\1arkos, 
moreover, he was so popular in certain countries 
bordering Greece that voices would not be lacking 
to defend his point of view. That popularity of 
I\Iarkos in Yugoslavia and in Albania had been 
the reason for a decision taken by the United 
Nations Special Committee on the Balkans (A/574) 
the very day after the creation of the " Provisional 
Democratic Greek Government ", according to 
which " a recognition, even de facio " of that 
movement " followed by direct or indirect aid and 
assistance to an insurrectionary movement ... would 
constitute a grave threat to the maintenance of 
international peace and security ". In view of 
such a decision, taken by the Special Committee 
on the spot and with full knowledge of the facts, 
how could the First Committee take a decision 
which, however mild it might appear, could not 
fail to have substantial political effect ? 

The Yugoslav delegation itself had certainly 
taken care to point out that it was merely a 
question of hearing the opinion of a certain Greek 
political movement, and not of a de jure recog
nition. In actual fact, however, it was the 
question of a certain degree of de facio recognition, 
and of a certain acceptance of a government which 
called itself the Democratic Greek Government. 

The Greek delegation was anxious to draw the 
First Committee's attention to the very important 
political consequences which the implicit limited 
recognition sought by the Yugoslav delegation 
might have. 

The Greek delegation was also anxious to recall 
that it had always adopted a very liberal interpre
tation of national sovereignty. It had given full 
support to the United Nations Special Committee 
on the Balkans and to all the other organs of the 
General Assembly. Generally speaking, Greece 
thought that national sovereignty, far from being 
sacrosanct, should be diminished more and more, 
since that was the only method of ensuring the 
peace of the world and the independance of the 
small countries. There were, however, certain 

interieures de la Grece et, d'autre part, a rejeter 
sur le Gouvernement grec la responsabilite de 
toutes les difficultes, avaient ete rejetees par le 
Conseil. U ne proposition du representant des 
Etats-Unis qui pla<;ait la question dans son cadre 
veritabk, celui des relations de Ia Grece et des 
pays voisins, avait ete votee par Ia majorite du 
Conseil mais avait ete !'objet d'un veto de 
l'URSS (S /552). 

A Ia suite d'une initiative de Ia delegation des 
Etats-Unis, la question avait etc portee devant 
l'Assemblee generale qui, le 21 octobre 1947, 
instituait la Commission des Nations Unies pour 
les Balkans. II suffit de lire Ia resolution 109 (II) 
de l'Assemblee generale d'octobre 1947 pourvoir 
que le probleme avait ete correctement pose 
comme etant celui des rapports de Ia Grece avec 
ses voisins et des violations par ces derniers des 
reglcs du droit et des decisions de l' Assemblee 
generale. La Premiere Commission ne pourrait 
done aujourd'hui prendre une decision dans un 
autre sens sans que l'Assemblee generale eut 
statue au prealable. 

En ce qui concerne d'autre part le soi-disant 
general Markos, il est si populaire dans certains 
pays voisins de la Grece qu'il ne manquera pas 
de voix pour defendre son point de vue. Cette 
popularite de Markos en Y ougoslavie et en Albanie 
a meme ete a l'origine d'une decision de la 
Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour les 
Balkans (A/574), prise au lendemain meme de 
Ia constitution du «Gouvernement democratique 
proviso ire grec » et selon laquelle « une reconnais
sance meme de facto» de ce mouvement «suivi 
d'une aide ou assistance directe ou indirecte a ce 
mouvement insurrectionnel constituerait... une 
menace grave pour le maintien de la paix inter
nationale et de la securite ». En presence d'une 
semblable decision, que la Commission pour les 
Balkans a prise sur les ·lieux et en pleine 
connaissance de cause, comment Ia Premiere 
Commission pourrait-elle prendre une decision 
qui, pour benigne qu'elle puisse paraitre, ne 
manquerait pas de produire des effets politiques 
considerables ? 

Sans doute la delegation de la Yougoslavie 
elle-meme a-t-elle soin de signaler qu'il ne s'agit 
que d'entendre l'opinion d'un certain mouvement 
politique grec et non d'une reconnaissance de jure. 
Mais en fait il s'agirait d'un certain degre . de 
reconnaissance de facio , d'une certaine acceptatwn 
d'un Gouvernement qui s'appelle le Gouvernement 
democratique de la Grece. 

La delegation de la Grece tient a attirer l'atte~
tion de la Premiere Commission sur les conse
quences politiques tres importantes que pou:rait 
avoir la reconnaissance implicite limitee qm est 
l'objectif poursuivi par la delegation de la 
Yougoslavie. , 

La delegation hellenique tient, d'aut:e part, .a 
rappeler qu'elle a toujours eu un~ attitude tres 
large en ce qui concerne la notwn de sou~e~ 
rainete nationale. Elle a donne tout son appm a 
la Commission speciale des Nations Uni~s pour 
les Balkans et a tons les autres organes de I Assem
blee generale. D'une maniere gen_eral~, Ia. Grece 
considere que Ia notion de souveramete natwnale, 
bienloin d'etre sacro-sainte, doit etre l'objet d'un 
retrecissement progressif qui seul peut assu~er 
la paix du monde et l'inctependance des petits 
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limits to that process. Those limits had been laid 
down in the Charter of the United Nations on the 
one hand, and on the other hand in the unwritten 
charter of international conduct, according to 
which a lawful government set up freely in accord
ance with accepted democratic procedure, should 
not be harrassed by disloyal nationals, who, in no 
matter what country and in Yugoslavia itself, 
would be liable to the severest penalties. 

It was therefore regrettable that, from the 
beginning of a debate which concerned the very 
life of a nation and in which the good faith of 
certain countries was in question, the Yugoslav 
delegation had put forth a proposal which could 
not but offend a self-respecting government. 

The CHAffiMAN pointed out that the Secretariat 
had received a letter, written in Greek and 
translated into English and French, bearing the 
signature of Markos and coming from the Ministry 
for Foreign Affairs of the Democratic Greek 
Government. That document would be trans
lated and distributed by the Secretariat. 

Mr. UGON (Uruguay) stated that his delegation 
had always wished to give a hearing to those who 
had a rightful interest to defend, in accordance with 
the provisions of Articles 31 and 32 of the Charter; 
it could not, however, agree to invite a represen
tative of a movement led by General Markos, for 
Article 32, which had been invoked, provided for 
the h earing of a representative of a State, while 
the group led by General Markos was neither a 
State nor a government. Moreover, that group 
was not a party to the dispute. The Committee 
should in fact examine not the internal affairs of 
Greece, but only whether the support of the 
northern neighbours of Greece given to the group 
led by Markos constituted a threat to peace. For 
those reasons Mr. Ugon thought that an invitation 
extended to a representative of General Markos 
would constitute an unacceptable precedent. 

l\Ir. McNEIL (United Kingdom) said that he 
appreciated the dignified and precise manner 
in v·:hich the representatives of Greece and Uruguay 
had examined the question. He was, however, 
astonished that Mr. Behler had submitted a 
proposal of such a nature. The Yugoslav proposal 
spoke of Markos as president of a government, but 
it should be ascertained by whom he had been 
elected, who had entrusted him with his powers, 
and under what constitution he was exercising 
them. The so-called Provisional Government had · 
none of the legal characteristics of a Government. 

It was a bare-faced insult to the Committee 
to ask it to hear a representative of a so-called 
president of a so-called Provisional Democratic 
Greek Government which was not recognized by 
any member of the Committee. With regard to 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of that so-called 
government, nobody knew it and nobody knew 
where its offices were. 

In fact the title which Mr. Markos had adopted 
was common to brigands or pirates. In the case 
of Mr. Markos, however, it was not the question 
of a brigand pure and simple, but rather of a 
puppet. Why should the Committ_ee hear the 
puppet, when it could no doubt hear 1ts masters ? 

pays. II existe toutefois certaines limites a cette 
evolution. Ces limites sont inscrites dans la 
Charte des Nations Unies d'une part, et d'autre 
part dans la charte non ecrite de la decence 
internationale selon laquelle un gouvernement 
legitime, constitue librement selon Ies procedes 
democratiques classiques, ne saurait etre confronte 
avec des ressortissants deloyaux qui, dans n'im
porte que! pays et en Yougoslavie meme, seraient 
passibles des peines les plus severes. 

Il est done regrettable que, des le debut d'un 
debat oil il y va de la vie meme d'une nation 
et oil se trouve en cause la loyaute de certains 
autres pays, la Yougoslavie ait pris !'initiative 
d'une proposition qui ne pouvait que blesser 
un gouvernement qui se respecte. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le Secretariat a 
re<;u une lettre ecrite en grec et traduite en 
anglais et en fran<;ais portant la signature de 
Markos, emanant de la Democratic grecque, 
ministere des Affaires etrangeres. Ce document 
sera traduit et distribue par les soins du 
Secretariat. 

M. UGON (Uruguay) declare que sa delegation 
a toujours ete d'avis d'entendre tous ceux qui 
ont un interet legitime a defendre, conformement 
aux dispositions des Articles 31 et 32 dela Charte. 
Toutefois, elle ne peut admettre d' inviter un 
representant du mouvement dirige par le 
general Markos, car l'Article 32 que l'on invoque 
envisage !'audition de representants d'un Etat, 
alors que le groupe que dirige le general Markos 
n'est ni un Etat, ni un gouvernement, De plus, 
ce groupe n'est pas partie au differend. En effet, 
la Commission n'a pas a etudier le regime interieur 
de la Grece mais uniquement le point de sa voir si 
l'appui des voisins du nord de la Grece au groupe
ment de Markos constitue une menace a la paix. 
Pour ces raisons, la delegation de !'Uruguay 
estime qu'inviter un representant du genera 
Markos constituerait un precedent inadmissible 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni), en rendant hom
mage a la fa<;on digne et precise dont les reprc
sentants de la Grece et de l'Uruguay ont examine 
la question, s'etonne que M. Behler ait presente 
une telle proposition. La proposition yougoslave 
parle de Markos comme d'un president de gouver
nement, mais il faudrait savoir par qui il a ete 
elu, de qui il tient ses pouvoirs, et en vertu de 
quelle constitution il les exerce. Ce soi-disant 
Gouvernement provisoire n'a aucune des caracte
ristiques juridiques d'un gouvernement. 

C'est une effronterie et une insulte a la Commis
sion que de lui demander d'entendre un repre
sentant d'un soi-disant president d'un soi-disant 
Gouvernement provisoire democratique de Grece 
qui n'est reconnu par aucun membre de la Commis
sion. Quant au ministre des Affaires etrangeres 
de ce soi-disant gouvernement, personne ne le 
connait, personne ne sait ou sont ses bureaux. 

En fait, le titre que M. Markos se donne est 
celui que les brigands ou les pirates s'attribue~t 
quelquefois. Mais, dans le cas de M. Markos, il 
ne s'agit meme pas d'un brigand pur et sim~le ; 
il s'agit plutot d'une marionnette. Pourqu01 la 
Commission devrait-elle entendre la marionnette, 
quand elle peut, sans doute, ecouter ses maitres ? 
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The legitimate Government of Greece was 
represented on the Committee and no one had 
questioned the credentials of its representatives. 
In those circumstances it would be ludicrous to 
address an invitation to a so-called Government 
of Greece. 

Mr. BoGoMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that the Committee's 
aim in examining that question was to form an 
opinion of the conditions prevailing in the Balkans 
and, if possible, to find a remedy for the situation. 
He felt that Mr. McNeil's unjustifiable anger 
towards General Markos would not facilitate the 
Committee's task of seeking an impartial 
settlement, which concerned not only the Balkans 
but the whole of Europe. 

At the time of the discussion on the Palestine 
question, invitations had been issued to the States 
concerned and to representatives of non-govern
mental organizations because the First Committee 
wanted to examine the question seriously. \Vhy 
should it be alleged, therefore, when it came to 
Greece, that such an invitation would constitute 
interference in Greek internal affairs ? Its only 
aim was to allow an objective study through the 
hearing of the various parties concerned. The 
USSR delegation supported the Yugoslav 
proposal ; it was not a violation of the principles 
of the United Nations. 

Mr. DEBA YLE (Nicaragua) said his delegation 
was opposed to the Yugoslav proposal as the 
question before the Committee was the exami
nation of the differences between Greece and her 
three northern neighbours and not the settlement 
of Greek internal affairs. Furthermore, the legiti
mate Government of Greece was represented on 
the Committee and General Markos' revolu
tionary movement had not been officially granted 
the status of a belligerent. Lastly, the legal basis 
of the authority exercised by Markos over part 
of the Greek territory was not known ; to agree 
to hear one of his representatives would be 
tantamount to an implicit recognition of his 
authority and that would create too dangerous a 
precedent. For those reasons the delegation of 
Nicaragua was opposed to the Yugoslav resolution. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) regretted the insults 
which had been uttered by Mr. McNeil and felt 
that the latter's attitude was inadmissible. 

The Polish delegation regarded the question as 
extremely serious and supported the Yugoslav 
proposal, which could in no way prejudge the 
settlement of the problem, for it was essential 
that the Committee should be acquainted with a 
certain number of facts and proofs. 

He pointed out that there were precedents to 
support that view : when the Security Council 
invited the Government of the Indonesian 
Republic to take part in the discussion on the 
In~onesian q~estion, the United States represen
tative had pomted out that the invitation would 
in no way prejudge his position regarding the 

De plus, le Gouvernement legitime de Grece 
est represente au sein de cette Commission et 
personne n'a conteste les pouvoirs de ses reprC
sentants. Ne serait-il pas ridicule, dans ce cas, 
d'adresser une invitation a un soi-disant gouver
nement de Ia Grece ? 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) fait remarquer que le 
but de la Commission en examinant cette question 
est de se faire une opinion des conditions qui 
regnent dans les Balkans et, si possible, de trouver 
un remede a la situation. II estime que la colere 
injustifiee dont a fait preuve M. McNeil a l'egard 
du general Markos ne facilitera pas Ia tache de 
la Commission dans sa recherche d'une solution 
impartiale qui interesse non seulement les Balkans, 
mais toute l'Europe. 

Lors de l'examen de la question palestinienne, 
des invitations avaient ete lancees aux :Etats 
interesses, de meme qu'aux representants 
d'organisations non gouvernementales, car la 
Premiere Commission voulait etudier serieusement 
la question. Pourquoi pretend-on, en ce qui 
concerne la Grece, que cette invitation consti
tuerait une ingerence dans les affaires interieures 
de la Grece, alors qu'elle a seulement pour but 
de permettre une etude objective grace a !'audi
tion des differentes parties interessees ? La dele
gation de l'URSS appuie la proposition yougo
slave, qui ne constitue pas une violation des 
principes de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

M. DEBAYLE (Nicaragua) declare que sa dele
gation s'oppose a la proposition yougoslave, car 
la question qui doit etre examinee par la Commis
sion n'est pas lc reglement d'affaires interieures 
grecques mais l' examen de controverses entre 
la Grece, d'une part, et ses trois voisins septen
trionaux, d'autre part. De plus, le Gouvernement 
legitime de la Grece est represente a la Commis
sion et le mouvement revolutionnaire du general 
Markos ne s'est pas vu reconnaitre officiellement 
le statut de belligerant. Enfin, les bases juridiques 
sur lesquelles repose l'autorite qu'exerce Markos 
sur une partie du territoire grec ne soot 
pas connues ; accepter d'entendre un de ses 
representants, equivaudrait a reconnaitre impli
citement son autorite, ce qui creerait un 
precedent tres dangereux. Pour ces raisons,. la 
delegation du Nicaragua s'oppose a la resolutwn 
yougoslave. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) regrette les insultes 
qui ont ete proferees par M. McNeil ; il estime 
que pareille attitude est inacceptable. 

La delegation polonaise, consideran~ Ia question 
comme particulierement grave, appu.Ie la ~:opo
sition yougoslave, qui ne peut en nen preJuger 
la solution du probleme. Le but de ~ette prop?" 
sition est essentiellement de presenter a Ia CommiS· 
sion un certain nombre de faits et de preuves. 

M. Katz-Suchy fait remarquer qu'il,. y ~ d~ja 
des precedents dans ce sens : .lors. ~e lmvitatwn 
adressee par le Conseil de secun~e au Go_uyer
nement de la Republique d'Indon_esie d~ parhc1per 
aux debats sur la question m~ones~e~~e, le 
representant des Etats-Uni~ ava1~ precise. que 
cette invitation ne prejugerait en nen sa positiOn 
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recognition or the non-recognition of the Indo
nesian Government. Furthermore, during the 
discussion on the Palestine question, represen
tatives of the Palestinian population had been 
invited without any query as to their credentials 
or the constitution on which they were based. 
Why should not the same rules be applied in 
connexion with the Greek question ? 

Mr. McNeil asked who Markos was. Was he 
unaware that Markos had liberated Salonika in 
1944, as the British commanding officer himself 
had stated ? Replying to the accusation that 
:J\farkos was a pirate, the Polish representative 
quoted an article in the New York Herald Tribune 
of 25 July 1948, which admitted that the Greek 
army, supported by the United States, was not 
fighting against bandits but against sincere soldiers 
who were fighting desperately because of their 
serious grievances. He also quoted an article from 
the New York Post of 18 December 1947, which 
stated that the partisans were in control of two
thirds of Greece's territory. Those articles and 
other testimonies showed that the Government of 
the Greek democratic movement exercised a de 
facto authority, and in. the course of history de facto 
governments often became de jure governments. 

Contrary to Mr. McNeil's allegations, General 
Markos' movement dated as far back as the 
British occupation and the United States inter
vention in Greece. It had been born during the 
struggle against the Germans and if it now 
extended throughout Greece, that was because 
foreign intervention had prevented the Greeks 
from reaching a peaceful settlement. On 
10 August 1947, the democratic army had set 
up administrative organizations to administer the 
liberated territories until the formation of a 
government ; moreover, recent actions relating 
to the organization of popular power, popular 
justice and land reform, testified to the existence 
of an undeniable de facio authority. 

Was there any reason w by the Committee should 
not hear a representative of General Markos ? 
The first Balkan Commission had established 
contact with Markos' men. That Commission's 
report had touched on the internal situation in 
Greece and in particular on the status of political 
and national minorities. The United States, 
the United Kingdom and Greece alleged that the 
situation was solely due to the support the armed 
bands received from Albania, Bulgaria and 
Yugoslavia, while another group of States main
tained that present difficulties were mainly due 
to the internal situation in Greece. The Greek 
liaison officer himself had expressed regret in the 
supplementary report of the Special Committee 
on the Balkans, of 16 September 1948 (A/644, 
page 26), that the latter had been unable to 
establish contact with General Markos. It would 
be useful for the Committee to hear General 
Markos, representatives, who would be able 
to state their grievances and explain why they had 
not allowed the Special Committee to enter their 
territory. That would not imply any recognition 
or . any decision bearing upon the future 
attitude of various delegations towards the Athens 
Government or the Markos government. 

quant a Ia reconnaissance ou a Ia non-reconnais
sance du Gouvernement de l'lndonesie. De plus, 
dans l'examen de Ia question palestinienne, les 
representants de Ia population de Palestine 
ont ete invites sans que l' on recherche leurs 
pouvoirs et la constitution sur laquelle ils 
s'appuyaient. Pourquoi en ce qui concerne la 
question grecque n'applique-t-on pas les memes 
regles ? 

M. McNeil demande qui est Markos. Ne sait-il 
pas que c'est lui qui Iibera Salonique en 1944, 
d'apres le commandant des forces militaires 
britanniques lui-meme ? Repondant a !'accu
sation suivant laquelle Markos serait un pirate, 
le representant de la Pologne cite un article du 
New-York Herald Tribune du 25 juillet 1948 
constatant que l'armee grecque appuyee par les 
Etats-Unis ne se bat pas contre des bandits 
mais contre des soldats convaincus, qui luttent 
desesperement car ils ont des griefs serieux. Il 
cite, en outre, un article du New-York Post du 
18 decembre 1947 affirmant que les partisans 
controlent les deux tiers du territoire grec. De 
ces articles et d'autres temoignages, on peut 
conclure que le Gouvernement du mouvement 
democratique grec exerce un pouvoir de fait, 
et souvent, dans l'histoire, un gouvernement 
de facio se transforme en un gouvernement de jure. 

Contrairement a ce qu'a dit M. McNeil, le 
mouvement du general Markos est aussi vieux 
que !'occupation britannique et que !'intervention 
des Etats-Unis en Grece. I1 est ne dans la luttc 
contre les Allemands et s'il s'etend aujourd'hui 
ala Grece entiere, c'est parce que les interventions 
etrangeres ont empecbe les Grecs d'arriver a un 
reglement pacifique. Le 10 aout 1947, l'armee 
democratique a cree des organisations adminis
tratives chargees d'administrer les territoires 
liberes jusqu'a la formation d'un gouvernement ; 
de plus, des actes recents relatifs a !'organisation 
du pouvoir populaire, a la justice populaire et a 
la reforme agraire, denotent une autorite de 
fait incontestable. 

Pourquoi la Commission n'entendrait-elle pas 
un representant du general Markos ? La premiere 
Commission des Balkans a pris contact avec les 
hommes de Markos. Le rapport de cette Commis
sion faisait allusion a la situation interieure de 
la Grece et notamment au regime des minorites 
politiques et nationales. Les Etats-Unis, le 
Royaume-Uni et la Grece pretendent que la 
situation resulte uniquement de l'appui que 
donnent 1' Albanie, la Bulgarie et Ia Yougoslavie 
aux bandes armees, alors qu'un autre groupe 
d'Etats affirme que les difficultes actuelles sont 
dues surtout a la situation interieure grecque. 
L'officier de liaison hellenique lui-meme regrette, 
dans le rapport supplementaire de la Commission 
speciale pour les Balkans du 16 septembre 1948 
(A/644, page 32), que cette derniere n'ait 
pas ete a meme d'entrer en relations avec le 
general Markos. Ne serait-il pas utile que la 
Commission entende des representants du general 
Markos qui pourraient exprimer leurs griefs et 
indiquer pour queUes raisons ils ont refuse a la 
Commission speciale de penetrer sur leur terri
toire ? Cela n'impliquerait aucune reconnaissance, 
ni aucune decision, en ce qui concerne !'attitude 
future des differentes delegations a l'egard du Gou
vernement d' Athenes, ou du gouvernementMarkos. 
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Mr. FERNANDEZ (Chile), supported by Mr. DE 
BorsANGEn (France), proposed that the meeting 
should be adjourned until the following day 
because of the Security Council's meeting in 
the afternoon. 

The proposal was adopted unanimously. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTY -FIRST 
MEETING 

Held at the Pal a is de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 26 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. CosTA DU RELs (Bolivia). 

36. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendance and territorial integrity 
of Greece. 

LETTER DATED 22 OCTOBER 1948 ADDRESSED TO 

THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FIRST COMMITTEE BY 

THE YUGOSLAV DELEGATION, TRANSMITTING A 
DRAFT RESOLUTION INVITING THE PROVISIONAL 
GOVERN~IENT OF GREECE TO PARTICIPATE IN 
THE EXAMINATION OF THE GREEK QUESTION BY 

THE FIRST COMMITTEE (A jC.1 /348). 

Mr. MuNIZ (Brazil) thought the Yugoslav pro
posal was improper and incompatible with the 
principles and purposes of the United Nations 
which was an association of sovereign Govern
ments. The United Nations had been called on 
to settle the situation arising from the assistance 
given to insurrectionists in Greece by her northern 
neighbours and the internal situation of Greece 
was not under consideration. To invite General 
Markos to appear would encourage a rebellion 
directed against a sovereign Government and 
would be an intervention into the internal affairs 
of Greece. He moved that the discussion on the 
Yugoslav proposal be closed. 

Mr. AcosTA (Paraguay) stated that the policy 
of his Government was to promote the rule of 
international law and it was therefore impossible 
for his delegation to support the Yugoslav pro
posal which sought to give recognition to an 
illegal government. The government of General 
Markos had not even received recognition of 
belligerency either internally or internationally. 
An invitation to this government by the United 
Nations would be a hostile act against the legal 
government of Greece and an intervention in her 
internal affairs in violation of the Charter. On 
the basis of these principles and without any 
direct interest in the question the delegation of 
Paraguay would vote against the Yugoslav draft 
resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN asked if there were two speakers 
against the' motion for the closure of the debate 
made by the representative of Brazil. . 

M. FERNANDEz (Chili), appuye par M. DE 
BOISANGER (France), proposP d'ajourner la seance 
au lendemain, etant donne la seance de l'apres
midi du Conseil de securite. 

Cette proposition est adoptee a l'unanimite. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

CENT-SOIXANTE ET ONZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Pari~ 
le mardi 26 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President : M. CosTA Du RELS (Bolivie). 

36. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

LETTRE EN DATE DU 22 OCTOBRE 1948 ADRESSEE 
AU PRESIDENT DE LA PREMiimE CoMMISSION 
PAR LA DELEGATION DE YouGOSLAVIE, TRANS
METTANT UN PROJET DE RESOLUTION INVITANT 
LE GouvERNEMENT PROVISOIRE DE LA GRECE 
A PARTICIPER A L'EXAMEN, PAR LA PREMIERE 
COMMISSION, DE LA QUESTION GRECQUE 
(AfC.J1 /348). 

M. MuNIZ (Bresil) estime que Ia proposition de 
la Yougoslavie est incorrecte et incompatible 
avec les principes et les buts de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, qui est une association de 
Gouvernements souverains. L'Organisation des 
Nations Unies a pour tache de regler la situation · 
qui s'est produite du fait de l'aide fournie aux 
insurges de la Grece parses voisins septentrionaux 
et la situation interieure de la Grece n'est pas a 
l'<~tude . Inviter le general Markos a comparaitre 
encouragerait la rebellion dirigee contre un 
gouvernement souverain et constituerait une 
intervention dans les affaires interieures de la 
Grece. M. Muniz propose de clore la discussion 
sur la proposition de la Yougoslavie. 

M. AcosTA (Paraguay) declare que la politique 
de son Gouvernement consiste a developper 
!'application de la loi dans le domaine interna
tional et qu'il est par consequent impossible a 
sa delegation d'appuyer la proposition de la 
Yougoslavie, qui tend a faire reconnaitre un 
Gouvernement illegal. Le Gouvernement du 
general Markos ne s'est meme pas vu reconnai~re 
interieurement ou internationalement les drorts 
de belligerance. Une invitation adressee a. ce 
Gouvernement par !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies constituerait un acte d'hostilite a l'egard 
du Gouvernement legitime de la Grece et une 
intervention dans les affaires interieures de ce 
pays en violation de Ia Chart~. S~ _?asa.nt sur ces 
principes, et n'ayant aucun mteret drrect dans 
cette question, la delegation du Paraguay vote.ra 
contre le projet de resolution de la Yougoslav1e. 

Le PRESIDENT demande si deux representants 
desirent prendre la parole contre la motion, ~e 
cloture presentee par le representant du Bresrl. 
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Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that his past 
experience in the Committee led him to believe 
that the majority might decide to close the debate 
and he therefore wished to reply to statements 
made at the previous meeting concerning the 
Yugoslav proposal. He thought that Mr. McNeil 
was ill-informed if he had to ask who General 
l\Iarkos was, for the democratic movement in 
Greece headed by General Markos had been 
discussed many times in the United Nations and 
the British Cabinet during the past several years. 
As an example of the frequent references to 
General Markos in the Press he quoted from an 
article in the New York Times of 17 October 1948. 
He did not think that any army would publish 
information on the location of its High Command 
and pointed out that the Yugoslav and French 
resistance forces during the recent war had not 
revealed their headquarters. He agreed with the 
London Times that the expressions used by 
l\Ir. :McNeil were out of order and thought they 
showed the characteristic fury of all reactionaries 
against all progressive movements. 

The CHAIRMAN interrupted to ask the repre
sentative of Yugoslavia to confine himself to 
speaking on the closure of the debate and not to 
discuss the substance of the question. 

l\Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) added that he assum
ed he would be given a opportunity later to 
answer the previous statements on the substance 
of the question, but that if not he would have to 
find another means of replying to the unsubstan
tial arguments of the majority. In conclusion, he 
opposed the closure of the debate and asked for 
further discussion on whether an invitation to 
General Markos would be an offence to Greece and 
a violation of the Charter, as had been claimed by 
~lr. McNeil. 

Mr. T ARASSENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) opposed the closure of the debate since 
he thought the distortions of the facts which had 
been given at the previous meeting should be 
answered. He noted that he had been disillu
sioned as to the supposed politeness of British 
diplomats and asked why Mr. McNeil had not 
been stopped when he had attempted to insult 
one of the greatest leaders of the Greek people. 
Contrary to the arguments of several speakers, he 
considered that General Markos' forces were the 
legitimate defenders while the interventionists 
were spending hundreds of millions of dollars on 
the v.ar against him, without result. It vvas easy 
to lose one's balance when newspaper despatches 
estimated General Markos' forces at 20,000 one 
day and 25,000 the next, but to intimate that the 
Soviet Union was responsible for the situation in 
Greece was pure slander. 

The motion for the closure of the debate on the 
Yugoslav draft resolution (AfC.l/348) was adopted 
by 38 votes to 7, with 6 abstentions. 

The Yugoslav draft resolution was put to the vote 
paragraph by paragraph at the request of the repre-

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) dit que !'experience 
qu'il a acquise a la Commission le porte a croire 
que la majorite pourrait decider de clore la 
discussion ; aussi desire-t-il repondre aux decla
rations faites a la seance precedente au sujet de 
la proposition de la Y ougoslavie. II estime que 
M. McNeil est mal informe s'il eprouve le besoin 
de demander qui est le general Markos, car le 
mouvement democratique en Grece a la tete 
duquel se trouve le general Markos a fait I'objet 
de nombreuses discussions a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies et au sein du Gouvernement 
britannique au cours de ces dernieres annees. 
Pour donner un exemple des frequentes mentions 
que la presse fait du general Markos, il cite des 
passages d'un article du New- York Times du 
17 octobre 1948. Aucune armee, poursuit M. Behler, 
ne se deciderait a donner des renseignements 
sur !'emplacement de son quartier general et les 
forces de la resistance yougoslave et fran<;aise 
pendant la derniere guerre ne l'ont pas fait. Avec 
le London Times, il estime que Ies termes employes 
par M. McNeil sont deplaces ; ils temoignent, a 
son avis, de Ia fureur caracteristique de tons Ies 
reactionnaires contre Ies mouvements progres
sistes. 

Le PRESIDENT interrompt le representant de 
la Yougoslavie et lui demande de se limiter a 
1a question de la clOture du debat au lieu de 
s'engager dans une discussion quant au fond. 

M. BEELER poursuit en disant qu'il suppose 
qu'une autre occasion lui sera fournie de repondre 
aux declarations qui ont ete faites sur le fond 
de la question. Si tel n'est pas le cas, illui faudra 
trouver d'autres moyens de repondre aux argu
ments inconsistants de la majoritc. En conclusion, 
il s'oppose a la cloture et demande de poursuivre 
la discussion sur le point de savoir si nne invi
tation adressee au general Markos constituerait 
une offense pour la Grece et une violation de la 
Charte, comme l'a pretendu M. McNeil. 

M. T ARASSENKO . (Republique socialiste so vie· 
tique d'Ukraine) s'oppose ala cloture ; il pense, 
en effet, qu'il faut repondre aux representants 
qui, lors de la seance precedente, ont denature 
les faits. II a ete de<;u en ce qui concerne la pre
tendue politesse des diplomates britanniques ; 
pourquoi n'a-t-on pas intime silence a M. McNeil 
quand cclui-ci a tente d'insulter l'un des plus grands 
dirigeants du peuple grec ? Contrairement aux 
arguments avances par plusieurs representants, il 
considere les soldats du general Markos comme 
les defenseurs legitimes du peuplc grec, tandis 
que les interventionnistes depensent - mais 
bien en vain - des centaines de millions de 
dollars a leur faire la guerre. Il est facile de 
perdre le sens exact des proportions quand les 
depechcs des journaux evaluent les forces ~u 
general Markos un jour a 20.000 et le lendemam 
a 25.000 hommes ; mais insinuer que l'Union 
sovietique est responsable de la situation qui 
regne en Grece est pure calomnie. 

Mise aux voix la motion de cloture de la discussion 
sur le projet de resolution de la Yougoslavie 
(AJC.l/348) est adoptee par 38 voix contre 7, 
avec 6 abstentions. 

A la demande du representant de la Yougoslav~e 
le projet de resolution de la Yougoslavie est mts 
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sentative of Yugoslavia, and by roll-call at the 
request of the representative of Egypt. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, on the first para
graph, as follows : 

France, having been drawn by lot by the Presi
dent, voted first. 

In favour : Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic, Czechoslovakia. 

Against : France, Greece, Ha'iti, Iceland, India• 
Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union 
of South Africa, United Kingdom, United States 
of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghan
istan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Repub
lic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia. 

The paragraph was rejected by 50 votes to 6, with 
no abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, on the second para
graph, as follows : 

Australia, having been drawn by lot by the Presi
dent, voted first. 

In favour : Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Yugoslavia. 

Against : Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, 
Greece, Haiti, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, 
Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, Uru
guay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentina. 

The paragraph was rejected by 50 votes to 6, with 
no abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, on the third para
graph, as follows : 

Bolivia, having been drawn by lot by the Presi
dent, voted first. 

In favour: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic, Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugo
slavia, Czechoslovakia. 

Against :Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Chile, 
China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salva
dor, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Iceland, 
India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 

aux voix paragraphe par paragraphe eta [a demande 
du representant de l'Egypte le vote a lieu par appel 
nominal. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal sur le 
premier paragraphe. 

L'appel commence par la France, doni le nom 
est lire au sort par le President. 

V oient pour : Pologne, Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslo
vaquie. 

Volent contre : France, Grece, Haiti, Islande, 
Inde, Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, 
Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, 
Philippines, Arabie saoudite, Siam, Suede, Syrie, 
Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, Bel
gique, Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, Canada, Chili, 
Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, 
Salvador, Ethiopie. 

Par 50 voix conire 6, le paragraphe est rejete. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal sur le 
deuxieme paragraphe. 

L'appel commence par l'Australie, doni le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

V otent pour : Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, Pologne, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie. 

Volent conlre: Australie,Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Birmanie, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Danemark, Republique Domini
caine, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador. Ethiopie, 
France, Grece, HaYti, Islande, Inde, Iran, Irak, 
Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguy, Perou, Philippines, Arabie 
saoudite, Siam, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Ame
rique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentine. 

Par 50 voix contre 6, le paragraphe est rejete. 

Il est procCde au vote par appel nominal sur le 
troisieme paragraphe. 

L' appel commence par !a Bolivie, doni le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

V otent pour : Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie, Pologne, Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republique
socialistes sovietiques Yougosla vie, Thecoslos 
vaquie. 

Volent conlre: Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, Canada, 
Chili Chine Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Dane
mark, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur Egypte, 
Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Hai'ti, Islande, 
Inde Iran Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicar~gua, 
Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, 
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Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Syria, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium. 

The paragraph was rejected by 50 votes to 6, with 
no abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll-call on the fourth para
graph, as follows : 

The Dominican Republic, having been drawn by 
lot by the President, voted first. 

In favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lic, Czechoslovakia. · 

Against: Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, 
El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, 
Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Syria, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States of America, Uruguay, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Denmark. 

Abstentions : Norway, Sweden, Venezuela, 
Burma. 

The paragraph was rejected by 46 votes to 6, with 
4 abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll-call on the fifth paragraph, 
as follows: 

Iran, having been drawn by lot by the President, 
voted first. 

In favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Hepub
lics, Czechoslovakia. 

Against: Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxem
bourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nica
ragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, 
Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom, United States of America, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentina, Aus
tralia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Canada, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Den
mark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Iceland, 
India. 

The paragraph was rejected by 50 votes to 6, with 
no abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll-call on the resolution as 
a whole, as follows : 

Czechoslovakia, having been drawn by lot by the 
President, voted first. 

In favour: Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Hepublic, Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics, Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic. 

Philippines, Arabie saoudite, Siam, Suede, Syrie, 
Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, 
Belgique. 

Par 50 voix contre 6, le paragraphe est rejete. 

II est proc!:de au vote par appel nominal sur le 
quatrieme paragraphe. 

L'appel commence par la Republique Domini
caine, doni le nom est tire au sort par le President. 

V otent pour : Pologne, Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslo
vaquie. 

V otent con ire: Republique Dominicaine, Equa
teur, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, 
HaYti, Islande, Inde, Iran, lrak, Liban, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande Nicaragua, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peron, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, Siam, Syrie, 
Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Yemen, Afgha
nistan, Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, 
Bresil, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Costa
Hica, Cuba, Danemark. 

S' abstiennent : Norvege, Suede, Venezuela, 
Birmanie. 

Par 46 voix contre 6, avec 4 abstentions, le 
paragraphe est rejete. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal sur le 
cinquieme paragraphe. 

L' appel commence par l' Iran, doni le nom est 
lire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour : Pologne, Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslo
vaquie. 

Volent conire : Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Perou, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Siam, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d' Amerique, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, 
Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, 
Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, 
Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, 
lslande, Inde. 

Par 50 voix contre 6, le paragraphe est rejete. 

Il est procCde au vote par appel nominal sur 
l'ensemble de la resolution. 

L' appel commence par la Tchecoslovaquie, doni 
le nom est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Tchecoslovaquie, Pologne, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Hepubliques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslav~e, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de BielorussiC. 
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Against : Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecua
dor, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
H.aiti, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Ltberia, Luxembourg, l\Iexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, 
Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argen
tina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba. 

Tlze resolution as a whole was rejected by 50 votes 
lo 6, with no abstentions. 

l\Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) declared that in 
rejecting the Yugoslav draft resolution as a whole 
and paragraph 4 of the draft resolution in parti
cular, the Committee had repudiated the work of 
the Special Committee on the Balkans which had 
heard and questioned members of General 
Markos' army. Secondly, the Committee had 
done an injustice to former allies of the United 
Nations \Vho had fought against the Germans. 
Thirdly, and this was the worst of all, the Com
mittee had committed a grave mistake by refusing 
to hear people who \Vished to help the Greek 
people towards reconciliation and peace and 
towards enabling them to decide their own future 
without foreign interference, as had been stated 
by General Markos in his letter addressed to the 
General Assembly (A/C.l /350). 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) thought that the 
negative votes of a number of representatives on 
the Yugoslav draft resolution had not meant that 
they would refuse to hear information on the real 
situation in Greece. In the interests of havina 
the question fully considered from all sides hi~ 
delegation wished to move that the Committee 
give a hearing to Miltiades Porphyrogenis, former 
Secretary-General of the EAl\11, and Vice-Chairman 
of the Association internationale des juristes demo
crates. He hoped that all those who had so often 
declared their devotion to the truth would support 
the motion. Mr. Porphyrogenis was a Greek 
lawyer who had participated from the first in the 
struggle for civil liberties in Greece, was a former 
member of Parliament and had been active in the 
resistance movement. At the moment he was in 
Prague and had asked the Secretary-General to be 
allowed to appear before the United Nations on 
this question. Mr. Katz-Suchy thought the 
First Committee should not refuse him an invita
tion if it wanted full information on the question 
and did not merely wish to push through a vote 
by steam-roller methods. He submitted the draft 
resolution (AjC.l/353) : 

" The First Committee 
"Decides to give a hearing to Miltiades Porphy

rogenis former Secretary-General of the EAM and 
Vice-President of the Association inlernationale 
des juristes democrates. " 

Mr. CARTON DE WrART (Belgium) protested the 
interpretation given by the representative of 

Volent conlre : Danemark Republique 
Do11_1in~caine, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, 
EthiOplC, France, Grece, Haiti, Islande, Inde, 
Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pay~-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, 
Pak1~t:m, Pan.ama, Paraguay, Perou, Philippines, 
Ar~b1e saoud1t~, . Siam, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, 
Umon Sud-Afncame, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis 
d'Amerique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, Belgique, 
Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, Canada, Chili, Chine, 
Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba. 

Par 50 voix contre 6, l'ensemble de la resolution 
est rejete . 

. M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare que, en 
reJetant le projet de resolution de Ia Yougoslavie 
dans son ensemble et le quatrieme paragraphe 
de ce projet en particulier, la Commission a desa
VOU(S le travail de Ia Commission speciale pour les 
Balkans, qui a entendu et interroge des membres 
de I'armee du general Markos. D'autre part, la 
Commission a commis une injustice envers 
d'anciens allies des Nations Unies qui ont 
combattu contre les Allemands. Enfin - et la 
est lc pire - la Commission a commis une grave 
crreur en refusant d'entendre des personnes qui 
dcsirent contribuer a remettre le peuple grec sur 
la voie de la reconciliation et de la paix et l'aider 
a decider de son proprc avenir sans intervention 
etrangere, comme l'a declare le general Markos 
dans la lettre qu'il a adressee a I'Assemblee 
gencra:le (A/C.l /350). 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) suppose que, en 
votant contre le projet de resolution de la Yougo
sJavie, un certain nombre de representants n'ont 
pas voulu indiquer qu'ils se refuseront a prendre 
connaissance de renseignements sur la situation 
n~elle qui prevaut en Grece. Afin que Ia question 
puisse etre completement etudil:\e et sous tous 
ses aspects, Ia delegation de la Pologne propose 
a Ia Commission d'entendre M. Miltiades 
Porphyrogenis, ex-secretaire general de l'EAM 
et vice-president de l' Association internationale 
des juristes democrates. L'orateur espere que 
tous ceux qui ont si souvent proclame leur 
devouement a la verite appuieront cette motion. 
M. Porphyrogenis est un avocat grec qui a pris 
part, des le debut, a la lutte pour les libertes 
civiques en Grece ; il a ete membre du Parlement 
hellenique et a pris une part active a la resistance 
dans son pays. En ce moment, il est a Prague et 
H a sollicite du Secretaire general l'autorisation 
de -se presenter devant !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies pour etre entendu sur cette question. 
M. Katz-Suchy pense que la Premiere Commission 
ne doit pas refuser d'inviter M. Porphyrogenis, si 
elle tient a recueillir des renseignements complets 
sur Ia question et ne desire pas simplement se 
prononcer par un vote expectitif. Il presente le 
projet de resolution (AfC.l/353): 

'' La Premiere Commission 
" Decide d'entendre Miltiades Porphyrogenis, 

ancien secretaire general de l'AEM et vice
president de !'Association internationale des 
juristes democrates. » 

M. CARTON DE WrART (Belgique) s'eleve contre 
les paroles du representant de Ia Yougoslavie qui 
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Yugoslavia that the vote on his draft resolution 
was contrary to the principles of the United 
Nations. There was nothing in the rules that 
would prevent the Committee from giving General 
:1Iarkos a hearing if it believed it would be useful, 
but it was contrary to international law to give 
him a hearing as the representative of a non
existent government. There were many opinions 
concerning this government but its juridical 
position was clear and for this reason, the Belgian 
delegation had voted in the negative. 

!\Ir. CASTRO (El Salvador) thought that the new 
Polish proposal was useless and would lead the 
Committee to hearing an endless number of 
individuals. He recalled that the Special Com
mittee on the Balkans had been appointed to 
investigate the Greek question and to give 
hearings to all the parties concerned. The First 
Committee should not duplicate the work of the 
Special Committee and should proceed to the 
consideration of the substance of the matter. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Polish representative 
to submit his proposal in writing and suggested 
that it be discussed at the meeting on the following 
day, after it had been distributed. In the mean
time, he proposed that the Committee proceed 
with a discussion of the reports of the Special 
Committee. When the Polish representative 
pointed out that the Committee's Third Interim 
Report (A/692) had only just been distributed and 
suggested that the Committee might adjourn 
until the next day, the Chairman explained that 
he thought the discussion could proceed on the 
basis of the previous reports. However, if there 
were a formal motion for adjournment, he would 
put it to a vote. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that he had not 
made a formal motion since he considered it 
normal that sufficient time for study be allowed. 
The reports of the Special Committee were inter
related and he did not see how the discussion could 
proceed without reference to the latest report 
which might give further information on the 
subject. 

Mr. BoGOMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that the recent report had 
not been distributed in the French or Russian 
languages. Furthermore, there were a whole 
series of references in the report which were not 
available to the delegations. He requested the 
Chairman to see that the Russian text of the 
latest report and copies of the reference documents 
were distributed. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the documents had 
been translated into the working languages and 
that the Third Interim Report was now being 
translated into Russian. The documents of the 
Special Committee, however, had not been 
published but could be consulted by the delega
tions in the offices of the Secretariat. 

1\lr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that as the 
Chairman had suggested that the proposal to 

a pretendu que le scrutin sur son projet de reso
lution a constitue une violation des principes de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Il n'y a rien 
dans le reglement interieur qui empeche la 
Commission d'entendre le general Markos si Ia 
Commission le juge utile, mais il est contraire au 
droit international de I' entendre en taut que repre
sentant d'un gouvernement inexistant. Les 
opmwns concernant ce gouvernement sont 
diverses ; il n'en reste pas moins que sa situation 
juridique est claire ; c'est pourquoi la Belgique a 
vote contre le projet de resolution. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) est d'avis que la 
nouvelle proposition de la Pologne est inutile et 
entrai'nerait la Commission a entendre un nombre 
infini de personnes. Il rappelle que la Commission 
Speciale pour les Balkans a ete creee pour 
enqueter sur la question grecque et pour entendre 
toutes les parties interessees. Il nc faut pas que le 
travail de la Premiere Commission fasse double 
emploi avec celui de la Commission speciale. 
L'orateur demande que la Premiere Commission 
passe a !'etude du fond de la question. 

Le PRESIDENT invite le representant de la 
Pologne a presenter sa proposition par ecrit. II 
suggere qu'elle soit discutee a la seance du 
lendemain, quand elle aura ete distribuee aux 
membres de la Commission et que, en attendant, 
la Commission passe a la discussion des rapports 
de la Commission speciale. Le representant de la 
Pologne ayant fait remarquer que le Troisieme 
Rapport interimaire de la Commission speciale 
(A/692) vient a peine d'etre distribue, propose que 
la Commission s'ajourne au lendemain. Le 
President exprime l'avis que la discussion 
pourrait se poursuivre sur la base des rapports 
anterieurs. Toutefois, si une motion formelle 
d'ajournement est presentee, ilia mettra aux voix. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) dit que s'il n'a pas 
presente de motion formelle, c'est parce qu'il 
estime normal qu'un delai suffisant soit accorde 
aux membres de la Commission pour l'etude des 
rapports. Les rapports de la Commission speciale 
sont intimement lies et l'orateur ne voit pas 
comment la discussion pourrait se poursuivre 
sans qu'il soit fait mention du dernier rapport, qui 
est susceptible d'apporter des renseignements 
complementaires sur la question. 

M. BoGoMoLciv (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) signale que le dernier 
rapport n'a ete distribue ni en fran<;ais, ni en 
russe. D'autre part, il contient toute une serie 
de references a des documents qui ne sont pas a 
la disposition des delegations. Il demande au 
President de veiller a ce que le texte russe du 
dernier rapport soit distribue, ainsi que des copies 
des documents de reference. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que les documents ont 
ete traduits dans les langues de travail et que Ia 
traduction en russe du Troisieme Rapport inte
rimaire est en cours. Quant aux documents de la 
Commission Speciale, ils n'ont pas et~ pub~ies, 
mais ils peuvent etre consultes par les delegatiOns 
dans les bureaux du Secretariat. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) presente une motio.n 
formelle d'ajournement. Comme le President a d1t 
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adjourn might be put fonnally, he would so move. 
At the same time he asked to be the first speaker 
on the question at the next meeting. 

The CHAinMAN thanked the representative of 
Yugoslavia for facilitating the procedure and 
stated that six other speakers had already made 
requests for the floor on this question. 

~Ir. ?11cNEIL (United Kingdom) said that if he 
were persuaded that the motion for adjournment 
was a tactical move te prevent discussion, he 
would oppose it. However, he was of the opinion 
that the representative of the USSR had made a 
reasonable point and suggested that the Rappor
teur might inform the Committee whether he 
intended to refer only to the substance of the 
reports which had already been circulated or also 
to the Third Report which had just been received. 
In the latter event, Mr. l\Ic~eil would support the 
motion. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) commented that according to rule 51, 
all resolutions and other important documents 
should be made available in the official languages. 
However, the basic document, namely the original 
report (A/574) was not yet available in Russian 
although some of the subsidiary documents had 
been translated. The USSR delegation requested 
the Chairman to accelerate the distribution of all 
basic documents in Russian. Mr. Bogomolov 
observed that the Third Interim Report was not 
yet available even in French which \Yas one of the 
working languages. He did not insist upon post
ponement but he did insist that the 'vorking 
conditions should he such as to ensure efficiency. 

The CHAIR!IIA:-< assured the USSR represen
tative that he would endeavour to comply with 
his request with respect to the Assembly docu
ments. The document in question had been 
prepared only in English and French but he would 
request Russian translation. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) asked for a reply from 
the Rapporteur to the question put by the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom. 

Mr.CASTILLONAJERA(Mexico),Rapportcurofthe 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans, 
said it was his understanding that the basic report 
was under discussion and not the Third Interim 
Report. The latter stated in its conclusions that 
the facts presented therein were not such as to 
change the conclusions of the two previous 
reports. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) observed that it 
appeared that the Rapporteur would not be 
dependent upon the Third Interim Report when 
making his statement. Consequently, although 
he did not wish to place the USSR representative 
at a disadvantage, he would oppose the Yugoslav 
motion. 

Mr. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexico), Rapporteur of 
the United Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans, said that the Third Interim Report 

qu'on pouvait le faire, il demande en mcme temp~ 
a a voir le premier Ia parole a Ia reprise de l'examen 
de cette question a la seance suivante. 

Le Pm3SIDENT remercie le representant de Ia 
Yougoslavie de faciliter les travaux et annonce 
que six autres representants ont deja demande a 
prendre la parole sur ce sujet. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare qu'il votera 
contre la motion d'ajournement s'il voit qu'elle 
constitue une manceuvre pour empecher l'examen 
de la question. Il estime, par contre, que le repre
sentant de l'URSS a souleve une question fort 
scnsee ; le Rapporteur pourrait peut-etre faire 
savoir a Ia Commission s'il a !'intention de faire 
Ctat unlquement du contenu des rapports deja 
distribue.s, ou s'il entend parler egalement du 
troisicme rapport, que l'on vient de recevoir. 
Dans ce dernier cas, M. McNeil voterait en faveur 
de Ia motion. 

~I. Bocmrowv (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovletiques) fait observer que, aux 
tennes de !'article 51 du reglement interieur, 
toutes les resolutions et tous les autres documents 
importants doivent etre a la disposition des repre
sentants dans les langues officielles. Or lc 
document de base, a savoir le premier rapport 
(A/574), n'existe pas encore en russe, alors que 
certains documents secondaires ont deja etc 
tradnits . La delegation de l'URSS prie le President 
de faire activer la distribution de tous les docu
ments importants en russe. M. Bogomolov fait 
remarquer que le troisieme rapport provisoire 
n'a meme pas encore ete distribue en franc;ais, qui 
est l'une des deux langues de travail. Il n'insiste 
pas sur l'ajournement, mais il demande vivement 
que le necessaire soit fait pour permettre aux 
represcntants de travailler utilement. 

Le PRJ~SIDENT assure le representant de l'URSS 
qu'il s'efforcera de lui donner satisfaction en ce 
qui concerne les documents de 1' Assemblee. Le 
document dont il s'agit n'a ete etabli qu'en anglais 
et en frail(;ais, mais il demandera qu'il soit traduit 
en russe. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) demande au Rapporteur 
de rcpondre a la question posee par le representant 
du Royaume-Uni. 

M. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexique), Rapporteur 
de la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans, dit que, a son avis, Ia discussion 
porte sur le rapport de base et non sur le troisie~c 
rapport intcrimaire. Il est dit dans la conclu~wn 
de ce dernier rapport que les faits qu'il contient 
ne sont pas de nature a modifier les conclusions 
des deux rapports precedents. 

M. :;\-1cNEIL (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer que, 
apparemment, lorsqu'il fera sa declaration, le 
Rapporteur n'aura pas a faire fonds sur le 
troisieme rapport interimaire. L'orateur votera 
done contre Ia motion presentee par la Yougo
slavie, sans vouloir toutefois desavantager lc 
representant de l'URSS. 

M. CASTJLLO NAJERA (Mexique), Rapport~ur 
de la Commission speciale des Nations Umes 
pour les Balkans, declare que le troisieme rapport 
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presented an account of facts which were similar 
to those in previous reports. No new facts had 
emerged which would serve to modify the earlier 
conclusions. The report was of a confirmatory 
nature. With regard to the translation of the 
documents, the probable reason for their appear
ance in English and French only was that they 
had just been received by the Secretariat. 

Mr. BoGOMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) as a point of information stated that 
the basic report (A/574) had been issued in June 
1948 which gave ample time for translation. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) remarked that 
the USSR representative did not appear to be at 
a disadvantage since the Rapporteur would not 
be d ealing with the Third Interim Report. He 
believed that the Committee should continue by 
hearing at least the statement of the Rapporteur. 

. Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) said that he had 
gathered a contrary impression from the Rappor
teur, who had said that the Third Interim Report 
had no special bearing on the question other t han 
to confirm earlier conclusions. However, the 
Rapporteur did not say he would not refer to the 
report. Mr. Katz-Suchy was interested not only 
in the conclusions reached, but also in the facts set 
forth. He was curious to know what it was that 
had strengthened the prior conclusions. He did 
not see how the Rapporteur could avoid reference 
to this latest report, when dealing with the 
earlier ones. 

1\fr. CASTRO (El Salvador) said he was opposed 
to postponing the debate. The first two reports 
were up for consideration and their contents were 
known. With regard to translation, his delega
tion and others were in a comparable position to 
the USSR delegation since the documents were 
not available in Spanish. However, they had 
accepted the use of the working languages in 
order to avoid delay. 

The motion for adjournment moved by the repre
sentative of Yugoslavia was then put to a vote. It 
was rejected by a vote of 33 to 4, with 14 abstentions. 

)lr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that he had abstained from voting 
on the motion for adjournment. He did not 
insist upon postponement, for postponement of 
questions was becoming a tradition in the Com
mittee. However, his delegation did request the 
translation of documents into Russian. 

l\lr.CASTILLO NAJERA!(Mexico ), Rapporteur of the 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans, 
said that the Balkan question was not new to the 
United Nations and he would not go into the 
detailed history of the discussions in the Security 
Council during 1946 when the Council considered 
the question for the third time. On 19 December 
1946, the Security Council constituted a Com
mission 1 to study the causes and character of 
incidents and alleged frontier violations in 
northern Greece. This Commission was composed 
of the eleven members of the Security Council and 

1 See Off!cial Records of the Security Council, First Year, 
second series, No. 28, page 651. 

interimaire expose des faits analogues a ceux qui 
font !'objet des rapports pn\cedents. II n'est 
apparu aucun fait nouveau que l'on puisse 
invoquer pour modifier les conclusions anterieures. 
Le dernier rapport ne fait que confirmer Ies 
precedents. Quant aux traductions, si les 
documents n'ont paru qu'en anglais et en franc;ais, 
c'est vraisemblablement parce que Ie Secretariat 
vient seulement de les recevoir. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) signale a titre d'infor
mation que le rapport de base (A/574) a ete distri
bue en juin 1948, c'est-a-dire qu'on a eu tout le 
temps necessaire pour le traduire. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) fait observer que 
le representant de l'URSS ne semble pas desa
vantage, puisque le Rapporteur ne parlera pas 
du troi~ieme rapport interimaire. A son avis, la 
Commission devrait maintenant entendre tout 
au moins la declaration du Rapporteur . 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) a compris les paroles 
du Rapporteur d'une maniere tout autre. 
lVL Castillo Najera a declare en efTet que le 
troisieme rapport interimaire ne faisait que 
confirmer des conclusions anterieures ; il n'a pas 
dit qu"ilne ferait pas etat de ce rapport. M. Katz
Suchy s'intcresse non seulement aux conclusions 
auxquelles on est parvenu, mais aussi aux faits 
exposes. Il aimerait savoir ce qui est venu 
renforcer les conclusions anterieures. Il ne voit 
pas comment le Rapporteur peut parler des 
rapports precedents sans faire allusion au dernier 
rapport. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) s'oppose a ce que la 
discussion soit ajournee. Les deux premiers 
rapports sont prets a etre examines et on connait 
leur contenu. Quant a la traduction des docu
ments, sa delegation se trouve dans la meme 
situation que la delegation de l'URSS, puisque 
les documents n'existent pas en espagnol. 
Toutefois, afin d'eviter tout retard, sa delegation 
a accepte de faire usage des langues de travail. 

M isc aux voix, la motion d' ajournement presentee 
par le representant de la Yougoslavie est rejetee par 
33 voix contre 4, avec 14 abstentions. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) s'est abstenu de voter sur 
la motion d'ajournement. 11 ne tient pas specia
lement a ~un ajournement, etant donne que cette 
pratique-devient une habitude a la Commission. 
Sa delegation demande neanmoins que les 
documents soient traduits en russe. 

M. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexique), Rapporteur 
de la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans, rappelle que la question des 
Balkans n'est pas nouvelle pour !'Organisation. 
ll n'a pas l'i_ntention de faire un compte rend~ 
detaille de la discussion qui a eu lieu au Conseii 
de securite en 1946, alors que cet organe examinait 
la question pour la troisieme fois. Le 19 dece.m?re 
1946, le Conseil de securite a cree une CommiSSIOn 
chargee d'etudier les causes et la nature des 
incidents et des pretendues violations de frontiere 
qui se sont produits dans le nord de la Grece1

• Cette 

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux of!iciels du Conseil de Securite, 
Premiere Annee, seconde serie, N° 28, p. 651. 
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spent four months from January to May 1947 in 
collecting evidence on the spot. Then the Com
mission submitted a report to the Security 
Council (S/360). The Council, l10wever, was 
unable to settle the question and on 15 September 
19·17, decided to r emove the question from its 
agenda and transmit all relevant documents to 
the General Assembly.! On 23 September, the 
General Assembly began to debate the question 
of " Threats to the political independence and 
territorial integrity of Greece ". On 21 October 
19-17 by 40 votes to 6 with 11 abstentions, the 
General Assembly passed the resolution 109 (II) 
which called upon Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugo
slavia to do nothing which could furnish aid and 
assistance to the guerrillas and invited these three 
countries to co-operate with Greece in the settle
ment of their disputes by peaceful means. At the 
same time the resolution created the United 
Nations Special Committee on the Balkans con
sisting of the representatives of Australia, Brazil, 
China, France, J\1exico, the Netherlands, Pakistan, 
the United Kingdom and the United States. 
Poland and the USSR were also nominated as 
members of the Committee but even before the 
resolution had been passed, both had stated that 
they would not participate in the work of the 
Committee and had persisted in their abstention. 
However, seats had been held open on the Com
mittee for Poland and the USSR. Subsequently, 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia also had 
adopted a non-co-operative attitude that had 
greatly hampered the work of the Committee, 
which was to observe the compliance with the 
resolution of 21 October and assist the four 
Governments in the implementation of its recom
mendation. On 25 November 1947, the Special 
Committee approved a resolution which requested 
the Secretary-General to inform the Governments 
of Poland and the USSR that the Committee 
hoped that those Governments would participate 
in its work. 2 No answer to that communication 
had been received. 

On 26 November 1947, the Special Committee 
decided that, to pursue its task of observation, it 
should create groups of observers to be on the 
spot on both sides of the Greek frontiers with 
Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia. The Secre
tary-General was requested to secure the consent 
of the four Governments concerned for the 
establishment of these groups in their territories. 
Only the Greek Government authorized the 
Special Committee to travel freely in its territory 
and gave them co-operation. The other three 
Governments did not permit the Committee to 
function in their territories and stated that the 
Committee was illegal. However, the Bulgarian 
Government did in one case authorize a group to 
enter to make an investigation. Subsequently, 
that Government stated that it did not desire to 
be investigated by the Committee. 

1 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Third 
Session, Supplement :No. 2, page 17. 

2 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Third 
Session, Supplement No. 8, paragraph 10. 

Commission se composait des onze membres du 
Conseil de securite et elle s'est employee pendant 
quatre mois, de janvier a mai 1947, a recueillir 
des tcmoignages sur place. Elle a ensuite pn\sente 
un rapport au Conseil de securite (S/360). Celui-ci 
n'a pu resoudre Ia question et a decide, le 15 
septembre 1917, de retirer la question de son 
ordrc du jour et de transmettre tousles documents 
de Ia cause a l'Assemblee generale1• Le 23 
septembre, l' Assemblee generale a aborde 
l'examen de la question des << menaces a l'inde
pendance politique et a l'integrite de Ia Grece ». 
Le 21 octobre 1947, l'Assemblee generate, par 
40 voix contre 6, avec 11 abstentions, a adopte Ia 
resolution 109 (II), qui invitait l'Albanie, Ia 
Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie a ne rien faire qui 
puisse constituer nne assistance et un soutien aux 
francs-tireurs, et invitait ees trois pays, d'une part, 
et Ia Grece, d'autre part, a collaborer au reglement 
pacifique de leurs differends. La meme resolution 
creait Ia Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans, composee des representants de 
l'Australie, du Bresil, de Ia Chine, de la France, du 
Mexique, des Pays-Bas, du Pakistan, du 
Royaume-Uni ct des Etats-Unis. La Pologne et 
I'URSS ont egalement ete designees pour faire 
partie de Ia Commission, mais elles ont toutes 
deux fait savoir, avant meme que la resolution 
cut cte adoptee, qu'elles ne participeraient pas 
aux travaux de Ia Commission, et elles ont 
persiste dans cette attitude. Toutefois, des sieges 
sont restes reserves a l'URSS et a la Pologne. Par 
la suite, l' Albanie, la Bulgarie et la Y ougoslavie 
ont aussi adopte une attitude de non-cooperation, 
ce qui a eonsiderablement gene les travaux de Ia 
Commission, laquelle etait tenue de se conformer 
a Ia resolution du 21 octobre et d'aider les quatre 
Gouvernements a mettre en reuvre les recom
mandations qu'elle contenait. Le 25 novembre 
1947, la Commission speciale a ado pte une reso
lution qui priait le Secretaire general de faire 
savoir aux Gouvernements de Ia Pologne et de 

1 l'URSS que la Commission speciale esperait voir 
ces deux pays prendre part a ses travaux2• Cette 
communication est restee sans reponse. 

Le 26 novembre 1947, la Commission speciale 
a decide qu'il fallait, pour poursuivre sa tache, 
crcer des groupes d'observateurs qui se rendraient 
sur les lieux, des deux cMes de la frontiere qui 
separe Ia Grece de 1' Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de 
la Yougoslavie. La Commission speciale a demande 
au Secretaire general d'obtenir des quatre 
Gouvernements interesses l'autorisation pour ces 
groupes de s'installer sur leurs territoires. Seul le 
Gouvernement grec a permis aux membres de l_a 
Commission de voyager librement sur son terri
toire et il est le seul a. avoir prete sa collaboration. 
Les trois autres Gouvernements n'ont pas permis 
a Ia Commission d'exercer ses fonctions sur leurs 
territoires et ils ont declare que cette Commission 
etait illegale. Toutefois, le Gouvernement de la 
Bulgarie a, dans un seul cas, autorise un groupe 
a penetrer sur son territoire pour faire. un~ 
enquete. Par Ia suite, ce Gouvernement a declare 
qu'il ne desirait pas etre soumis a des enquetes 
de la Commission. 

1 Voir lcs Documents officiels de l' Assemb!ee generaTe, 
troisieme session, supplement no 2, p. 18. 

~Voir Ies Documents officiels de l'Assembtee generate,' 
troisieme session, supplt\ment n° 8, paragraphc 10. 
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The Special Committee believed that its first 
duty was to attempt to conciliate the parties. 
Secondly, it should attempt to settle certain 
problems concerning the frontiers, minorities, and 
political refugees, for example, which were disturb
ing the relations of Greece and its neighbours. 
Thirdly, the Committee was to keep the General 
Assembly informed of the extent to which its 
recommendations were being carried out. 

\Vith regard to the first of these tasks, the 
Special Committee had found great difficulty in 
establishing contact with Albania, Bulgaria, and 
Yugoslavia. The numerous communications sent 
via the Secretary-General, either received no 
reply or were answered in such a way that 
1\Ir. Castillo Najera was reluctant to quote them. 

The Special Committee had then tried to be of 
assistance in reaching frontier agreements and in 
seeking agreements on frontier minorities, and in 
attempting to deal with the problem of political 
refugees. Clearly, these three matters required 
the co-operation of all parties. In connexion with 
frontiers, it had been able to consult with the 
Greek Government, which had presented a draft 
of conditions. However, the problem remained 
unsolved. The complex problem of the trans
ference of minorities was one that could not admit 
of solution if three out of four parties would not 
participate in discussions ; consequently, it had 
not been solved. With regard to political 
refugees, despite the lack of co-operation, the 
Special Committee did tackle the problem and, in 
collaboration with the International Refugee 
Organization, did succeed in taking care of half 
of the persons involved and hoped to dispose of 
the remainder by the end of the present year. 
Another problem which had arisen but which had 
not been specifically entrusted to the Special Com
mittee was concerned with the kidnapping of 
children. A special report on this question would 
be issued. 

The Special Committee attempts at conciliation 
had not been successful. They had, however, 
sought to discover the extent to which Greece's 
neighbours were conforming with the Assembly 
resolution (109 /II). They had investigated fron
tier incidents by means of direct observation, 
rather than through the questioning of witnesses. 
This procedure had been both dangerous and 
difficult for the observer groups. Frequently, 
they were fired upon by the guerrillas and also 
from across the frontier. General Markos had 
instructed his forces not to modify their tactics 
because observer groups were present and indeed, 
had ordered them to treat captured observers as 
prisoners of war. Some members of the Com
mittee had been gravely injured in the course of 
their work and Mr. Castillo Najera paid tribute to 
their courage in the cause of peace. 

The Special Committee had sought to be 
scrupulously impartial and to this end, had 
examined each observation report minutely; those 
reports that seemed inadequate were set aside. 

La Commission speciale estimait que son 
premier devoir etait d'essayer d'amener la conci
liation entre les parties. Sa seconde tache etait de 
regler certains problemes concernant les frontieres, 
par exemple les problemes poses par les minorites 
et les refugies politiques qui rendaient difficiles 
les relations entre la Grece et ses voisins. Enfin, 
la Commission devait faire savoir a l'Assemblee 
generale dans quelle mesure ses recommandations 
etaient executees. 

En ce qui concerne Ia premiere de ces taches, 
la Commission a eprouve de grandes difficultes a 
prendre contact avec l'Albanie, la Bulgarie et Ia 
Yougoslavie. Les nombreuses communications 
envoyees par J'intermediaire du Secretaire general 
n'ont pas ret;u de reponse ou ont ret;u des reponses 
telles que M. Castillo Najera hesite ales citer. 

La Commission speciale s'est ensuite efforcce 
d'aider a Ia conclusion d'accords de frontieres ; 
elle a egalement recherche la possibilite de 
conclure des accords concernant les minorites qui 
habitent des deux cotes de la frontiere et a tente 
de s'occuper du probleme des refugies politiques. 
De toute evidence, ces trois questions exigeaient 
la collaboration de toutes les parties. En ce qui 
concerne les frontieres, la Commission a pu 
conferer avec le Gouvernement grec qui a fait 
connaltre ses conditions. Toutefois, le probleme 
n'est toujours pas resolu. Il n'est pas possible de 
trouver une solution pour le probleme complexe 
qu'est le transfert des minorites, si trois des quatre 
parties refusent de prendre part aux discussions. 
Aussi ce probleme, lui aussi, n'a pu etre resolu. 
Quant aux refugies politiques, la Commission, 
malgre !'absence de cooperation, s'est attaquee 
au probleme eta pu, en collaboration avec !'Orga
nisation internationale des n~fugies, prendre soin 
de la moitie des personnes interessees et elle 
espere etre en mesure de s'occuper des autres avant 
la fin de cette annee. Un autre probleme s'est 
pose, mais la Commission speciale n'en a pas 
ete chargee de maniere particuliere : c' est celui 
de l'enlevement des enfants. Un rapport special 
sera public sur cette question. 

Les efforts tentes par la Commission speciale 
en vue d'amener la conciliation entre les parties 
n'ont pas ete couronnes de succes. La Commission 
a toutefois cherche a voir dans quelle mesure 
les voisins de la Grece se conformaient a la n\so
lution de l' Assemblee generale (109/II). Elle a 
enquete sur les incidents de frontiere par obser
vation directe plutOt qu'en interrogeant les 
temoins. Cette maniere de faire s'est revelee a 
la fois dangereuse et penible pour les groupes 
d'observateurs. II leur est arrivesouvent d'essuyer 
des coups de feu de francs-tireurs ou venant de 
l'autre cote de la frontiere. Le general Markos 
a donne a ses troupes l'ordre de ne pas modifier 
leur tactique en raison de la presence des groupes 
d'observateurs, et leur a meme ordonne de traiter 
comme prisonniers de guerre les observ~te~us 
captures. Quelques membres de la CommissiOn 
ont ete gravement blesses pendan~ l'acc?m
plissement de leurs taches et M. Castillo NaJera 
rend hommage au courage dont ils ont fait 
preuve pour defendre la cause de la paix. 

La Commission speciale s'est efforcee d'etre 
scrupuleusement impartiale et, a cette fin, a 
examine dans les moindres details tons Ies rapports 
qui lui ont ete soumis par lesgroupes d' observatcurs; 
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With regard to results, the Committee had had 
considerable success \Yith the refugee problem. 
Apart from this, it had examined the political 
situation largely through the medium of observer 
groups and had sought to observe the way in 
which the Assembly recommendations were being 
carried out. 

The Special Committee's report' upon its ten 
months of endeavour had been drawn up in 
Geneva and had been unanimously approved 
insofar as the facts were concerned. The inter
pretation of these facts was approved by eight 
votes in favour, with one abstention. The report 
proper had two parts : the first dealt with the 
unsuccessful attempts at negotiations and the 
second presented a number of frontier incidents 
which had been observed by the Committee's 
groups. This report when read with the supple
mentary reports should serve to show the serious 
situation which existed in the Balkans. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia), on a point of order, 
asked about the participation of the Special 
Committee's rapporteur in the discussion. He 
pointed out that at the previous session of the 
Assembly, the Balkan Report had merely been 
circulated. Mr Behler wished to know how the 
Rapporteur had been appointed. It was his 
opinion that the First Committee should have 
taken such action. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that Mr. Castillo Najera 
was the Mexican representative on the Special 
Committee and had been elected Rapporteur in 
that Committee. He had been requested to sit 
with the officers of the First Committee in order 
to present the Special Committee's report to the 
Assembly. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that in his 
opinion the Chairman had erred in inviting 
anyone to sit among the officers without requesting 
the approval of the Committee. He proposed 
that the Special Committee's Rapporteur should 
leave the chair he now occupied. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that he had informed the 
Committee that he was asking the Rapporteur 
to present the report and no objections had been 
raised. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) confirmed this 
statement by the Chairman. In the opinion of 
his delegation, the Chairman and the Rapporteur 
of the Special Committee had exhibited exem
plary propriety and calmness in a rather difficult 
situation. 

Mr BEBLER (Yugoslavia) observed that he had 
been conciliatory in that he had not objected to 
the presentation of the report by a member of 
the Special Committee. However, now that the 
report had been read, he proposed that the 
Committee should decide that the Rapporteur 

1 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Third 
Session, Supplement No 8. 

il n'a pas ete tenu compte des rapports qui ne 
semblaient pas presenter des garanties suffisantes. 

Pour ce qui est des resuJtats, la Commission 
speciale a obtenu un succes considerable en ce qui 
concerne le probleme des refugies. En dehors de 
cette question, la Commission a examine la 
situation politique en se servant surtout de 
groupes d'observateurs et s'est efforcee de voir 
de quelle fac;on les recommandations de 1' Assemblee 
generale etaient executees. 

La Commission speciale a etabli, a Geneve, un 
rapport! sur ses dix mois d'activite; ce rapport, 
quant a l'expose des faits, a ete approuve a 
l'unanimite. L'interpretation de ces faits a ete 
approuvee par huit voix, avec une abstention. 
Le rapport lui-meme se divise en deux parties : 
la premiere traite des tentatives infructueuses de 
negociations et la deuxieme expose un certain 
nombre d'incidents de frontieres qui ont ete 
observes par les groupes de la Commission. Ce 
rapport, joint aux rapports supplementaires, 
doit suffire a montrer la gravite de la situation 
qui existe dans les Balkans. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) souleve un point 
d'ordre et demande quelle doit etre la partici
pation du Rapporteur de la Commission speciale 
a la discussion. Il fait remarquer que, lors de 
la derniere session de l' Assemblee precedente, le 
rapport sur les Balkans a simplement fait !'objet 
d'une distribution. M. Behler desirerait savoir 
comment le Rapporteur a ete designe. A son avis, 
c'est a la Premiere Commission qu'il appartient de 
prendre la decision pour toutes les questions de ce 
genre. 

LE PRESIDENT dit que M. Castillo Najera a 
represente le Mexique a la Commission speciale 
et qu'il a ete elu Rapporteur par cette Commis
sion. Il a ete invite a prendre place a cote des 
membres du Bureau de la Premiere Commission 
afin de presenter le rapport de la Commission 
Speciale a l'Assemblee. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare que, a son 
avis, le President a commis une erreur en invitant 
qui que ce so it a prendre place a cOte des membres 
du Bureau sans demander au prealable !'appro
bation de la Commission. Il propose que le 
Rapporteur de la Commission speciale quitte le 
siege qu'il occupe actuellement. 

Le PRESIDENT replique qu'il a informe la 
Commission qu'il demandait au Rapporteur de 
presenter le rapport et qu'aucune objection 
n'a ete elevee. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) confirme !'indi
cation donnee par le President. De !'avis de sa 
delegation, le President et le Rapporteur de la 
Commission speciale ont fait montre d'une 
correction et d'un calme exemplaires dans une 
situation quelque peu difficile. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) fait remarquer qu'il 
s'est montre conciliant puisqu'il ne s'est pas 
oppose a la presentation du rapport par un 
membre de la Commission speciale. Cependant, 
maintenant que le rapport a ete lu, il propose 
que la Commission decide que le Rapporteur de 

1 Voir Ies Documents officiels de rl'Assemblt!e genlrale, 
troisieme session, supplement no 18. 
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of the Special Committee was not an officer of the 
First Committee and should not sit with its 
officers. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Rapporteur 
of the Special Committee was not an officer of 
the First Committee but was merely sitting among 
them temporarily. However, the question of 
where he should sit could be put to a vote. 

l\Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said he wished to 
add to this proposal that the Rapporteur of the 
Special Committee should not participate in the 
Committee's discussions. 

Mr. STOLK (Venezuela) observed that the 
Yugoslav proposal consisted of two parts. On 
the one hand, there was the question of where 
the Rapporteur of the Special Committee should 
sit and, on the other hand, there was the question 
of his participation in the debate. He asked for 
the proposal to be voted upon in two parts. 

l\Ir McNEIL (United Kingdom) said he thought 
it would be normal for the Rapporteur to continue 
to be available to answer questions and give 
information in his capacity as an expert. 
Mr. McNeil hoped that if it were decided that the 
Rapporteur should not participate in the debate, 
it would not mean that questions could not be put 
to him and that he could not reply. 

Mr. STOLK (Venezuela) said that his delegation 
believed that it had been proper to invite the 
Rapporteur of the Special Committee to present 
a statement. His delegation also believed it 
would be useful if it were possible in the future 
to ask the Rapporteur to clarify certain points or 
give additional information which might be 
required. The question of where the Rapporteur 
was to sit seemed unimportant but perhaps it 
would be convenient to follow the precedents 
for the seating of those who were invited to 
participate in the debate without a vote. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) agreed with the inter
pretations of his proposal which had been given 
by the representatives of the United Kingdom and 
Venezuela, namely, that the Rapporteur should 
not participate in the debate but should be 
available to answer questions. 

l\1r. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) remarked that the objections of the 
USSR delegation to the establishment of the 
Special Committee were well-known. However, 
he agreed that in the present circumstances the 
Rapporteur should be accorded the usual status 
and should be available to answer questions. 

The first part of the Yugoslav proposal, namely, 
that the Rapporteur of the United Nations Special 
Committee on the Balkans should vacate his seat 
among the officers of the Committee, was then put 
to a vote. It was rejected by 38 votes to 6. 

The second part of the Yugoslav proposal, 
namely, that the Rapporteur of the United Nations 
Special Committee on the Balkans should not 

la Commission speciale n'est pas membre du 
Bureau de Ia Premiere Commission et ne doit 
pas sieger a cote des membres de ce Bureau. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que le Rapporteur 
de la Commission speciale n'est pas membre du 
Bureau de la Premiere Commission et qu'il 
a simplement pris place parmi ses membres a 
titre temporaire. Toutefois, on peut mettre aux 
voix la question de savoir oil il doit sieger. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'il desire 
ajouter a sa proposition que le Rapporteur de 
la Commission speciale ne doit pas participer 
aux discussions de la Commission. 

M. STOLK (Venezuela) fait observer que la 
proposit ion yougoslave comprend deux parties ; 
elle pose, d'une part, Ia question de Ia place a 
laquelle doit sieger le Rapporteur de la Commis
sion speciale et, d'autre part, la question de sa 
participation aux dcbats. Il demande que ces 
deux parties soient mises aux voix separement. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) estime qu'il serait 
normal que le Rapporteur demeurat a la dispo
sition des membres de Ia Commission pour 
repondre a leurs questions et fournir des rensei
gnements en sa qualite d'expert. II espere que 
si l'on decidait que le Rapporteur ne doit pas 
prendre part a la discussion cela ne signifierait 
pas que I' on ne pourrait lui poser des questions 
et qu'il n'y pourrait n\pondre. 

M. STOLK (Venezuela) juge qu'il etait correct 
d'inviter le Rapporteur de la Commission speciale 
a faire une declaration. Il serait utile de pouvoir 
lui demander, si cela s'avere necessaire, de 
preciser certains points ou de fournir des rensei
gnements complcmentaires. La question de Ia 
place a laquelle doit sieger le Rapporteur lui 
parait sans importance, mais peut-etre serait-il 
bon de suivre les precedents qui ont ete etablis 
lorsque des personnes ont etc invitees a parti
ciper aux discussions t..e la Commission sans 
droit de vote. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) approuve la maniere 
dont les representants du Royaume-Uni et du 
Venezuela interpretent sa proposition : le Rappor
teur ne doit pas prendre part a Ia discussion, 
mais il doit rester a la disposition des membres 
de la Commission afin de repondre aux questions 
qui pourraient lui etre posees. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) fait observer que les objections 
de la delegation de l'URSS contre la creation 
de la Commission speciale sont bien connues. 
Cependant, il convient que, dans les circons
tances presentes, le Rapporteur doit beneficier 
du statut habitue! et rester a la disposition des 
membres pour repondre aux questions. 

Mise aux voix, la premiere partie de la propo
sition yougoslave, qui demande que le Rapporteur 
de la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans abandonne La place qu'il occupe 
parmi les membres du Bureau de La Commission, 
est rejetee par 38 voix contre 6. 

Mise aux voix, la seconde partie de la proposition 
yougoslave, qui demande que le Rapporteur de 

; La Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour 
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participate in the debate, but should be available 
to answer questions was then voted upon. It was 
adopted by 13 votes to 11, with 19 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-SECOND 
MEETING 

II eld at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 26 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : l\1. A. CosTA ou RELs (Bolivia). 

37. Continuation of the discussion on the 
threats to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

REPORT OF THE UNITED NATIONs SPECIAL CoM
MITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644, 
A/692). 

1\ir. PIPINELIS (Greece) wished to express his 
Government's appreciation of the work achieved 
by the Special Committee on the Balkans, and of 
the devotion of its members, who had endeav
oured to establish the facts and to use their 
influence as peace makers on the parties concerned. 
The abstention of some of the countries concerned 
had undoubtedly prevented the Special Committee 
from achieving all its aims, but in avoiding the 
worst, it had cleared the way for a definite solution 
of the problem. 

The Special Committee was in a way the 
prototype of what the United Nations could do, 
considering the limited character of the decisions 
of the Security Council and the General As
sembly. If, in those circumstances, the work 
of the Special Committee on the Balkans had 
nevertheless proved useful, and if peace could be 
restored in the Balkans, that would show that the 
United Nations was capable of giving effective 
protection to countries whose independence 
and integrity were endangered. The reper
cussions of such a success would be very important 
and would overcome the present lack of confidence. 
The Special Committee had endeavoured to 
exercise its conciliatory influence, had obtained 
the facts and was submitting its conclusions to the 
Assembly. It was for the First Committee now 
to draw the necessary conclusion by taking 
decisions appropriate for the settlement of the 
question. 

Mr. Pipinelis referred briefly to the main 
conclusions reached by the Special Committee : 
(a) in consequence of the refusal of Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia to co-operate with the 
Committee, the latter had been unable to give 
assistance to those three Governments and to 
Greece in the implementation of the recommend
ations contained in the General Assembly's reso
lution 109 (II) of the 21 October 1947. (b) the 
Committee concluded that the Greek guerrillas had 
received aid and assistance from Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia ; that they had been furnished 
with war material and that they had been allowed 
to use the territories of those States for tactical 

les Balkans ne prenne pas part a la discussion 
mais reste a la disposition de la Commission esl 
adoptee par 13 voix contre 11, avec 19 abstentfom. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 50. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-DOUZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
le mardi 26 oclobre 1948, a 15 lzeures. 

President : M. A. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivie). 

37. Suite de la discussion sur les 
lnenaces a l'independance politique 
et a I 'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

I 

RAPPORT DE LA CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES 

NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644, A/692). 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) tient a dire que son 
Gouvernement apprecie hautement le travail 
realise par la Commission Speciale pour les Balkans 
et le devouement de ses membres qui se sont 
appliques a etablir les faits et a exercer leur 
influence pacificatrice sur les parties interessees. 
Sans doute, !'abstention de certains pays inte
resses n'a pas permis a la Commission speciale 
d'attcindrc tons ses objectifs mais, en evitant 
le pire, elle a prepare le terrain en vue de la 
solution definitive du probleme. 

La Commission speciale est, en quelque sorte, 
le prototype de ce que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies peut faire, etant donne le caractere 
limite des decisions du Conseil de securite et de 
l' Assemblee generale. Si, dans ces circonstances, 
!'action de la Commission speciale pour les 
Balkans s'averait neanmoins utile, si la paix 
pouvait etre retablie dans les Balkans, !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies prouverait ainsi qu'ellc 
peut apporter une protection efficace aux pays 
menaces dans leur independance et dans leur 
integrite. Le retentissement d'un pareil succes 
serait immense et la crise de confiance actuelle 
serait surmontee. La Commission speciale a 
tente d' exercer son influence pacificatrice, a 
recueilli des faits et elle soumet ses conclusions 
a l'Assemblee. C'est a la Premiere Commission 
qu'il incombe actuellement de tirer Ia conclusion 
necessaire en prenant les decisions appropriees 
en vue du reglement de la question. 

L'orateur rappelle brievement les conclusions 
essentielles de la Commission Speciale : a) par 
suite du ref us de cooperation de l' Alhanie, de Ia 
Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie avec la Commission 
celle-ci s'est vue dans l'impossibilite de porter 
assistance a ces trois Gouvernements et a la 
Grece pour la mise en reuvre des recommandations 
enoncces dans la resolution 109(II)de l'Assemblee 
generale du 21 octobre 1947 ; b) la Com~ission 
conclut que les partisans grecs ont re~tu mde et 
assistance en provenance de I' Albanie, de Ia 
Bulgarie et deJa Yougoslavie sous fo~e ~·~pp.ro
visionnements en materiel de guerre et d utilisatiOn 
du tcrritoire de ces Etats pour des operations 
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operations and for medical treatment ; moral 
support had been given them through Govern
ment-controlled radio stations, the existence of 
the broadcasting stations of the Greek guerrillas 
on _Yugosla:r soil, and by the systematic organi
zation of md committees. That assistance had 
been given with the knowledge of the three 
States mentioned. (c) the Special Committee was 
convinced that, while that situation continued, 
a threat to the political independence and terri
torial integrity of Greece would exist, and inter
national peace and security in the Balkans would 
be endangered 

Mr. Pipinelis declared that those conclusions 
fully corroborated the conclusions of the Corn
mission of Investigation set up by the Security 
Council on the 19 December 1946 1, and contained 
in its report of 27 May 1947 (S/360). 

Thus, two Commissions sent to the spot within 
one and a half years had established the fact that 
the northern neighbours of Greece were providing 
assistance to the Greek guerrillas and endangering 
peace. The Third Interim Report of the Special 
Committee (A/692), which had just reached the 
Assembly, still further confirmed the previous 
conclusions. That report mentioned new proofs 
that Greek guerrillas were using Albanian territory 
as a place of refuge and a base of operations, as 
well as a frontier incident between Greece and 
Yugoslavia, which could have been avoided if 
the Yugoslavs had disarmed and interned the 
Greek guerrillas who had crossed from Greece 
into Yugoslavia. 

At the very moment when the First Committee 
was discussing the problem, convoys of munitions 
and armed bands were passing to and fro across 
the frontiers of certain countries bordering 
Greece, unidentified, aircraft were flying almost 
daily over Greek territory to drop equipment 
which would help to prolong the struggle. Quite 
recently a sailing vessel corning from Durazzo 
with a cargo of munitions intended for the Greek 
guerrillas had been destroyed in the Bay of Pelo
ponnesus. 

The Greek representative stressed that it was 
therefore an established fact that Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia refused to conform to 
the decisions taken by the United Nations asking 
them to stop providing aid and assistance to the 
Greek guerrillas. The present problem, therefore, 
·was to take appropriate action on that refusal. 

The Greek delegation, however, had not come 
before the General Assembly with the intention 
of asking for drastic measures against anyone. 
Greece wished above all to live in peace and to 
rebuild her ruins without foreign interference. 
She would like her northern neighbours to declare 
that they were prepared to put an end to an 
activity likely to create hotbeds of unrest in 
Greece and to have their goodwill demonstrated 
by consenting to an inquiry on the spot, as 
Greece had done for two years and was still 
doing. In the event of a satisfactory reply, the 
true solution to the question would not be difficult. 
If that were not the case, the Committee should 
take such a decision in conformity with the will 

1 Sec Official Records of the Security Council, First Year, 
Second Series, N° 28, page 651. 

tactiques ou pour y recevoir un traiternent 
medical ; ils ont rer;u un appui moral par l'inter
rnediaire des stations de radiodiffusion controlees 
par ces Etats, par !'existence de postes de radio
diffusion des partisans grecs en territoire yougo
slave et par !'organisation systematique de comites 
de secours. Cette assistance a ete donnee au su 
des Gouvernernents des trois Etats rnentionnes ; 
c) la Commission speciale est convaincue que, 
aussi longternps que dureront ces conditions, il 
existera une menace a l'independance politiquc 
et a l'integritc territoriale de la Grece, et la paix 
et la securite internationales dans les Balkans 
seront en danger. 

Cesconclusions, declare M. Pipinelis, corroborent 
entierement les conclusions de Ia Commission 
d'enquete creee par le Conseil de sccurite lc 
19 decembre 19461 et qui figurent dans son rapport 
du 27 rnai 1947 (S/360). 

Ainsi, deux Commissions expediees sur les 
lieux en l'espace d'un an et derni ont etabli que 
les voisins septentrionaux de Ia Grcce fournissent 
assistance aux partisans grecs et mettent la 
paix en danger. Le Troisierne rapport interirnaire 
de la Commission speciale (A/692), qui vient 
de parvenir a l'Assernblee, corrobore encore les 
conclusions precectentes. Il y fait mention de 
nouvelles preuves de !'utilisation par les partisans 
grecs du territoire albanais cornme lieu de refuge 
et cornrne base d'operations, ainsi que d'un 
incident a la frontiere greco-yougoslave qui 
aurait pu etre evite si les Yougoslaves avaient 
desarrne et interne Ies partisans grecs passes 
de Grecc en Y ougoslavie. 

Au moment ou Ia Premiere Commission discute 
ce probleme, des convois de munitions et des 
bandes arrnees franchissent et refranchissent les 
frontieres de certains pays limitrophes de la 
Grece, des avions de nationalite inconnue survolent 
presque journellement le territoire grec pour y 
jeter de l'equipement qui servira a prolonger la 
lutte. Tout recernrnent, un voilier charge de 
munitions venant de Durazzo et destine aux 
partisans grecs a ete detruit dans la baie du 
Pcloponnese. 

Le representant de la Grece souligne qu'il est 
done ctabli que l'Albanie, la Bulgarie et la Yougo
slavie refusent de se conformer aux decisions de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies qui les invitaient 
a s'abstenir de fournir aide et assistance aux 
partisans grecs. Le problerne actuel est done 
de donner la suite qu'il convient a ce refus. 

La delegation grecque, toutefois, ne se presente 
pas a I' Assernblee animee du desir de demander 
des rnesures de rigueur contre qui que ce soit. 
La Grece veut, avant tout, retrouver la paix et 
reconstruire ses ruines, sans etre troublee par des 
ingerences etrangeres. Elle voudrait que ses 
voisins septentrionaux declarent s'ils sont disposes 
a rnettre fin a une activite tendant a crcer en 
Grece des foyers d'incendie et s'ils sont prets a 
faire certifier leur bonne volonte par un examen 
effectue sur place cornrne l'a fait et continue a lc 
faire la Grece depuis deux ans. En cas de reponse 
satisfaisante, la solution veritable a la question 
ne sera pas difficile. S'il en etait autrernent, la 
Commission devrait prendre une decision de nature 

1 Voir Ies Proces-verbaux o[ficiels du Conseil de securiU 
premiere :mnce, seconde serie, no 28, page 657. 
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of the General Assembly, expressed in resolution 
109 (II) of 21 October 1947. 

In conclusion, Mr. Pipinelis said that the 
United Nations could not, without failing in its 
primary task, allow the continuation, against 
one of its Members, of subversive action intended 
to gain the upper hand through t error and lassi
tude. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) stated 
that the threat to the independence and integrity 
of Greece was only one of the aspects of a much 
wider problem, namely, the spread of Communism 
over the world through incitement to violence 
from outside. Whether in Europe or elsewhere, 
the method was always the same, for the Com
munists were taught that the USSR would not 
be secure until the non-communist Powers had 
been reduced in number and in strength, and that 
that result could only be attained through violence 
and terrorism. 

While the Charter of the United Nations 
provided for a possible evolution of the world, 
and the pacific settlement of any difficulty, in 
Article 2, paragraph 4, it formally opposed 
recourse to the threat or use of force. It was 
because Communism practised violence that the 
United Nations was faced with constant fear. 
It must, however, do everything possible to 
keep that threat in check. The General Assembly 
could bring the facts to light and render a moral 
judgment which no State could disregard ; it 
should arouse a world opinion condemning 
violence and resolved to suppress it. 

Recalling the two essential tasks assigned to 
the Special Committee on the Balkans, the 
representative of the United States pointed out 
that the refusal of Albania, Bulgaria and Yugo
slavia to co-operate had prevented that Committee 
from accomplishing its mission of conciliation. 
Nevertheless, on the basis of 86 direct observ
ations and more than 700 statements, the Com
mittee had unanimously concluded that the 
Greek guerrillas had received considerable assist
ance from Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia ... 
The territory of those States had provided bases 
for military operations. Thus, violation of a 
border between States had permitted an aggres
sion against those who respect ed it. 

Mr. Dulles cited as ane xample the machine
gun fire on 1 March 1948 for five hours, in full 
daylight, from Yugoslav t erritory; on 11, 12 
and 18 July 1948 there had been artillery, mortar 
and machine-gun fire from Albanian territory ; 
and on 7 August 1948 shells had been fired from 
Bulgarian territory, wounding two United Nations 
observers. 

The unanimous conclusion of the Special Com
mittee was that all those facts constituted a threat 
to the independence and integrity of Greece. 
Nevertheless, General Assembly resolution 109 
(II) of 21 October 1947 had not failed completely 
in the objectives it sought. It had had an 
influence on the events which took place on the 
Greek frontier by restraining the activities of 
Greece's northern neighbours, who had been 

a faire respecter Ia volonte de I'Assemblee generale 
telle qu'elle s'est exprimee dans sa resolution 
109 (II) du 21 octobre 1947. 

M. Pipinelis conclut en disant que !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies ne saurait, sans faillir a sa 
tache essentielle, laisser se perpetuer une action 
subversive dirigee contre un de ses Membres et 
visant a avoir raison de lui par la terreur et la 
lassitude. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) constate 
que la menace a !'in dependance eta l'integrite de la 
Grece n'est qu'un des aspects d'un probleme 
beaucoup plus vaste : celui de !'expansion du 
communisme sur le monde par !'incitation a la 
violence venant de l'exterieur. Que cela soit en 
Europe ou ailleurs, Ja methode est toujours la 
meme, car on enseigne aux communistes que 
l'URSS ne sera en securite que Jorsque les Puis
sances non communistes auront ete reduites en 
nombre et en force et que ce resultat ne peut etre 
atteint que par la violence et le terrorisme. 

Si la Charte des Nations Unies prevoit une 
evolution possible du monde et l'ajustement 
pacifique de toute situation, elle s'oppose formelle
ment, dans son Article 2, paragraphe 4, au 
recours a la menace ou a l'emploi de la force. 
C'est parce que le communisme pratique la 
violence que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
est en presence d'une crainte constante. Elle doit 
cependant faire son possible pour tenir cette 
menace en echec. L'Assemblee generale peut 
mettre les faits en lumiere et porter un jugement 
moral dont aucun Etat ne pourra faire abstrac
tion ; elle doit susciter une opinion mondiale 
qui condamne Ia violence et qui soit resolue 
a Ia supprimer. 

Rappelant les deux taches essentielles dont 
avait ete chargee la Commission Speciale pour 
les Balkans, le representant des Etats-Unis fait 
observer que le ref us de l' Albanie, de la Bulgarie et 
de la Yougoslavie de cooperer a cette Commission 
l'ont empechCe de realiser sa mission de conci
liation. Toutefois, sur Ia base de 86 observations 
directes et de plus de 700 temoignages, la Commis
sion, a l'unanimite, a conclu que les partisans 
grecs ont rec;u une aide importante de la part de 
l' Albanie, de la B ulgarie et de la Y ougosla vie. 
Le t erritoire de ces Etats a servi de base a des 
operations militaires ; de cette fac;on, Ia violation 
d'une frontiere entre Etats a permis une agression 
contre ceux qui la respectent. 

M. Dulles rappelle, a titre d'exemple, un tir de 
mitrailleuses qui s'est produit le 1 er mars 1948, 
en plein jour, pendant cinq heures, en prove
nance du territoire yougoslave. Les 11, 12 et 
18 juillet 1948, eurent lieu des tirs d'artillerie, 
de mortiers et de mitrailleuses, en provenance 
du territoire albanais, et le 7 aout 1948 des obus 
furent tires du territoire bulgare, blessant deux 
observateurs de !'Organisation des Nations l!n~es. 

La conclusion unanime de Ia CommissiOn 
speciale est que tous ces faits constituent une 
menace a l'independance et a l'integrite de la 
Grece. Toutefois, Ia resolution 109 (II) de l'Assem
blee generale en date du 21 octobre 1947 n'~ p~s 
echoue compJetement dans Jes buts qu'elle VISait~ 
car elle a eu une influence ·sur les evenements qUI 
se sont deroules a la frontiere grecque en refrenant 
les activites des voisins septentrionaux de la 
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faced with the possible reaction of public opinion, 
aroused by the Committee. 

The measures taken the previous year by the 
General Assembly had been among the factors 
which, up to the present, had succeeded in pre
~erving the integrity of Greece. That country, 
m spite of the civil war, was making progress 
on the road to economic reconstruction and 
public order. Since the Government of the 
United States thought that the efforts which 
had been begun should be brought to a successful 
conclusion, it was presenting jointly with the 
Governments of China, France and the United 
Kingdom a draft resolution (AfC.1 /352) to the 
effect that the Committee should continue its 
mission of observation and good offices. The 
resolution called upon Greece's northern neigh
bours to refrain from contributing to the efforts 
to overthrow the Greek Government by force 
and it ensured publicity which would allow 
world opinion to be informed of any violations 
that might be committed. 

Referring to the General Assembly's resolution 
of 21 October 1947, Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom), 
stated that from the beginning certain States 
had been determined to prevent the United 
Nations Special Committee on the Balkans from 
fulfilling its mission and had wanted to prevent 
the rest of the world from knowing what was 
happening on Greece's northern frontiers. 

Replying to an erroneous interpretation made 
previously by the representative of Poland, 
~Ir. McNeil stated that if the members of the 
Special Committee had been unable to establish 
contact with the guerrilla forces, it was solely 
because of the refusal of the guerrillas to deal with 
the Special Committee. In support of that 
statement, he cited an order published by the 
guerrillas and observed that they were to consider 
members of the Committee or observers as pris
oners of war and treat them as such if they fell 
into their hands. Those facts made it possible 
to find out who was responsible for the fact that 
the United Nations Committee had been unable 
to penetrate into the territory controlled by the 
guerrillas. 

-:\1r. McNeil stated that the violent language 
he had used at a previous meeting could be 
attributed to the heat of the discussion. However, 
while a certain degree of anger (for which he 
apologized) was likely to be expressed in a speech, 
he pointed out that the insulting language used 
by certain States in carefully considered official 
letters was completely inexcusable. As an 
example he cited the reply of the Albanian Gov
ernment to the request of the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations that the Special Committee 
should be granted the facilities necessary for the 
successful completion of its mission1 • 

He reminded the meeting that Poland and the 
USSR had refused to sit on the Committee and 
that Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia had refused 
to co-operate with it on the pretext that it had 
been set up illegally in spite of the fact that the 
vote in favour of its establishment had been 40 
to 6. 

See Official Records of the General Assemby, Third 
Session, Supplement No 8, pages 8 and 9. 

Grece qui se sont heurtes aux reactions possibles 
de l'opinion publique avertie par la Commission. 

Les mesures prises l'an dernier par l'Assemblee 
generale ont constitue l'un des facteurs qui, jusqu'a 
present, ont n\ussi a preserver l'integrite de la 
Grece. Celle-d, malgre Ia guerre civile, progresse 
dans la voie de la reconstruction economique et 
de la stabilite publique. C'est parce que le Gouver
nement des Etats-Unis estime que les efforts 
commences doivent etre poursuivis jusqu'au 
succes complet qu'il presente, conjointement 
avec les Gouvernements de la Chine, de la France 
et du Royaume-Uni, un projet de resolution 
(A/C.l/352) tendant a ce que la Commission 
poursuive sa mission d'observation et de bons 
offices. La resolution fait appel aux voisins 
septentrionaux de la Grece pour qu'ils s'abstien
nent de contribuer aux efforts faits en vue de 
renverser par la violence le Gouvernement grec 
et elle assure une publicite qui permettra a 
l'opinion mondiale d'etre informee des violations 
qui pourraient etre commises. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni), se referant a la 
resolution de I' Assemblee generale en date du 
21 octobre 1947, constate que, des le debut, 
certains :Etats etaient determines a empecher 
la Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour 
les Balkans de remplir sa tache et voulaient eviler 
que le reste du monde sache ce qui se passe aux 
frontieres septentrionales de la Grece. 

Repondant a une interpretation erronce faite 
pn\cedemment par le representant de la Pologne, 
il declare que, si les membres de la Commission 
speciale n'ont pu prendre contact avec les forces 
des partisans, c'est uniquement ala suite du refus 
de ceux-ci de traiter avec la Commission speciale. 
Il cite, a l'appui de cette affirmation, un ordre 
publie par les partisans ; il constate que ceux-ci 
devaient considerer les membres de Ia Commission 
ou les observateurs comme prisonniers de guerre 
et les traiter comme tels s'ils tombaient entre leurs 
mains. Ces faits permettent de decouvrir a qui 
incombe la responsabilite du fait que la Commis
sion des Nations-Unies n'a pu penetrer sur le 
territoire controle par les partisans. 

M. McNeil declare que s'il a employe un langage 
violent a une seance precedente, c'est a cause de 
la chaleur des debats. Toutefois, si un certain 
emportement (dont il s'excuse) est susceptible 
de se produire dans un discours, il fait observer 
que le langage insultant dont se servent certains 
:Etats dans des lettres officielles, murement 
reflechies, est tout a fait inexcusable. II cite, 
a titre d'exemple, la reponse du Gouvernement 
albanais a la demande faite par le Secretaire 
general de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
tendant a accorder a la Commission speciale 
les facilites necessaires pour mener a bien sa 
mission1• 

II rappelle que la Pologne et l'URSS ont refuse 
de sieger au sein de la Commission et que I' Albanie, 
la Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie ont refuse de 
cooperer avec elle en pretextant qu'elle avait etc 
constituee illegalement, quoique 40 representants 
contre 6 aicnt vote en faveur de son etablissement. 

1 Voir Jes Documents of{iciels de l' Assembtee generale, 
troisieme session, Supplement no 8, page 9. 
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During the general debate, the representatives 
of the USSR and of certain other States had 
sought to condemn the Committee for not having 
succeeded in improving the relations between 
Greece and its northern neighbours and for 
having exceeded its terms of reference in its 
task of observation. The reports of the Committee 
gave a very clear reply to those criticisms by 
showing the constant efforts and the patience of 
the Committee in attempting to obtain the 
co-operation of Albania, Bulgaria and Yugo
slavia. The only criticism of the Committee 
which could be made in that connexion was 
that it had weakened the prestige of the United 
Nations by too many diplomatic niceties. 

Turning to the consideration of the report of 
the Committee (A/692), the representative of the 
United Kingdom observed that the three northern 
neighbours of Greece had not complied with the 
recommendations of the General Assembly and 
had furni shed aid and assistance to the Greek 
partisans in their fight against their Government, 
as shown, for instance, by the conclusions of 
the supplementary report of the Committee as 
well as by those of the first part of chapter 2 of 
the Third Interim Report. In the circumstances, 
improvement in the Balkan situation was impos
sible. 

Nevertheless, although the Committee had 
been unable to achieve a more successful result 
owing to the attitude of the three northern 
neighbours of Greece, it could not be said that 
it had failed, for the situation in the Balkans 
would have been much worse if the Special 
Committee had not been set up. Moreover, 
the Committee should be thanked for having 
established the facts clearly. 

The United Nations could not fail to act in a 
situation which was becoming increasingly serious 
and which threatened one of its Members. For 
those reasons, the United Kingdom delegation 
unreservedly supported the conclusions of the 
Special Committee that the General Assembly 
should ask the Committee to continue its work. 
The Assembly should warn the countries concerned 
and make sure that they took account of its 
findings. lf those countries should decide to 
comply with the principles laid down in the 
Charter, the United Nations should send to the 
scene a body competent to help the States con
cerned to settle their differences peacefully. 

It had been stated, continued Mr. McNeil, 
that the United Kingdom had strategic interests 
in Greece. That was perhaps true. It was also 
true that the British Government wished to have 
in Greece, as in all countries, a friendly govern
ment co-operating with it. The United Kingdom, 
however, had never placed its own interests 
above the legitimate interests of the Greek people. 
In that connexion, he referred to the assistance 
which the United Kingdom had given Greece 
to enable that country to hold free democratic 
elections under international supervision in 1946. 

R eferring to the virtues and the courage of the 
Greek people, Mr. McNeil requested, as had 
Mr. Dulles, that Greece should be given the oppor
tunity to continue the work of reconstruction 
which had been undertaken in spite of the war 
and the rebellion. 

Les representants de l'URSS et de certains 
autres Etats ont cherche au cours de la discussion 
generale a condamner la Commission qui n'aurait 
pas reussi a ameliorer les relations entre la Grece 
et ses voisins du Nord et qui aurait outrepasse 
son mandat dans sa tache d'observation. Les 
rapports de la Commission donnent une reponse 
tres claire a ces critiques en montrant les efforts 
constants et la patience de la Commission pour . 
obtenir la cooperation de l'Albanie, de la Bulgarie 
et de la Yougoslavie. La seule critique qui pourrait 
lui etre faite a cet egard est que la Commission 
a affaibli le prestige de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies par trop d'amabilites diplomatiques. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni, passant a 
l'examen du Rapport de la Commission (A/692), 
constate que les trois voisins septentrionaux de la 
Grece ne se sont pas conformes aux recommanda
tions de l'Assemblee generale et ont fourni aide 
et assistance aux partisans grecs en lutte contre 
leur Gouvernement, ainsi qu'il resulte notamment 
des conclusions contenues dans le Rapport 
supplementaire de la Commission ainsi que de la 
premiere partie du chapitre II du troisil~me 
rapport interimaire. Dans ces conditions, une 
amelioration de la situation dans les Balkans est 
impossible. 

Toutcfois, si la Commission n'a pu arriver a 
un resultat meilleur du fait de !'attitude des trois 
voisins du nord de la Grece, on ne peut dire qu'elle 
ait echoue, car la situation dans les Balkans 
aurait etc bien pire si la Commission Speciale 
n'avait pas ete instituee. De plus, il faut etre 
reconnaissant a la Commission d'avoir pu etablir 
les faits d'une fa~;on precise. 

L'Organisation des Nations Unies ne peut 
rester inactive devant une situation qui s'aggrave 
et qui menace un de ses Membres. Pour ces 
raisons, la delegation du Royaume-Uni appuie 
sans reserve les conclusions de la Commission 
Speciale tendant a ce que l' Assemblee generale 
demande a cette derniere de poursuivre sa tache. 
L' Assemblec doit mettre en garde les pays 
interesses et s'assurer que ceux-ci tiendront 
compte de sa decision. Si ces pays decident de se 
conformer aux principes de la Charte, !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies devra envoyer sur place 
un organisme pouvant aider les :Etats interesses a 
regler pacifiquement leurs differends. 

On a affirme, poursuit M. McNeil, que le 
Royaume-Uni avait des inten~ts strategiques en 
Grece. C'est peut-etre exact. II est aussi exact que 
le Gouvernement britannique desire avoir en 
Grece, comme dans tousles pays, un Gouvernement 
ami cooperant avec lui. Mais la Grande-Bretagne 
n'a jamais place ses interets personnels avant les 
interets Iegitimes du peuple grec. 11 rappelle a c~ 
sujet l'aide fournie a la Grece par le Royaume-Um 
en lui permettant d'etablir des elections libres 
et democratiques sous controle international, 
en 1946. 

Rappelant les merites et le courage du peuple 
grec, il demande, comme l'a fait M. Dulles, que 
l'on donne !'occasion ala Grece de poursuivre son 
ceuvre de reconstruction commencee malgre la 
guerre et !'insurrection. 
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The Government of the United Kingdom, in 
supporting the proposed resolution, stated that 
it would furnish the personnel requested of it 
and all the necessary aid but, recognizing that 
other countries could do more with greater speed, 
appealed to them to consider their position once 
again before the close of the discussion. 

Mr. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) pointed out 
that the French representative on the Commission 
of Investigation concerning Greek Frontier Inci
dents had been unable to subscribe to the con
clusions adopted by the majority of that body, 
as he had felt that some facts had not been suffi
ciently established and that to condemn formally 
the attitude of some countries was not in keeping 
with the conciliatory mission of the Commission 
of Investigation. 

The French delegation had now approved the 
reports of the United Nations Special Committee 
on the Balkans, because the assistance which 
neighbouring countries afforded the Greek guer
rillas had been duly established by the testimony 
of the observers, amongst whom there had been 
six French_,,en and a number of representatives 
who had actually entered the fighting zone. 

The assistance afforded the guerrillas by the 
northern neighbours of Greece had assumed such 
proportions that it was hard to believe that the 
Governments of those countries were unaware 
of it or even that they had not fostered it. Thus, 
on 3 March 1948, a French observer had had to 
remain in a shell-hole for several hours while a 
machine gun situated on the territory of a neigh
bouring country fired on Greek territory. 

The conclusions of the Special Committee had 
not been equally strict with regard to the three 
countries neighbouring on Greece, because the 
number of field teams had been inadequate and 
had been obliged to make spot-checks, and 
partly because they had been instructed only 
to mention fully corroborated facts. 

The Special Committee's impartiality could not 
he disputed. Indeed, as regards the only incident 
which it had been able to investigate on both sides 
of the frontier, the River Evros incident of 
3 April 1948, weighing of the facts had been rather 
in the favour of the Bulgarian argument. How
ever. in every other case, the countries neigh
bouring on Greece had refused to collaborate in 
the investigation. 

Neverthess, although the Special Committee's 
conciliatory work had become more and more 
difficult, it had never given it up. Thus the 
French Government, in accordance with its 
instructions and on the initiative of the Greek 
Government, had forwarded to Sofia, through the 
usual diplomatic channels, proposals for a recon
ciliation or at least for easing the situation. The 
Bulgarian Parliament had bluntly interposed a 
demurrer. 

The French delegation recommended adoption 
of the draft resolution of China, the United 
Kingdom, the United States and France (A/C. 
1/352) designed to increase, if possible, the 
Special Committee's observation activities ; its 
functions of conciliation would thereby be 
confirmed. 

Le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni, en 
appuyant la resolution proposee, declare qu'il 
fournira le personnel qu'on lui dcmandera et 
toute I' aide necessaire, mais, sachant que d'autres 
pays pourraient faire plus et plus rapidement, il 
leur lance un appel pour reflechir une nouvelle fois 
avant la fin des dcbats. 

M. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) rappelle que 
le representant de son pays au sein de la Commis
sion d'enquete sur les incidents survenus le long 
de la frontiere grecque n'avait pu souscrire aux 
conclusions adoptees par la majorite de cet 
organisme, estimant que certains faits etaient 
insufilsamment etablis et qu'une condamnation 
formeUe de !'attitude de certains pays ne repondait 
pas a la mission d'apaisement de la Commission 
d'enquete. 

Si, maintenant,la delegationfrangaiseaapprouve 
Ies rapports de la Commission speciale des Nations 
Unies pour les Balkans, c'est que l'aide apportee 
par les pays voisins aux guerillas grecques a ete 
dument constatee, ainsi qu'il resulte du tcmoi
gnagc des observateurs parmi lesquels se trou
vaient six Frangais et des delegucs eux-memes 
qui se sont rendus dans la zone de combat. 

Or, l'aide apportee aux guerillas parIes voisins 
septentrionaux de la Grece a pris des proportions 
telles qu'ellc a pu difficilement etre ignorce, 
sinon favorisee, par les Gouvernements eux
memes. C'est ainsi que, le 3 mars 1948, un obser
vateur frangais a du rester plusieurs heures dans 
un trou d'obus, tandis qu'unc mitrailleuse situee 
sur le territoire d'un des pays voisins tirait sur 
le territoire grec. 

Si les conclusions de la Commission speciale 
n'ont pas ete egalement formelles a l'cgard des 
trois pays voisins de la Grece, cela est du, d'une 
part, au fait que Ies groupes d'operations insuffi
samment nombreux devaient operer par sondages 
et, d'autre part, a ce qu'ils avaient pour instruc
tions de ne faire etat que de faits absolument 
etablis. 

L'impartialitc de la Commission speciale ne 
peut etre contestee. En effet, en ce qui concerne 
le seul incident a propos duquel elle ait eu Ia 
possibilite de mener nne enquete des deux cotes de 
la frontiere - !'incident du fleuve Evros en date 
du 3 avril 1948, -!'appreciation des faits a ete 
plutot favorable a la these bulgare. Toutefois, 
dans tous les autres cas, les pays voisins de la 
Grece ont refuse de se preter a une enquete. 

Neanmoins, et bien que la tache de conci
liation de la Commission speciale soit devenue de 
plus en plus difficile, celle-ci n'y a jamais renonce. 
C'estainsi que, sur son mandatetsur !'initiative du 
Gouvernement hellcnique, le Gouvernement fran
gais avait transmis a Sofia, par la voie diplo
matique normale, des propositions tendant a un 
apaisement ou tout au moins a une detente. Une 
brutale fin de non-recevoir y fut opposee a la 
tribune du parlement bulgare. . 

La delegation franyaise recommande l'adoptwn 
du projet de resolution de la Chine, du Royaume
Uni, des Etats-Unis et de la France (A/C.l/352) 
selon lequel I'activitc de la Commission speciale 
en matiere d'observation devrait etre, si possible, 
renforcee. Quant aux fonctions de conciliation, 
elles seraient confirmees. 
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If foreign intervention in Greece could not be 
stopped, bringing it to the notice of world opinion 
would, at least, prevent certain measures which 
might constitute a threat to peace. It ill beseemed 
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Albania to challenge 
the justification for such action, as it was for 
them to show the world their good faith by 
opening their frontiers. They were not com
petent - nor were the United Nations competent 
- to deal with the internal situation in Greece, 
whatever their individual views on that matter. 

The French delegation hoped that a large 
majority would approve the draft resolution 
which it had seconded. 

:1\Ir. PENG (China) pointed out that the Chinese 
delegation had participated in the work of the 
Commission of Investigation of the Security 
Council and of the United Nations Special 
Committee on the Balkans. In t he opinion of 
his delegation, the conclusions of the Special 
Committee were impartial and justified, parti
cularly those covered by paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of 
the draft resolution of the United States, the 
United Kingdom, France and China. The threat 
to Greece's independence had not yet been averted 
and the General Assembly should redouble its 
eiTorts. 

In defiance of a resolution of the General 
Assembly, certain States had supplied provisions 
and arms to support a rebellion against the 
legitimate Government of Greece. It was a 
real war, organized and carried on by elements 
outside Greece. China would leave no stone 
unturnecl to ensure that the United Nations 
redoubled its efforts to impose respect for the 
Charter. 

:Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) recalled the tragic 
situation of Greece, which was threatened by 
intervention in its internal affairs by three neigh
bouring countries. One of those countries was 
a Member of the United Nations, and as such 
was supposed to respect the principles of the right 
of people to self-determination (Article 1, para
graph 2, of the Charter), and the domestic juris
diction of States (Article 2, paragraph 7). 

The help given to guerrilla fighters, already 
referred to in the report submitted to the second 
session of the General Assembly!, was now des
cribed in detail in the report of the United Nations 
Special Committee on the Balkans. It was a 
challenge to the United Nations and had given 
rise to a very grave situation characterized, on 
the one hand, by the violation of the rights of 
Greece, a sovereign and independent State ; and, 
on the other, by the right of Greece to receive 
help in its work of reconstruction which damage 
suffered in the Second \Vorld \Var had necessitated. 
In both respects, the duty of the General Assembly 
was to help Greece, and it was of the greatest 
importance, particularly for the small Powers, 
that the United Nations should show that it was 
capable of maintaining order and peace by taking 
a stand against the action of the three northern 
neighbours of Greece. Above all it was necessary 
that Greece should not suffer as a result of errors 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, Second Year, 
Special Supplement No 2. 

Faute de mettre un terme aux interventions 
etrangeres en Grece, Ia publicite qui leur sera 
faite empechera tout au mains certaines initiatives 
dangereuses pour la paix. La Yougoslavie, Ia 
Bulgarie et l'Albanie seraient mal venues a 
contester le bien-fonde de semblables mesures, 
puisqu'il leur appartient, en ouvrant leurs fron
tieres, de prouver au monde leur bonne foi. 
Quant a la situation interieure en Grece, elle n'est 
ni de leur competence ni de celle de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, quels que soient les senti
ments que l'on puisse eprouver a cet egard. 

Le delegation frall(;aise exprime l'espoir qu'une 
large majorite approuvera le projet de reso
lution a Ja presentation duquel elle s'est associee. 

M. PENG (Chine) rappelle que la delegation 
chinoise a participe aux travaux de Ia Commission 
d'enquete du Conseil de securite et de Ia Commis
sion speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans. 
Elle considere que les conclusions de Ia Commis
sion spcciale sont impartiales et justifiees, parti
culicrement celles qui sont citces aux paragraphes 
premier, 2 et 3 du projet de resolution des Etats
Unis, du Royaume-Uni, de la France et de Ia 
Chine. La menace contre l'independance de Ia 
Grece n'est pas encore ecartee et l'Assemblee 
generale doit redoubler d'efiorts. 

Au mepris d'une resolution de I' Assemblee 
generale, certains Etats ont approvisionne et 
arme une rebellion contre le Gouvernement 
legitime de la Grece. II s'agit Ia d'une veritable 
guerre menee par personnes interposees. La Chine 
ne ncgligera rien pour que !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies redouble d'efiorts pour imposer 
le respect de la Charte. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) evoque la situation 
tragique de la Grece, que menace !'intervention 
de ses trois voisins. L'un de ceux-ci, Membre de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, est pourtant 
tenu de respecter les principes du droit des 
peuples a disposer d'eux-memes (Article 1, para
graphe 2, de la Charte) et de la competence 
nationale des Etats (Article 2, paragraphe 7). 

L'aide apportee aux guerillas, deja cvoquce 
dans le Rapport soumis a la deuxieme session de 
1' Assemblee generalel, a maintenant etc precisee 
dans le rapport de la Commission speciale des 
Nations Unies pour les Balkans : il s'agit la d'un 
veritable defi a !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
et d'une situation fort grave, dont les deux aspects 
sont, d'une part, la violation des droits de la Grece, 
Etat souverain et independant et, d'autre part, 
le droit de la Grece a etre aidee dans l'reuvre de 
reconstruction qu'ont rendue necessaire les sacri
fices consentis au cours de la deuxieme guerre 
mondiale. Dans ces deux domaines, I' Assembh~e 
generale a pour devoir d'aider la Grece et il est de 
la plus haute importance, particulierement pour 
les petites Puissances, que !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies prouve qu'elle est capable d'assurer 
le maintien de l'ordre et de Ia paix, en s'opposant 
aux tentativcs des trois voisins septentrionaux de 
la Grece. Il faut eviter, avant tout, que ne se 

1 Voir Jes Proce.s-verbaux o(ficiels du Conseil de sicurili, 
deuxieme annce, supplement special no 2. 
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similar to those which were made at the Teheran 
Conference following which Poland lost 45 per 
cent of its territory. The political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece should be 
defended. 

The economic aid given by the United States 
to Greece was a practical implementation of the 
obligations of the United Nations to that country. 
~ut Greece's neighbours, by preventing any 
Improvement in the economic condition of the 
country, were attempting to bring about the 
downfall of the legitimate governement. The 
proposal made by the Yugoslav delegation, 
according to which the leader of the guerrilla 
forces should participate in the discussions of the 
First Committee, was particularly significant. 
Why not, in that case, give the exiled represen
tative of the Yugoslav opposition a chance to 
express his views on the Greek question which 
would certainly differ greatly from those of 

· ~Ir. Behler ? 
The First Committee should formally condemn 

all forms of intervention in the internal affairs 
of Greece. The delegation of El Salvador approv
ed the report of the United Nations Special 
Committee on the Balkans and was in favour 
of the draft resolution submitted by China, France, 
the United Kingdom, and United States, subject 
to any amendments which might have to be made. 

The meeting rose at 5.15 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTY -THIRD 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 27 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

38. Continuation of the discussion on the 
threats to the political independance 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

POLISH DRAFT RESOLUTION PROPOSING THAT THE 
FIRsT CoMMITTEE GIVE A HEARING TO MIL
TIADES PoRPHYROGENIS (A/C.l/353). 

:VIr. LAPTER (Poland) stated that the Polish 
delegation had submitted its draft resolution 
because it wished the First Committee to obtain 
an unbiased picture of the real situation in Greece. 
He thought that only those representatives who 
did not wish to hear the other side could oppose 
this draft resolution. 

Mr .PIPINELIS (Greece) thought that the true char
acter of the Polish draft resolution became clear 
if one recalled the fact that Miltiades Porphy
rogenis was Minister of Justice in the so-called 
~larkos Government ; that was a relationship 
which the Polish representative had failed · to 
mention. His delegation would vote against 

reproduisent au detriment de la Grece des erreurs 
telles que celle commise a Ia conference de 
Teheran, a Ia suite de laquelle la Pologne a perdu 
45 pour 100 de son territoire : l'independance 
politique et I'integrite territoriale de Ia Grece 
doivent etre defendues. 

L'aide economique apportee par les Etats-Unis 
a la Grece constitue une execution pratique des 
obligations des Nations Unies a l'egard de ce pays. 
Mais les voisins de la Grece s'efforcent, en 
s'opposant a !'amelioration des conditions econo
miques dans ce pays, d'amener le renversement 
du Gouvernement legitime. La proposition faite 
par la delegation yougoslave, selon Iaquelle le chef 
des guerillas devrait participer aux debats de Ia 
Premiere Commission, est particulierement signi
ficative. Mais alors pourquoi n'accorderait-on pas 
au representant de !'opposition yougoslave en exil 
Ia possibilite de se faire entendre sur Ia question 
grecque, sur laquelle ses vues different certai
nement de celles de M. Behler ? 

La Premiere Commission doit condamner 
formellement tous les actes d'intervention dans 
les affaires interieures de Ia Grece. La delegation 
du Salvador, pour sa part, donne son approbation 
au rapport de la Commission speciale des Nations 
Unies pour les Balkans et se prononce en faveur 
du projet de resolution presente par la Chine, la 
France, le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis, reserve 
faite des amendements qui pourraient s'averer 
necessaires. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 15. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-TREIZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 27 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

38. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

PROJET DE RESOLUTION DE LA POLOGNE PRO
POSANT QUE LA PREMIERE COMMISSION ENTENDE 
MILTIADES PORPHYROGENIS (A/C.l/353). 

M. LAPTER (Pologne) declare que si sa delegation 
a soumis son projet de resolution c'est parce qu'elle 
veut que Ia Premiere Commission puisse se faire 
une opinion impartiale de la situation en Grece. 
A son avis, seuls ceux qui, comme on dit, ne 
veulent jamais entendre les personnes qui ne sont 
pas de leur avis, peuvent s'opposer a ce projet de 
resolution. 

M. PrPINELIS (Grece) estime que Ia vraie nature 
du projet de resolution de Ia Pologne ressort du 
fait que M. Miltiades Porphyrogenis est ministre 
de Ia Justice du pretendu Gouvernement Markos; 
le representant de la Pologne a omis de mentionner 
ce fait. La delegation de Ia Grece votera con~re Ie 
projet de resolution de Ia Pologne pour les raisons 
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the Polish draft resolution for the general reasons 
which had been outlined at the previous meeting 
and also because it considered such diversions 
had lasted long enough . 

. l\1r. LAWFORD (United Kingdom) considered 
that the information which the Greek represen
tative had given concerning Miltiades Porphy
rogenis clearly showed that the Polish draft 
resolution was merely an attempt to get around 
the rejection of the Yugoslav draft resolution. 
He stated that the United Kingdom delegation 
would vote against it. 

Mr. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) supported 
the Polish draft resolution, stating that he consid
ered it absolutely necessary to know the views 
of both parties concerned in the Greek question. 
He pointed out that the report of the United 
Nations Special Committee on the Balkans 
(UNSCOB) (A/574) included unfounded infor
mation on the situation in the territory of General 
Markos' Government; this information had been 
based on the testimony of the Greek Liaison 
Service or its witnesses. That was a further 
reason to hear the views of the other party, whose 
point of view was not contained in the the Special 
Committee's report. Miltiades Porphyrogenis was 
well qualified to fill this gap. 

He also recalled that in presenting legal ob
jections to the Yugoslav draft resolution, the 
Belgian representative had admitted the impor
tance of the general principle of hearing the other 
party. The objectivity of the General Assembly 
would be put in doubt if this principle were not 
adhered to. For all these reasons his delegation 
would vote in favour of the Polish draft resolution. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) opposed 
the Polish draft resolution which he considered 
an attempt to get around the rejection of the 
Yugoslav draft resolution and hear a represen
tative of the so-called Markos Government. 
Furthermore it was not the custom of the General 
Assembly to give hearings to individuals ; this 
had been one of the tasks of the Special Com
mittee. However, the members of the Special 
Committee had been threatened with capture 
as prisoners-of-war when they had tried to hear 
representatives of the so-called Markos Govern
ment and he thought it would be inadmissible 
if the First Committee were now to decide to 
hear a representative of that government. 

Mr. LAPTER (Poland) explained that he had 
omitted various details of the curriculum vitae 
of Miltiades Porphyrogenis as he did not think 
that giving him a hearing implied the recognition 
of his position in Greece. ~y hearing Mr. Porphy
rogenis, it would be possible to prove whether 
or not the Markos Government maintained an 
unco-operative attitude, as claimed by the 
Special Committee, for he represented the views 

generales qui ont ete exposees a la seance prece. 
dente et aussi parce qu'elle estime que les diver· 
sions de ce genre n'ont dure que trop longtemps. 

Pour M. LAWFORD (Royaume-Uni), Ie rensei
gnement que le representant de la Grece vient de 
donner au sujet de M. Miltiades Porphyrogenis 
montre nettement que, en proposant son projet 
de resolution, Ia Pologne cherche simplement a 
passer outre au fait que le projet de resolution de 
la Yougoslavie a ete rejete. La delegation du 
Royaume-Uni va done voter contre la proposition 
de la Pologne. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) se declare en 
faveur du projet de resolution de la Pologne. 11 
estime en efiet qu'il est absolument necessaire de 
connaltre les vues des deux parties interessees a 
Ia question grecque. Le rapport de Ia Commission 
speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans 
(UNSCOB) (A/574) contient, dit-il, des infor
mations non fondees quant a ]a situation dans 
le territoire sous controle du gouvernement du 
general Markos, informations qui ont ete etablies 
sur Ia base de declarations du Service de liaison 
grec ou de t emoins que ce service a presentes. 
C'est la une raison de plus pour entendre les 
vues de l'autre partie, c'est-a-dire de la partie 
dont !'opinion ne figure pas dans le rapport de Ia 
Commission speciale. M. Miltiades Porphyrogenis 
est tout a fait qualifie pour cette tache. 

L'orateur rappelle que le representant de la 
Belgique, tout en elevant des objections d'ordre 
juridique contre le projet de resolution de Ia 
Yougoslavie, a admis !'importance du principe 
selon lequel les parties doivent etre egalement 
entendues. Un doute planerait sur l'impartialite 
de l'Assemblee generale si ce principe n'etait pas 
applique. Pour toutes ces raisons la delE~gation de 
la Tchecoslovaquie votera en faveur du projet de 
resolution de la Pologne. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) se 
prononce contre le projet de resolution de Ia 
Pologne. Il estime que celui-ci ne constitue autre 
chose qu'une tentative de passer outre au fait que 
la proposition de la Yougoslavie a ete rejetee et 
de donner la parole a un representant du pretendu 
Gouvernement Markos. D'a.utre part, l'Assemblee 
generale n'a pas !'habitude d'entendre des parti
culiers. Cette derniere tache faisait partie du 
mandat de la Commission speciale. Pourtant, 
lorsqu'ils ont essaye d'entendre Ies representants 
du pretendu Gouvernement Markos, les repre
sentants de la Commission speciale ont ete 
menaces d'etre traites comme des prisonniers de 
guerre. II serait tout a fait incroyable, dit 
M. Dulles, que Ia Premiere Commission puisse 
decider maintenant d'entendre un representant 
de ce pretendu Gouvernement. 

M. LAPTER (Pologne) explique qu'il a omis de 
donner nombre de details sur le passe et la person
nalite de M. Miltiades Porphyrogenis, car il ne 
pensait pas que le fait de !'entendre pouva~t 
impliquer Ia reconnaissance de la position qu'il 
occupe en Grece. C'est en entendant M. Por: 

Phyrocrenis qui represente les vues des Grecs quz 
b ' • ' soutiennent le general Markos et qm n ont pas 

ete ente dus par la Commission speciale, que J'on 
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of those Greeks who supported General Markos 
and had not been heard by that Committee. 
For the many reasons he had given he felt certain 
that not many representatives would vote against 
the Polish draft resolution. 

. Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) pointed out that the 
rules of procedure of the General Assembly did 
not provide for the hearing of individuals. He 
thought it would be useless to discuss the Polish 
draft resolution when the Committee was not 
authorized to take such a step. 

The Polish draft resolution (A/C.l/353) was 
rejected by 45 votes to 6 with 2 abstentions. 

GENERAL DEBATE : REPORTS OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS SPECIAL CoMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS 
(A/574, Aj644 and A/692). 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated that the 
accusations against the neighbours of Greece 
which were now being repeated had been a farce 
from the beginning. Yugoslavia had joined in 
the proposal that the Greek question be dropped 
from the Assembly's agenda, but since the major
ity bad insisted that the United Nations continue 
on the road to moral bankruptcy, he felt obliged 
to expose the true character of developments 
in Greece. The foreign intervention and govern
ment terror which the minority had spoken of 
during the debates at the last session of the 
Assembly had not changed ~ on the contrary they 
had increased, and had provoked the people to 
intensify their struggle against them. While 
the intense activity of the United States Mission 
and the growing strength of the army of General 
Markos were reported daily in the world Press 
and were proof of his argument, the charge 
against his country was based on information 
to the contrary and he therefore felt obliged to 
bring corroborating proof. 

During the past year the services of the United 
States had replaced the British organs in Greece, 
although the former had been present in Greece 
from the beginning of British armed intervention. 
When it had become evident that the British 
intervention was bankrupt, the United States 
Mission to Greece, in January 1947, headed by 
:Mr. Paul Porter, had prepared public opinion for 
open United States intervention, and the Truman 
Doctrine in March 1947 had clearly indicated 
that the United States was taking over. The 
expansionist policy of the United States provided 
for Greece as an important base and to attain 
this aim it was necessary to maintain a regime in 
power ready to play the role of an Anglo-American 
vanguard against the democratic and Socialist 
countries. The so-called « Agreement on Eco
nomic Aid» of 20 June 1947 was the price of 
American support to the Tsaldaris regime and en
abled the United States to take control of the whole 
economic and financial life of Greece. This 
could be seen from the State Department Bulletin 
of ~'lay 1947 from which he quoted to show that 
the United States Mission would have the power 
to veto expenditures of which it did not approve 

pourra sa voir si vraiment le Gouvernement Markos 
a eu une attitude negative a l'egard de la Commis
si.on sp~ciale. Pour les nombreuses raisons qu'il 
VIent d exposer, M. Lapter est certain que les 
representants qui voteront contre le projet de 
resolution de la Pologne ne seront guere nombreux. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) fait remarquer que le 
reglement interieur de l'Assemblee generale ne 
contient aucune disposition au sujet de la compa
rution de p_articuliers. Il estime que l'on ne saurait 
discuter du projet de resolution de la Pologne 
puisque la Commission n'est pas autorisee a agir 
de la sorte. 

Mis aux voix, le projet de resolution de la Pologne 
(A /C.l /353) est rejete par 45 voix confre 6, avec 
2 abstentions. 

DISCUSSION GENERALE RAPPORTS DE LA 

CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES NATIONS UNIES 
POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, A/644 ET A/692). 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare que les accu
sations qui ont ete portees contre les voisins de ·a 
Grece et que l'on rt~pete aujourd'hui n'ont jarr:sis 
constitue autre chose qu'une farce. La Yougos'..1vie 
s'est jointe a la proposition tendant a ra:yer la 
question grecque de l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee. 
Mais puisque la majorite insiste pour voir !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies continuer sur le cheinin 
de la banqueroute morale, il se voit oblige de faire 
un expose sur le veritable caractere des eve
nements de Grece. L'intervention etrangere et le 
regime de terreur institue par le Gouvernement, 
dont la minorite a deja rendu compte a la derniere 
session de l' Assemblee, non seulement se pour
sui vent mais n'ont fait qu'augmenter d'intensite, 
obligeant ainsi le peuple grec a Ia lutte. Les 
journaux mentionnent tous Ies jours !'intense 
activite de la Mission americaine et la force 
toujours plus grande de l'armee du general Markos. 
Mais la Yougoslavie fait l'objet de constantes 
accusations et M. Behler est oblige d'apporter des 
preuves pour expliquer !'attitude de son pays. 

Au cours de l'annee ecoulee, les organismes 
americains ont remplace en Grece les organismes 
britanniques, bien que les premiers aient ete 
presents dans ce pays des le commencement de 
!'intervention de l'armee britannique. Des qu'il 
fut evident, en janvier 1947, que !'intervention 
britannique avait echoue, la Mission americaine 
en Grece, qui avait a sa tete M. Paul Porter, avait 
commence a preparer !'opinion publique a une 
intervention americaine ouverte et, en mars 1947, 
la proclamation de la Doctrine Truman a montre 
clairement que Ies Etats-Unis prenaient la place 
du Royaume-Uni. Dans la politique expan
sionniste des Etats-Unis la Grece figurait a titre de 
base importante et, pour atteindre ce but, il etait 
necessaire de maintenir au pouvoir un regime 
pret a jouer le role d'une avant-garde anglo
americaine dirigee contre Ies pays socialistes et 
democratiques. Le pretendu cc Accor~ d'ai~e 
economique)) en date du 20 juin 1947 etait }e pn.x 
de l'aide americaine accordee au regime Tsaldans 
et permettait aux Etats-Unis de controler toute 
Ia vie economique et financiere de la Grece. Le 
Stade Department Bulletin de mai 1947 le montre 
de fat;:on evidente et M. Behler cite quelques 
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and establish controls at key points acceptable 
to the United States. 

Pursuant to this Agreement, the United States 
had completely taken over Greek imports and 
exports, financial policy and the supplying of 
the population through a special department 
of the United States Mission. No economic 
plan was sent to Parliament without the previous 
approval of this department. The United States 
Mission also had a financial department, a 
department for trade and supplies, and a depart
ment for industry and agriculture. A board of 
foreign trade, headed by an American, co-ordi
nated Greek exports and imports, and Mr. Behler 
quoted from the London Financial Times of 
March 1948 and the British Board of Trade 
Journal of 20 March 1948 to show the control 
over imports and exports exercised by the United 
States Mission through this board. 

As an example of the efforts of American 
mt nopolists to take over Greek natural resources. 
Mr. Behler cited facts concerning the Hellenic 
HydiO-Electric and Metallurgical Company. He 
said that the company had privileges of a colonial 
character and priority over the State in exploiting 
the waterfalls of certain rivers. Among other 
rights it could appropriate land, import materials 
without paying duty, keep its capital in dollars, 
etc. American companies had obtained the 
right to prospect for oil in the Peloponnesus, the 
right to exploit the Kirkos mine (lead, zinc, 
pyrite) and finally a concession for the lignite 
mines at Ptolemais and had prepared plans for 
the exploitation of the bauxite mines of Parnasite. 
Companies controlled by United States interests 
supplied Athens with water, owned the telephone, 
received concessions for the manufacture of 
nylons, medical goods and electrical equipment, 
had a majority of shares in the Greek International 
Airlines Corporation, were trying to seize the 
Greek shoe industry, and had taken over all 
cinemas in Athens, etc. 

What were the effects of American aid to 
Greece ? In order to balance the budget a whole 
series of new taxes had been established, but a 
deficit in the budget had not been prevented. 
Mr. Behler quoted figures to show the constant 
rise in prices and noted that the real value of the 
wages of workers had decreased to 50 per cent 
of the value of their pre-war wages. He cited 
further figures to show that the drachma was 
falling from day to day, the amount of money 
in circulation increasing, and Greek industrial 
production falling off. In his opinion the enor
mous amounts of dollars poured into Greece by 
the United States had resulted in the constant 
worsening of the situation and were being used 
for military expenses while the Greek economy 
was being disorganized. 

To support the above analysis he quoted from 
a number of sources. An article by the official 
British observer with the Special Committee, 

passages de cette publication qui indiquent, dit-il, 
que la mission americaine aurait le droit de faire 
opposition aux depenses qu'elle n'approuverait 
pas et d'etablir des controles aux points strate
giques designes par les Etats-Unis. 

En vertu de cet accord, les Etats-Unis ont 
assume le controle absolu des importations et 
des exportations grecques, de Ia politique finan
ciere et de l'approvisionnement de la population 
en en chargeant un bureau special de Ia Mission 
americaine. Aucun plan economique n'est soumis 
au Parlement sans avoir ete approuve auparavant 
par ce bureau. La Mission americaine possede 
aussi un Bureau des finances, un Bureau du 
commerce et de l'approvisionnement et un Bureau · 
de l'industrie et de !'agriculture. Un Office du 
commerce exterieur, dirige par un Americain, 
coordonne les exportations et les importations 
grecques. M. Behler cite des extraits du London 
Financial Times de mars 1948 et du British Board 
of Trade Journal du 20 mars 1948 pour confirmer 
que Ia Mission americaine, par l'intermediaire de 
cet Office, exerce son controle sur Ies importations 
et Ies exportations de la Grece. 

Pour montrer les efforts tentes par les monopoles 
americains pour s'emparer des ressources nat.u
relles de Ia Grece, M. Behler parle de la Hellenic 
Hydro-Electric and Metallurgical Company. Cette 
Compagnie, dit-il, jouit de privileges a caractere 
colonialiste et a priorite sur l'Etat pour exploiter 
les chutes d'eau de certaines rivieres. Entre autres 
droits, cette Compagnie a celui d'exproprier les 
terrains, d'importer du materiel sans payer de 
droits, de conserver ses capitaux en dollars, etc. 
Des compagnies americaines ont obtenu les droits 
de prospection pour le petrole dans le Peloponnese, 
d'exploiter les mines de Kirkos (plomb, zinc, 
pyrites) ; elles ont egalement la concession des 
mines de lignite de Ptolema'is et ont prepare des 
plans pour l' exploitation des mines de bauxite du 
Parnasse. Des compagnies controlees par des 
inten~ts americains fournissent l' eau de la ville 
d'Athenes, sont proprietaires du reseau tel~
phonique, ont rec;u des concessions pour Ia fabri
cation du nylon, des produits pharmaceutiques 
et de materiel electrique ; elles detiennent la 
majorite des actions de Ia Greek International 
Airlines Corporation, s'efforcent de s'emparer de 
l'industrie des chaussures, controlent tous les 
cinemas d'Athenes, etc. 

Quels sont les resultats de }'aide americaine a 
la Grece ? Toute une serie de nouveaux imp6ts a 
ete instituee pour equilibrer le budget, mais le 
deficit n'a pu etre evite. M. Behler cite des chiffres 
qui indiquent la montee constante des prix et 
signalent que le pouvoir d'achat reel des 
travailleurs est la moitie de ce qu'il etait avant
guerre. A l'aide d'autres chiffres, il montre que Ia 
drachme perd chaque jour de sa valeur, que Ia 
quantite de billets en circulation ne cesse de 
croitre et Ia production industrielle de decroitre. 
D'apres lui, la quantite enorme de dollars deversee 
par les Etats-Unis en Grece ne fait qu'aggraver 
la situation ; cet argent sert a couvrir les ctepe_nses 
militaires, alors que l'economie grecque se desor
ganise de plus en plus. 

M. Behler apporte a l'appui de l'anal.yse ci
dessus des citations provenant de sources d1verses. 
Un article publie dans le New Statesman and 
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published in the New Statesman and Nation, noted 
that the optimistic review of the economic situa
tion made by the Chief of the United States 
:r-.nssion was far from justified. The reactionary 
Greek newspaper Elephteria, on 4 August 1948, 
wrote that purchasing power and industrial 
production were decreasing and unemployment 
increasing. The monarchist paper Ethnikos 
Kiriks in an article dated 7 July 1948 stated that 
the aid furnished under the Truman Doctrine 
was given to Greece on condition that interference 
in its domestic affairs would be possible and the 
dictatorship of the United States Mission was 
imposed nowhere but in Greece. 

:Mr. Behler said that the United States had 
also tried to strengthen its political position in 
Greece on the basis of its aid by the formation 
of a Government which would carry out American 
aims. During the Government crisis of 23 to 
28 August 1947 United States Ambassador 
l\IcVeigh and Mr. Griswold, Chief of the United 
States Mission in Greece, had numerous interviews 
with various Greek politicians and Loy Henderson, 
of the United States State Department, had also 
come to Greece and was reported by George Polk 
in Harpers Magazine of December 1947 to have 
threatened the withdrawal of American aid. To 
support United States demands, the economic 
life of the country was paralyzed as if by enchant
ment, and the desired effect was produced. 

Having thus formed a new Government by 
open pressure, the United States did not allow 
any change without its consent. In January 1948 
the American Charge d'Affaires, according to 
the Greek Press, stressed that the possible resig
nation of the Government would have detri
mental effect on the programme for aid and 
unfavourably influence possibilities of further 
aid. Furthermore, it became no secret that the 
United States representatives in Athens were 
assuming prerogatives of the Government, draft
ing laws, regulations, etc., for submission to 
Parliament. As an example, Mr. Bebler cited 
the law on the blocking of Greek assets abroad 
which the rightist newspapers Virna and Eleph
teria, in articles dated 21 April and 30 April 1948 
respectively, claimed had been passed with the 
insistence that no changes be made. Ministers of 
the Athens Government as well as leaders of the 
political parties had adopted the habit of visiting 
the American Embassy or the United States Mission 
to confer on fundamental political problems. 
Whenever the Government refused to satisfy 
the demands of co-operatives, trade unions and 
other organizations, those bodies would call on 
the United States representatives to settle the 
matter. But topping everything was the report 
of the Liberal newspaper Ta Nea of 27 August 1948 
that the Counsellor of the American Mission had 
interrupted a meeting of the Athens Government 
and ordered the Minister of Finance not to issue 
a communique on the increase of salaries of civil 
servants. Finally it should be noted that extra
territorial rights had been granted to all members 
of the United States Mission in Greece and the 
Special Mission for Economic Co-operation, ex-

Nation par un observateur officiel britannique 
aupres de la Commission speciale signale que 
l'optimisme dont a fait preuve le chef de la mission 
americaine dans son etude de la situation econo
mique est loin d'etre justifie. Le journal grec 
reactionnaire Elephteria du 4 aout 1948 ecrit que 
le pouvoir d'achat et Ia production industrielle ne 
cessent de decroitre tandis que le chomage 
augmente. Le journal royaliste Ethnikos Kiriks, 
dans un article du 7 juillet 1948, declan~ que l'aide 
prevue par la doctrine Truman n'est accordee a 
la Grece qu'a condition que les Etats-Unis 
puissent intervenir dans les affaires interieures de 
ce pays et que la dictature de la mission americaine 
ne s'exerce qu'en Grece. 

M. Behler declare que les Etats-Unis 
ont aussi essaye de renforcer la position politique 
qu'ils s'assurent en Grece par l'aide qu'ils 
apportent au moyen de la constitution d'un 
Gouvernement qui executerait les desseins 
des Etats-Unis. Lors de la crise gouver
nementale du 23 au 28 aout 1947, M. McVeigh, 
Ambassadeur des Etats-Unis, et M. Griswold, 
chef de la mission americaine en Grece, ont eu de 
nombreux entretiens avec differents hommes 
d'Etat grecs. M. Loy Henderson, du Departement 
des Etats-Unis, s'est aussi rendu en Grece et, 
d'apres un article de Georges Polk dans le Harpers 
Magazine de decembre 1947, il aurait menace de 
supprimer l'aide americaine. Pour appuyer les 
exigences americaines, la vie economique du pays 
a ete paralysee comme par enchantement et l'effet 
souhaite a ete atteint. 

Ayant ainsi constitue un nouveau Gouver
nement par des mesures de pression manifeste,. 
les Etats-Unis n'autorisent aucun changement 
sans leur consentement. En janvier 1948, le 
charge d'affaires des Etats-Unis a, d'apres la. 
presse grecque, souligne que la demission 
eventuelle du Gouvernement aurait des reper
cussions dCfavorables sur le programme actuel 
d'aide a la Grece et sur Ies plans d'aide dans 
I'avenir. En outre, ce n'est un secret pour 
personne que les representants americains, a 
Athenes, s'arrogent les prerogatives du gouver
nement, qu'ils elaborent des projets de lois et de 
reglements destines a etre soumis au parlement. 
M. Behler cite comme exemple la loi sur le blocage 
des avoirs grecs a l'etranger qui, d'apres les. 
journaux de droite Vima et Elephteria, du 21 et du 
30 avril respectivement, a ete adoptee apres que 
les Americains eurent insiste pour qu'aucun 
changement n'y flit apporte. Les ministres du 
Gouvernement d'Athenes et les chefs des partis 
politiques ont pris !'habitude de se rendre a 
l'ambassade des Etats-Unis ou au siege de Ia 
mission americaine pour conferer sur les problemes 
politiques fondamentaux. Chaque fois que le 
Gouvernement refuse de satisfaire aux exigences 
des cooperatives, des syndicats et d'autres orga
nisations, ces organismes ont recours aux repr~
sentants americains pour regler la question. Mats 
ce qui depassa tout, c'est le fait, mentionne par 
Ie journal liberal Ta Nea du 27 aout 1948, que le 
Conseiller de Ia Mission americaine a interrompu 
une reunion du cabinet d'Athenes et a donne 
l'ordre au ministre des Finances de ne pas publier 
un communique sur !'augmentation des traite
ments des fonctionnaires. On doit enfin noter que 
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and establish controls at key points acceptable 
to the United States. 

Pursuant to this Agreement, the United States 
had completely taken over Greek imports and 
exports, financial policy and the supplying of 
the population through a special department 
of the United States Mission. No economic 
plan was sent to Parliament without the previous 
approval of this department. The United States 
Mission also had a financial department, a 
department for trade and supplies, and a depart
ment for industry and agriculture. A board of 
foreign trade, headed by an American, co-ordi
nated Greek exports and imports, and Mr. Behler 
quoted from the London Financial Times of 
March 1948 and the British Board of Trade 
Journal of 20 March 1948 to show the control 
over imports and exports exercised by the United 
States Mission through this board. 

As an example of the efforts of American 
fit nopolists to take over Greek natural resources. 
Mr. Behler cited facts concerning the Hellenic 
HydJO-Electric and Metallurgical Company. He 
said that the company had privileges of a colonial 
character and priority over the State in exploiting 
the waterfalls of certain rivers. Among other 
rights it could appropriate land, import materials 
without paying duty, keep its capital in dollars, 
etc. American companies had obtained the 
right to prospect for oil in the Peloponnesus, the 
right to exploit the Kirkos mine (lead, zinc, 
pyrite) and finally a concession for the lignite 
mines at Ptolemais and had prepared plans for 
the exploitation of the bauxite mines of Parnasite. 
Companies controlled by United States interests 
supplied Athens with water, owned the telephone, 
received concessions for the manufacture of 
nylons, medical goods and electrical equipment, 
had a majority of shares in the Greek International 
Airlines Corporation, were trying to seize the 
Greek shoe industry, and had taken over all 
cinemas in Athens, etc. 

What were the effects of American aid to 
Greece ? In order to balance the budget a whole 
series of new taxes had been established, but a 
deficit in the budget had not been prevented. 
Mr. Behler quoted figures to show the constant 
rise in prices and noted that the real value of the 
wages of workers had decreased to 50 per cent 
of the value of their pre-war wages. He cited 
further figures to show that the drachma was 
falling from day to day, the amount of money 
in circulation increasing, and Greek industrial 
production falling off. In his opinion the enor
mous amounts of dollars poured into Greece by 
the United States had resulted in the constant 
worsening of the situation and were being used 
for military expenses while the Greek economy 
was being disorganized. 

To support the above analysis he quoted from 
a number of sources. An article by the official 
British observer with the Special Committee, 

passages de cette publication qui indiquent, dit-il, 
que la mission americaine aurait le droit de faire 
opposition aux depenses qu'elle n'approuverait 
pas et d'etablir des controles aux points strate
giques designes par les Etats-Unis. 

En vertu de cet accord, les Etats-Unis ont 
assume le controle absolu des importations et 
des exportations grecques, de la politique finan
ciere et de l'approvisionnement de la population 
en en chargeant un bureau special de Ia Mission 
americaine. Aucun plan economique n'est sournis 
au Parlement sans avoir ete approuve auparavant 
par ce bureau. La Mission americaine possede 
aussi un Bureau des finances, un Bureau du 
commerce et de l'approvisionnement et un Bureau 
de l'industrie et de !'agriculture. Un Office du 
commerce exterieur, dirige par un Americain, 
coordonne Ies exportations et les importations 
grecques. M. Behler cite des extraits du London 
Financial Times de mars 1948 et du British Board 
of Trade Journal du 20 mars 1948 pour con firmer 
que la Mission americaine, par l'intermediaire de 
cet Office, exerce son controle sur les importations 
et les exportations de la Grece. 

Pour montrer les efforts tentes par les monopoles 
americains pour s'emparer des ressources natu
relles de la Grece, M. Behler parle de la Hellenic 
Hydro-Electric and Metallurgical Company. Cette 
Compagnie, dit-il, jouit de privileges a caractere 
colonialiste et a priorite sur l'Etat pour exploiter 
les chutes d'eau de certaines rivieres. Entre autres 
droits, cette Compagnie a celui d'exproprier les 
terrains, d'importer du materiel sans payer de 
droits, de conserver ses capitaux en dollars, etc. 
Des compagnies americaines ont ohtenu les droits 
de prospection pour le petrole dans le Peloponnese, 
d'exploiter les mines de Kirkos (plomb, zinc, 
pyrites) ; elles ont egalement la concession des 
mines de lignite de Ptolemai:s et ont prepare des 
plans pour !'exploitation des mines de bauxite du 
Parnasse. Des compagnies controlees par des 
interets americains fournissent l' eau de la ville 
d' Athenes, sont proprietaires du reseau tel~
phonique, ont re-;u des concessions pour la fabrt
cation du nylon, des produits pharmaceutiques 
et de materiel electrique ; elles detiennent la 
majorite des actions de la Greek International 
Airlines Corporation, s'efforcent de s'emparer de 
l'industrie des chaussures, controlent tous les 
cinemas d'Athenes, etc. 

Quels sont les resultats de l'aide americaine a 
la Grece ? Toute une serie de nouveaux impots a 
ete instituee pour equilibrer le budget, ma.is le 
deficit n'a pu etre evite. M. Behler cite des ch_1fires 
qui indiquent la montee constante des pnx et 
signalent que le pouvoir d'achat reel des 
travailleurs est la moitie de ce qu'il etait avant
guerre. A l'aide d'autres chiffres, il montre que la 
drachme perd chaque jour de sa valeur, que la 
quantite de billets en circulation ne cesse de 
croitre et la production industrielle de de~roitr;. 
D'apres lui, la quantite enorme de dollars deversee 
par les Etats-Unis en Grece ne fai_t qu'a~graver 
la situation ; cet argent sert a couvnr les depe_nses 
militaires, alors que l'economie grecque se desor
ganise de plus en plus. 

M. Behler apporte a l'appui de l'anal;Yse ci
dessus des citations provenant de sources d1verses. 
Un article puhlie dans le New Statesman and 
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published in the New Statesman and Nation, noted 
that the optimistic review of the economic situa
tion made by the Chief of the United States 
Mission was far from justified. The reactionary 
Greek newspaper Elephteria, on 4 August 1948, 
wrote that purchasing power and industrial 
production were decreasing and unemployment 
increasing. The monarchist paper Ethnikos 
Kiriks in an article dated 7 July 1948 stated that 
the aid furnished under the Truman Doctrine 
was given to Greece on condition that interference 
in its domestic affairs would be possible and the 
dictatorship of the United States Mission was 
imposed nowhere but in Greece. 

Mr. Behler said that the United States had 
also tried to strengthen its political position in 
Greece on the basis of its aid by the formation 
of a Government which would carry out American 
aims. During the Government crisis of 23 to 
28 August 1947 United States Ambassador 
McVeigh and Mr. Griswold, Chief of the United 
States Mission in Greece, had numerous interviews 
with various Greek politicians and Loy Henderson, 
of the United States State Department, had also 
come to Greece and was reported by George Polk 
in Harpers Magazine of December 1947 to have 
threatened the withdrawal of American aid. To 
support United States demands, the economic 
life of the country was paralyzed as if by enchant
ment, and the desired effect was produced. 

Having thus formed a new Government by 
open pressure, the United States did not allow 
any change without its consent. In January 1948 
the American Charge d'Affaires, according to 
the Greek Press, stressed that the possible resig
nation of the Government would have detri
mental effect on the programme for aid and 
unfavourably influence possibilities of further 
aid. Furthermore, it became no secret that the 
United States representatives in Athens were 
assuming prerogatives of the Government, draft
ing laws, regulations, etc., for submission to 
Parliament. As an example, Mr. Behler cited 
the law on the blocking of Greek assets abroad 
which the rightist newspapers Virna and Eleph
teria, in articles dated 21 April and 30 April 1948 
respectively, claimed had been passed with the 
insistence that no changes be made. Ministers of 
the Athens Government as well as leaders of the 
political parties had adopted the habit of visiting 
the American Embassy or the United States Mission 
to confer on fundamental political problems. 
Whenever the Government refused to satisfy 
the demands of co-operatives, trade unions and 
other organizations, those bodies would call on 
the United States representatives to settle the 
matter. But topping everything was the report 
of the Liberal newspaper Ta Nea of 27 August 1948 
that the Counsellor of the American Mission had 
interrupted a meeting of the Athens Government 
and ordered the Minister of Finance not to issue 
a communique on the increase of salaries of civil 
servants. Finally it should be noted that extra
territorial rights had been granted to all members 
of the United States Mission in Greece and the 
Special Mission for Economic Co-operation, ex-

Nat ion par un observateur officiel britannique 
aupres de la Commission speciale signale que 
l'optimisme dont a fait preuve le chef de Ia mission 
americaine dans son etude de la situation econo
mique est loin d'etre justifie. Le journal grec 
reactionnaire Elephteria du 4 aout 1948 ecrit que 
le pouvoir d'achat et la production industrielle ne 
cessent de decroitre tandis que le chomage 
augmente. Le journal royaliste Ethnikos Kiriks, 
dans un article du 7 juillet 1948, declare que l'aide 
prevue par la doctrine Truman n'est accordee a 
la Grece qu'a condition que les Etats-Unis
puissent intervenir dans les affaires interieures de 
ce pays et que la dictature de la mission americaine 
ne s'exerce qu'en Grece. 

M. Behler declare que les Etats-Unis 
out aussi essaye de renforcer la position politique. 
qu'ils s'assurent en Grece par l'aide qu'ils
apportent au moyen de Ia constitution d'un 
Gouvernement qui executerait les desseins 
des Etats-Unis. Lors de la crise gouver
nementale du 23 au 28 aout 1947, M. McVeigh, 
Ambassadeur des Etats-Unis, et M. Griswold, 
chef de Ia mission americaine en Grece, ont eu de 
nombreux entretiens avec differents hommes 
d'Etat grecs. M. Loy Henderson, du Departement 
des Etats-Unis, s'est aussi rendu en Grece et, 
d'apres un article de Georges Polk dans le Harpers 
Magazine de decembre 1947, il aurait menace de 
supprimer l'aidc americaine. Pour appuyer les 
exigences americaines, Ia vie economique du pays 
a ete paralysee comme par enchantement et l'effet 
souhaite a ete atteint. 

Ayant ainsi constitue un nouveau Gouver
nement par des mesures de pression manifeste,. 
les Etats-Unis n'autorisent aucun changement 
sans leur consentement. En janvier 1948, le 
charge d'affaires des Etats-Unis a, d'apres la 
presse grecque, souligne que Ia demission 
eventuelle du Gouvernement aurait des reper
cussions defavorables sur le programme actuel 
d'aide a la Grece et sur les plans d'aide dans 
l'avenir. En outre, ce n'est un secret pour 
personne que les representants americains, a 
Athenes, s'arrogent les prerogatives du gouver
nement, qu'ils e1aborent des projets de lois et de 
reglements destines a etre soumis au parlement. 
M. Behler cite comme exemple Ia loi sur le blocage 
des avoirs grecs a l'etranger qui, d'apres les. 
journaux de droite Virna et Elephteria, du 21 et du 
30 avril respectivement, a ete adoptee apres que 
les Americains eurent insiste pour qu'aucun 
changement n'y fut apporte. Les ministres du 
Gouvernement d' Athenes et les chefs des partis 
politiques ont pris !'habitude de se rendre a 
l'ambassade des Etats-Unis ou au siege de Ia 
mission americaine pour conferer sur les problemes 
politiques fondamentaux. Chaque fois que Ie 
Gouvernement refuse de satisfaire aux exigences 
des cooperatives, des syndicats et d'autres orga
nisations, ces organismes ont recours aux repr~
sentants americains pour regler la question. Mms 
ce qui depassa tout, c'est le fait, mentionne par 
le journal liberal Ta Nea du 27 aout 194&, que le 
Conseiller de la Mission americaine a interrompu 
une reunion du cabinet d' Athenes et a donne 
l'ordre au ministre des Finances de ne pas publier 
un communique sur !'augmentation des traite
ments des fonctionnaires. On doit enfin noter que 
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erupting them, inter alia, from responsibility 
under Greek criminal law whether an offence 
was committed in an official or private capacity, 
from all direct and indirect taxation, from the 
provisions of the Greek law on the protection 
of labour, etc. 

Mr. Behler then quoted examples of how the 
Press referred to the so-called independence of 
Greece. On 5 September 1948 Virna wrote that 
the impression was growing that the prerogatives 
of the Greek Government were diminishing and 
the rights and authority of the United States 
l\Iission were increasing and referred, as substan
tiation, to the fact that Greek citizens who had 
to settle questions with the Greek Government 
found it essential also to see the United States 
Ambassador and countless members of the 
United States Mission. The extreme rightist 
newspaper Elhnikos Kiriks on 28 May 1948 wrote 
that Greece was being governed through the 
telegraph and radio. Mr. Behler also quoted at 
length from two successive articles in the same 
newspaper published on 6 and 7 July entitled 
' Our chains - the loss of our political inde
pendence ». This sort of « independence 11 to 
which the Greek Press referred could not be 
threatened by any of its northern neighbours. 
The observer groups of the Special Committee 
vainly sought Roumanian buttons on the jackets 
of the partisans. They would never be able to 
obscure the facts. 

Mr. Behler stressed the fact that American 
economic aid had not been given for the recon
struction of Greece and that most of the credits 
had been used for the military activities of the 
Athens Government against the Greek people. 
For this purpose a United States Military Mission 
had made a plan by which half of the total sum, 
namely 150 million dollars, was to be used for 
military purposes. Later this sum was consid
ered inadequate and was increased by nine 
million dollars. Even this was later viewed as 
insufficient because of proposed increases in the 
regular army and National Guard and a further 
increase was made. Finally, a total of 174 million 
dollars was reserved for military purposes and the 
United States mission had to shorten, by three 
months, the period of the economic programme 
so that from March to 30 June 1948 there would 
only be military expenditure. When t~e Mili
tary Mission reported on 12 March 1948, 1t stated 
that since its arrival more than 60 million dollars 
worth of major items had already been received 
in Greece and more would arrive at regular 
intervals. However, General Livesay, the Ame
rican military chief, stated in a Press interview on 
13 January 1948 that over 100 million dollars 
had been spent on equipping the Greek army and 
that the stores imported amounted to 90,076 tons. 

The United States made no effort to conceal 

les droits d'extra-territorialite ont ete accordes a 
tous les membres de la mission americaine en 
Grece et de la Mission speciale pour la cooperation 
economique, qui se trouvent ainsi, entre autres 
choses, exempts des sanctions prevues par la loi 
penale grecque pour tout delit commis soit a 
I' occasion de leurs services ou a titre prive, liberes 
de tous impots directs OU indirects, non SOumis a 
la legislation grecque concernant la protection du 
travail, etc. 

M. Behler cite en suite quelques exemples de la 
fa<;on dont la prcsse fait allusion a la pretendue 
independance de Ia Grece. Le 5 septembre 1948, 
le journal Virna ecrivait que l'on avait de plus en 
plus !'impression que les prerogatives dont jouit 
le Gouvernement grec allaient en diminuant et 
que les droits et l'autorite de la Mission americaine 
allaient en augmentant ; le journal en donnait 
pour preuve le fait que les citoyens grecs qui ont 
a regler des questions avec Ie Gouvernement 
grec estiment indispensable de s'adresser aussi a 
l'ambassadeur des Etats-Unis eta d'innombrables 
membres de la mission americaine. Le journal 
d'extreme droite Ethnikos Kiriks ecrivait, le 
28 mai 1948, que Ia Grece etait gouvernee par 
teh~graphe et par radio. M. Behler cite aussi lon
guement deux articles parus dans le meme journal, 
les 6 et 7 juillet, so us le titre <<Nos chaines
la perte de notre independance politique ». 
La sorte << d'independance )) a laquelle la presse 
grecque fait allusion ne peu.t etre menacee par 
aucun des voisins septentrionaux de la Grece. 
Les groupes d'observateurs de la Commission 
speciale cherchent en vain des boutons roumains 
sur les blousons des partisans et ne pourront jamais 
obscurcir la realite. 

M. Behler declare que !'aide economique 
americaine n'a pas ete en fait accordee pour la 
reconstruction de la Grece et que la majeure partie 
des credits a servi au financement des operations 
militaires entreprises par le Gouvernement 
d'Ath(mes contre le peuple grec. C'est dans ce but 
que la mission militaire americaine a elabore un 
plan d'apres lequel la moitie de ces credits, soit 
150 millions de dollars, devait etre utilisee a des 
fins militaires. Par la suite on a juge ce montant 
insuffisant et on l'a augmente de 9 millions de 
dollars. Plus tard, meme cette derniere somme 
fut jugee insuffisante en raison de !'augmentation 
que l'on se proposait d'apporter aux effectifs de 
l'armee reguliere et de la garde nationale, et les 
credits ont encore ete augmentes. Finalement, ce 
sont 174 millions de dollars qui ont ete affectes a 
des fins militaires et Ia mission americaine a ete 
obligee de reduire de trois mois !'application du 
plan economique pour que, de mars au 30 juin 
1948, toutes les depenses ne fussent consacrees 
qu'a des fins militaires. Lorsque, le 12 mars 1948, 
la mission militaire a soumis son rapport, elle 
declarait que, depuis son arrivee, la Grece av~it 
re\!U pour 60 millions de dollars de prodmts 
essentiels et que les arrivages devaient s~ po~r
suivre a intervalles reguliers. Mais, le 13 Jam"le~ 
1948, le general americain Livesay avait declare 
a un journal que plus de 100 millions de dolla:S 
avaient ete depenses pour l'equipement d~ l'arm~e 
grecque et que les approvisionnements 1mportes 
s'elevaient a 90.076 tonnes. 

Les Etats-Unis n'essaient pas de cacher le fait 
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that the entire army,. gendamerie and police 
were on its pay-roll. The March report stated 
that since the previous September the United 
States had furnished rations and uniforms for 
all the army, navy, air force, police, etc. 

It became quite clear why little remained for 
real economic reconstruction when consideration 
was given to the vast sums spent on arms and 
equipment, stores for the use of the army, the 
improvement of strategic highways and the 
reconstruction of ports and airfields. 

General Livesay was now notorious because 
of his slogan << capture and kill », which was 
reminiscent of sundry German instructions to 
take no prisoners. 

Mr. Kenneth Spencer, the British observer 
with the Special Committee, had further stated 
in The New Statesman and Nation that the Greek 
army was fighting in British battledress with 
British and American equipment. He said that 
the army was virtually under the command of 
American officers and that General Van Fleet 
had inspired the spring and summer offensive 
and he and his liaison officiers down to the bat
talion level had tendered «advice» which could 
not be ignored. General Van Fleet attended, 
just as his predecessor General Livesay had done, 
all important military conferences. The Greek 
newspapers themselves had expressed the opinion 
that the American officers were no mere advisors 
and it was expected that they would be taking 
a more direct part in operations in the near 
future. Indeed, the orders of American officers 
soon became compulsory for the Greeks and they 
began to take an active part in operations. One 
Colonel Renier had commanded a battalion in 
the Salonika operations. During May 1948 
the Greek units fighting in Rumelia had been 
commanded by Colonel Perdicard of the United 
States Army. The United Press in August had 
carried despatches about the participation of 
other Americans in the fighting at Alevica in the 
Grammos. The real supreme commander was 
General Van Fleet and subordinate commanders 
were changed in accordance with his views. 
This was substantiated by the New York Herald 
Tribune (Paris edition of 3 August 1948) in a 
bulletin concerning the replacement of General 
Kalogeropulos by General Kitrilakis. In a state
ment made on 27 August 1948, General Van Fleet 
said that changes would have to be made in the 
higher command of the Greek army. The 
General had issued orders of the day. For 
example, on 21 August 1948 he had extended 
his congratulations, on their performance, to 
the officers and men of the 9th Division, saying 
that they had fully realized his expectations. 
On 7 September 1948 Mr. Tsaldaris' newspaper 
published a photograph of the General at the 
front accompanied by the Chief of the General 
Staff of the Greek Army. Even the Rightist 
Press sometimes protested against this situation. 
In Elephteria on 2 September 1948 it was stated 
that General Van Fleet seemed to think that the 
Chief of General Staff was no more than his 
orderly. In short, there could be no doubt that 
the army of the Athens Government was no more 

que toute l'armee, Ia gendarmerie et la police 
sont a leur solde. D'apn!s le rapport publie en 
mars, les Etats-Unis ont, depuis septembre de 
l'annee derniere, fourni le ravitaillement et Ies 
uniformes pour toute l'armee, la marine, I' aviation, 
la police, etc. 

Si l'on pense aux sommes enormes depensees 
en armes, en equipement, et approvisionnements 
destines a l'armee ou employes a !'amelioration 
des routes strategiques et la reconstruction des 
ports et des aerodromes, on comprend aisement 
qu'il reste peu de credits pour la reconstruction 
economique proprement dite. 

Le general Livesay est devenu fameux comme 
l'homme qui a lance le mot d'ordre << capturez-les 
et tuez-les >>, qui rappelle les instructions des 
Allemands de ne pas faire de prisonniers. 

M. Kenneth Spencer, observateur britannique 
aupres de la Commission speciale, a signale dans 
The New Statesman dnd Nation que l'armee 
grecque combattait en blouson britannique et se 
servait d'equipements britannique et americain. 
II a ajoute que I'armee grecque se trouvait en fait 
sous le commandements d'officiers americains et 
que le general Van Fleet a ete a l'origine des offen
sives du printemps et de l'ete ; ce general et ses 
officiers de liaison- tous du grade d'officier 
superieur- ont donne des << conseils » qu'on ne 
pouvait ignorer. Le general Van Fleet assiste a 
toutes les conferences militaires importantes, 
tout comme l'avait fait son predecesseur le general 
Livesay. Les journaux grecs eux-memes out 
exprime I' opinion que les officiers americains ne 
sont plus de simples conseillers et qu'on peut 
s'attendre a ce que, dans un proche avenir; ils 
prennent une part plus active aux operations. 
En fait, les Grecs out du bientot obeir atL'C ordres 
des officiers americains, qui out pris une part 
active aux operations. Lors des operations de 
Salonique un certain colonel Renier a commande 
un bataillon. En mai 1948, les unites grecques 
combattant en Roumelie etaient placees sous le 
commandement du colonel Perdicard, de I'armee 
des :Etats-Unis. Au mois d'aout l'agence United 
Press a transmis des informations sur la parti
cipation d'autres Americains dans la lutte qui se 
poursuivait a Alevica, dans les monts Grammos. 
Le veritable commandant en chef est le general 
Van Fleet et les commandants moins importants 
sont mutes conformement a ses directives. Le 
New York Herald Tribune (edition de Paris du 
3 aout 1948) a confirme ce fait dans une depeche 
relative au remplacement du general Kaloge
ropoulos par le general Kitrilakis. Dans une decla
ration qu'il a faite le 27 aout 1948, le general 
Van Fleet a declare que des changements 
devraient intervenir dans le haut commandement 
de l'armee grecque. Ce general a public des ordres 
du jour. C'est ainsi que, le 21 aout 1948, par 
exemple, il a adresse aux officiers et hommes de la 
ge division des felicitations pour leur conduite, 
en declarant qu'ils avaient entierement repondu 
a ce qu'il attendait d'eux. Le journal de 
M. Tsaldaris a publie le 7 septembre 1948 une 
photographie du general Van Fleet au front, 
accompagne du chef de l'Etat-major general de 
l'armee grecque. La presse de droite elle-meme a 
parfois proteste contre cet etat de chos.es. ~e 
journal Elephteria du 2 septembre 1948 declara1t 
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than an instrument of United States policy in 
Greece. 

The aim of the .United States military inter
vention was to convert Greece into a strategic 
base and bridgehead. The construction of new 
airfields and harbours had been started. Details 
were given concerning the airports affected in the 
United States Mission's report of December 1947. 
Mr. Griswold, upon his return to the United 
States, had said in a Press interview that 210,000 
tons of war material had been supplied, six 
airfields for heavy bombers had been constructed 
and large ports had been repaired. 

Kenneth Spencer in the afore-mentioned 
article said that apparently the United States 
intended to stay in Greece, that it controlled 
finances, imports, exports of the army ; and that 
the airfields repaired in northern Greece were 
obviously planned for heavy bombers rather 
than for the aircraft at the disposal of the Greek 
air force. Mr. Behler observed that these air
fields of Northern Greece were thousands of 
miles from the United States on the borders of 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia and were 
intended for an offensive strategic air force. The 
reconstruction of important harbours and the 
building of roads on the strategic routes to Greece's 
northern neighbours illustrated the role of Grece 
in the United States plan for world domination. 

The United States with increasing frequency, 
sent naval and air force units to Greece to incite 
the forces of the Athens Government to keep 
on fighting. In January the carrier Midway 
and three cruisers entered Greek waters. In the 
following months several squadrons of United 
States warships had done the same. In June, 
in Suda Bay in Crete, there were 24 American 
warships, the largest concentration of warships 
in the Mediterranean since the end of the war. 
In October the carrier Franklin Roosevelt accom
panied by a cruiser, six destroyers and four auxil
iary vessels anchored in the roadstead of Phaleros. 
The Athens newspapers reported the manceuvres 
of the aircraft from the carrier. 

In September, the Greek Press gave publicity 
to the special flight of a B-29 bomber. On 
18 September Ta Nea published the proposed 
route of the aircraft over Greek cities. On the 
same day the newspaper Akropolis wrote that 
this aircraft was an improvement on the type 
which had carried the atomic bomb to Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki and that this new machine was 
able to fly from the United States to Moscow, 
drop an atomic bomb and land at an American 
base in North Africa. Mr. Behler observed 
that it would be possible to read " Greece " for 
" North Africa ". The paper had also observed 
that the aircraft would carry rockets in addition 
to atomic bombs. 

que le general Van Fleet semble ne considerer le 
chef de l'etat-major general de l'armee grecque 
que comme son ordonnance. Bref, sans aucun doute 
l'armee du Gouvernement d'Athenes n'est qu'un 
instrument de la politique americaine en Grece. 

Le but de !'intervention militaire des Etats-Unis 
est de transformer la Grece en une base strategique 
et en une tete de pont. Les Americains ont com
mence a construire de nouveaux aerodromes et de 
nouveaux ports. Le rapport de la Mission ameri
caine de decembre 1947 donne des details sur les 
aerodromes sur lesquels on effectue des tra~aux. 
A son retour aux Etats-Unis, M. Griswold a de
clare ala presse que 210.000 tonnes de materiel de 
guerre ont ete:fournies ala Grece, six aero ports pour 
bombardiers lourds ont ete construits et d'impor
tantes installations portuaires ont ete reparees. 

M. Kenneth Spencer, dans !'article deja cite, 
declare que les Americains ont apparemment 
!'intention de rester en Grece, qu'ils controlent 
les finances, les importations et les exportations 
d'interet militaire, et que les aeroports repares 
en Grece du Nord etaient de toute evidence 
destines a des bombardiers lourds plutot qu'aux 
appareils dont dispose !'aviation grecque. 
M. Behler fait observer que ces aeroports du nord 
de la Grece se trouvent a des milliers de kilo
metres des Etats-Unis, sur les frontieres de 
l'Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie et 
qu'ils sont destines a une aviation d'attaque. La 
reconstruction d'installations portuaires impor
tantes et la construction de routes qui suivent 
les couloirs strategiques menant vers les pays 
voisins qui se trouvent au nord de la Grece 
illustrent le role que joue Ia Grece dans le plan 
americain de Ia domination mondiale. 

De plus en plus frequemment, les Etats-Unis 
envoient en Grece des unites navales et aeriennes 
afin d'encourager les forces du Gouvernement 
d'Athenes a poursuivre la lutte. En janvier le 
porte-avion Midway et trois croiseurs se sont 
rendus dans les eaux grecques. Au cours des mois 
suivants, plusieurs flottilles americaines ont fait de 
meme. Au mois de juin, 24 navires de guerre 
americains se trouvaient dans la baie de Suda en 
Crete, ce qui constitue la plus importante concen
tration de navires de guerre en Mediterranee 
depuis Ia fin de la guerre. En octobre, le porte
avian Franklin Roosevelt accompagne d'un croiseur, 
de six torpilleurs ct de quatre navires auxiliaires, 
a mouille en la rade de Phalere. D'apres les jour
naux d'Athenes des appareils de ce porte-avion 
ont procede a des manceuvres aeriennes. 

En septembre, la presse grecque a donne des 
informations sur un raid d'un bombardier du 
type B-29. Le 18 septembre, le journal Ta Nea a 
indique le parcours que cet appareil devait 
effectuer au-dessus des villes grecques. Le meme 
jour le journal Akropolis signalait que cet appareil 
est du meme type - mais perfectionne - que 
celui qui avait lance les bombes atomiques sur 
Hiroshima et Nagasaki et que ce nouveau modele 
pouvait voler des Etats-Unis a Moscou, I:kl~er 
une bombe atomique et aller se poser ensmte 
sur une base americaine en Afrique du Nord. 
M. Behler fait remarquer qu'on pourrait fort 
bien lire << Grece )) au lieu d'« Afrique du Nord)), 
Le journal signalait aussi que cet appareil pouvait, 
en plus des bombes atomiques, transporter des 
bombes-fusees. 
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Obviously, United States military intervention 
in Greece had additional significance in that it 
menaced Greece's peaceful neighbours and the 
USSR. Thus, Greece, being a United States 
base, had become a menace to world peace and 
international security. 

Just before the arrival of Secretary of State 
Marshall who visited Greece, according to the 
New York Times of 17 October 1948, in order to 
see why the Greek Government had failed to 
wipe out the guerrillas despite American aid, 
Mr. Grady not only admitted that the United 
States was considering increasing its military 
aid but also stated that it was unfortunate that 
this news had been published in the Greek Press. 
Obviously, the need for greater assistance had 
been created partly by the failure to subdue the 
Greek people and their democratic forces and 
partly by the general United States policy of 
preparing for a new war. The Rightist newspaper 
Ethnikos Kiriks of 22 September 1948 wrote that 
the new military credits anticipated would have 
less connexion with the struggle against the 
guerrillas than with the general eastern Medit
erranean strategy of the United States. It 
was because of the United States general expan
sionist plan that the Western Press and the Athens 
Government advocated closing the northern 
frontiers of Greece. 

The Athens Government, with the support of 
the United States and the United Kingdom, 
proceeded to increase its aggressive activities 
against its northern neighbours and pressed its 
expansionist claims particularly against Albania. 
During 1948 up to the end of August, the Athens 
Government had caused not less than 130 incidents 
on the Yugoslav frontier counting only those 
concerning which the Yugoslav Government 
had lodged diplomatic protests. Mr. Behler 
referred specifically to an incident of 3 June 1948 
which took place near the Yugoslav village of 
Stojakova, during which Greek troops had en
tered Yugoslavia and when they were approached 
had fired on the Yugoslav frontier guards. Again, 
on the 6 and 7 September a company of the 
566 th Battalion of the Greek army had crossed 
the Yugoslav frontier in the Kaymakchalan 
sector and a detached platoon had been engaged 
by Yugoslav soldiers who captured one man and 
a considerable amount of equipment. When the 
Yugoslav detachment lost its way in the fog and 
unintentionally crossed into Greek territory, 
it was fired upon without warning ; clearly that 
action was taken with the intention of causing 
provocations. 

Between 16 and 25 September, that is during 
the opening days of the present session of the 
Assembly, there were several incidents and the 
Yugoslav Government made eight protests. On 
one of these occasions, on 25 September, twenty 
shells had been fired into Yugoslav territory, 
wounding an officer and on another occasion, two 
Greek Spitfires dropped incendiaries which set fire 
to a Yugoslav forest. On 1 July and 2 August 
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De toute evidence, !'intervention militaire 
americaine en Grece revet une importance accrue 
du fait qu'elle menace les voisins pacifiques de 
la Grece et l'URSS. La Grece, qui est maintenant 
une base des Etats-Unis, est done devenue une 
menace pour la paix mondiale et pour la securite 
internationale. 

Immediatement avant l'arrivee du secretaire 
d'Etat Marshall qui, selon le New- York Times 
du 17 octobre 1948, a visite la Grece a fin de se 
rendre compte des raisons pour lesquelles le 
Gouvernement grec, malgre l'aide americaine, 
n'a pu exterminer les guerillas, M. Grady a non 
seulement admis que les Etats-Unis envisageaient 
d'augmenter leur aide militaire, mais a egalement 
deplore que cette information eilt ete publiee 
dans la presse grecque. Il est evident que I' augmen
tation de l'aide apportee a la Grece est devenue 
necessaire, en partie en raison de l'echec des 
operations destinees a asservir le peuple grec et 
ses forces democratiques, et en partie a cause de 
la politique generale des Etats-Unis qui consiste a 
preparer une nouvelle guerre. Le journal de droite 
Ethnikos Kiriks ecrivait le 22 septembre 1948 que 
l'octroi annonce de nouveaux credits militaires 
etait motive par Ia strategic generale des Etats
Unis en Mediterranee orientale plutot que par la 
lutte contre les guerillas. C'est en raison du plan 
general d'expansion des Etats-Unis que la presse 
occidentale et le Gouvernement d'Athenes preco
nisent la fermeture des frontieres septentrionales 
de la Grece. 

Avec l'appui des Etats-Unis et du Royaume
Uni, le Gouvernement d'Athenes a adopte une 
attitude de plus en plus agressive contre ses 
voisins septentrionaux et a formule de fa<;on plus 
energique ses revendications expansionnistes, 
en particulier a l'egard de l'Albanie. Au cours des 
huit premiers mois de l'annee 1948, le Gouver
nement d' Athenes a provo que non moins de 
130 incidents a la frontiere yoogoslave, et il ne 
s'agit que des incidents· qui ont fait l'objet de 
protestations diplomatiques du Gouvernement 
yougoslave. M. Behler mentionne en particulier 
!'incident du 3 juin 1948 qui eut lieu pres du 
village yougoslave de Stojakova : les troupes ont 
penetre en Yougoslavie et ont tire sur les gardes
frontiere yougoslaves lorsque ceux-ci se sont 
approches d'eux. Les 6 et 7 septembre, une 
compagnie du 566e bataillon de l'armee grecque 
a franchi la frontiere yougoslave dans le secteur de 
Kaymaktchalan ; une section separee du gros 
de la troupe s'est heurtee a la resistance de 
soldats yougoslaves qui firent un prisonnier et 
s'emparerent d'une quantite considerable de 
materiel. Lorsque, ayant perdu son chemin dans 
le brouillard, le detachement yougoslave franchit 
par inadvertance la frontiere grecque, il essuya, 
sans avertissement prealable, des coups de feu, 
dans des circonstances qui montraient qu'il 
s'agissait d'une provocation. 

Entre le 16 et le 25 septembre, c'est-a-dire 
pendant les premiers jours de la presente session 
de l' Assemblee, il y a eu plusieurs incidents et le 
Gouvernement yougoslave a emis lmit protes
tations. Au cours de l'un de ces incidents, qui 
eut lieu le 25 septembre, vingt obus furen~ lances 
sur le territoire youaoslave - un · offic1er fut 
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1948 the Yugoslav Government sent notes to the 
Security Council stating that these repeated 
incidents proved that their occurrence was not 
accidental but premeditated. 

There had also been numerous provocations 
on the Bulgarian border. For instance, on 
4 April 1948, a frontier patrol had been forcibly 
abducted from Bulgarian territory by about one 
hundred armed Government soldiers who crossed 
into Bulgaria. This clearly showed the hypocrisy 
of the assertion by the Greek Government that 
it was anxious to establish diplomatic relations 
with Bulgaria. 

The incidents on the borders of Albania during 
the past year had assumed the charact er of really 
aggressive acts. There had been hundreds of 
incidents, particularly between 13 and 15 August. 
As an example, on 3 August a Greek detachment, 
150 strong, entered Albania in the direction of 
Cezana and was engaged for about an hour a half 
by the Albanian frontier guards. On 30 August 
there was another engagement with the frontier 
guards in which two of the monarchist soldiers 
were taken prisoner. 

Border incidents were not the only provocations. 
Since Anglo-American intervention began, the 
controlled Press of Greece was full of anti-Soviet 
and anti-Slav propaganda. The newspaper 
Vradini openly advocated the invasion of Albania. 
On 25 August this paper advocated sending an 
ultimatum to Albania and seeking a cause for 
war. The military provocations on the borders 
and the warmongering propaganda of the Press 
were two sides of the same coin. 

The Athens Government radio said, in a 
broadcast on 26 February 1948, that the Greek 
frontier problem would be settled by the Greek 
army. The same station, on 21 February, 
claimed, for Greece, a number of towns deep inside 
Yugoslav and Bulgarian territory. On 30 August 
this station carried a broadcast claiming that the 
frontiers of Greece should run from the Balkan 
mountains in Bulgaria through Kosovo field in 
Yugoslavia to Alesi in Albania and stating that 
in claiming these areas Greece was not asking for 
foreign territory. 

On 31 August the newspaper Katimerini 
suggested that if it were true that the USSR and 
its satellites were not prepared for open conflict 
Greece should send an expeditionary force into 
Albania to teach that perfidious country a lesson. 
The paper continued that such action would prove 
that the ·western Powers were prepared to take 
action while they had a monoply of the atomic 
bomb. 

The warmongering propaganda against Greece's 
democratic neighbours not only resembled Nazi 
propaganda but had actually taken over Gmbbels' 
slogan about the Slav danger. The anti-Slav 
slogans were being disseminated in Greece through 
all available media. Mr. Behler quoted the evi
dence given by two deserters from the Greek army, 
to the effect that the army was being indoctrinated 
with anti-Slav propaganda. 

qui ont mis le feu a une foret yougoslave. Le 
1 er juillet et le 2 aout 1948, le Gouvernement 
yougoslave a envoye des notes au Conseil de 
securite declarant que la frequence de ces incidents 
prouvait que, loin d'etre accidentels, ils etaient 
bel et bien premedites. 

Il y a eu egalement de nombreuses provocations 
a la frontiere bulgare. Ainsi, le 4 avril 1948, une 
patrouille frontaliere a ete enlevee et emmenee en 
Grece par une centaine de soldats de l'armee 
grecque qui avaient franchi en armes la frontiere 
bulgare. Cet incident montre clairement l'hypo
crisie dont fait preuve le Gouvernement grec 
lorsqu'il declare qu'il desire etablir des relations 
diplomatiques avec la Bulgarie. 

Les incidents qui ont eu lieu a Ia frontiere 
albanaise au cours de la derniere annee ont pris 
un caractere de veritables actes d'agression. ll 
y a eu des centaines d'incidents, en particulier 
entre les 13 et 15 aout. Ainsi, le 3 aout, un deta
chement grec fort de 150 hommes a penetre en 
Albanie dans la region de Cezana et, pendant une 
heure et demie environ, a fait face aux gardes-
fronticre albanais. Le 30 aout, eut lieu un autre 
engagement avec des gardes-frontiere au cours 
duquel deux soldats monarchistes furent faits 
prisonniers. 

Les provocations ne se bornent pas aux incidents 
de frontiere. Depuis le debut de l'intervention 
anglo-americaine, la presse controlee de la Grece 
est rempli e de propagande antisovietique et 
antislave. Le journal Vradini preconise ouver
tement !'invasion de l' Alb ani e. Le 25 a out, ce 
journal demandait I'envoi d'un ultimatum a 
l'Albanie et voulait qu'on trouve une raison pour 
declarer la guerre. Les provocations militaires 
aux frontieres et la propagande en faveur d'une 
nouvelle guerre a laquelle se livre la presse sont 
les deux cotes d'une meme medaille. 

La radio gouvernementale d'Athenes a declare, 
dans une emission du 26 fevrier 1948, que le 
probleme des frontieres de la Grece serait n\solu 
par l'armee grecque. Le 21 fevrier, la meme station 
a revendique pour la Grece un nombre de localites 
situees loin en territoires yougoslave et bulgare. 
Le 30 aout, cette station a diffuse une emission 
selon laquelle les frontieres de la Grece de":aient 
aller des Balkans bulgares a Alasi, en Albame, en 
passant par Kossovo, en Yougoslavie. En reven
diquant ces regions, precisait la radio, la Grece 
ne reclamait aucun t erritoire etranger. 

Le 31 aout, le journal Katimerini suggerait que, 
s'il etait vrai que l'URSS et ses satellites n'etaient 
pas en etat de se lancer dans un conflit declare, la 
Grece devrait envoyer un corps expeditionnaire 
en Albanie, pour donner une lec;on a ce perfide 
pays. Une initiative de ce genre, ajoutait ce 
journal, prouverait que les Puissances occidentales 
sont pretes a passer a !'action pendant qu'elles 
ant encore le monopole de la bombe atomique. 

Non seulement la propagande guerriere contre 
les democraties voisines de la Grece ressemble a Ia 
propagande nazie, mais elle a meme repris a son 
compte le mot d'ordre de Gmbbels sur le peril 
slave. On diffuse en Grece les mots d'ordre 
antislaves par taus les moyens possibles. M. Behler 
cite les temoignages de deux deserteurs de l'armee 
grecque, selon lesquels on inculque a l'armee les 
theories d'une propagande antislave. 
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The question then arose how it was possible for 
a small country like Greece to dare to conduct 
such a foreign policy with regard to its neighbours 
and the USSR. Clearly the Athens Government 
W?uld not seek that territorial aggrandizement 
\VIthout support from abroad and the assurance 
that it would be maintained in power by foreign 
bayonets. The Greek attitude could only be 
explained by the fact that the real masters of 
Greece wished to maintain tension in the Balkans 
in order to justify the conversion of Greece into 
a strategic base for the Anglo-Saxon bloc. These 
were the only reasons for sending the Special 
Committee to Greece for it had not contributed 
to the improvement of relations but rather had 
caused them to deteriorate. This policy had 
transformed Greece into a source of international 
complications which endangered world peace. 

The policy of both the actual and the apparent 
masters of Greece was contrary to the interests not 
only of the neighbouring peoples and world peace 
but also of the Greek people themselves. The 
question then arose whether the Greek people 
supported this policy. The Yugoslav delegation 
asserted, as it had done at the previous session, 
that the immense majority of the Greek people 
was categorically opposed to this policy and that 
the present regime in Athens could not remain in 
power without resorting to terror. 

During the past year new proofs of this 
argument had been given. Evidence was given 
by British Colonel Alexander Sheppard in his 
statement on 14 October 1948 in a Press confer
ence at Goteborg. Colonel Sheppard had long 
experience in Greece, having fought there in 1941 
and served in 1945 with an Australian Mission, 
then as head of an UNRRA mission and in 1946 as 
head of the Economic Mission for Northern Greece. 
In 194 7 he had resigned this post because of hi~ 
disapproval of the intervention policy of the 
United Kingdom. Colonel Sheppard had said 
that those in power who had first sold their 
country to the Germans and were now selling it to 
the Americans had organized a ruthless reign of 
terror. He pointed out that the Athens Govern
ment admitted the deportation of 67,000 persons 
to the Aegean Islands and had not permitted them 
to be visited by the International Red Cross on 
the pretext that they could not be considered 
prisoners of war since there was officially no war. 
~Ir. Behler remarked that there were additional 
facts concerning the present situation in Greece. 
\Vorkers seeking employment in public works 
were required to produce a certificate of good 
political behaviour. For example, in a form issued 
by the Ministry of Justice there was to be found 
among the questions the query whether the 
applicant had been a member of the EAM, EPON 
or ELAS, which were organizations of the National 
Liberation Movement during the German occu
pation. 

The Government had abolished the last rem
nants of the freedom of the Press. It had prohi-

La question se pose done de savoir comment 
il peut se faire qu'un petit pays comme la Gn!ce 
ose poursuivre une telle politique etrangere a 
l' egard de ses voisins et de l'URSS. Il est clair 
que le Gouvernement d' Athenes ne rechercherait 
pas ainsi une expansion territoriale s'il n' etait 
soutenu de l'exterieur et si on ne lui avait donne 
!'assurance qu'on 1e maintiendrait au pouvoir 
a l'aide des bai:onnettes etrangeres. L'attitude de 
la Grece ne peut s'expliquer que par Ie fait que 
les vrais maitres de la Grece souhaitent maintenir 
un etat de tension dans les Balkans, en vue de 
fournir une justification a la transformation de la 
Grece en base strategique pour le bloc anglo-saxon. 
Ce sont la les seules raisons pour lesquelles :on a 
envoye la Commission speciale en Grece car, loin 
de contribuer· a ameliorer les relations, cette 
Commission speciale a plutot provoque leur 
aggravation. Cette politique a transforme la 
Grece en une source de complications inter
nationales qui mettent en danger la paix mondiale. 

La politique poursuivie tant par les vrais 
maitres que par les maitres apparents de la Grece 
est contraire, non seulement aux interets des 
peuples voisins et de la paix mondiale, mais aussi 
a ceux du peuple grec lui-meme. La question se 
pose done de savoir si le peuple grec approuve 
cette politique. La delegation yougoslave affirme, 
ainsi qu'elle l'a deja fait lors de la session prece
dente, que !'immense majorite du peuple grec 
est categoriquement hostile a cette politique et que 
le Gouvernement actuellement au pouvoir a 
Athenes ne peut s'y maintenir sans avoir recours 
a la terreur. 

L'annee qui vient de s'ecouler a fourni de 
nouvelles preuves a l'appui de cette these. Un 
temoignage dans ce sens a ete donne par Ie colonel 
anglais Alexander Sheppard, le 14 octobre 1948, 
lors d'une conference de presse tenue a Goteborg. 
Le colonel Sheppard a de la Grece une longue 
experience, car il y a combattu en 1941, puis il y a 
fait partie en 1945 de la mission australienne, 
pour etre ensuite chef d'une mission de l'UNRRA 
et, en 1946, chef de la mission economique en 
Grece septentrionale. En 1947, il a demissionne de 
ce poste, parce qu'il desapprouvait la politique 
interventionniste du Royaume-Uni. Dans une de 
ses declarations, le colonel Sheppard a dit que 
les autorites qui, apres avoir vendu leur pays 
aux Allemands, le vendent maintenant aux 
Americains, ont organise un regime de terreur 
impitoyable. II a souligne que le Gouvernement 
d'Athenes reconnait avoir deporte 67.000 per
sonnes aux lies de lamer Egee et n'a pas antorise 
la Croix-Rouge internationale a les visiter, sous le 
pretexte qu'on ne saurait les considerer comme 
prisonniers de guerre puisque, officiellement, il 
n'y a pas de guerre, M. Behler fait observer qu'il 
existe d'autres preuves de la situation actuelle 
en Grece. On exige des ouvriers qui cherchent un 
emploi dans les travaux publics qu'ils produisent 
un certificat de bonne conduite politique. Par 
exemple, dans un questionnaire imprime pour le 
ministere de la Justice, on trouve entre autres 
questions la suivante : le postulant a-t-il ete 
membre de l'EAM, de l'EPON ou de I'ELAS? Or, 
il s'agit la d'organisations affilees au Mouvement 
de liberation nationale so us I' occupation allemande. 

Le Gouvernement a supprime les ~ernie~s 
vestiges de la liberte de la presse. Il a mterd1t 
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bited the publication of Communist and, in general, 
all democratic newspapers and had imprisoned or 
deported the editors. Since the last session of the 
Assembly, 62 newspapers, including 12 dailies, had 
been banned. On 16 October 1948, Mr. Glezos, 
editor of the Communist Rizopastis had been 
condemned to death on the grounds that his 
newspaper had published an article by the Secre
tary-General of the Greek Communist party. 
Glezos had become a national hero during the 
German occupation and during his trial the inha
bitants of his village had demanded his release, 
as was reported in the Rightist Press of Athens on 
17 October 1948. 

Trade union freedoms had been abolished. 
Members of trade union committees had been 
imprisoned and deported. The Government then 
organized a new trade-union committee picked 
by the police and composed of Fascist and quisling 
elements. On 28 March 1948 the Government 
organized a sham Congress of the police-sponsored 
" General Confederation of Labour ". A parti
cularly violent wave of terror had begun on 
Christmas Day 1947, just after the end of the 
second session of the United Nations General 
Assembly. On this occasion 600 arrests were made. 
Mr. Behler then gave additional details of large 
scale arrests during 1948 in Piraeus, Athens, 
Larissa, Sparta and a number of villages. 

The terroristic methods of the Greek police 
had been looked into by Mrs. Braddock, Labour 
Member of the United Kingdom Parliament, who 
had expressed the opinion that the news from 
Greece indicated that Fascism had not been 
destroyed in the war. She believed that the 
working class of the whole world should concentrate 
its attention on Greece or it would be heading for 
a third world war. Imprisonment was normally 
followed by deportation, summary judgment by 
court-martial, or shooting without trial. The 
" death camps " were becoming the usual home of 
the democratic inhabitants. Mr. Behler referred 
to the locations of various camps which were 
referred to in the Athens Press. In one of these 
there was stated to be over 20,000 officers and 
soldiers from the Government army who had 
been imprisoned for their democratic sentiments. 
As early as July 1946 there had been established 
a network of courts-martial. In May 1948 the 
power to exterminate the democratic population 
had been increased by the re-enactment of a law 
of 10 December 1912, which abolished the consti
tutional provisions prohibiting arrest without 
warrant and guaranteeing the inviolability of 
homes of private correspondence. This law 
further gave the military authorities competence 
to punish offences against the security of the 
State. From the Athens Press it could be found 
that the courts-martial had begun their work in 
the Peloponnesus and death sentences were a 
daily occurrence. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that in view of the 
hour Mr. Behler might continue his statement at 
the following meeting. 

The meeting rose at 12.55 p. m. 

la publication des journaux communistes et, en 
general, de tous les journaux democratiques, dont 
il a fait emprisonner ou deporter les redacteurs 
en chef. Depuis la derniere session de l'Assemblee, 
62 journaux, dont 12 quotidiens, ont ainsi ete 
supprimes. Le 16 octobre 1948, M. Glezos, redac
teur en chef du journal communiste Rizopastis 
a ete Condamne a mort SOliS pretexte que son 
journal avait publie un article du secretaire 
general du parti communiste grec. Or, Glezos 
etait devenu un heros national sous !'occupation 
allemande et, pendant son prod~s. les habitants 
de son village ont demande sa mise en liberte, 
ainsi que l'a rapporte la presse de droite d'Athenes 
le 17 octobre 1948. 

Les libertes syndicales ont ete abolies. Des 
membres des comites syndicaux ont ete empri
sonnes et deporte. Le Gouvernement a ensuite 
organise un nouveau comite syndical compose 
d' elements fascistes et de quislings, choisis par 
la police. Le 28 mars 1948, le Gouvernement a 
organise un soi-disant congres de la « confede
ration generale du travail ll, patronnee par la 
police. Une vague de terreur particulierement 
violente avait commence le jour de Noel 1947, 
c'est-a-dire juste apres la fin de la deuxieme 
session de l' Assemblee generale des Nations 
Unies. A cette occasion, on opera 600 arrestations. 
M. Bebler donne ensuite des details complemen
taires sur les arrestations massives effectuees 
en 1948 au Piree, a Athenes, a Larissa, a Sparte 
et dans un grand nombre de villages. 

Les methodes terroristes employees par la police 
grecque ont fait l'objet d'une enquete de la part 
de Mme Braddock, deputee travailliste au parle
ment du Royaume-Uni ; elle a ete d'avis que les 
nouvelles venant de Grece demontrent que la 
guerre n'a pas detruit le fascisme. Elle pense que 
la classe ouvriere devrait porter, dans le monde 
entier, son attention sur la Grece, sans quoi elle 
sera precipitee dans une troisieme guerre mondiale. 
La deportation, le jugement sommaire par un 
conseil de gucrre ou !'execution sans jugement 
sont les suites habituelles de !'incarceration. Les 
« camps de la mort )) deviennent le domicile 
habitue! des democrates. M. Bebler cite les 
emplacements de divers camps mentionnes dans 
la presse d'Athenes. Dans l'un de ces camps, 
rapporte-t-on, se trouvent plus de 20.000 officiers 
et soldats de l'armee gouvernementale qui y ont 
ete emprisonnes pour leurs sentiments democra
tiques. Des juillet 1946, un reseau de conseils de 
guerre a ete etabli. En mai 1948, la remise en 
vigueur d'une loi du 10 decembre 1912 a rendu 
plus facile !'extermination de la population de 
sentiments democratiques ; cette loi abolissait 
les dispositions constitutionnelles interdisant 
d'operer des arrestations sans mandat et garan
tissant l'inviolabilite des foyers et de la corres
pondance privee. Cette loi habilitait en outre les 
autorites militaires a punir les attentats a la 
securite de l'Etat. Il ressort de la lecture de la 
presse athenienne que les conseils de guerre ont 
commence leur oeuvre dans le Peloponese et qu'il 
y a journellement des condamnations a mort. 

Le PRESIDENT suggere a M. Behler, etant donne 
l'heure tardive, de continuer sa declaration a 
la prochaine seance. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 55. 
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HUNDRED AND SEVENTY -FOURTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris 
on Wednesday, 27 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

39. Continuation of the discussion on the 
threats to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

REPORT OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644, 
A/692). 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) went on to give 
several significant examples of the operation of 
courts martial in Greece : Nikos Koukoutsis had 
been condemned to death because he bore the 
same name as a partisan ; Orestis Makridis had 
been condemned to death for participation in the 
assassination of Minister Ladas on 1 May 1948, 
when Makridis had already been in prison for 
a month and a half ; Koula Elephteriadou had 
been shot on a charge brought against her by a 
policeman who, during the occupation had been an 
agent of the Gestapo. 

The memorandum sent to the British Trade 
Union Congress by Elianos, Minister of Infor
mation of the Athens Government, showed that 
by verdict of the military tribunals 116 persons 
had been shot in 1946, 688 in 1947, and 747 during 
the first eight months of 1948. Thus the Govern
ment itself had admitted that the number of 
executions had increased from year to year. 
Furthermore, Elianos added that between 1945 
and 31 August 1948, 231 persons had been shot 
after trial by the ordinary courts. But in reality 
it was well known that those courts had also tried 
heroes of the resistance movement whom they 
had accused of being ordinary criminals. One 
of the greatest crimes of the present Greek regime 
was that it had tried and shot fighters of the 
anny of liberation arrested in 1945, whose only 
offence had been to resist the invader on the 
side of the Allies. 

The Sophoulis-Tsaldaris Government had been 
the first that dared to shoot, publicly, large 
numbers of members of the resistance movement. 
A wave of executions had followed the second 
session of the General Assembly. After the 
<< capture and kill » declaration of Van Fleet in 
February 1948, the Minister of Justice had given 
orders to shoot all the fighters for national liber
ation who had been condemned to death ; the 
order was carried out unobtrusively so as not to 
excite public opinion. 

After the assassination of the Minister of Justice, 
Ladas, the Government had adopted the system 
of taking hostages. On 2 May 1948, Rendis, 
Minister of Public Order, had stated: " The 
Communists will pay dearly for the assassination 
of Ladas". Some days later, 164 fighters of the 
resistance, who were !alredy in prison, were shot 
as hostages. The Athens Government tried to 

CENT-SOIXANTE-QUATORZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 27 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

39. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grace 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644, A/692). 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) poursuit son inter
vention en indiquant qu'il va donner quelques 
exemples significatifs de l'activite des cours 
martiales en Grece : Nikos Koukoutsis a ete 
condamne a mort parce qu'il avait le meme nom 
qu'un partisan ; Orestis Makridis a ete condamne 
a mort pour sa participation a !'attentat contre 
le ministre Ladas, commis le 1 er mai 1948, date 
a laquelle Makridis se trouvait en prison deja 
depuis un mois et demi ; Koula Elephteriadou a 
ete fusille sur une accusation portee contre elle 
par un gendarme qui, sous !'occupation, etait un 
agent de la Gestapo. 

Dans le memorandum envoye par M. Elianos, 
ministre de la presse du Gouvernement d' Athenes, 
au Congres des Trade-Unions britanniques, il est 
indique que, a la suite des verdicts rendus par les 
tribunaux militaires, 116 personnes ont ete 
fusillees en 1946, 688 en 1947, et 747 au cours des 
huit premiers mois de 1948 ; ainsi, de l'aveu 
meme du Gouvernement, le nombre des fusilles 
va croissant d'annee en annee. En outre, 
M. Elianos ajoute que, de 1945 au 31 aout 1948, 
231 personnes ont ete fusillees apres avoir ete 
jugees par des tribunaux ordinaires. Mais, en 
n~alite, l'on sait que ces tribunaux ont egalement 
juge d'heroi:ques resistants, en les accusant de 
n'etre que des criminels de droit commun. Un des 
plus grands crimes du regime actuel en Grece 
est precisement d'avoir juge et fusille des 
combattants de l'armee de la liberation arretes 
en 1945, dont le seul crime etait d'avoir lutte 
contre !'occupant aux cotes des Allies. 

C'est le Gouvernement Sophoulis-Tsaldaris qui, 
le premier, a ose fusiller publiquement en masse 
ces resistants. Une vague d'executions a eu lieu 
apres la fin de la deuxieme session de l'Assemblee 
generale. Apres la declaration de fevrier 1948 
du general Van Fleet << capture and kill, ,, le 
ministre de la Justice a donne l'ordre d'executer 
taus les combattants du mouvement de liberation 
nationale condamnes a mort, ce qui fut fait 
discretement, pour menager !'opinion publique. 

Apres !'attentat contre le ministre de la Justice, 
Ladas, le Gouvernement a adopte le systeme des 
otages. Le 2 mai 1948, M. Rendis, ministre de 
l'Ordre public, declarait : « Les communistes 
paieront tres cher l'assassinat de H. Lad~s ''· 
En quelques jours, 164 anciens resistants qm se 
trouvaient deja en prison furent fusilles comme 
otages. Le Gouvernement d' Athenes essaya de 
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deceive world public opinion by stating that those 
patriots, who had been condemned to death two 
or three months before Ladas was assassinated, 
were ordinary criminals. In Thebes, on 14 Sep
tember 1947, Elephterios Barbounis had been 
condemned to -death because, in the course of an 
engagement early in 1944 between the National 
Army of Liberation, of which he was a member, 
and a security battalion led by a German, he had 
killed one of those traitors. At Lamia, on 
22 December 1947, Vasile Dim. Fotos had been 
condemned to death for killing a Greek quisling 
in German uniform. 

Certain tragic " errors " had also occurred· 
Elios Deloglou had been shot for killing a certain 
Dimitropoulos who, it appeared during the trial, 
was still alive. Worse still, Eftimitimios Cosco
letos had been shot for killing Nikolas Efstatiou 
who, it was proved, had never existed. 

Such were the pretexts used for exterminating 
political adversaries. More than 2,900 former 
members of the resistance movement had been 
condemned to death, men who, during the Second 
World War, had fought for the cause of the United 
Nations. 

Democratic . public opinion throughout the 
world was justifiably indignant and meetings were 
held in Great Britain, in the United States, and 
in France. The Government of the USSR 
expressed the opinion of its people in a note 
addressed to the Athens Government on 14 May 
1948, when it stated that the Soviet people 
expected that there would be an end to the mass 
executions of Greek patriots who had fought 
against the Fascist occupation. On 18 May 1948, 
the Government of Yugoslavia had sent a similar 
note to the Greek Government. 

The French Government itself had asked the 
Athens Government for an explanation of the 
mass slaughter of those fighters for freedom. In 
view of the public indignation, the Government 
of the United Kingdom had issued a declaration 
in which it attempted to disclaim responsibility 
for those events. But a United States spokesman 
had promptly issued a statement to the effect that 
his Government " had no intention to issue a 
protest " ; in other words, the Athens regime had 
been encouraged to continue its evil work. 

Mr. Behler informed the members of the First 
Committee that, by voting for the resolution on 
the Greek question at the second session of the 
General Assembly, they had themselves given 
general encouragement to the Greek Government 
and thereby assumed a heavy responsibility. 

At times, even courts-martial were dispensed 
with. As early as 1947, Zevjos, a member of the 
Central Committee of the Greek Communist party, 
had been killed by the police, who admitted their 
guilt. The murderers had not been prosecuted. 
In January 1948, Poulides, a lawyer belonging 
to the Yugoslav Legation in Athens, was killed 
in the open street in Tripolis, although police 
agents were close at hand. Nothing had been 
done to punish the murderers. 

tromper !'opinion publique internationale en 
affirmant que ces patriotes, qui avaient ete 
condamnes a mort deux ou trois ans avant 
I'assassinat du ministre Ladas, etaient des 
criminels de droit commun. Le 14 septembre 1947 
a Thebes, Elephterios Barbounis a ete condamne 
a mort parce que, au debut de 1944, au cours 
d'un combat entre I'armee de liberation nationale, 
dont il faisait partie, et un bataillon de securite 
commande par un Allemand, Barbounis avait 
tue un de ces traitres. Le 22 decembre 1947 a 
Lamia, Vasile Dim. Fotos etait condamne a 
mort parce qu'il avait tue un quisling grec portant 
l'uniforme allemand. · 

Il y eut egalement certaines << erreurs >> tragiques. 
Elios Deloglou a ete fusille pour avoir tue un 
certain Dimitropoulos dont on avait cependant 
appris au cours du proces qu'il etait toujours en 
vie. Il y a plus fort encore : Eftimitimios Cosco
letos a ete fusille pour avoir tue un certain 
Nikolas Efstatiou, dont il avait ete prouve qu'il . 
n'avait jamais existe. 

Il s'agit la de pretextes pour !'extermination 
d'adversaires politiques : plus de 2.900 anciens 
resistants ont ete condamnes a mort, 2.900 de 
ces hommes qui, au cours de la deuxieme guerre 
mondiale, se sont battus pour la cause des Nations 
Unies. 

Aussi !'opinion publique democratique du 
monde entier s'est-elle indignee : des reunions 
ont eu lieu en Grande-Bretagne, aux Etats-Unis, 
en France. Le Gouvernement de l'URSS, 
exprimant !'opinion de son peuple, dans une 
note du 14 mai 19·18 au Gouvernement d'Athenes, 
a fait savoir que !'opinion publique de l'URSS 
s'attendait a ce qu'il flit mis fin aux executions 
en masse de patriotes grecs ayant combattu 
contre les occupants fascistcs. Le 18 mai 1948, 
le Gouvernement de la Yougos1avie adressait 
au Gouvernement grec une declaration semblable. 

Le Gouvernement fran<;ais lui-meme a demande 
des explications au Gouvernement d'Athenes 
pour ces massacres en masse des combattants de 
la liberte. Le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni, 
devant !'indignation de !'opinion publique, a fait 
une declaration dans laquelle il a essaye de 
degager sa responsabilite pour ces evenements. 
Mais un porte-parole des Etats-Unis s'est empresse 
de declarer que son Gouvernement << n'avait pas 
!'intention de protester >> : autrement dit, le 
regime d' Athenes etait encourage a continuer sa 
besogne. 

Apostrophant les membres de Ia Premiere 
Commission, M. Behler leur dit qu'en votant, au 
cours de la deuxieme session de l'Assemblee 
generale, la resolution relative a la question 
grecque, ils ont eux-aussi donne un encouragement 
general au Gouvernement d'Athenes et, par la, 
lourdement charge leur conscience. 

Parfois, on se passe meme des cours martiales. 
Deja en 1947, M. Zevjos, membre du Comite 
Central du parti communiste grec, a ete tue 
par la police, qui a reconnu ce crime. Les assassins 
n'ont pas ete poursuivis. En janvier 1948, 
M. Poulides, avocat de la legation de Yougoslavie 
a Athenes, a ete tue en pleine rue a Tripolis, alors 
que des policiers se trouvaient a proximite. Rien 
n'a ete fait pour punir ce meurtre. 
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Organized groups of Fascists, particularly the 
X-ites and MA.l, were terrorizing the population. 
The MAl was an official military organization, 
armed and equipped by the United States Mission. 
It operated under army leadership. Those organi
zations had been terrorizing the population for 
three years with the support of the Government, 
which used them for its own ends. On 25 May 
1946, the newspaper Elephtheria had reported the 
exploits of three X-ite leaders, ex-members of the 
" security battalions " which had co-operated with 
the Germans : one of the three leaders, Pavlakos, 
had compelled a sixteen-year-old child to kill his 
mother. 

On 1 June 1948, the newspaper To Vima had 
published a cable from K. A valisiu who had been 
with the army in Rumelia saying that it was 
extremely doubtful whether the fury of the Fascist 
bandits had really been " directed against the 
Communists ". Actually those Right-wing bands 
were extorting large sums of money and stealing 
cattle and sheep. Mr. A va1isiu had concluded 
by saying that those men had powerful protectors, 
and that " in those circumstances it would be 
ludicrous to assert that the power is in our hands ''. 

To prevent the Greek population from helping 
the democratic army, the Athens army system
atically seized hostages. To cite a particular 
instance, on, 23 April 1948 Menelaos Pandelidis, 
commanding the First Brigade at Kilkis, had 
published the following proclamation : " If the 
democratic army does not cease to lay mines, I 
shall kill the unarmed population, the relatives of 
the partisans, and all democrats ". 

Towards the end of 1947, that is, after the 
second session of the General Assembly, the 
Athens Government had forcibly evacuated and 
dispersed hundreds of thousands of inhabitants, 
and transferred them to Government-controlled 
areas, thus repeating the fascist and hitlerian 
atrocities. Those decisions had been taken after 
the arrival in Greece of General Chamberlain, 
Chief of the Intelligence Service of the American 
Headquarters for the Near East. General Chamber
lain, accompanied by the Chief of the United 
States Military Mission to Greece, General Livesay, 
had visited all the Government military centres. 
In the space of two or three weeks, about 
200,000 persons had been forced to abandon their 
homes on 48 hours notice, leaving behind them 
almost all their belongings. A total of 
700,000 persons, a tenth of the population of 
Greece, had thus been forced to " emigrate " in 
their own country. They found themselves 
homeless, without food and without medical care. 
For that reason, indignation and revolt were 
rising against the Athens Government and its 
foreign protectors, who had reduced these people 
to a state that was an outrage to human dignity. 
The most innocent victims of that terror had been 
the children. Fleeing from death and the monar
cho-fascistic offensive, a great number of them, 
accompanied by their parents and friends, had 
crossed the frontiers. Many had arrived in 
Yugoslavia, almost naked, hungry and frequently 
ill or wounded. They related how unprotected 
villages had frequently been bombed and machine
gunned by the Government army and how the 

Des groupes orgamses de fascistes, particu
lierement les membres des groupes X et Mai, 
terrorisent la population. .Le MAl est une 
organisation militaire officielle armee et habillee 
par Ja mission americaine. Des operations se font 
sous le commandement de l'armee. Depuis 
trois ans ces organisations fascistes terrorisent 
les populations avec Je soutien du Gouvernement 
qui se sert d'elles. Le 25 mai 1948, le journal 
Elephtheria rapportait Ies exploits de trois chefs 
de X, qui se sont rendus coupables de centaines 
de meurtres, vols et autres exactions. Ces chefs 
etaient membres des « bataillons de surete )) qui 
collaboraient avec les Allemands. L'un de ces 
trois chefs, Pavlakos, a meme contraint un 
enfant de seize ans a tuer sa mere. 

Le 1 er juin 1948, le journal To Vima publiait 
une depeche de K. A valisiu qui accompagnait 
l'armee en Roume1ie, et selon lequel il etait fort 
douteux que la fureur des bandits fascistes flit 
vraiment « dirigee contre les communistes >>. En 
effet, ces bandes de droite extorquent des sommes 
considerables et volent vaches et brebis. 
M. A valisiu conclut en indiquant que ces hommes 
ont de puissants protecteurs : <c dans ces 
conditions il serait vraiment comique d'affinner 
que le pouvoir est entre nos mains >>, ajoutait-il. 

Pour empecher Ia population grecque d'aider 
l'armee democratique, l'armee d'Athenes emploie 
le systeme des otages ... Notamment, le 23 avril 
1948, Menelaos Pandelidis, commandant de la 
premiere brigade a Kilkis, publiait la procla
mation suivante : << Si l'armee democratique ne 
veut pas cesser de poser des mines, j' egorgerai 
la population sans armes, les parents des partisans 
et tous les democrates >>. 

Vers la fin de 1947, c'est-a-dire apres la 
deuxieme session de I' Assemblee generale, le 
Gouvernement d' Athenes a pro cede a I' evacuation 
forcee et a la dispersion de centaines de milliers 
d'habitants ainsi qu'a leur transfert dans des 
localites controlees par le Gouvernement, confor
mement aux precedents des atrocites fascistes 
et hitleriennes. Ces decisions ont ete prises apres 
l'arrivee en Grece du general Chamberalin, chef 
du service d'infonnation de l'Etat-major des 
Etats-Unis pour le Proche Orient qui, en 
compagnie du chef de la mission militaire ame
ricaine en Grece, le general Livesay, a visite tous 
les centres militaires du Gouvernement. En deux 
ou trois semaines, pres de 200.000 personnes ont 
ete forcees de quitter leurs maisons dans les 
48 heures, en y laissant presque tous leurs biens. 
Au total 700.000 personnes, le dixieme de la 
population totale de la Grece, ont ete forcees 
d'« emigrer >> dans leur propre pays. Elles se 
sont trouvees sans habitation, sans nourriture, 
sans aucune assistance medicale ; aussi !'indi
gnation et la revolte grondent contre le 
Gouvernement d' Athenes et ses protecteurs 
etrangers qui ont reduit ces etres humains a. une 
situation indigne de l'homme. Les victimes les 
plus innocentes de cette terreur ont ete les 
enfants : fuyant devant la mort et devant 
1' offensive monarcho-fasciste, ces enfants ont 
franchi les frontieres, en grand nombre, accom
pagnes de leurs parents et d'amis. Beaucoup so~t 
arrives en Yougoslavie, presque nus, affames, 
souvent malades ou blesses. Ils racontent que les 
villages sans protection etaient sou vent bombardes 
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entry of the monarcho-fascists into a village had 
often ended in massacres in which even children 
had not been spared. 

On 12 July 1948, the radio station of "Free 
Greece " had related that when a village was 
occupied, women, old men and children tried to 
flee to the mountains : the monarcho-fascists 
strangled or stabbed every child who fell into 
their hands. Ten days after that massacre, 
fighters in the democratic army had found the 
surviving old people and children in ravines, 
where they had been trying to keep alive by 
eating herbs and roots. That was why parents 
had decided to send their children over the 
border. The Yugoslav Red Cross had done all 
in its power to provide refuge for those children, 
a great number of whom had been received by the 
Red Cross Society of other democratic countries. 
The Athens Government, however, which was 
responsible for the sufferings of those children, 
used them in its campaign against the neighbours 
of Greece. 

On the recommendation of the Special Com
mittee on the Balkans, which had abused the 
authority of the United Nations, the Athens 
Government had sent cables to the Governments 
of Yugoslavia, Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia and Poland, demanding that the 
children to whom a friendly sanctuary had been 
offered should be returned, not to their parents, 
but to territory controlled by the Athens Govern
ment. The Government of Yugoslavia had 
replied, pointing out that terror reigned in Greece, 
and that the direct or indirect victims of that 
terror were innocent children. Faced with the 
danger of extermination, a large number of Greek 
children had crossed into Yugoslavia, together 
with other refugees, in search of shelter. Yugo
slavia had granted asylum to the victims of that 
terror, and the Yugoslav Red Cross had taken 
care of them. There were, continued the note 
from the Yugoslav Government, no children in 
Yugoslavia who had been taken there by force; 
there were only children who had fled with their 
mothers, or orphans without mother or father, 
threatened with destruction by terrorism, cold and 
hunger. The Yugoslav note concluded with the 
statement that Yugoslavia, which took no part 
whatever in the civil war in Greece, considered 
that it was its duty to offer hospitality to those 
innocent victims until the reasons which had 
forced them to leave their country were removed. 
Other democratic countries had sent similar 
replies to the Athens Government. 

Foreign intervention and the terror in Greece 
were indescribable, and conditions had become 
worse since the General Assembly decision of 1947, 
which had encouraged all the enemies of Greek 
democracy. However, as had been said by 
Mr. Kardelj, Yugoslav Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, " increased foreign intervention led to 
stronger resistance by the people ". According 
to a report in the New York Times of 17 October 
1948, the Greek General Staff had said they were 
fighting against a greater number of guerrillas 
than there were sixteen months before, when 
" American aid " had begun. Furthermore, all 
military notions were upset when Mr. Tsaldaris 

et mitrailles par l'armee gouvernementale et que 
l'entree des monarcho-fascistes dans les villages 
finissait par des massacres ou l'on n'epargnait 
meme pas les enfants. 

Le 12 juillet 1948, Ia radio de Ia « Grece Libre » 
racontait que lors de !'occupation d'un village, 
femmes, vieillards et enfants essayerent de 
s'enfuir vers les montagnes : les monarcho
fascistes etranglerent ou percerent de coups 
de couteau tout enfant qui leur tomba entre 
les mains. Dix jours apres ce massacre, les 
combattants de l'armee democratique decou
vrirent les enfants et les vieillards survivants dans 
les ravins, ou ils se nourrissaient d'herbes et de 
racines. Voila Ia raison pour laquelle les parents 
se sont decides a faire passer Ia frontiere a leurs 
enfants. La Croix-Rouge yougoslave a fait tout 
son possible pour fournir un abri a ces enfants 
dont un grand nombre a ete recueilli par les 
Croix-Rouges d'autres pays democratiques. Or 
le Gouvernement d'Athenes, responsable des 
suoffrances de ces enfants, les utilise dans sa 
campagne contre les voisins de Ia Grece. 

Sur Ia recommandation de Ia Commission 
speciale pour les Balkans qui a abuse de l'autorite 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, le Gouver
nement d' Athenes a adresse des depeches aux 
Gouvernements de Ia Yougoslavie, de I' Albanie, 
de Ia Bulgarie, de la Hongrie, de la Tchecoslo
vaquie et de la Pologne, exigeant qu'ils renvoient 
non pas a leurs parents mais sur le territoire 
controle par le Gouvernement d' Athenes, les 
enfants auxquels un bienveillant asile avait ete 
accorde. Le Gouvernement de Ia Yougoslavie 
repondit en rappelant que Ia terreur sevit en 
Grece, que les victimes directes ou indirectes 
de cette terreur sont des enfants innocents, et en 
indiquant que, devant le danger d'extermination, 
un grand nombre d'enfants grecs avaient passe 
en Yougoslavie avec d~autres refugies pour y 
chercher un abri. La Yougoslavie a accorde le 
droit d'asile aux victimes de cette terreur et Ia 
Croix-Rouge yougoslave a pris soin d'eux. II n'y 
a pas en Yougoslavie, ajoute Ia note du Gouver
nement yougoslave, d'enfants qui y aient ete 
amenes de force ; il n'y a que des enfants qui ont 
fui avec leur mere ou des orphelins de pere et de 
mere, menaces de perir par Ia terreur, le froid et 
la faim. La Yougoslavie, qui ne se mele en aucune 
fa<;on de la guerre civile en Grece, estime, conclut 
Ia note yougoslave, de son devoir d'offrir l'hospi· 
talite aces innocentes victimes jusqu'a ce qu'aient 
disparu les raisons qui les ont poussees a quitter 
leur patrie. Les autres pays democratiques ont 
adresse des reponses semblables au Gouvernement 
d'Athenes. 

L'intervention etrangere et Ia terreur en Grece 
sont indescriptibles, et Ia situation n'a fait que 
s'aggraver depuis Ia decision prise par l'Assemblee 
generale en 1947 qui a encourage tousles ennemis 
de Ia democratie grecque. Mais aussi, comme l'a 
dit M. Kardelj, ministre des Affaires etrangeres 
de Yougoslavie, « une intervention etrangere 
renforcee met au jour une resistance renforcee 
du peuple n. Le 17 octobre 1948, leN ew York Times 
indiquait que l'Etat-major grec avait recemment 
declare que l'on combattait contre un plus grand 
nombre de guerillas qu'il n'y en avait, il y a seize 
mois, lorsque (( l'aide americaine )) a commence. 
De plus, toutes les conceptions militaires se sont 
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stated that " in spite of brilliant victories ... the 
situation has become extremely serious ... ". 
Against the progressively more blatant inter
ference by the United States and against mass 
terrorism, the people of Greece had fought ever 
more strongly for an independent, free and demo
cratic Greece, in the Peloponnesus, in northern 
Greece, in central Greece and in the Islands. 
The authorities of the Athens Government had 
had to withdraw to the large towns and important 
centres of communication. On 12 August 1948, 
General Dzovaros, representing the Government 
General Staff, had mentioned operation areas 
in almost every part of Greece. On 7 January 
1948, the Rightist newspaper Elephtheria had 
·written " ... there are at present in Greece as 
many fronts as the enemy wishes ". What then 
became of the argument used by the Athens 
Government and its foreign protectors that guer
rilla warfare in Greece was confined to the 
northern districts, thus allegedly proving that 
assistance was being given to the partisans by 
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Albania ? The Pelo
ponnesus was hundreds of miles distant from the 
northern frontiers and was almost entirely 
surrounded by the sea. Yet it was precisely there 
that the popular uprising was proving most 
successful. On 27 August 1948, the newspaper 
Estia had stated that " bandits " were to be 
found among the population of the Peloponnesus, 
which had always shown its faith in the national 
ideals and its respect for law, and that those same 
" bandits " were not close to the frontiers of 
" Russia's satellites". On 21 September 1948, 
the Rightist newspaper Akropolis had said " Do 
we want to put a weapon into the hands of the 
Russians at the United Nations General Assem
bly ? Let Markos have the Peloponnesus and 
Vyshinsky could not wish for a better argument. " 

The rising in the Peloponnesus, as throughout 
Greece, was in fact simply the answer to increased 
military intervention on the part of the United 
States and intensified terrorism by the Athens 
Government. In the article just quoted, the 
newspaper Akropolis had written " The bandits 
were everywhere, on the watch, in rags, without 
weapons, fearless, insolent ... although they were 
unable to flee for safety to Albania or to the Slavs 
of Bulgaria and Yugoslavia". On 29 September 
1948, the newspaper Embros had reported " A 
little more and the Peloponnesus is lost ". 

The secret of the partisan successes lay in the 
active assistance of the people. It resembled the 
aid which the Yugoslav partisans had received 
when, from July 1941 until half-way through 
1943, they had fought successfully without receiv
ing a single cartridge from their allies. On 5 
October 1948, Embros had stated that when 
peasants in the Peloponnesus were questioned 
about the movements of the partisans, their answer 
was always that no partisans had passed through 
the village for months, although it was known that 
when the latter spent the night in a village, the 
peasants acted as their sentinels. Thus the 
Pel.oponnesus, cradle of the ancient Greek tradi
tions of liberty, had risen in defence of its national 
rights. That was the most effective answer to 
questions about the food supplies, arsenals, 

trouvees bouleversees par la declaration de 
M. Tsaldaris selon laquelle « malgre les victoires 
brillantes ... la situation est devenue d'une gravitc 
extreme ... >>. Contre l'immixtion de plus en plus 
insolente des Etats-Unis, contre la terreur en 
masse, le peuple grec a renforce sa lutte, pour 
une Grece independante, libre et democratique 
dans le Peloponnese comme en Grece septen
trionale, dans les regions centrales comme dans 
les lies : les autorites du Gouvernement d'Athenes 
doivent se retirer sur les grandes villes et sur les 
centres de communications importants. Le 
12 aout 1948, le general Dzovaros, representant 
de l'Etat-major gouvernemental, indiquait les 
zones d'operations reparties sur la quasi-totalite 
du territoire grec. Le 7 janvier 1948, le journal 
de droite Elephtheria ecrivait : << il existe actuel
lement en Grece autant de fronts que les ennemis 
le desirent. >> Mais alors, que devient !'argument 
du Gouvernement d' Athenes et de ses protecteurs 
etrangers selon lequel la guerilla en Grece est 
localisee dans les regions septentrionales, ce qui, 
parait-il, prouverait que la Yougoslavie, laBulgarie 
et l'Albanie aident les partisans.? Le Peloponnese 
est situe a des centaines de kilometres des frontieres 
du nord de la Grece et est baigne de tous les 
cOtes par la mer : or c'est la precisement que le 
soulevement populaire enregistre maintenant ses 
plus grands succes. Le 27 aout 1948, le journal 
Estia constatait que l'on trouvait des <<bandits>>, 
parmi la population du Peloponnese, qui a 
toujours montre sa foi dans les ideaux nationaux 
et le respect des lois, et que ces memes << bandits >> 
ne se trouvaient pas a proximite des frontieres 
des «satellites de la Russie ». Le 21 septembre 1948, 
le journal de droite Acropolis ecrivait: << Desirons
nous donner, lors de la session de l'Assemblee 
generale des Nations Unies, nne arme aux 
Russes ... ? Mettons le Peloponnese a la disposition 
de Markos, M. Vychinsky ne peut desirer un 
meilleur argument. » 

En fait, le soulevement dans le Peloponnese, 
comme dans toute Ia Grece, n'est que la reponse 
a !'intensification de !'intervention militaire des 
Etats-Unis et de la terreur du Gouvernement 
d'Athenes. Dans l'article deja cite, Ie journal 
Acropolis ecrivait: << Les bandits guettent partout 
en loques, desarmes, intrepides, insolents ... bien 
qu'ils n'aient pas la possibilite de se sauver en 
Albanie ou chez les Slaves de Bulgarie ou de 
Yougoslavie. >> Le 29 septembre 1948, le journal 
Embros ecrivait : << Encore un peu et le Pelo
ponnese est perdu. >> 

Le secret de ces succes des partisans, c'est I' aide 
active du peuple, semblable a celle dont dispo
saient les partisans yougoslaves, lorsque, de 
juillet 1941 jusqu'a la moitie de 1943, ils se sont 
battus avec succes sans avoir regu une seule 
cartouche de leurs allies. Le 5 octobre 1948, le 
journal Embros ecrivait que, lorsqu'on pose aux 
paysans du Peloponnese des questions sur les 
deplacements des partisans, ils repondent toujours 
que ceux-ci n'ont pas traverse le village depuis d~s 
mois et que, lorsque des partisans passent la nmt 
dans un village, les paysans leur servent de 
sentinelles. Ainsi le Peloponnese, berceau des 
vieilles traditions grecques de liberte s'est leve pour 
la defense des droits nationaux. C'est la meilleure 
reponse aux questions que l'on pose ~u:. ~e 
ravitaillement, les arsenaux, les poss1b1htes 
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training facilities and hospitals of the partisans in 
the Peloponnesus. The fighters of the demo
cratic army were never surrendered by the 
peasants to the Athens Government. On the 
contrary, they handed over the spies of the 
Athens Government to the partisans. 

The reason for the popular uprising in the 
Peloponnesus and in Greece as a whole was not 
therefore outside aid as had been asserted, but the 
Greek people's wish to be free to choose its form 
of government and to live as an independent and 
sovereign State. The United States Generals 
Livesay and Van Fleet had been certain that they 
could annihilate the democratic army by their 
material superiority, if not by their military 
stategy. Today, however, Mr. Grady, United 
States Ambassador in Athens, was alone in 
proclaiming the speedy annihilation of the 
democratic army. That Army continued to gain 
in strength and in efficiency of organization. It 
was the army of a proud people who would not 
bow to foreign domination. 

The Athens Government army was equipped 
with the most modern American and British arms 
and commrrnded by American and British officers. 
Yet, in spite of a t en-to-one superiority in numbers 
and a fifty-to-one superiority in armaments, in 
spite of absolute mastery of the air and the sea, 
the Athens Government army had not succeeded 
in preventing the democratic army from liberat
ing new areas. The monarcho-fascist offensive 
in th e summer of 1948, carried out under the 
direction of the United States Military Mission 
and commanded by General Van Fleet, was to 
have dealt a fatal blow to the Greek democratic 
army. Hundreds of American and British officers 
had taken ~art in it. Nevertheless, monarcho
fascist casualties had been 5,125 killed, 16,000 
wounded and 439 prisoners. Moreover, 1,289 men 
had surrendered to the democratic forces, 35 planes 
had been brought down, 5 guns destroyed, and 
considerable war material captured. 

As a result of those operations, the Greek 
democratic army had attained a higher degree of 
military organization and now disposed of units 
able to undertake large-scale operations. In 
December 1947, a Greek Provisional Democratic 
Government had been set up, headed by General 
Markos. Such had been the result of the suc
cesses of t he democratic army and the failure of 
the Athens regime and foreign intervention. 

The foreign policy of the Greek Provisional 
Democratic Government was based on the prin
ciples of the United Nations Charter. It asked 
for the solution of the Greek problem through 
nat ional reconciliation based on a " loyal and 
democratic understanding ". In that way Greece, 
which had hitherto been a source of unrest, would 
become a factor for peace. 

In the memorandum sent to the General 
Assembly on 15 August 1948, by the President of 
the Greek Provisional Democratic Government, 
General Markos stated that, in spite of the 
successes gained by his army, he was ready to 
accept a democratic agreement, an offer repeated 
by him on sP.veral occasions. 

His memorandum then went on to refute the 
objections of those who were apprehensive of 

d'entrainement, les hopitaux des partisans du 
Peloponnese. Ce ne sont jamais les combattants de 
l'armee democratique que livrent les paysans au 
Gouvernement d' Athenes, mais bien les espions du 
Gouvernement d 'Athenes qu'ils remettent aux 
partisans. 

La cause du soulevement populaire dans Ie 
Pepolonnese et dans la Grece en general n'est 
done pas une pretendue aide du dehors, mais Ie 
desir du peuple grec de choisir lui-meme la fonne 
de son gouvernement, de vivre independant et 
souverain. Les generaux americains Livesay et 
Van Fleet etaient convaincus qu'ils aneantiraient 
l'armee democratique, sinon par leur science 
militaire, du moins par leur superiorite materielle. 
Mais aujourd'hui il n'y a plus que M. Grady, 
ambassadeur des Etats-Unis a Athenes, pour 
annoncer l'aneantissement rapide de J'armee demo
cratique. Or celle-ci est toujours plus forte et 
mieux organisee : elle est l'armee d'un peuple 
fier qui ne veut pas se plier a la volonte de 
I' etranger. 

L'armee du Gouvernement d'Athenes est 
equipee avec des armes americaines et britanniques 
les plus modernes et est commandee par des 
officiers americains et britanniques ; pourtant, 
malgn\ une superiorite en effectifs de dix a un, une 
superiorite en annements de cinquante a un, 
malgre Ia maitrise absolue de l'air et de Ia mer, 
l'armee du Gouvernement d'Athimes n'a pas 
reussi a empecher l'armee democrat ique de 
libCrer de nouveaux territoires. L'offensive 
monarcho-fasciste de l'ete 1948, menee sous Ia 
direction de la mission militaire americaine et 
commandee par le general Van Fleet, devait etre 
le coup fatal pour l'armee democratique grecque. 
Des centaines d'officiers americains et britanniques 
y prirent part. Or, les pertes des monarcho-fascistes 
furent de 5.125 morts, 16.000 blesses, 439 
prisonniers. En outre, 1.289 soldats se rendirent 
aux forces democratiques, 35 avions furent 
abattus, 5 canons detruits et un important 
materiel de guerre capture. 

A Ia suite de ces operations, l'armee demo
cratique grecque a atteint un degre superieur 
d'organisat ion militaire et elle dispose maintenant 
d'unites capables de mener des operations de 
grand style. En decembre 1947, un Gouvernement 
democratique provisoire grec a ete forme avec, 
a sa tete, le general Markos : telle fut la conse
quence des succes de l'armee democratique et de 
la faillite du regime d' Athenes et de !'intervention 
etrangere. 

La politique exterieure du Gouvernement 
democratique provisoire grec s'inspire des principes 
de la Charte des Nations Unies. C'est a une 
reconciliation nationale fondee sur « une entente 
democratique et loyale ,, qu'elle demande la solu
tion du probleme grec. Ainsi, la Grece, jusqu'ici 
foyer de troubles, deviendrait un facteur de paix. 

Dans le memorandum adresse a l'Assemblee 
generale le 15 a out 1948 par le president du Gouver
nement democratique provisoire de Grece, le 
general Markos declare que, malgre les succes 
remportes par son armee, il etait pret a accepter 
une entente democratique. II a reitere cette 
offre a plusieurs reprises. 

Le memorandum du President du Gouvernement 
democratique proviso ire refute ensuite l' objection 
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•• so-called Communist machinations ", for the 
United Nations, instead of appointing commissions 
working for those responsible for the civil war, 
could draw up a plan which would exclude all 
possibility of machinations on either side. 

.. _ :M7.13ci;~~. iii7o~io";7""~ed thai~'i-;~ 
voice of the Greek people should be heard and that 
the United Nations General Assembly should find 
a solution to the Greek question different from 
that of the previous year, a just and equitable 
decision in harmony with the great principles of 
the Charter. 

Mr. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) said that, 
from the point of view of the United Nations, 
there were two main aspects of the question to be 
considered. On the one hand, there was a threat 
to peace in so far as certain countries interfered 
in the internal affairs of a sovereign State ; and 
on the other, there was the obligation to see that 
the principles of the Charter, on which the United 
Nations itself was founded, were respected. The 
violation of Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter 
by Bulgaria, Albania and Yugoslavia was a fact 
to which no nation, which saw in the Charter the 
guarantee of its own sovereignty and independ
ence, could remain indifferent. 

In the American regional group, the principle 
of non-intervention was respected as an absolute 
principle in international life ; the attitude of 
Greece's neighbours had therefore caused even 
greater indignation in America than in other parts 
of the world. The Dominican Republic consid
ered it was its duty to support any proposal to 
check foreign intervention in Greece. In the 
present case, the alleged automatic majority was 
not the result of certain political or economic 
influences ; rather was it the manifestation of the 
defence of a common interest which united all the 
American Republics and the United States for the 
purpose of safeguarding principles which were at 
the very basis of inter-American relations. 

Commenting on the speech by Mr. Behler, 
::\:1r. Balaguer referred to the internal situation in 
Greece, and declared that such behaviour consti
tuted, if not a breach of the Charter, at least clear 
evidence of contempt for the principles of the 
Charter, which contained no provision authorizing 
an inquiry into the internal affairs of a State. 
The United Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans had limited its activities to an inquiry 
into the assistance given to Greek partisans by 
certain neighbouring countries ; Mr. Behler, 
however, had taken just the opposite stand. 

According to Article 1 of the Charter, the 
United Nations had been created to deal with 
international problems of an economic, social, 
cultural or humanitarian character. The First 
Committee was at present discussing only the 
international aspect of the problem created by the 
intervention of neighbouring countries in the 
internal affairs of Greece. Assistance given to 
revolutionaries who were seeking to disturb public 
order and to impose, by force, a change in the 
political structure of a State constituted a typical 
example of foreign intervention in the internal 
affairs of a sovereign people, which alone was 
qualified to decide on the measures that should be 
taken to deal with internal problems. Nothing 

de ceux qui craignent cc une pretendue machi
nation communiste », car !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, au lieu d'etablir des commissions au 
service des responsables de la guerre civile, 
pourrait elaborer un plan excluant toute possibi
lite de machination d'un cote comme de !'autre . 

M. Behler conclut en demandant que soit 
entendue cette voix authentique du peuple grec 
et que l'Assemblee generale des Nations Unies 
apporte a la question grecque une solution 
differente de celle de l' an dernier, une decision 
juste, equitable et conforme aux grands principes 
de la Charte. 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) declare 
que le probleme grec a deux aspects essentiels, du 
point de vue de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
D'une part, il y a un danger pour la paix dans la 
mesure ou certains pays interviennent dans les 
affaires interieures d'un Etat souverain ; d'autre 
part, il importe de faire respecter les principes 
de la Charte qui sont les fondements memes de 
!'Organisation. La violation par la Bulgarie, 
l' Albanie, et la Yougoslavie de I' Article 2, para
graphe 7, de la Charte, est un fait qui ne peut 
laisser indifferente aucune des nations qui voient 
dans la Charte la garantie de sa souverainete 
et de son independance. 

Or, dans le groupe regional americain, le 
principe de non-intervention est respecte comme 
principe absolu de la vie internationale. Aussi, 
!'attitude des voisins de la Grece provoque-t-elle 
en Amerique une indignation plus grande encore 
que dans d'autres regions du monde. La Republique 
Dominicaine, pour sa part, considere qu'il est de 
son devoir d'appuyer toute proposition tendant a 
reprimer !'intervention etrangere en Grece. Dans le 
cas present, la pretendue majorite mecanique n'a 
pas pour origine certaines influences politiques ou 
economiques, mais I a defense d'un interet commun 
qui unit toutes les Republiques americaines aux 
:Etats-Unis pour la sauvegarde de principes qui 
sont a la base meme des relations interamericaines. 

Se referant au discours de M. Behler, M. Balaguer 
estime qu'il a traite en fait de la situation inte
rieure de la Grece et qu'une telle maniere d'agir 
constitue, sinon une violation de la Charte, du 
moins la marque d'un mepris evident pour les 
principes de cette Charte, dont aucune disposition 
n'autorise une enquete sur la situation interieure 
d'un pays. La Commission speciale des Nations 
Unies pour les Balkans a donne son activite a une 
enquete sur l'aide pretee aux partisans grecs par 
certains pays voisins ; mais M. Behler a pris Ie 
contrepied de cette attitude. 

Aux termes de I' Article premier de la Charte, 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies a ete creee pour 
resoudre les problemes internationaux d'ordre 
politique, economique, social, intellectuel ou huma
nitaire. Ce dont discute actuellement la Premiere 
Commission, c'est done uniquement !'aspect 
international du probleme cree par l'interven~ion 
des pays voisins de la Grece dans les affmres 
interieures de ce pays. Une aide pretee a des 
revolutionnaires qui cherchent a troubler l'ordre 
public et a imposer par la force u~ change~ent 
dans la structure politique d'un Etat constitue 
un exemple typique d'intervention etrang~re 
dans les affaires interieures d'un peuple souveram, 
seul qualifie pour decider des solutions a apporter 
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could be more at variance with the basic prin
ciples of the United Nations. 

The attitude of General Markos and of the 
Greeks who had gathered round him, and the 
so-called policy of capitalist expansion of the 
Government of the United States were irrelevant 
to the present discussion. Subject to that reser
vation, which it considered indispensable for a 
proper appreciation of its position, the delegation 
of the Dominican Republic would vote for the 
proposal submitted by the delegations of France, 
the United States, China and the United Kingdom 
(A/C.l/352). 

Mr. CooPER (Liberia) recalled the reception 
given by three northern neighbours of Greece to 
the Special Committee on the Balkans, and noted 
that the grievances expressed by Greece had been 
substantiated on the spot by that Committee. 
The draft resolution which China, France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States had 
submitted after ascertaining that the Greek 
complaints were well founded, did not provide for 
the punishment of the guilty parties and simply 
contemplated a continuation of the Committee's 
activities. In spite of that weakness, the Liberian 
delegation, believing that the Committee was 
powerless to redress the wrongs from which Greece 
had suffered through foreign intervention, would 
support the joint resolution. 

He declared, moreover, that the speech by the 
Yugoslav representative on the domestic affairs of 
Greece was irrelevant and contrary to a principle 
recognized in the Charter. The Liberian repre
sentative concluded by stating that, because of the 
fear which prevailed in the world, small States did 
not vote on the question of principle, but in the 
way that they thought would best serve and 
secure their political and economic interests. 
While the world remained divided into two blocs, 
there could be no peace among nations. 

Mr. DEBAYLE (Nicaragua) pointed out that the 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans 
had clearly shown that Albania, Bulgaria and 
Yugoslavia were making use of the Greek partisans 
to interfere in Greece's internal affairs, in violation 
of the Charter. Their action was the more 
regrettable since that threat prevented the Greek 
people from freely setting up the regime it desired. 

An attempt had been made to compare, by 
placing them on an equal footing, the aid to 
Greece by the United States and the intervention 
of Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Albania in the 
internal affairs of that country. That comparison 
could not be made, for United States aid had 
promoted economic reconstruction and the re
establishment of normal living conditions in 
Greece. It was also wrong to claim that Markos 
was struggling against foreign intervention ; 
Markos wished to establish in Greece a regime 
linked with that of Greece's northern neighbours. 
The Yugoslav representative was wrong to be 
alarmed at the 1947 agreement between Greece 
and the United States. Had not Yugoslavia, 
during the same period, signed treaties with 
Poland, Albania, Bulgaria, Roumania and other 
countries ? 

a ses problemes interieurs. Rien ne saurait etre 
plus contraire aux principes memes de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. 

L'attitude du general Markos et de ceux des 
Grecs qui sont groupes autour de lui et, d'autre 
part, ce que certains appellent la politique 
d'expansion capitaliste du Gouvernement des 
Etats-Unis sont hors de cause dans le debat 
actuel. Sous cette reserve, qu'elle juge indis
pensable pour que sa position soit sainement 
appreciee, la delegation de la Republique Domini
caine votera en faveur de la proposition formulee 
par les delegations de Ia France, des Etats-Unis, 
de la Chine et du Royaume-Uni (AJC.1j352). 

M. COOPER (Liberia) rappelle l'accueil reserve a 
Ia Commission speciale pour les Balkans par les 
trois Etats-Unis septentrionaux de Ia Grece et 
constate que les griefs formules par la Grece ont 
ete verifies sur place par cette Commission. Le 
projet de resolution presente par la Chine, la 
France, le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis, apres 
avoir constate que les plaintes de la Grece sont 
fondees, ne prevoit pas le chatiment des coupables 
et envisage simplement la continuation du mandat 
de Ia Commission precedente. Malgre cette lacune, 
la delegation du Liberia, estimant que la Commis
sion est impuissante a redresser les torts dont Ia 
Grece a souffert du fait de !'intervention etrangere, 
appuiera cette resolution commune. 

II declare en outre que !'intervention du repre
sentant yougoslave, portant sur les affaires 
interieures de la Grece, etait hors de propos et 
contraire a un principe reconnu par la Charte. Le 
representant du Liberia conclut en faisant 
remarquer qu'en raison du sentiment de peur 
qui regne dans le monde, les petits Etats ne 
votcnt pas sur des questions de principe, mais de 
la fa<;on qui leur parait le mieux sauvegarder 
leurs interets politiques et economiques. Aussi 
longtemps que le monde sera divise en deux 
blocs, il sera impossible de faire regner la paix 
entre les nations. 

M. DEBA YLE (Nicaragua) fait remarquer que 
la Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour 
les Balkans a apporte la preuve manifeste que 
l' Albanie, la Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie utilisent 
les partisans grecs pour intervenir dans les affaires 
interieures de la Grece, en violation de la Charte. 
Cela est d'autant plus regrettable que cette 
menace empeche precisement le peuple grec de se 
donner librement le regime qu'il desire. 

On a voulu assimiler ici l'aide fournie a Ia 
Grece par les Etats-Unis a !'intervention de Ia 
Yougoslavie, de la Bulgarie et de l'Albanie dans 
Ies affaires interieures de ce pays. Or, il s'agit 
exactement du contraire. En effet, l'aide ameri
caine a facilite la reconstruction economique 
et le retablissement des conditions normales de 
vie en Grece. De plus, il est inexact de pretendre 
que Markos lutte contre !'intervention etrangere, 
car lui-meme voudrait etablir en Grece un regime 
affilie a celui des voisins du nord de la Grece. 
En fin, le representant de la Y ougoslavie a tort 
de s'alarmer de !'accord passe entre la Grece et Ies 
Etats-Unis en 1947. La Yougoslavie n'a-t-elle pas, 
a la meme epoque, signe des traites avec Ia 
Pologne, l' Albanie, la Bulgarie, la Roumanie, etc. 



The prestige of the United Nations was at stake 
and the Assembly should adopt vigorous measures 
to ensure that the Balkans did not become a new 
centre of war. Further, as the United Nations 
Special Committee on the Balkans had done useful 
work, the Nicaraguan delegation supported the 
proposal of the United States, United Kingdom, 
France and China to prolong that Committee's 
mandate. 

ANDHAOS Bey (Egypt), recalling the ties that 
had united Greece with Egypt for thousands of 
years, the common interests of the two countries 
situated on the shores of the same sea and Greece's 
services to the world in the last war, said that 
Egypt could not remain indifferent to the present 
trials of Greece. 

Moreover, the Greek problem, which was the 
result of foreign interference in the internal affairs 
of a country, might have to be faced by any 
medium-sized or small State. Although it was 
for Greece itself to select its Government, it was 
evident that one of the difficulties in the way of 
a solution of any international problem was that, 
behind the apparent principles, was the hidden 
struggle of the great Powers for spheres of 
influence. 

He was surprised that the Yugoslav represen
tative had used arguments which General Markos 
himself would certainly have employed. 

Egypt supported the proposal of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, France and China 
in the hope of averting foreign interference in 
Greek internal affairs, but drew their attention to 
the fact that while they spoke of the danger of 
Communist infiltration in the Balkans they 
appeared to forget that about two hundred miles 
from Egypt they were creating a dangerous 
hotbed. 

Mr. PrPINELIS (Greece) said that the statement 
of the representative of Yugoslavia displayed a 
cynicism equal to that of the man who, having set 
his neighbour's house on fire, accused him of 
carelessness. It was not surprising that the 
Yugoslav representative should place the respon
sibility on the United Nations Special Committee 
on the Balkans for all misfortunes there, for that 
Committee, which had examined the problem on 
the spot, had been able to establish the truth and 
proclaim it, while Mr. Behler had tried to substi
tute for the truth some cleverly chosen newspaper 
extracts. He pointed out, in that connexion, 
that the Press was free in Greece. 

The Greek delegation reserved the right to 
reply to all the points raised by the Yugoslav 
representative after Albanian and Bulgarian 
representatives had presented their views. 

Mr. ANDREws (Union of South Africa) said his 
delegation's interest in the Greek problem was 
twofold : (1) intervention by Greece's northern 
neighbours was a threat to peace ; (2) the Union 
of South Africa had particular sympathy for the 
Greek people, which was heroically striving, in 

.Etant donne que le prestige de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies est en jeu, 1' Assemblee doit 
prendre une attitude energique pour que les 
Balkans ne constituent pas un nouveau foyer de 
guerre. Comme, d'autre part, Ia Commission 
speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans a fait 
un travail utile, la delegation du Nicaragua appuie 
la proposition des Etats-Unis, du Royaume-Uni, 
de la France et de la Chine tendant a prolonger le 
mandat de cette Commission. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte), rappelant les liens 
plusieurs fois millenaires qui unissent la Grece a 
I'Egypte, les interets communs des deux pays le 
long des rivages d'une meme mer et les services 
rendus au monde par la Grece pendant la derniere 
guerre, declare que I'Egypte ne peut rester indif
ferente au sort actuel de la Grece. 

D'autre part, le probleme grec, c'est-a-dire 
!'ingerence etrangere dans les affaires interieures 
d'un pays, pourrait se poser pour n'importe quel 
.Etat moyen ou petit. Quoiqu'il appartienne a la 
Grece de decider de son gouvernement, il est clair 
qu'une des difficultes qui s'oppose ala solution de 
tout probleme international est que, derriere les 
principes apparents, se cache la lutte des grandes 
Puissances pour des zones d'influence. 

Andraos Bey s'etonne que le representant de 
la Yougoslavie ait repris a son compte les 
arguments que n'aurait pas manque d'invoquer le 
general Markos lui-meme. 

L'Egypte se rallie a la proposition des Etats
Unis, du Royaume-Uni, de la France et de la 
Chine, dans le desir d' eviter une ingerence etran
gere dans les afiaires interieures de la Grece, mais 
attire leur attention sur le fait que, tandis qu'ils 
invoquent le danger d'une infiltration communiste 
dans les Balkans, ils semblent oublier qu'a 300 
kilometres de l'Egypte, ils sont en train de creer 
un foyer d'infection dangereux. 

M. PrPINELIS (Grece) fait remarquer que la 
declaration du representant de Ia Yougoslavie 
constitue un acte de cynisme evoquant I'audace 
de celui qui, apres avoir allume un incendie dans 
la maison de son voisin, s'en prend ensuite a lui 
en l'accusant de mauvaise gestion. II n'est pas 
surprenant que le representant de la Yougoslavie 
rende responsable Ia Commission speciale des 
Nations Unies pour les Balkans de tous les 
malheurs des Balkans, car cette Commission, qui 
a etudie le probleme sur place, a pu etablir Ia 
verite et la proclamer, tandis que M. Behler a 
essaye de substituer a cette verite des extraits de 
journaux habilement selectionnes. A ce sujet, 
M. Pipinelis fait remarquer qu'en Grece la presse 
est libre. 

La delegation grecque se reserve de repondre a 
tous les points souleves par le representant de 
la Yougoslavie apres que des representants de 
l'Albanie et de la Bulgarie auront presente leur 
point de vue. 

M. ANDREWS (Union Sud-Africaine) declare que 
sa delegation s'interesse pour deux raisons a ]a 
solution du probleme grec : 1) d'abord parce que 
!'intervention en Grece des voisins du nord 
constitue une menace a la paix ; 2} parce q~e 
l'Union Sud-Africaine eprouve une sympathxe 
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spite of civil war, to reconstruct its devastated I 
country. 

The situation in the Balkans and in Palestine, 
and the strained relations between the great 
Powers clearly took precedence over all other 
problems by reason of their urgency. 

Greece, which had suffered more than other 
countries during the war, showed, in her desire for 
reconstruction, a courage equal to that with which 
she resisted the invaders. She had, however, 
been obliged to turn away from that task by the 
need to establish law and order within her borders. 
The fri endly co-operation between Greece, on the 
one hand, and the United Kingdom and the 
United States on the other, was the result of a 
request made by the lawful Government of 
Greece. There could therefore be no question of 
intervention by the United Kingdom or the 
United States. Intervention by Greece's three 
northern neighbours was, on the contrary, a viola
tion of the principles of the Charter, a violation 
which the Union of South Africa strongly 
condemned. 

On the basis of the undeniable findings of the 
Special Committee on the Balkans, the South 
African delegation considered that a speedy solu
tion of the question should be found, and espe
cially drew the Committee's attention to the 
problem of the abduction of Greek children by the 
Markos guerrillas, a matter which had provoked 
the indignation of the civilized world. Any 
proposal with a view to arranging for the return 
of those children to Greece would receive the 
sympathetic support of the South African delega
tion, which further considered that the United 
Nations Special Committee should continue its 
work in Greece. It would therefore support the 
draft resolution of the United States, the United 
Kingdom and France. 

The meeting rose at 5.05 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Clwillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 28 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

40. Continuation of the discussion on the 
threats to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
CoMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574,/A/644 
and A/692). 

Mr. VLADIGUEROV (Bulgaria) said that his 
Government had taken note of the Report of the 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans 
(A/574) together with the Supplementary Report 
(A/644) which were now before the Assembly. 
However, before dealing with these specifically, 
he wished to make some preliminary obser
vations. The Bulgarian Government was 

particuliere pour le peuple hellene qui s'efiorce 
courageusement, malgre laguerre civile, de recons
truire son pays devaste. 

II est clair que les questions des Balkans et de 
la Palestine, ainsi que les relations tendues entre 
les grandes Puissances, priment tous les autres 
problemes par leur urgence. 

La Grece, qui a souffert plus que d'autres pays 
pendant la guerre, fait preuve, dans son desir de 
reconstruire, d'un courage analogue a celui qu'elle 
a montre dans sa resistance aux envahisseurs. 
Cependant, en Ia fon;ant a s'occuper de l'ordre 
interieur, on entrave son ceuvre de reconstruction. 
La cooperation amicale entre Ja Grece, d'une part, 
le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis, d'autre part, 
resulte d'une demande formulee par le Gouver
nement legitime de la Grece. II ne peut done etre 
question d'intervention de la part du Royaume
Uni ou des Etats-Unis. Par contre, l'intervention 
des trois voisins du nord de la Grece est une 
violation des principes etablis dans la Charte, 
intervention a laquelle l'Union Sud-Africaine 
s'oppose categoriquement. 

En s'appuyant sur les conclusions indeniables 
de Ja Commission speciale pour les Balkans, la 
delegation de l'Union Sud-Africaine estime qu'une 
solution rapide de la question est necessaire et 
attire specialement !'attention de Ia Commission 
sur le probleme de l'enlevement des enfants grecs 
par les partisans de Markos, qui a souleve !'indi
gnation de toutes les nations civilisees. Toute 
proposition tendant a renvoyer ces enfants en 
Grece serait bien accueillie par la delegation sud
africaine qui estime, d'autre part, que la Commis
sion speciale des Nations Unies doit continuer sa 
tache en Grece, et appuie done le projet de reso
lution des Etats-Unis, du Royaume-Uni et de la 
France. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 05. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-QUINZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 28 odobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

40. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a 1 'independance politique 
et a l 'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 ET A/692) 

M. VLADIGUEROV (Bulgarie) declare que son 
Gouvernement a pris note du Rapport de la 
Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour les 
Balkans (A/574) et du Rapport supplementai~e 
(A/644) documents qui viennent d'etre soum1s 
a l'Asse~blee generale. Toutefois, avant d'~border 
ces rapports dans le detail, M. ':'lad1guer_o_v 
desire presenter quelques observatwns preh-
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surprised at the decision of the Committee to 
deny its representatives the opportunity for full 
participation in the discussion of the Greek 
question. The Committee thus denied its rights to 
a Government which was directly concerned and 
against which accusations had been made. Such 
a decision was unjustified and discriminatory. It 
seemed that the matter was being prejudged before 
the case had been examined. However, the 
Bulgarian delegation would set forth its Govern
ment's views insofar as its had been enabled 
to do so. 

The reports of the Special Committee accused 
Bulgada and these accusations had been consid
ered by the First Committee as though they had 
been proved although neither report presented 
supporting facts. \Vhen accusing Bulgaria of 
giving aid to the Greek partisans, the Special 
Committee had pointed to the existence in Bulgaria 
of committees to aid democratic Greece which 
collected money, clothing, etc. Such committees 
existed in Bulgaria as they did in other countries. 
However, these committees did not go beyond 
charitable work and expressions of sympathy and 
besides, active charity was carried out entirely by 
the Bulgarian Red Cross. Aid was given to Greek 
refugees but in no case to the Greek partisans, as 
was maintained by the Special Committee. No 
reasonable man could describe such sympathetic 
activities as unwarranted interference in the 
internal affairs of Greece. 

Secondly, the Special Committee reproached 
Bulgaria with having given sanctuary and medical 
assistance to partisans. This had been done but 
Bulgaria had followed international usage and had 
disarmed and interned the partisans. Those who 
were sick or wounded had also been interned after 
being given medical aid. 

Thirdly, the Special Committee alleged that 
partisans were permitted and indeed aided to 
return to Greece. However, no serious evidence 
of this was presented. The witnesses whose 
testimony appeared in the Interim Report of 
31 December 1947 (A/AC.16j53 Rev.l), remained 
anonymous and were denoted only by conventional 
symbols. Indeed the witnesses interviewed by 
the Greek authorities throughout 1947 and 
1948 could be divided into two categories. On 
the one hand there were agents in the pay of the 
Greek secret police or persons whose lives depended 
on the Greek authorities. On the other hand there 
were war criminals and collaborators. Doubtless 
there were certain " non-Greek refugees " who 
gave evidence and who were Bulgarian in origin ; 
but no credence could be given to persons who 
renounced their fatherland and calumniated their 
own people. 

The Supplementary Report referred to a 
resolution adopted by the Special Committee 
on 12 August 1948 (A/644) which recommended 
to Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia that parti
sans entering their territories should be disarmed 
and interned and prevented from taking political 

minaires. Le Gouvernement bulgare a ete surpris 
que la Commission n'ait pas permis a ses repre
sentants de prendre part a !'ensemble de Ia 
discussion sur Ia question grecque. La Commission 
a done frustre de ses droits un gouvernement 
directement interesse a Ia question et contre 
lequel des accusations out ete portees. Cette 
decision n'est pas equitable et elle a un caractere 
discriminatoire. Il semble que l'on ait prejuge 
la conclusion de !'affaire avant d'examiner les 
faits de Ia cause. La delegation bulgare desire 
neanmoins exposer la position de son Gouverne
ment dans la mesure ou elle a la possibilite de le 
fair e. 

Les rapports de la Commission spcciale con
tiennent des accusations contre la Bulgaric et 
ces accusations ont ete reprises par la Premiere 
Commission comme si elles etaient prouvecs, 
alors qu'aucun rapport n'apporte de faits qui 
puissent les confirmer. La Commission speciale, 
en accusant la Bulgarie d'aider les partisans 
grecs, a signale qu'il existe en Bulgarie des 
Comites qui fournissent une assistance aux 
democrates grecs en recueillant de !'argent, 
des vetements, etc. Des comites de ce genre 
existent en Bulgarie aussi bien que dans d'autres 
pays, mais ils se bornent a faire ceuvre chari
table, a apporter une aide morale et, qui plus 
est, c'est la Croix-Rouge bulgare qui s'occupe 
de toute !'assistance. C'est aux refugies grecs que 
l'aide est donnee, et en aucun cas, aux partisans 
grecs, comme le pretend la Commissi:m speciale. 
L'on ne peut pas raisonnablement considerer 
que ces marques de sympathie constituent une 
intervention injustifiee dans les affaires interieures 
de la Grece. 

En second lieu, la Commission speciale a 
reproche ala Bulgarie d'avoir donne aux partisans 
asile et assistance medicale. C'est bien ce qui a ete 
fait, mais la Bulgarie, se conformant aux usages 
internationaux, a desarme les partisans et les 
a internes ; les malades et les blesses ont ete 
internes apres avoir ete soignes. 

En troisieme lieu, la Commission speciale a 
pretendu que l'on avait permis aux partisans 
de rentrer en Grece et qu'on les avait meme 
aides a le faire ; toutefois, aucune preuve serieuse 
n'a ete apportee a l'appui de ces affirmations. 
Les temoins cites dans le rapport interimaire du 
31 decembre 1947 (AJAC.16/53 Rev.1) ne sont 
mentionnes que d'une fa<;on anonyme et designes 

·par des symboles conventionnels. Les t emoins 
auxquels out fait appel les autorites grecques en 
1947 et en 1948 peuvent se diviser en deux 
categories: d'une part, des agents a la solde 
de la police secrete grecque ou des pcrsonnes 
dont la vie depend des autorites grecques ; 
d'autre part, des criminels de guerre et des 
collaborateurs. Sans doute, certains individus 
« refugies non grecs )) ou bien originaires de 
Bulgarie ont apporte leur temoignage, mais 
!'on ne pent ajouter foi aux depositions d'individus 
qui ont renie leur patrie et calomnie leur propre 
peuple. 

Le Rapport supplementaire fait mention d'une 
resolution de Ia Commission speciale (A /644) en 
date du 12 auot 1948 qui recommande a l'Albanie, 
a Ia Bulgarie et a la Yougoslavie de desarmer 
les partisans penetrant sur leurs t erritoires 
respectifs, de les interner et de les empecher 
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or military action. Mr. Vladiguerov was in 
a position to state that the Bulgarian authorities 
had never acted otherwise. In that connexion 
the Special Committee had particularly mentioned 
a refugee camp in the Bulgarian town of Berko
vitza in such a way as to give the impression 
that Bulgarian territory served as a base for 
incursions into Greece. During the previous 
year a Greek representative had attempted to 
demonstrate to the Security Council Commission 
of Investigation that this camp was a centre of 
activities against Greece. The same accusation 
had been made at a session of that Commission 
in March 1947 at Sofia. At that time Bulgaria 
had proposed that the camp be investigated 
to discover the true state of affairs but the 
Commission did not see the need to do so and 
did not maintain the allegations of the Greek 
representative who preferred not to insist upon 
the point. Curiously enough, the Special Com
mittee had revived this myth about the Berkovitza 
camp on the basis of biased evidence given by 
Bulgarian refugees. In fact, the existence of 
the camp in which ordinary refugees were 
interned together with partisans merely confirmed 
the good faith of the Bulgarian Government. 
Moreover the camp had been visited by a number 
of foreigners, none of whom saw reason for 
accusing Bulgaria. Indeed the main report of 
the Special Committee (A/574), in paragraph 178, 
said that there was no evidence of military 
instruction being given there. 

With regard to supplying arms to the partisans, 
the Special Committee's report stated that 
apparently the partisans received aid from 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. Although 
that was no more than an impression, it did not 
prevent the Special Committee from concluding 
later that the aid was given with the knowledge 
of the three Governments. The two reports 
indeed abounded in this sort of contradiction. 
It was stated that not clear conclusions could 
be drawn as to the source of armaments but that 
the large quantities available in remote areas 
were grounds for a strong presumption that 
they came from outside Greece. Thus no proof 
was offered. The Special Committee further 
stated that there were strong indications of 
official Bulgarian aid to the partisans in the 
form of permission to make tactical use of and 
seek asylum in Bulgarian territory. However, 
it was not stated what the indications were nor 
was there any evidence that any such use of 
territory was made with the knowledge of the 
Bulgarian authorities. Just before this passage, 
it had been stated that no formal conclusions 
could be drawn as to the knowledge of the 
Bulgarian army of such movements. Doubtless 
there had been occasions in the heat of battle 
when Greek partisans had crossed the Bulgarian 
frontier. However, the Greek Government troops 
had done the same. In all cases the Bulgarian 
frontier guards had intervened. The Special 
Committee's report seemed to find it natural 
for such violations to be made by the Government 

de se livrer a une activite quelconque, politique 
ou militaire. M. Vladiguerov est en rnesure 
d'affirmer que les autorites bulgares se sont 
toujours conformees a cette recommandation. 
La Commission Speciale a notamment fait etat, 
a ce propos, de I' existence d'un camp de refugies 
situe dans la ville bulgare de Berkovitza, en 
cherchant a donner !'impression que le territoire 
de la Bulgarie servirait de point de depart a des 
incursions sur le territoire grec. Au cours de 
l'annee derniere, le representant de la Grece 
a essaye de demontrer a la Commission d'enquete 
du Conseil de securite que ce camp etait un 
centre d'activites dirigees contre la Grece. La 
meme accusation a ete portee lors d'une session 
de cette Commission qui a eu lieu a Sofia, au 
mois de mars 1947. La Bulgarie a propose alors 
qu'une enquete fO.t faite dans le camp pour 
etablir la verite. La Commission n'a pas juge 
utile de proceder a cette enquete, mais elle n'a 
pas maintenu les accusations du representant 
de la Grece, lequel a prefere ne pas insister. 
II est curieux de constater que la Commission 
speciale a cru bon de reprendre cette histoire 
du camp de Berkovitza sur la foi de temoignages 
partiaux emanant de refugies bulgares. En realite, 
!'existence de ce camp, dans lequel de simples 
rCfugies etaient internes cote a cote avec des 
partisans, confirme la bonne foi du Gouvernement 
bulgare. Ce camp a du reste ete visite par un 
grand nombre d'etrangers sans qu'aucun d'eux 
ait estime qu'il y eut lieu de porter, a ce sujet, 
nne accusation contre la Bulgarie. En fin le rapport 
principal de la Commission speciale (A/574) 
declare, au paragraphe 178, qu'aucun temoignage 
n'indiquait qu'une instruction militaire etait 
donnee dans ce camp. 

En ce qui concerne la fourniture d'armes aux 
partisans, le rapport de la Commission speciale 
declare qu'il semble que les partisans re~_;oivent 
une aide de I' Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de la 
Yougoslavie. Bien qu'il ne s'agisse la que d'une 
impression, la Commission speciale n'en conclut 
pas mains que cette aide est donnee avec !'accord 
des trois Gouvernements en question. II y a ldu 
reste dans les deux rapports quantite de contra
dictions de ce genre. On y declare que I' on ne 
pent pas determiner clairement la provenance des 
armes, mais que la presence de quantites d'armes 
importantes dans des regions reculees constitue un 
motif suffisant pour que l'on puisse supposer que 

. ces armes proviennent de pays etrangers a la 
Grece. Ainsi aucune preuve n'est apportee. La 
Commission speciale declare, d'autre part, que l'on 
peut relever des indices tres nets d'u~e aide 
apportee officiellement par la Bulgane aux 
partisans en permettant a ces partisans d'utiliser 
le territoire bulgare pour leurs manreuvres 
tactiques et d'y chercher refuge. Toutefois ces 
indices ne sont nullement precises et la preuve n'a 
pas ete apportee que les partisans utilisent effec: 
tivement le territoire bulgare de la fa~_;on qm 
vient d'etre dite, au su et avec !'approbation du 
Gouvernement bulgare. Enfin, immediatement 
avant cette accusation, se place une declaration 
selon laquelle l'on ne pent _tirer de conc~usio~s 
precises quant a la connaissance que l ar~ee 
bulgare aurait de ces mouvements. En certams 
cas sans aucun doute, les partisans grecs ont, 
da~s Ie feu de !'action, passe la frontiere 
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troops but apparently violations by the partisans 
could not be explained in the same way. 

The Special Committee had made other accu
sations, for instance concerning the kidnapping 
of children and the re-establishment of diplomatic 
relations with Greece. Bulgaria could scarcely 
be reproached for having given asylum to ill 
and starving children. Two thousand, four 
hundred and twelve children had been harboured, 
of whom 550 were less than six years old, and 
1,862 were between the ages of six and fourteen. 
The children had been placed under the super
vision of Greek teachers. Bulgaria had done 
this as its humanitarian duty despite its diffi
culties in assuring food supplies for its own 
population. In the same way asylum had been 
given to other Greek refugees, including many 
\Vomen and old people. 

\Vith regard to the moves towards re-establish
ment of diplomatic relations with Greece, Mr. 
Vladiguerov recalled that the Bulgarian Govern
ment had done everything to promote it. When 
the Greek Government had declared itself ready 
to open negotiations for the re-establishment 
of diplomatic relations, the Bulgarian Government, 
bearing in mind the recommendation of the 
Assembly, proposed that the matter should be 
discussed between the representatives of the 
two countries in Washington. This Bulgarian 
initiative brought no result because the repre
sentative of Greece was opposed to the prior 
clarification of certain questions. A propitious 
atmosphere for the establishment of normal 
relations would have been created by the clearing 
up of these points. Only in May 1948 did the 
Greek Government change its mind and let it 
be known that it would enter into negotiations. 
However, it demanded first that the Bulgarian 
Government guarantee that no further aid would 
be given to the partisans. By so doing, the 
Greek Government attempted to obscure the 
large number of provocations for which it was 
itself responsible along the frontier and to fix 
the entire blame upon Bulgaria. At the same 
time it tried to lead the Bulgarian Government 
into an implicit admission of the false charges 
of military aid to the partisans 

Despite the absence of diplomatic relations, 
the Bulgarian Government had always shown 
itself ready to co-operate in the adjustment of 
frontier incidents. In March 1946, the Bulgarian 
Government informed the Allied Control Commis
sion that it agreed to the renewal of the convention 
for the adjustment of frontier incidents, which 
had been concluded between Bulgaria and Greece 
in 1931. It was not until May 1948 that the 
Greek Government stated its desire to renew 
this convention. Thereupon the Bulgarian Gov
ernment stated that it would agree to the 
conclusion of a convention which would be 
appropriate to the existing circumstances. In 
pract~ce, the Bulgarian authorities had frequently 
negotiated directly with the competent Greek 

bulgare, mais les troupes du Gouvernement grec 
en ont fait autant, et dans tous les cas de ce genre 
les gardes-frontiere bulgares sont intervenus. II 
semble que le rapport de la Commission speciale 
considere que, lorsque des violations de frontiere 
sont commises par les troupes gouvernementales, 
il n'y ait rien la que de tres naturel, mais Ia meme 
explication ne semble pas valable lorsque Ies 
violations sont commises par les partisans. 

La Commission speciale a porte d'autres accu
sations encore, notamment en ce qui concerne le 
rapt d'enfants et le retablissement des relations 
diplomatiques avec la Grece. L'on ne pent guere 
reprocher a la Bulgarie d'avoir donne asile a des 
enfants malades et affames : 2.412 enfants ont ete 
accueillis, dont 550 ages de moins de six ans et 
1.862 ages de six a quatorze ans. Ces enfants ont 
ete places sons la surveillance d'instituteurs grecs. 
La Bulgarie a considere qu'il s'agissait la d'un 
devoir d'humanite qu'elle devait remplir, malgre 
toutes les difficultes qu'elle eprouve a assurer le 
ravitaillement en vivres de sa propre population. 
D'autres refugies grecs, parmi lesquels beaucoup 
de femmes et de vieillards, ont egalement re<;u 
asile. 

Au sujet des demarches qui ont ete faites en vue 
de la reprise des relations diplomatiques avec la 
Grece, M. Vladiguerov rappelle que le Gouver
nement bulgare a fait tout son possible pour 
contribuer a ce resultat. Lorsque le Gouverne
ment grec se declara pret a entamer des nego
ciations pour la reprise des relations diplomatiques 
le Gouvernement bulgare, ayant present a !'esprit 
la recommandation de l' Assemblee, a propose que 
la question fut discutee entre les representants 
des deux pays a Washington. Cette initiative 
bulgare n'a pas eu de resultats carle representant 
de la Grece etait oppose a Ia clarification prealable 
de certaines questions, qui aurait cree une atmo
sphere propice a l'etablissement de relations 
normales. Ce n'est qu'en mai 1948 que le Gouver
nement grec se ravisa et fit connaitre qu'il allait 
engager des negociations. II posait, toutefois, 
comme condition prealable que le Gouvernement 
bulgare garantisse que l'aide aux partisans allait 
cesser. Le Gouvernement grec tentait ainsi de 
masquer les nombreuses provocations dont il 
etait lui-meme responsable le long de la frontiere, 
et d'en faire endosser toute la responsabilite a la 
Bulgarie. Il essayait en meme temps d'induire le 
Gouvernement bulgare a admettre implicitement 
les fausses accusations d'aide militaire donnee 
aux partisans. 

En depit de !'absence de relations diplomatiques, 
le Gouvernement bulgare s'est toujours montre 
pret a faire preuve d'esprit de cooperation pour 
le reglement des incidents de frontieres. En mars 
1946, le Gouvernement bulgare a informe Ja 
Commission de controle alliee qu'il consentait a 
renouveler la Convention pour le reglement des 
incidents de fronW:res, qui avait ete conclue entre 
Ia Bulgarie et la Grece en 1931. Ce n'est qu'en 
mai 1948 que le Gouvernement grec a fait 
connaitre son desir de renouveler cette convention, 
sur quoi le Gouvernement bulgare declara qu'il 
consentirait a conclure nne convention appropriee 
a la situation. En pratique, les autorites bulgares 
sont frequemment entrees directement en rapport 
avec les fonctionnaires grecs competents pour 



officials to settle frontier incidents and in some 
cases had done so successfully. These facts 
demonstrated the goodwill of the Bulgarian 
Government and the Special Committee itself 
had taken note of the Bulgarian efforts. 

The accusations made by the Spe;::ial Committee 
did not differ basically from the charges which 
had led the Security Council to establish the 
Commission of Investigation in 1946. That 
Commission met in January 1947 in Athens and 
continued for over two months to make investi
gations on the spot. The result of this inquiry 
was known. The Commission could not maintain 
any fact of any importance which could prove 
that Bulgaria had failed in its international 
obligations. In his statement of 28 September 
last, 147th plenary meeting, the Greek represen
tative avoided any allusion whatsoever to the 
information g:.tthered by that Commission. 
Rather he made lengthy quotations from the 
reports of the Special Committee, at the same 
time paying tribute to its complete impartiality. 
Those quotations enabled him to conclude that 
the situation on the frontier had become extremely 
grave and that the fault lay \vith Greece's northern 
neighbours, and particularly with Bulgaria. The 
Greek representative had called upon the Assembly 
for adequate measures to be taken against 
Greece's neighbours. No doubt he desired the 
chaos and war that prevailed in Greece to extend 
to the north. Doubtless he also wished to 
forget that it was Bulgarian territory which had 
continuously been violated. The Bulgarian Gov
ernment had sent, to the Secretariat of the 
United Nations, 152 complaints and commu
nications on this subject. It should not be 
forgotten that the Bulgarian army had been 
considerably reduced. Bulgaria had no navy 
and the air force was insignificant. In contrast 
the Greek Government had a large army, well 
equipped with foreign supplies, and a considerable 
navy and air force. In addition there were 
foreign troops stationed in the country. In the 
circumstances it was nonsense to accuse Bulgaria 
of being a threat to the integrity,and independ
ence of Greece. 

The Bulgarian Government was surprised at 
the manner in which the Special Committee 
had drawn up its two reports. These were 
unlikely to cast light upon the true situation. 
On the contrary, they tried to distract attention 
from the basic causes of the drama in Greece 
and to give a wrong impression of the problem. 
The recommendations of the Special Committee 
could not facilitate a return to normal relations 
in the Balkans. It should be recalled that in 
the beginning of 1947 the Security Council 
Commission made a meticulous inquiry on the 
spot into all matters bearing on the internal 
situation in Greece and tension on the frontiers. 
The Commission established numerous facts 
which showed incontestably that the root of the 
trouble was the existence of an anti-democratic 
regime in Greece and was by no means inter
vention on the part of its northern neighbours. 
None of the facts had changed since that time. 
The audacious conclusions of the Special Com
mittee were incompatible with the preceding 
chapters in its reports. 

regler les incidents de frontieres et, en certains cas, 
elles ont obtenu d'heureux resultats. Ces faits 
temoignent de la bonne volonte rnontree par le 
Gouvernement bulgare, et Ia Commission speciale 
elle-meme a p~is acte des efforts de la Bulgarie. 

Les accusatiOns portees par Ia Commission 
speciale ne different pas, quant au fond, des accu
sations qui avaient amenc le Conseil de securite a 
creer la Commission d'enquete en 1946. Cette 
Commission s'est rennie en janvier 1947 a Athenes 
et a pendant plus de deux mois procede a des 
enquetes sur place. Leur resultat est connu. La 
Commission n'a pu retenir aucun fait de quelque 
importance qui puisse prouver que la Bulgarie a 
manque a ses obligations internationales. Dans 
sa declaration du 28 septembre dcrnier (147e 
seance pleniere), le representant de la Grece a 
evite la moindre allusion aux renseignemcnts 
recueillis par cette Commission. Il a prefere faire 
de longues citations des rapports de la Commission 
et a, en meme temps, rendu hommage a sa parfaite 
impartialit e. Ces citations lui ont permis de 
conclure que Ia situation a la frontiere etait 
devenue extremement grave et que Ia faute en 
incombait aux voisins septentrionaux de la Grece 
et, en particulier, a la Bulgarie. Le representant 
de la Grece a invite l' Assemblee a prendre des 
mesures appropriees contre les voisins de la Grece. 
Il desirait, sans aucun doute, que le chaos et la 
guerre qui regnent en Grece s'etendissent aux 
pays du nord, et sans doute voulait-il aussi oublier 
que c'etait le territoire bnlgare qui avait conti
nuellement ete violc. Le Gouvernement bulgare 
a envoyc au Secretaire general de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies 152 plaintes et communications 
a ce sujet. Il convient de ne pas oublier que les 
forces armecs bulgarcs ant ete considerablement 
reduites. La Bulgarie n'a pas de marine et ses 
forces aericnnes sont insignifiantes. Par contre, 
le Gouverncment grec possede une armee 
nombreuse, bien equipee de materiel etranger, et 
sa marine et son aviation sont tres importantes. 
De plus, des troupes etrangeres sont stationnees 
dans le pays. Etant donne la situation, il est absurde 
d'accuser la Bulgarie de constituer une menace 
a l'integrite et a l'independance de la Grece. 

Le Gouvernement bulgare est surpris de la 
maniere dont la Commission speciale a etabli ses 
deux rapports. Ceux-ci ne sont guere de nature a 
jeter la lumiere sur la situation reelle. Au 
contraire, ils essaient de detourner !'attention des 
causes fondamentales de Ia tragedie qui se deroule 
en Grece et de donner une fausse impression du 
probleme. Les recommandations de la Commission 
Speciale ne peuvent faciliter le retour a des rela
tions normales dans les Balkans. II convient de se 
rappeler qu'au debut de 1947, la Commission du 
Conseil de securite a procede sur place a une 
enquete meticuleuse qui a porte sur toutes les 
questions ayant trait a la situation interieu~~ de 
la Grece et a la tension existant aux front1eres. 
Cette Commission a etabli de nombreux faits qui 
montrent de fa<;on incontestable que !'existence 
d'un regime antidemocratique en Grece est la 
cause profonde des troubles et qu'en aucune f~~on 
ceux-ci ne sont dus a une intervention des vo1sms 
septentrionaux de la Grece. Rien ~·a change 
depuis lors. Les audacieuses conclusiOns de la 
Commission speciale ne s'accordent guere avec les 
chapitres qui les precedent. 
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In. its repo~t of 30 June 1948 (A/574), the 
Specml Committee expressed the hope that it 
would be able to assist the four Governments 
in realizing their common interest in the settle
ment of their disputes and recommended that the 
Assembly investigate means of securing for 
the Special Committee the co-operation of 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. In contrast, 
in the report of 10 September 1948 (A/644) the 
Special Committee abandoned its conciliatory tone 
and saw in the attitudes of Albania, Bulgaria and 
Yugoslavia a threat to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece and to peace 
in the Balkans. It recommended severe measures 
against these three countries. This second report 
contained no data which could justify this 
change in attitude. On the contrary, the facts 
in this report made even less convincing the 
conclusions and recommendations of the earlier 
report. 

If there was a menace to peace in the Balkans, 
it was not to be found in th; attitude of Bulgaria, 
·which was absorbed in its own internal recon
struction, but rather in the internal situation in 
Greece where there was a bloody struggle of the 
people against a Government supported by 
foreign bayonets. Bulgaria had given frequent 
proofs of desire for friendly relations with the 
Greek people. The disturbances in Greece caused 
difficulties for Bulgaria, particularly for the 
army, which had been reduced by the Peace 
Treaty. There had beeri a large number of 
provocations and Mr. Vladiguerov offered a 
complete list for the study of the Committee. 
There had been 147 incidents between March 1947 
and · September 1948. In addition, there were 
54 cases of violations of the air space over Bulgaria 
by aircraft coming from Greece. Mr. Vladigucrov 
then dealt specifically with three incidents in 
which Greek forces or aircraft had crossed the 
Bulgarian border. The first case related to an 
incident on an island in the river Maritza from 
which Greek forces had abducted a three-man 
Bulgarian patrol. There followed discussions on 
the incident between Greek and Bulgarian 
officers and an observer group of the Special 
Committee had conducted an inquiry. All 
members of the patrol had been killed. There 
had been two incidents in the region of Belassitza 
during August 1948. It was alleged that artillery 
had fired from Bulgarian territory and wounded 
two United Nations observers. According to 
Bulgarian information, there had been fighting 
about Mount Belassitza in Greek t erritory near 
the frontier and during the engagement two 
companies of the Greek army opened fire on a 
Bulgarian patrol, wounding and then capturing 
one soldier. On the following day Greek artillery 
opened fire in the direction of Bulgarian territory 
and shells fell in Bulgaria. The Government 
informed the Secretariat of the United Nations 
of these incidents. The Bulgarian Government 
received reply neither from the Secretariat nor 
from the Special Committee. 

Wi~h regard to the alleged incident in which 
an mrcraft with Bulgarian markings machine
gunned Greek troops in this same area, no 
communication had been sent to the Bulgarian 
authorities. However, there had been a serious 

Dans son rapport du 30 juin 1948 (A/574), la 
Commission speciale exprime l'espoir qu'elle 
pourra aider les quatre Gouvernements a regler, 
dans leur commun interet, les differends qui les 
separent et elle recommande que I' Assemblee 
recherche les moyens de lui assurer la cooperation 
de I' Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie. 
Le rapport du 10 sept embre 1948 (A/644) offre 
un net contraste : abandonnant son ton conciliant, 
la Commission speciale voit dans les attitudes de 
I' Albanie, de I a Bulgarie ct de la Yougoslavie unc 
menace a l'independance polit ique et a l'integrite 
territoriale de la Grece commc a la paix dans les 
Balkans. Elle recommande que de severes mesures 
soient prises contre ces trois pays. Or, le second 
rapport nc contient aucun element qui puisse 
justifier cc changement d'attitude. Au contraire, 
les faits qui y sont mentionnes font apparaitre 
encore moins convaincantes les conclusions et les 
recommandations du rapport anterieur. 

Si une menace a la paix existe dans les Balkans, 
elle ne provient pas de l'attitude de Ia Bulgarie, 
- celle-ci est absorbee par sa reconstruction 
inte.rieure, - mais de Ia situation interieure de la 
Grece ou le peuple mene une lutte sanglante contre 
un gouvernement maintenu par des bai:onnettes 
etrangercs. La Bulgarie a frcquemment donne des 
preuves de son desir d'cntretenir avec le peuple 
grec des relations amicales. Les troubles qui ont 
lieu en Grece causent des difficultes a la Bulgaric, 
en particulier a l'armee bulgare, dont on a dfr 
reduire les cflectifs en execution des clauses du 
Traite de paix. Les provocations de la part de la 
Grecc ont ete nombreuses ; M. Vladiguerov 
communique leur liste complete a la Commission. 
II y a eu 147 incidents de mars 1947 a septembre 
1948. En outre, on a enrigistre 54 cas de violations 
de l'espace aerien bulgare par des avions venant 
de Ia Grece. M. Vladiguerov s'attache ensuite 
particulierement a l'examen de trois incidents dus 
au fait que les troupes ou des avions grecs ont 
franchi la frontiere de Bulgarie. Le premier de ces 
incidents a eu lieu sur une ile du fleuve Maritza, 
ou des forces grecqucs enleverent une patrouille de 
trois soldats bulgares. II en resulta des discussions 
entre officiers grecs et officiers bulgares et un 
groupe d'observateurs de la Commission speciale 
fit une enquete sur cette affaire. Tous les membres 
de la patrouille avaient ete tues. II y eut deux 
incidents dans la region de Belassitza, en 
aofrt 1948. On pretendit que des obus tires du 
territoire bulgare avaient blesse deux observatcurs 
de la Commission speciale. Selon des rensei
gnements de source bulgare, on s'etait battu 
autour du mont Belassitza, en territoire grec, pres 
de la frontiere, et, au cours de cet engagement, 
deux compagnies de l'armee grecque ouvrirent le 
feu sur une patrouille bulgare, blessant puis 
capturant un soldat. Le :lendemain l'artilleric 
grecque ouvrit le feu en direction du territoire 
bulgare et des obus vinrent tomber en Bulgarie. 
Le Gouvernement bulgare informa de ces incidents 
le Secretariat de !'Organisation des Nations Unics, 
mais nc rec;ut de reponse ni de ce Secretariat, ni de 
la Commission speciale. 

En ce qui concerne le pretendu incident au cours 
duquel un avion portant les marques distinctives 
bulgares aurait mitraille des troupes grecques dans 
ce meme secteur, les autorites bulgares n'ont re~tu 
aucune communication a ce sujet. Toutefois, un 
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incident on that day when Greek troops, totalling 
about a regiment of infantry with artillery 
support, penetrated into Bulgarian territory. 
There was an exchange of fire for several hours 
before the Greek troops retired. 

The most recent violation of Bulgarian air 
space took place on 26 September 1948 when 
four fighters coming from Greece fired upon a 
Bulgarian frontier post. The post caught fire 
and was occupied by Greek troops. In view 
of the foregoing, the Bulgarian Government 
·was astonished at the way in which the Special 
Committee had attempted to present incidents 
provoked by the Greek authorities. There '.vas 
evident justification for the reservations with 
regard to the Special Committee of the Bulgarian 
Government. The Bulgarian attitude towards 
that Committee arose not only out of the fact 
that Bulgaria had not had an equal voice in 
its establishment but also because of the fact 
that it had been constituted in conditions which 
threatened the sovereign rights of Bulgaria. 
i\Ioreover the absence from the Committee of 
two members of the Security Council, who had 
refused to participate, tended to impair the 
impartiality of its work. 

Nevertheless it should not be concluded that 
the Bulgarian Government did not wish to co
operate with the United Nations or to conform 
with its decisions. Bulgaria had given numerous 
proofs of international goodwill and had taken 
part in many international conferences. As 
was well known, Bulgaria participated in the 
work of the Security Council Commission and gave 
it every facility. The Bulgarian Government 
had delcared itself ready to co-operate with 
the Special Committee in any concrete case on 
condition that its dignity and sovereign rights 
would not be infringed. For example, the 
Bulgarian Government had consented to an 
inquiry on its territory in connexion with the 
incident on the island in the Maritza. In the 
same spirit, during the previous year, Bulgaria 
had sent a representative to Salonika to establish 
contact with the Commission. However, it was 
clear that the Special Committee had an incorrect 
idea of its role when it sought to establish a right 
of control over Bulgaria. Indeed the repre
sentative of Australia on the Committee had 
recognized this erroneous interpretation and 
did not feel able to share the Committee's views 
regarding its terms of reference. Accordingly 
Australia had made reservations on the conclu
sions in the two reports. 

Mr. Vladiguerov wished again to emphasize 
that the decision of the First Committee not to 
recognize the right of Bulgaria to participate 
on an equal footing in the examination of the 
dispute to which it was a party was contrary 
to the general principles of law as well as to 
the letter and spirit of the Charter. This decision 
and the procedure of the Special Committee 
gave rise to doubts that a just decision could be 
reached. Moreover it was unlikely that in this 
manner progress could be made in the restoration 
of normal relations in the Balkans. 

incident serieux se produisit le meme jour, lorsque 
des troupes grecques, fortes d'environ un regiment 
d'infanterie et soutenues par de l'artillerie, pene
trerent en territoire bulgare. Les troupes grecques 
ne se retirerent qu'apres plusieurs heures de 
fusillade. 

La plus recente violation de l'espace aerien 
bulgare eut lieu le 26 septembre 1948 ; quatre 
avions de combat venant de Grece ouvrirent le feu 
sur un paste frontiere bulgare. Celui-ci prit feu et 
fut occupe par les troupes grecques. Dans ces 
conditions, le Gouvernement bulgare est surpris 
de la maniere dont la Commission speciale s'est 
efforcee de presenter des incidents qui ont ete 
provoques par les autorites grecques. Les reserves 
que fait le Gouvernement bulgare au sujet de la 
Commission Speciale sont de toute evidence justi
fiees. L'attitude de la Bulgarie envers la Commis
sion speciale s'explique non seulement par le fait 
que la Bulgarie n'a pas eu voix egale au chapitre 
lors de la creation de cette Commission, mais aussi 
par le fait que la Commission Speciale a ete creee 
dans des conditions qui menavaient les droits 
souverains de la Bulgarie. En outre, le fait que 
deux membres du Conseil de securite soient 
absents de la Commission, dont ils ont refuse de 
faire partie, tend a compromettre l'impartialite de 
son travail. 

II ne faut pas en conclure, neanmoins, que le 
Gouvernement bulgare ne tienne pas a collaborer 
avec !'Organisation des Nations Unies, ni a se 
conformer a ses decisions. La Bulgarie a donne 
maintes preuves de sa bonne volonte a I' egard des 
atltres nations et a pris part a beaucoup de confe
rences internationales. Comme on le sait, la 
Bulgarie a pris part aux travaux de la Commission 
du Conseil de securite et lui a accorde toutes faci
lites pour les mener a bien. Le Gouvernement 
bulgare s'est declare dispose a collaborer avec la 
Commission speciale dans tout cas concret qui 
pourrait se presenter, a la condition qu'il ne soit 
porte atteinte ni a sa dignite ni a ses droits de 
souverainete. Par exemple, le Gouvernement 
bulgare a consenti a une enquete sur son territoire 
ala suite de !'incident qui s'est produit sur l'ile de 
la Maritza. Dans le meme esprit, la Bulgarie a 
envoye, l'annee derniere, un representant a 
Salonique pour prendre contact avec Ia Commis
sion. II est evident, toutefois, que Ia Commission 
speciale se fait nne idee fausse de son role. quand 
elle cherche a s'assurer un droit de controle sur la 
Bulgarie. Cela est si vrai que Je representant de 
I' Australie a la Commission Speciale s' est rendu 
compte de cette erreur et a du se desolidariser de 
!'interpretation que Ia Commission donnait a son 
mandat. Aussi l'Australie a-t-elle fait des reserves 
quant aux conclusions des deux rapports. 

M. Vladiguerov tient a souligner a nouveau que 
la decision qu'a prise la Premiere Commission de 
ne pas reconnaltre Ie droit de la Bulgarie a parti
ciper sur un pied d'egalite a I'examen du differend 
auquel elle est partie, est contraire aux J?rincip~s 
generaux du droit, ainsi qu'a la lettre et a l'espnt 
de Ia Charte. Cette decision, jointe a la maniere de 
proceder de Ia Commission speciale, fait douter de 
la possibilite d'aboutir a une decision, juste. pe 
plus, il n'y a guere de chances qu on p~rsse 
progresser ainsi vers le retablissement de relations 
normales dans Ies Balkans. 
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The Bulgarian Government categorically rejec
ted the accusations made by the Special Com
mittee. Bulgaria had in no way failed in its 
international relations and had no interest other 
than peace in the Balkans. Bulgaria hoped 
for an early end to Greece's internal troubles 
so that the Greek people might determine their 
own future. All the world knew that the causes 
of Greece's difficulties were not be found on the 
northern frontiers but in the conditions existing 
throughout the country. The Bulgarian Govern
ment hoped that the United Nations finally 
would discover a solution appropriate to the 
true character of the problem, and bring an end 
to the present troubles. It also hoped that its 
right to a place among the United Nations would 
be recognized. 

Bulgaria believed in the constructive nature 
of the United Nations and desired to assist 
in the realization of its objectives. Mr. Vladiguerov 
declared, in the name of his Government, that 
Bulgaria was a peace-loving sovereign State 
which accepted all the obligations of the Charter 
and was ready and able to fulfil them. 

Mr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled that the USSR delegation 
had objected to placing the so-called Greek 
question on the agenda of the General Assembly, 
but since this view had not been accepted, it 
was necessary for the Committee to evaluate 
the work of the Special Committee on the Balkans 
and decide on a future course. The Special 
Committee itself had noted that none of the 
tasks assigned to it by General Assembly reso
lution 109 (II) of 21 October could be carried 
out, giving as one of the reasons the non-co-oper
ation of Greece's northern neighbours. However, 
the most striking thing was that the Committee 
was not dealing with what concerned it under 
the terms of the recommendations of the General 
Assembly as set forth in the resolution of 21 Oc
tober 1947. It was dealing with matters with 
which it was not supposed to be concerned, 
it attempted to solve problems which had 
not been placed before it at all and had irregularly 
arrogated to itself functions which were not 
within its purview, the functions of an investi
gating body, which it was not prepared to carry 
out. This violation had been so blatant that 
the delegation of Australia had made a reservation 
in regard to Chapter III of the report (A/574) 
making it clear that the Special Committee had 
not carried out its task of conciliation, but had 
attempted to continue the work of the Security 
Counl'il's Commission of Investigation. Appa
rently, the United Kingdom approved of this 
violation but it must be admitted that the 
General Assembly had not given the Special 
Committee any right to carry out an investi
gation. Yet the Special Committee had author
ized its one or two dozen observers to carry 
out investigations of fighting, incidents, etc. 
on Greece's northern border. He drew special 
attention to this Australian reservation to one 
of the most substantial parts of the report, 
particularly since that delegation could not be 
suspected of having any particular sympathy 

Le Gouvernement bulgare repousse catego
riquement les accusations portees contre lui par Ia 
Commission speciale. La Bulgarie n'a commis 
aucune incorrection dans ses relations interna
tionales ; elle n'a pas d'autre interet que la paix 
dans les Balkans. Elle espere que les troubles 
interieurs de la Grece prendront fin bientOt, afin 
que le peuple grcc puisse decider lui-meme de son 
avcnir. Le mondc entier sait bien que ce n'est pas 
sur les frontieres septentrionales de la Grece qu'il 
faut chercher les raisons des difficultes avec 
lesquelles ce pays se trouve aux prises, mais dans 
la situation interieure du pays lui-meme. Le 
Gouvernement bulgare espere que !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies finira par trouver une solution 
correspondant au veritable caractere du probleme 
et par mettre fin aux troubles actuels. Il espere 
aussi qu'on reconnaitra qu'il a droit a une place 
parmi les Nations Unies. La Bulgarie a foi dans le 
caractere constructif de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies et desire contribuer a la realisation de ses 
objectifs. l\1. Vladiguerov declare au nom de son 
Gouvernement que la Bulgarie est un Etat 
souverain pacifique, qui acccpte toutes les obli
gations resultant de la Charte ; elle est disposee a 
les remplir et elle en est capable. 

l\1. VvcHINSKY (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) rappelle que la delegation 
de l'URSS s'est opposee a ce que l'on inscrive ce 
que certains appellent la question grecque a l'ordre 
du jour de l'Assemblee generale; toutefois, 
puisque cc point de vue n'a pas ete accepte, la 
Commission se trouve avoir a juger du travail de 
la Commission Speciale pour les Balkans et a se 
prononcer sur des dispositions a prendre. La 
Commission speciale elle-meme a indique qu'elle 
ne pourrait s'acquitter d'aucune des taches que 
l' Assemblee generale lui a assignees dans sa reso
lution 109 (II) du 21 octobre 1947, a cause, dit
elle, du manque de cooperation de la part des 
voisins septentrionaux de la Grece. Ce qui est 
remarquable, pourtant, c'est que la Commission 
ne s'occupe pas des questions qu'elle est censee 
examiner conformement aux recommandations 
de l' Assemblee generale qui figurent dans la reso
lution du 21 octobre 1947, mais s'occupe en 
revanche, de questions qui, en principe, ne la 
concernent pas et s'efforce de resoudre des 
problemes dont elle n'a ete aucunement saisie ; 
elle s'attribue ainsi des fonctions - celles d'un 
organisme d'enquete- qui ne sont pas de sa 
competence et qu'elle n'est pas en mesure 
d'assumer. Cette violation est si flagrante que la 
delegation de l'Australie a formule des reserves a 
propos du chapitre III du Rapport (A/574) de la 
Commission speciale, en precisant que la Commis
sion speciale ne s'est pas acquittee de sa tache de 
conciliation, mais a tente de continuer les travaux 
de la Commission d'enquete du Conseil de securite. 
Il semble que le Royaume-Uni accepte cette 
violation, mais il faut reconnaitre que l' Assemblee 
generale n'a pas accorde a la Commission Speciale 
le droit de mener une enquete. La Commission 
speciale pour les Balkans n'en a pas mains autorise 
sa douzaine ou ses deux douzaines d'observateurs 
a mener une enquete sur les combats, les incidents, 
etc., qui ont eu lieu a la frontiere septentrionale 
de la Grece. M. Vychinsky insiste particumrement 
sur le fait que l' Australie a formule des reserves a 
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with Greece's northern neighbours or with the 
USSR. 

However, the Committee's observers, who had 
been empowered to carry out investigations 
in violation of the Assembly's resolution, did not 
carry out direct observation but simply reported 
information indirectly. The Australian reser
vation, which he was not sure the Australian 
representative would now confirm of attempt 
to transform, made it clear that it was useless 
to rely on observation of observers who had 
nothing to do with what was actually seen and 
who had no access to three of the four parties 
concerned. This reservation was enough to 
undermine any confidence in the Special Com
mittee. The conclusions of the resolution moved 
at a previous meeting (AJC.1 /352) alleging that 
there 'vas a threat to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece and that 
the conduct of Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia 
had been inconsistent with the purposes and 
principles of the Charter fell down of their own 
weight. 

~.1r. Vyshinsky stated his intent ion to show 
how artificial had been the rhetoric of Mr. McNeil 
to the effect that the Special Committee had 
shown the world that there was a plot against 
Greece. Mr. Dulles and Mr. McNeil, as well 
as other representatives, had praised the excellent 
work of the Committee but had ignored the 
enormous failures which voided its conclusions. 
It was easy to say, as had Mr. McNeil, that the 
account of the Committee's violation of its t erms 
of reference was mere legal quibbling, but it 
was a fact which could be proved. Mr. Dulles 
had pointed out that the unanimous conclusions 
of the Special Committee had been based on 86 
reports and 700 witnesses but if one examined 
this testimony, one would be bitterly disillusioned. 
Despite the difficulties arising from the fact 
that the reports of the observers were not distri
buted to delegations, the USSR delegation 
had carefully studied the records and concluded 
that the Special Committee had not carried 
out the task it assumed. In this connexion he 
noted that the records of testimony existed only 
in resume, in which it was easy to cover up 
unpleasant parts of the truth. 

Mr. Dulles had referred to an incident which 
had occurred on 1 March 1948; Yugoslav soldiers 
talking to, machine gunners who were firing into 
Greek territory from Yugoslav territory for six 
hours. In the first place, the picture of Yugoslav 
soldiers carrying on a conversation with machine 
gunners during battle was in itself strange. 
Furthermore, in looking up the facts, which was 
not easy since Mr. Dulles had given no specific 
reference, he had found two cases which seemed 
similar to those referred to by Mr. Dulles, and 
which seemed to have been amalgamated but 
he had not found any single case with all the 
elements cited by Mr. Dulles. Mr. Vyshinsky 
then quoted from paragraphs 151 and 153 of 
document A/574 to support his statement. 

propos d'une des parties Ies plus importantes du 
rapport, ce qui est d'autant plus significatif que 
l'on ne peut soupc;onner ce dernier pays d'une 
sympathie particuliere envers Ies voisins septen
trionaux de la Grece ou envers l'URSS. 

De plus, les observateurs de la Commission, qui 
ont ete autorises a mener une enquete en violation 
de la resolution de l'Assemblee generale, n'ont pas 
cffectuc des observations directes, mais se sont 
contentes de retransmettre des renseignements de 
seconde main. L'orateur ignore si le representant 
de I' Australie va main tenant con firmer ou tenter 
de modifier sa reserve, mais cette reserve indique 
clairement qu'il est vain de se fier aux rensei
gnements communiques par des observateurs qui 
ne se trouvaient pas etix-memes sur les lieux et qui 
ne peuvent pas se mettre en relation avec trois des 
quatre parties interessees. Cette reserve suffitS a 
faire douter de la confiance qu'on peut avoir dans 
la Commission speciale. Quant aux conclusions 
contenues dans le projet de resolution pn\sente 
lors d'une seance precedente (A/C.l/352)- a 
sa voir qu'il existerait une menace a I'independance 
politique et a l'integrite de la Grece et que !'atti
tude de I' Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de la Yougo
slavie aurait etc incompatible avec Ies buts et les 
principes de la Charte - elles s'effondrent d'elles
memes. 

IVL Vychinsky a !'intention de montrer le 
caractere artificiel de l'eloquente argumentation 
de l\1. McNeil, qui pretend que la Commission 
spcciale a revele au monde !'existence d'un com plot 
contre la Grece. M. Dulles et M. McNeil ainsi que 
d'autres representants ont vante le travail 
accompli par la Commission speciale, mais ils ont 
passe sous silence les echccs retentissants qui 
infirmen t ses conclusions. 11 est facile de qualifier 
d'argutie juridique, comme M. McNeil, la demons
tration de la fac;on dont Ia Commission speciale a 
outrcpasse son mandat, mais le fait est pourtant lit. 
M. Dulles a souligne que les conclusions unanimes 
de la Commission Speciale etaient fondees sur 
86 rapports et sur les depositions de 700 temoins, 
mais l'examen de ccs temoignages serait une amere 
deception. En clE\pit des difficultes dues au fait que 
les rapports des observateurs n'ont pas ete distri
bues aux delegat ions, la delegation de l'URSS a 
examine les documents avec soin et en a dednit 
que la Commission speciale pour les Balkans ~e 
s'etait pas acquittee de la tache qu'elle ava~t 
assumee. M. Vychinsky fait observer a ce propos 
qu'il n'existe que des resumes des depositions, ce 
qui permet de dissimuler aisement certaines 
verites desagreables. 0 

M. Dulles a fait allusion a un incident qm se 
serait produit Ie 1 er mars 1948 : des soldats 
yougoslaves auraient ete en conversation avec des 
mitrailleurs qui auraient tire, pendant six heures, 
du territoire yougoslave sur le territoire grec. 
Tout d'abord, le fait que des soldats yo:rgo~laves 
aient etc en conversation avec des mitrailleurs 
pendant un combat est etrange en soi. De plus, en 
cherchant a verifier les faits, ce qui n'a pas ete 
facile parce que M. Dulles n'a pas fourni de refe
rences precises, M. Vychinsky a releve deux cas 
qui semblent analogues a celui que M. pt~lles a 
mentionne - il semble que ces deux mc1dents 
aient ete fondus en un seul - mais aucun cas 
simple qui con tint to us les elements indiques 0 par 
M. Dulles. M. Vychinsky cite alors a l'appm de 
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He therefore concluded that the incident described 
by Mr. Dulles had not occurred unless Mr. Dulles 
had other sources of information, in which 
case he should produce them. 

Mr. Vyshinsky stated that he could find 
nothing in the documents to confirm Mr. Dulles' 
reference to firing from Albanian t erritory on 
the 11, 12 and 18 July. The Special Committee's 
report mentioned incidents on those days but 
made no mention of firing of any sort. Mr. 
Dulles had also referred to an incident on 7 August 
in which artillery fire from Bulgarian territory 
wounded two United Nations observers. How
ever, the incident of 7 August described in the 
Committee's report in which eight shells fired 
from Greek territory accidently fell on Bulgarian 
territory had not been mentioned, although it 
showed that there had been firing by both 
parties. The partisans were shooting at the 
Greek national army and the national army 
was firing at the partisans without any concern 
for the principles of international law. 

Mr. Vyshinsky noted that the observers had 
not laid down any special prerequisites such 
as trustworthiness or intelligence for their 
witnesses. He quoted from the reports and 
documents of the Special Committee to show that 
the observers had, in a number of cases, described 
the witnesses as stupid, and in one case as a 
little drunk, but had accepted them as trust
worthy and sincere. Furthermore, in his opinion, 
it was completely intolerable that these witnesses 
had been referred to in the reports of the observers 
by symbolic figures rather than by name. He 
pointed out that among the witnesses who had 
testified against Bulgaria, there were renegades 
and traitors who had fled to Greece and from 
whom could be obtained any sort of testimony 
that was desired. The logic that had been 
followed in the questioning could be seen from 
the testimony of one witness that he had heard 
from a friend that a Bulgarian baker in the 
city of P etrich usually baked bread for partisans, 
from which it was deduced that Bulgaria bore 
responsibility for the resistance of the partisans 
against Greece. 

In another case a resume of the testimony of 
eighteen witnesses was given to the effect that 
there were camps in Bulgaria where the partisans 
were trained, healed of their wounds and sent 
back to Greece. He recalled that at the last 
session of the Assembly he had shown the alle
gations concerning a camp at Bulkes to be 
false. While it was quite possible that the 
partisans received medical assistance, which was 
an act of humanitarianism approved by inter
national law, what proof was there that they were 
being sent back to Greece ? Of the eighteen 
witnesses, almost half were partisan prisoners 
and the remainder had surrendered to the 
Greek authorities voluntarily ; some of them 
were condemned to death by Greek authorities. 
Before being questioned, usually in the presence 
of Greek liaison officers, they had been in the 
hands of the Greek authorities for a long time. 
How was it possible to ensure the objective 
character of such testimony ? Yet the First 

sa declaration des extraits des paragraphes 151 et 
153 du document A/574. II en conclut que 
!'incident dont parle M. Dulles ne s'est pas produit, 
a moins que ce dernier ne possede d'autres rensei
gnements ; il devrait dans ce cas les produire. 

M. Vychinsky ne trouve rien dans les documents 
qui confirme les allusions de M. Dulles a des coups 
de feu tires du t erritoire albanais, les 11, 12 et 18 
juillet. Le rapport de la Commission speciale 
signale des incidents a ces dates, mais ne mentionne 
pas que le feu ait ete ouvert. M. Dulles a egalement 
declare que le 7 aout, deux observateurs de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies ont ete blesses dans 
une canonnade provenant du territoire bulgare, 
rnais il ne dit pas que, le 7 aout, des obus tires du 
territoire grec sont tombes, par hasard, en terri
toire bulgare, comme l'indique le rapport de la 
Commission speciale ; les partisans tiraient sur 
l'armee nationale et l'armee nationale tirait sur 
les partisans sans tenir aucun compte des principes 
du droit international. 

M. Vychinsky fait remarquer que les obser
vateurs n'ont pas pose, comme condition 
prealable, que les temoins qu'ils ent endraient 
devaient etre dignes de foi ou intelligents. 
L'orateur cite des extraits de rapports et de 
documents de la Commission speciale pour montrer 
que les observateurs ont, dans un certain nombre 
de cas, qualific leurs temoins de stupides et l'un 
d'entre eux de legerement ivre ; ils les ont 
neanmoins consideres comme dignes de foi et 
sinceres. En outre, d'apres M. Vychinsky, il est 
absolument intolerable que, dans les rapports des 
observaleurs, on designe les temoins par des 
symboles et non par leur nom. L'orateur signale 
que, parmi les personnes qui ont porte tcmoignage 
contre la Bulgarie, se trouvaient des renegats et 
des traitres qui se sont enfuis en Grece et dont il 
etait possible d'obtenir taus les temoignages qu'on 
voulait. On peut se rendre compte de la logique 
qui a preside aux interrogatoires par le t emoi
gnage d'une personne qui declare avoir appris d'un 
de ses amis qu'un boulanger bulgare de la ville 
de Petritch avait !'habitude de cuire du pain pour 
les part isans : on en a deduit que la Bulgarie 
etait responsable de l'aide militaire donnee aux 
partisans grecs. 

M. Vychinsky cite un autre exemple : d'apres 
!'analyse des t emoignages de dix-huit personnes, 
il existerait en Bulgarie des camps oit les partisans 
sont soumis a un entrainement militaire, oil l'on 
soigne leurs blessures et d'oit on les renvoie en 
Grece. M. Vychinsky rappelle que lors, de la 
derniere session de I' Assemblee generale, il avait 
apporte la preuve de !'inexactitude de certaines 
allegations concernant un camp situe a Bulkes. 
Bien qu'il soit parfaitement possible que les 
partisans beneficient d'une assistance mecticale, ce 
qui constitue un acte d'humanite approuve par le 
droit international, quelle preuve a-t-on pour 
affirmer qu'ils sont, de la, renvoyes en Grece ? 
Sur les dix-huit temoins, pres de la moitie etaient 
des partisans faits prisonniers et le reste s'etait 
rendu volontairement aux autorites grecques, 
quelques-uns d'entre eux etaient condamne~ a 
mort par ces autorites. Avant leur interrogat01re, 
qui se passait ordinairement en presence d'officiers 
de liaison grecs, ils etaient restes longtemps entre 
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Committee was asked to endorse the activities 
of the Special Committee which had accepted 
such testimony as completely trustworthy. 

It was clear that the observers and the Special 
Committee itself were far from convinced that 
all these data were indeed trustworthy. The 
report often used the words " assumed ", " consi
dered ", "presumed ", etc., as in one case 
where it was stated that although the nationalities 
of persons across the border could not be esta
blished, it was considered that they were Greeks. 
How could their nationality be determined 
from their faces ? In other cases, the Com
mittee drew conclusions without any basis 
whatsoever. In one region, observers had reported 
a great number of military stocks that looked 
as if they had been abandoned by the partisans 
and in another, it had been concluded from a 
chocolate wrapping found near a mule path that 
this was a resting place for partisans. While 
it might be said that he had quoted only cases 
which did not appear trustworthy, he pointed 
out that those which were trustworthy had in 
many cases been interpreted in a contrary sense ; 
for instance, the incident of 1 March 1918, men
tioned by Mr. Dulles. 

Nevertheless, the principle drawback of the 
testimony was that it was second-hand evidence, 
which Mr. McNeil, at least, should know was 
not accepted in British Courts. As an example, 
he referred to the report of an observation 
group in the Bellachio region in 1947 where 
testimony was taken from witnesses furnished 
by the Commander of the Greek Division to 
confirm that the partisans had crossed the border. 
The witnesses assumed that they were Albanian 
nationals, basing themselves on flimsy evidence. 
The testimony was out of date since it dealt 
with events which had happened ten days 
previously and was given by witnesses who had 
spent several days in Janina at the tender mercies 
of the Greeks. Such testimony might be called 
" prepared evidence ". The observers' report 
said that the testimony was merely circumstantial 
and after having given the data, including 
certain Greek conclusions, the observers concluded 
that there was no reason to assume that these 
preliminary investigations by the observer group 
permitted them to evaluate the situation. In 
his opinion, such testimony should be thrown 
away as fast as possible so that its distortions 
would not confuse people. 

Mr. Vyshinsky said that the Preliminary 
Report of the Special Committee (A/521) also 
brought to light the complete inconsistency of 
the testimony received by the observers. He 
referred to the testimony, given on page 55, 
of a witness, who said that he had often read 

les mains des autorites grecques. Comment est
possible de garantir le caractere objectif de pareils 
temoignages ? Et pourtant I'on demande a la 
Premiere Commission d'approuver les travaux de 
la Commission speciale qui a considere de tels 
temoignages comme etant parfaitement dignes de 
foi. 

II est evident que les observateurs et la Commis
sion speciale elle-meme sont loin d'etre convaincus 
de la veracite de toutes ces renseignements. Dans 
les rapports, on doit frequemment utiliser les 
termes « on suppose n, « on pense >> et << on 
presume >> ; il en est ainsi dans un cas ou l'on 
declare que, bien qu'il soit impossible de preciser 
la nationalite des personnes qui franchissent la 
frontiere, on estime cependant que ces personnes 
sont grecques. A-t-on pu lire leur nationalite sur 
leur figure ? Dans d'autres cas, la Commission 
tire des conclusions denuees de tout fondement. 
Dans une region, les observateurs signalent !'exis
tence d'importants approvisionnements militaires 
qui semblent avoir ete abandonnes par les 
partisans. Dans une autre region, pour avoir 
trouve pres d'un chemin muletier du papier 
servant a envelopper du chocolat, on en conclut 
que cet endroit a ete utilise comme lieu de repos 
par les partisans. Comme on pourrait pretendre 
qu'il n'a mentionne que des temoignages qui ne 
semblent pas dignes de foi, M. Vychinsky signale 
qu'on a, dans bien des cas, attribue a des temoi
gnages irrecusables un sens contraire a leur veri
table sens ; ii en a ete ainsi de l'incident du 1 er mars 
1948 cite par M. Dulles. 

Cependant, le defaut principal des temoignages 
produits est qu'ils fournissent des preuves de 
seconde main ; ce qui, M. McNeil du moins doit le 
savoir, n'est pas admis par les tribunaux britan
niques. M. Vychinsky cite, a titre d'exemple, le 
rapport d'un groupe d'observateurs envoye dans 
la region de Bellachio en 1947 : les temoignages 
mentionnes dans ce rapport sont fournis par des 
personnes envoyees par le commandant en chef de 
la division grecque pour con firmer que les partisans 
avaient franchi la frontiere. Les temoins suppo
saient que ces partisans etaient des ressortissants 
albanais et fondaient leurs declarations sur des 
preuves inconsistantes. Les temoignages etaient 
perimes car ils portaient sur des evenements qui 
s'etaient produits dix jours auparavant et ils 
etaient faits par des temoins qui avaient passe 
plusieurs jours a Janina, livres ala merci des Grecs. 
On peut qualifier pareilles depositions de <r temoi
gnages prepares a l'avance J>. Le rapport des obser
vateurs signale qu'il s'agit la simplement de 
temoignages indirects, et, apres avoir fait mention 
de differents elements, y compris un certain 
nombre de conclusions tirees par les Grecs, les 
observateurs terminent en declarant que rien ne 
permet de supposer que cette enquete preliminaire, 
menee par le groupe d'observation, lui ait permis 
de juger la situation. M. Vychinsky estime qu'on 
devrait eliminer d'emblee pareils temoignages afin 
que la deformation des faits qui en resulte 
n'engendre pas de confusion. 

M. Vychinsky declare que le rapport pre
liminaire de la Commission speciale (A/521) met 
aussi en lumiere !'incoherence des temoignages 
enregistres par les observateurs. II fait allusion a Ia 
declaration d'un temoin cite a la page 72 et d' a pres 
laquelle ce temoin avait lu a maintes reprises que 
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about airplanes of unknown nationality which 
dropped ammunition in the Koritza area. In 
another case a witness was told by an American 
colonel that his evidence was hearsay, and 
immediately swung around and said he had 
seen everything. On page 116 of this report, 
there was evidence from a witness, called a 
surrendered bandit, who was a youth of fifteen 
years of age and whose testimony Mr. Vyshinsky 
quoted as an example of childishness. Then 
there was the French military observer who 
testified that he could identify the direction of 
bullets from tho whistle they made. There was 
also the military observer at J enovisky who 
based his report on questions asked of two 
partisans and two refugees supplied by the 
Greek General Staff. It was stated that the 
degree of planning and control and organization 
of the partisans was evidence that they received 
help from foreign military experts but even the 
military observer had to concede that there 
was no direct evidence. However, the observers 
presented the evidence and cleverly implied 
that the partisans had received help although 
there was no direct evidence to that effect. 

At the last session of the Assembly the First 
Committee had evaded the question of whether 
the evidence was of a trustworthy nature by 
merely noting the conclusions of the Security 
Council's Commission of Investigation. This 
year the material which had been amassed in 
order to present a case against Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia was still less trustworthy. Even 
the Special Committee at times questioned 
the material, as when it commented that a witness 
had added too much obvious zeal to his testimony 
to be quite trustworthy. In his opinion, the 
First Committee could have no confidence 
in a considerable fraction of the material in the 
report which was based upon assumptions, distor
tions, circumstantial evidence, etc. Nor could 
it accept the conclusions in the four-Power 
resolution submitted at the previous meeting 
(A/C.l/352). One could only wonder how the 
four Powers could dare to base it on such distorted 
material and whether it had been assumed that 
no one would analyze it. 

Mr. Vyshinsky asked to be allowed to continue 
his statement at the next meeting. 

The meeting rose at 1.04 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 28 October 1948, at 3 p. m. 
Chairman: Mr. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgium). 

41. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
CoMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
AND A/692) 
At the request of the Chairman, Mr. PROTITCH 

(Secretary of the Committee) read a letter sent 

des avions de nationalite inconnue avaient para
chute des munitions dans la region de Koritza. 
Dans un autre cas, un temoin auquel un colonel 
americain declare que les preuves qu'il donne sont 
de simple oui:-dire se retourne pour affirmer qu'il 
a tout vu par lui-meme. La page 171 de ce rapport 
contient les declarations d'un temoin, defini 
comme etant un bandit capture, age de quinze ans. 
M. Vychinsky cite ce temoignage comme un 
exemple de puerilite. On trouve dans le rapport 
les declarations de l'observateur militaire fran<;ais, 
qui affirme pouvoir preciser Ia direction des balles 
d'apres leur siffiement. L'observateur militaire 
envoye a Jenovisky a fonde son rapport sur des 
questions posees a deux partisans et a deux 
refugies qui lui ont ete envoyes par l'Etat-major 
general grec. D'apres ce rapport, Ia maniere dont 
les partisans sont entraines, disciplines et organises 
prouve qu'ils beneficient de l'aide d'experts 
militaires etrangers, mais l'observateur militaire 
a dil lui-meme reconnaltre qu'il n'existait aucune 
preuve directe. Cependant les observateurs out 
presente ces renseignements comme des preuves 
et ils ont laisse habilement entendre que les 
partisans ont beneficie d'une aide bien qu'il 
n'existat, sur ce point, aucune preuve directe. 

Lors de la derniere session, la Premiere 
Commission a elude la question de savoir si les 
temoignages presentaient un caractere irrecusable, 
en prenant simplement note des conclusions de Ia 
Commission d'enquete du Conseil de securite. 
Cette annee, les elements reunis en vue de porter 
une accusation contre I' Albanie, la Bulgarie et la 
Yougoslavie, presentent un caractere encore mains 
irrecusable. D'apres M. Vychinsky, la Premiere 
Commission ne peut se fier a une partie conside
rable des elements presentes dans le rapport et 
fondes sur des hypotheses, des deformations de la 
realite, des temoignages indirects, etc. Elle ne 
peut non plus accepter les conclusions de Ia reso
lution des quatre Puissances presentee lors de la 
seance precedente (AJC.l /352). On peut se 
demander comment les quatre Puissances osent 
fonder leur resolution sur une telle deformation 
des faits. Aurait-on pense que personne ne ferait 
jamais !'analyse du rapport ? 

M. Vychinsky demande d'etre autorise a 
poursuivre sa declaration lors de la prochaine 
seance. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 40. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-SEIZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 28 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 
President: M. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgique). 

41. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
Af644 ET A/692). 
A la demande du President, M. PRoTITCH 

(Secretaire de la Commission) donne lecture d'une 
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by the representative of the United States to 
the Chairman of the First Committee setting 
forth documentary evidence concerning certain 
incidents to which he had alluded in his speech 
of 2G October 1948. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee whether 
it wished the letter and its annex to be published 
and distributed as documents, as requested 
by Mr. Dulles. 

The Chairman announced that, as no observations 
had been made, the letter would be published and 
distributed (11 JC.l j355). 

Mr. VvsHYNSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), continuing his statement, referred 
to :r-,Ir. McNeil's accusation against Bulgaria 
and Albania to the effect that they objected 
to resuming diplomatic relations with Greece. 
He drew the Committee's attention to the 
circumstances ·which hindered the resumption of 
diplomatic relations and which by no means were 
the fault of Albania and Bulgaria since Greece was 
attempting to ~e'ze part of their national territory. 
\Vas it not the Greek Government which, on 
21 August 1948, had insisted on the cession of 
North Epirus as a prerequisite for the resumption 
of diplomatic relations with Albania ? The 
aggressive designs of the Greek Government 
were nothing new. In 1946, at the Peace 
Conference, the Greek delegation had laid claim 
to seizing North Epirus from Albania and the 
valley north of the Rhodope chain from Bulgaria. 
The military experts who had considered the 
question at the Peace Conference had reported to 
the Political Committee, which had rejected 
the claim by 8 votes to 2. One of the two votes 
in favour had been that of Greece, and several 
delegations, including that of the United Kingdom, 
had abstained. Had not Mr. Tsaldaris made a 
speech at Salonika, at the same period, in June 
1946, revealing his Government's plans to annex 
Northern Epirus ? 

Mr. McNeil and Mr. Dulles were obviously 
endeavouring to show they knew nothing of the 
Greek Government's plan for expansion, which 
constituted a threat to peace and security and 
an attempt to sabotage the General Assembly's 
recommendations of 21 October 1947 (resolution 
109 (II). In the opinion of the USSR delegation, 
responsibility for the disorders in the Balkans 
rested on the Greek Government, which did not 
conceal its expansionist aims, and on the Govern
ments which lent it their aid or adopted an 
attitude on the matter which at best could only 
he described as passive. 

lettre adressee par le representant des Etats-Unis 
au President de la Premiere Commission, con
tenant des documents a propos de certains 
incidents auxquels il avait fait allusion dans son 
discours du 26 octobre 1948. 

Le President demande ala Commission si cette 
lettre et son annexe doivent etre publiees et 
distrihuees comme documents, conformement ala 
demande de M. Dulles. 

Le President declare qu'en l'absenced'observations 
cette lettre sera publiee et distribuee (A JC.l/355 ). 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques), poursuivant son inter
vention, fait allusion a !'accusation portee par 
M. McNeil contre la Bulgarie et l'Albanie, selon 
laquelle ces pays s'opposeraient au retablissement 
des relations diplomatiques avec la Grece. II 
attire !'attention de la Commission sur les circons
tances qui ont empeche la reprise des relations 
diplomatiques et dont I' Albanie et la Bulgarie 
n'etaient nullement responsables, puisque la 
Grece essayait de saisir une partie de leur terri
toire national. N'est-ce pas le Gouvernement 
grec qui, le 21 a out 1948, posait comme condition 
prealable a Ia reprise des relations diplomatiques 
avec l'Albanie la cession de l'Epire septen
trional ? Les intentions agressives du Gouver
nement grec ne sont d'ailleurs pas un phenomene 
nouveau. En 1946, a la Conference de la paix, 
la delegation grecque pretendait arracher l'Epire 
septentrional a l' Albanie et la vallee situee au 
nord des monts Rhodopes a Ia Bulgarie. Les 
experts militaires qui se sont occupes de la 
question ala Conference de la paix ont fait rapport 
a la Commission politique, qui a rejete cette 
demande par 8 voix contre 2, dont la voix de la 
Grece, et plusieurs abstentions parmi lesquelles 
celle du Royaume-Uni. A la meme epoque, en 
juin 1946, M. Tsaldaris n'avait-il pas prononce a 
Salonique un discours dans lequel il devoilait les 
plans d'annexion de l'Epire septentrional par son 
Gouvernement ? 

Il est evident que MM. McNeil et Dulles 
veulent ignorer les plans d'expansion du Gouver
nement grec, qui constituent une menace a la 
paix et a la securite et un sabotage des recomman
dations de I' Assemblee generale du 21 octobre 1947 
[resolution 109 (II)]. La delegation de l'URSS 
tient pour responsables des desordres dans les 
Balkans le Gouvernement grec, qui ne cache 
pas ses visees expansionnistes, et les Gouver
nements qui lui apportent leur aide ou qui 
prennent dans la question une attitude pour le 
moins passive. 

M. Vychinsky constate que M. Dulles explique 
la situation troublee en Grece en fonction des 
evenements mondiaux. La delegation de l'URSS 
avait aussi montre, des 1947, la liaison etroite 
qui existait entre la situation en Grece et la 
conjoncture internationale. Mais les interpre
tations que les Etats-Unis et l'URSS donnent 
aux troubles grecs varient du tout au tout. 

He noted that Mr. Dulles explained the 
disturbed situation in Greece as arising from 
world events. The USSR delegation had also 
shown, as early as 1947, the close connexion 
between the state of affairs in Greece and the 
international situation. The interpretation of 
the disturbances in Greece given by the United 
States and the USSR were, however, entirely 
different. 

According to the United States representative, 
they were caused by the determination of the 
Communists to destroy the lawful Greek Govern-

Pour le representant des Etats-Unis, les troubles 
de la Grece resultent de la volonte des commu

/ nistes d'abattre le Gouvernement legal grec au 

306 



ment with the help of foreign Governments 
and their desire to establish Soviet domination 
throughout the world. In adopting that attitude, 
Mr. Dulles was attempting to gain credence for a 
baseless fable in order to conceal American 
.capitalism's attempts at domination. He was 
repeating an old threadbare story for, had it 
not been alleged as early as 1945, that the Greek 
liberation movement had been carried on by a 
handful of extremists with the help of foreign 
.communists ? The only difference was that, 
at present, foreign Governments were also 
accused. That .calumny had, however, been 
refuted when the Security Council had considered 
the Greek question in London in 1946. At 
that time, it had been proved that the Democratic 
Movement was a movement for national liberation. 
Mr. Spaak had also explained, in 1947, before 
the First Committee, that the clifficulties in 
Greece were the result of dissension among 
groups within the country ? 

However, Mr. Dulles refused to recognize the 
real nature of the struggle and preferred to 
frighten gullible people by speaking of Com
munist activities throughout the world. It 
was not surprising that he should have resorted 
to that old fable because, whenever a movement 
for progress and national liberation arose against 
the obsolete ruling classes, the latter always 
conjured up the spectre of a threat by foreign 
Communists who, it was alleged, were attempting 
to kindle a world revolution. But only those 
who did not understand that the upheavals 
brought about by popular movements alway.s 
led to the victory of the people, talked of the 
influence of foreign instigators who were fomenting 
revolution. 

Mr. J. V. Stalin in his remarkable book On 
Dialectical and Historical Materialism had written: 
"' Having developed on the basis of new tasks 
resulting from the development of the material 
life {)f society, the new social ideas and theories 
advance, become popular among the vast masses, 
mobilize them, organize them against the dying 
forces of society, thus facilitating the overthrow 
of the dying forces of society which are hindering 
the development of material life of society ... 
New social ideas develop on the ba.sis of a conflict 
between the new productive forces and the old 
relations of production, on the basis of the new 
economic wants of society, these ideas organize 
.and mobilize the masses, the masses unite into 
.a new political army, create a new revolutionary 
power and make use of this power w abolish 
by force the old forms in the fi eld of relations 
of production and · establish new forms. This 
is the law of social evolution ". 

That was what had happened in the seventeenth 
century in England with Cromwell, and in the 
eighteenth century with the creation {)f the 
United States {)f America and the great French 
revolution. The same was happening at the 
present time in Greece. 

The tragedy of Greece could not be considered 
as an isolated case. It was part of an .inter
national complex which governed present-day 
elations among States. The situation in Greece 

moyen de !'aide de Gouvernements etrangers, et 
de leur desir d'etablir une domination sovietique 
sur le monde. En prenant cette position, M. Dulles 
tente d'accrediter une fable sans fondement 
pour mieux cacher les essais de domination du 
capitalismeamericain; il repete une vieillerengaine 
car, des 1945, ne pretendait-on pas deja que le 
mouvement de liberation grec etait forme par une 
poignee d'extremistes aides par des communistes 
etrangers ? La seule difference est qu'actuellement 
on accuse en outre des Gouvernements etrangers. 
Cependant, cette calomnie fut refutee lors de 
I' examen de la question grecque par le Conseil 
de securite, a Londres, en 1946, ou il fut etabli 
que le mouvement democratique etait un mouw:
ment de liberation nationale. Et en 1947, a la 
Premiere Commission, M. Spaak n'expliqua-t-il 
pas egalement les difficultes de la Grece comme 
le resultat de dissensions entre groupes internes ? 

Mais M. Dulles ne veut pas reconnaltre le 
caractere de cette lutte et prefere effrayer les 
cn\dules en parlant de la lutte que menent les 
communistes dans le monde. n n'est pas etonnant 
qu'il ait recours a cette vieille fable car, chaque 
fois qu'un mouvcment de progres et de liberation 
nationale contre des classes dirigeantes vieillies 
se fait jour, celles-ci ont toujours recours au 
spectre de la menace des communistes etrangers 
qui allumeraient, selon eux, le flambeau de la 
revolution mondiale. Mais .seuls ceux qui ne 
comprennent pas que les bouleversements declen
ches par des mouvements populaires amenent 
toujours la victoire du peuple, parlent de l'influence 
d'instigateurs etrangers poussant a la revolution. 

M. J. V. Staline, dans son livre remarquable 
intitule Materialisme dialectique et historique, a 
ecrit: « Apres s'etre developpees par suite des 
taches nouvelles resultant du developpement de Ia 
vie materielle de la societe, les nouvelles idees et les 
nouvelles theories sociales progressent, penetrent 
peu a peu la masse du peuple, la mobilisent et 
l'organisent contre les forces mourantes de la 
societe, facilitant ainsi !'abolition de ces forces 
qui empechent le developpement de la vie mate
rielle de la societe ... Les nouvelles idees sociales 
na.issent du conflit entre les nouvelles forces 
productrices et les vieilles relations existant dans 
le domaine de la production, et des nouveaux 
besoins economiques de Ja societe. Ces idees 
organisent et mobilisent les masses, les masses 
s'unissent pour constituer une nouvelle armee 
politique, creent nne nouvelle puissance revolu
tionnaire et utilisent cette puissance pour .abolir 
par la force les vieilles formules existant dans le 
domaine des relations de production, et pour 
etablir une formule nouvelle. Telle est la loi de 
I' evolution sociale )). 

Ainsi en fut-il au dix-septieme siec1e en Angle
terre avec Cromwell, et au dix-huitieme siecle 
avec la creation des Etats-Unis d'Amerique et 
la grande revolution fran<;aise. Ainsi ·CD est-il 
aujourd'hui en Grece. 

Le drame de la Grece ne peut etre etudie comme 
un cas isole. Elle fait partie d'un complexe 
international ·qui determine les relations actuelles 
entre £tats. La situation .grecque est due a 
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was the result of the interference of the United 
States and others in the internal affairs of Greece 
in conformity with the policy of world domination 
they had pursued since the end of the war, a 
policy which consisted above all in relying on 
the reactionary groups in various countries ; 
and it was also the first result of the struggle in 
Greece itself between the new forces of social 
progress and the out-of-date reactionary forces. 

The popular and national character of the 
Greek resistance movement was illustrated by 
the frightful number of its casualties. Tens of 
thousands of patriots had been deported to 
islands in the Aegean Sea or shot. 

There was an increasing amount of evidence 
to prove Anglo-American interference in Greece. 
Mr. McNeil had recently said that his Goverment 
had strategic interests in Greece. It was inter
esting to compare that admission with Mr. 
Bevin 's statement in 1946 that the United 
Kingdom kept troops in Greece only to maintain 
what was called law and order. To have strategic 
interests in Greece meant to maintain an army 
there which interfered directly in the internal 
affairs of the country. However, was it the 
purpose of the United Nations to protect the 
strategic interests of certain countries or to 
promote peace and co-operation among States ? 
The Greek people would be able to restore order 
in the country only after the evacuation of 
British troops and United States civil servants ; 
it was not for those who interfered in Greek 
internal affairs for strategic reasons to accuse 
other States. On the contrary, it was they 
themselves who should be condemned. 

Events in Greece did not arise from the activity 
of a small band of extremists, but represented 
the struggle of the immense majority of the 
people against a Government which remained 
in power only through terror, repression and 
murder. Mr. Porter, former head of the United 
States Economic Mission to Greece, had openly 
stated, the previous year, that the Greek Govern
ment wished to use foreign aid to maintain a 
clique of bankers and merchants in power. 
That clique, hated by the Greek people, was 
ready to sell its country to the highest bidder. 

He then quoted a number of statements from 
the Greek press proving that the United States, 
was interfering in the internal affairs of Greece 
He emphasized that it was not the United States 
Government, but the Greek people themselves, 
who should be masters of their destiny. 

On 1 May 1948, the newspaper Virna had 
published a statement by Greek deputies to the 
effect that if the Greek Parliament did not 
ratify the February 1948 agreement concerning 
" American aid " within ten days, the United 
States would abandon Greece. Speaking of 
United States interference in Greece, a deputy 
stated on 2 June 1948 in the Greek Parliament 
that those who provided the funds were no 
doubt entitled to know how they were spent, 
but not to force the resignation of Greek Ministers. 
The right-wing newspaper Ethnikos Kiriks wrote 
that if the United States demanded the resig-

!'ingerence des Etats-Unis, entre autres, dans les 
affaires interieures de la Grece, conformement a 
la politique de domination mondiale qu'ils ont 
poursuivie depuis la fin de la guerre, politique 
consistant avant tout a s'appuyer sur les groupes 
reactionnaires de differents pays. Cette situation 
est due, en premier lieu, a la lutte entre les forces 
nouvelles de progres social en Grece meme contre 
les forces reactionnaires surannees. 

Le caractere populaire et national du mou
vement de resistance grec est demontre par 
le chiffre t errible de ses martyrs. Des dizaines de 
milliers de patriotes ont ete deportes dans les 
iles de la mer Egee ou fusilles. 

Des faits de plus en plus nombreux prouvent 
l'ingerence anglo-americaine en Grece. M. McNeil 
n'a-t-il pas declare recemment que son Gouver
nement avait des interets strategiques en Grece? 
II est interessant de rapprocher cet aveu des 
declarations fait es par M. Bevin, en 1946, selon 
lesquelles la Grande-Bretagne n'avait d'autre 
interet de maintenir des forces en Grece que 
celui d'assurer le maintien d'un pretendu ordre 
dans ce pays. A voir des interets strategiques 
en Grece, cela veut dire maintenir une armee qui 
intervient directement dans les affaires interieures 
de la Grece. Mais !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
existe-t-elle pour proteger les interets strate
giques de certains pays ou pour faire regner Ia 
paix et Ia cooperation entre Etats ? Ce n'est 
qu'apres !'evacuation des troupes britanniques 
et des fonctionnaires des Etats-Unis que le peuple 
grec pourra retablir l'ordre interieur et ce n'est 
pas a ceux qui interviennent dans Ies affaires 
interieures de Ja Grece pour des raisons strate
giques d'accuser d'autres Etats. Au contraire, 
ce sont eux qui devraient etre juges. 

Les evenements en Grece ne sont pas le fait 
d'une petite bande d'extremistes mais repre
sentent Ia lutte du peuple dans son immense 
majorite contre le Gouvernement qui se maintient 
au pouvoir par la terreur, la repression et les 
assassinats. M. Porter, ex-chef de Ia mission 
economique des Etats-Unis en Grece, n'a-t-il pas 
declare, l'annee derniere, que le Gouvernement 
grec tient a profiter de l'aide etrangere pour 
maintenir au pouvoir une clique de banquiers 
et de commer~ants ? Cette clique, hai'e par le 
peuple grec, est prete a vend.re son pays au 
plus offrant. 

L'orateur passe alors en revue une serie de 
declarations reproduites dans la presse grecque, 
prouvant !'ingerence des Etats-Unis dans les 
affaires interieures de la Grece. II souligne, en 
J>assant, que ce n'est pas Ie Gouvernement des 
:Etats-Unis qui devrait etre maitre du sort du 
peuple grec mais le peuple grec lui-meme. 

Le journal Virna du 1er mai 1948 a publie une 
declaration de deputes grecs faisant apparaftre 
que, si !'accord de fevrier 1948 concernant 
(( l'aide americaine )) n'etait pas ratifie dans les 
dix jours par le Parlement grec, les Etats-Unis 
abandonneraient la Grece. Un depute, parlant 
de !'ingerence americaine en Grece, declara: 
le 2 juin 1948, au Parlement grec que ceux qm 
donnent de !'argent ont sans doute le droit de 
savoir comment il est depense, mais n'ont certes 
pas le droit de faire d~mission~er de~ ~inis~res 
grecs. Le journal de dr01te. Ethnzkos Km.ks .estune 
que, si les Etats-Unis exigent la demiSsiOn de 
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nation of 15,000 Greek civil servants, nothing 
would prevent it from demanding that of the 
354 Deputies of the Greek Parliament as well. 
Mr. Porter had said in July 1948 that the dissen
sions among the Greek people had been increased 
by President Truman's policy. The latter had 
noted in February 1948 that Greek production 
was lower than that of the previous year and 
admitted that the situation was grave. How 
could those statements be reconciled with Mr. 
Dulles' recent assertions in the Committee that 
Greece was heading towards reconstruction and 
stability ? The United States paper United 
States News and World: Report noted that United 
States expenditure in Greece on armaments and 
munitions amounted to 800 million dollars 
which represented 8,600 dollars for every Greek 
partisan, or more than double the yearly amount 
necessary for the upkeep of a United States 
soldier. In those circumstances, the assertion 
of the United Kingdom and United States 
representatives that the situation in Greece 
merely amounted to the insurrection of a band 
of extremists to overthrow the existing regime 
appeared ridiculous. 

Mr. Dulles had stated that the foreign policy 
of the United States has been to try to solve 
international problems by pacific means, but 
that one single nation, namely the USSR, had 
opposed those efforts. Was it not then surprising 
that, unlike the United States, the USSR was 
withdrawing its troops from Korea, that it had 
no troops in foreign territory, that it was building 
no air or naval bases on foreign soil and that 
it was not trying to encircle other States with 
a network of military bases ? In those circum
stances, what was the State which constituted 
a threat to peace ? Was it the United States 
or the USSR? 

The four-Power draft resolution (AJC.1/352) 
was unacceptable, for it would tend to strengthen 
United States domination oveJ the world and to 
settle the Greek question by foreign inter
vention imposed by force. It would be a 
disgrace for the United Nations if that 
resolution were adopted. 

That was the situation in Greece. The entire 
life of Greece was under the control of the United 
States Mission. It actually approved the national 
budget, determined the number of Government 
employees, urged the Government to introduce 
taxes, even established the prices for streetcar 
fares. Greece of today did not belong to itself ; 
it should belong to the Greek people. It was now 
converted into a colony of the United States ; 
it should be re-established as an independent, 
sovereign State. Representatives of the United 
States at the present time openly governed the 
external and internal policy of Greece ; Greece 
should be governed by representatives of the 
Greek people. Such was the situation and such 
were the means of remedying it ; in the light 
of these considerations the First Committee 
should draw up its proposals and measures 
for the adoption by the General Assembly. 

The USSR delegation would submit a resolution 
recommending that the Greek Government should 
refrain from racial discrimination against the 

15.000 fonctionnaires grecs, rien ne les empechera 
d'exiger en meme temps celle des 354 deputes du 
Parlement grec. M. Porter declara, en juillet 1948, 
que les divergences qui regnent au sein du peuple 
grec ont ete accentuees par la politique du Pre
sident Truman. Ce dernier a constate, en 
fevrier 1948, que la production grecque etait 
inferieure a celle de l'annee precedente et a 
reconnu que la situation etait critique. Comment 
concilier ces declarations avec les affirmations 
proferees recemment ici meme par M. Dulles, 
d'apres lesquelles la Grece est entree dans la voie 
de la reconstruction et de la stabilite ? Le journal 
americain United States News and World Report 
constate que les depenses en armements et 
munitions des Etats-Unis en Grece s'elevent 
a 800 millions de dollars, ce qui correspond 
a 8.600 dollars par partisan grec, soit a plus du 
double du montant necessaire a l'entretien 
annuel d'un soldat des Etats-Unis. Dans ces 
conditions, les explications donnees par les 
representants du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis, 
selon lesquelles !'affaire grecque se reduit a une 
insurrection d'une bande d'extremistes pour 
renverser l'ordre etabli, apparaissent sous un 
jour ridicule. 

M. Dulles a declare que la politique etrangere 
des Etats-Unis consistait a tenter de resoudre 
pacifiquement les problemes internationaux, mais 
qu'une seule nation, c'est-a-dire l'URSS, s'opposait 
a ces efforts. Mais n'est-il pas etonnant que, 
contrairement aux Etats-Unis, l'URSS evacue 
ses troupes de Coree, que l'URSS n'ait aucune 
troupe stationnee en territoire etranger, que 
l'URSS ne construise aucune base aerienne ou 
navale en territoire etranger, que l'URSS n'essaie 
pas d'encercler d'autres :Etats par un reseau de 
bases militaires ? Dans ces conditions, quel Etat 
constitue une menace a la paix ? Sont-ce les 
Etats-Unis ou l'URSS ? 

Le projet de resolution des quatre Puissances 
(A/C.l/352) est inacceptable car il tendrait a ren
forcer la domination des Etats-Unis sur le monde 
et a regler la question grecque par une intervention 
etrangere imposee par la force. S'il etait adopte, 
ce serait une honte pour !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

La situation en Grece est la suivante. Toute 
la vie de la Grece est sous le controle de la mission 
americaine. Cette mission approuve en fait le 
budget national, determine le nombre des fonction
naires du Gouvernement, fait adopter par le 
Gouvernement de nouveaux impots et decide 
meme du tarif des tramways. Aujourd'hui la 
Grece ne s'appartient plus et elle devrait appar
tenir au peuple grec. Elle est maintenant devenue 
une colonie des Etats-Unis et il faut qu'elle 
redevienne un Etat independant et souverain. 

A l'heure actuelle, des representants des Etats
Unis determinent ouvertement ce que doit etre 
Ia politique exterieure et interieure de la Grece ; 
il faut que la Grece soit gouvernee par des repre
sentants du peuple grec. Telle est la situation 
et voila ce qu'il faut faire pour y remedier ; c'est 
en s'inspirant de ces idees que la Premiere Commis
sion doit presenter les propositions et etablir 
Ies mesures a adopter par I' Assemblee generale. 

La delegation de l'URSS presentera une propo
sition recommandant, d'une part, au Gouver
nement grec de ne pas pratiquer de discrimination 
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Macedonians and the Albanians residing in its 
territory, and asking Greece, Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia to sign new conventions or to 
renew existing conventions for the settlement of 
frontier incidents, and also to create favourable 
conditions for the settlement of the refugee 
problem. The resolution would also recommend 
to the General Assembly the establishment of 
normal diplomatic relations, the withdrawal 
of foreign forces stationed in Greece and the 
termination of the activities of the present 
United Nations Committee on the Balkans. He 
expressed the hope that the resolution would 
be supported by all impartial States which 
wished to restore peace and security in the 
Balkans. 

Mr. MuNIZ (Brazil) reminded the Committee 
that his Government had sent a delegation to 
the Special Committee on the Balkans as evidence 
of its solidarity with one of its members whose 
political independance and territorial integrity 
were being threatened. By participating in the 
two United Nations commissions on the Balkans, 
Brazil had spared no effort to ensure that Greece 
would recover, and march forward along the 
path of reconstruction. 

The Charter of the United Nations stated quite 
clearly the principles of the political independence 
and territorial integrity of States, the right 
of nations to existence, and non-interference in 
the internal affairs of other States. 

Referring to the charges brought by the 
Yugoslav representative against Greece which 
were based on extracts from the Greek Press, he 
pointed out that the Yugoslav representative 
had thus indirectly shown that democratic 
institutions were still alive in Greece, which 
was not perhaps the case in some other countries. 

The internal difficulties of Greece were the 
result of a rebellion encouraged from abroad. 
The Communists, however, had not attained 
their object, for the world refused to submit 
to the use of force. The Security Council and 
the General Assembly had adopted a procedure 
for conciliation in setting up the two commissions 
of enquiry to establish the facts and to make 
conciliation possible. In carrying out that task 
those two bodies, which might serve as an example, 
had encountered the stubborn obstruction of 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. Nevertheless, 
their failure had been only partial, for the cause 
of freedom had been defended and they had 
helped to reduce the number of fronti er violations. 
To abandon today the road taken during the 
past year would be to yield to those who 
had refused to respect the decisions of the 
General Assembly. The Brazilian delegation 
would accordingly support the joint draft reso
lution submitted by China, France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) stated that certain 
:.;peakers had not kept within the limits of the 
agenda and had, in long digressions, quoted 
extensively from the Greek Press of Athens 
and the provinces. For the report of the Special 
Committee those speakers had wished to substitute 
their own conception of the truth on the Greek 

• raciale a I' egard des Macedoniens et des Albanais 
residant sur son territoire et, d'autre part, a Ia 
Grece, a l'Albanie, Ia Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie, 
de signer de nouvelles conventions ou de renou
veler les anciennes pour le reglement des incidents 
de frontiere, et de creer des conditions favorables 
a la solution du probleme des refugies. Cette 
resolution recommandera en meme temps a 
l'Assemblee generale l'etablissement de relations 
diplomatiques normales, !'evacuation des forces 
etrangeres stationnees en Grece et la fin des 
activites de la presente Commission des Nations 
Unies dans les Balkans. M. Vychinsky exprime 
l'espoir que cette resolution sera appuyee par 
tous les :Etats impartiaux qui desirent retablir 
Ia paix et la securite dans les Balkans. 

M. MuNIZ (Bresil) rappelle que son Gouver
nement a envoye une delegation a la Commission 
speciale pour les Balkans dans un desir de salida
rite pour un des Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, menace dans son independance 
politique et son integrite territoriale. Le Bresil, 
en participant aux deux commissions successives 
des Nations Unies dans les Balkans, n'a epargne 
aucun effort pour que la Grece puisse se relever 
dans la voie de la reconstruction. 

La Charte des Nations Unies etablit tres 
clairement le principe de l'independance poli
tique et de l'integrite territoriale des Etats, du 
droit des peuples a !'existence et de Ia non
ingerence dans la vie interieure des autres Etats. 

Faisant allusion au requisitoire du representant 
de Ia Yougoslavie contre Ja Grece, base sur des 
extraits de la presse grecque, l' orateur fait 
remarquer que le representant de la Yougoslavie 
a ainsi etabli indirectement que les institutions 
democratiques fonctionnent toujours en Grece. 
ce qui n'est peut-etre pas le cas dans d'autres 
Etats. 

Les difficultes interieures de la Grece resultent 
de !'insurrection encouragee de l'etranger. 
Cependant, les communistes n'ont pas atteint 
leur but car le monde refuse de s'incliner devant 
le recours a Ia force. Le Conseil de securite et 
l'Assemblee generale ont adopte une procedure 
de conciliation en creant deux commissions 
d'enquete chargees d'etablir les faits et d'off~ir 
une possibilite de conciliation. Ces deux Comnus
sions, qui peuvent servir d'exemple, se sont 
heurtees cependant dans leur mission a !'obstruc
tion obstinee de l'Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de la 
Yougoslavie. Toutefois, leur echec n'est que 
partie!, car la cause de la liberte a ete defendue 
et elles ont contribue a diminuer les violations 
de frontiere. Abandonner aujourd'hui la voie 
suivie l'annee derniere serait s'incliner devant 
ceux qui se refusent a tenir compte des. decisi?~s 
de l'Assernblee generale. C'est pourquo1 la d~le
gation du Bresil appuiera Ie projet de resolutwn 
presente en commun par la Chine, la France, 
le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) constate que certains 
orateurs n'ont pas respecte les limites .assig?ees 
par 1' ordre du jour, et dans de longues d1gress~ons 
ont abondamment cite la presse grecque d'At~e~es 
et de la province. Au rapport de la C~mmission 
speciale, ces orateurs ont voulu substlt~er leur 
propre verite sur la question grecque, mais quelle 
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qu~stion. What could be a clearer proof of 
gmlt than Yugoslavia's contempt of the Charter 
in refusing to abide by the conclusions reached 
by an international enquiry, and the formal 
statements made in December 1946, in the case 
of Albania and Bulgaria ? 

'V ould it be beneath the dignity of the northern 
neighbours of Greece to submit to an international 
enquiry ? Since 1907, however, when Tsarist 
Russia had agreed that an enquiry might be 
made into the Dogger Bank incident, great 
Powers and proud countries, jealous for their 
independence, had not considered such a procedure 
incompatible with their national sovereignty. 
In fact, in the case of Albania, Bulgaria and 
Yugoslavia, those countries knew that an im
partial body could not but throw light into their 
culpable actions. Undoubtedly the majority 
idea had been subjected to severe criticism. 
But though a majority did not necessarily 
provide a criterion of truth, neither was truth 
always on the side of the minority. In any case 
it "\vas more likely to be found with the majority. 
The verdict of the international conscience 
should therefore be accepted. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had denied that the Special 
Committee had the right to make certain 
enquiries. The fact was, ho.wever, that the 
resolution of 21 October 1947, while inviting 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia to do nothing 
to aid the guerrillas fighting in Greece, also 
asked the Special Committee to observe how 
far the parties complied with the recommend
ations made to: them. How could a watch 
be kept on a frontier 800 miles long unless 
observers were sent to the spot ? That was the 
reason for the Special Committee's decision of 
26 November 1947 (A/AC.16/SR. 4) to set up 
groups of observers and the objection of one 
of the members of the Committee could of course 
in no way impair its legal validity. 

The minority, it was true, gave a different 
interpretation to the Greek problem which, it 
was alleged, was due to bad internal adminis
tration and Anglo-American intervention. That 
was the account given by the Yugoslav represen
tative, who had drawn a very black picture of 
the Greek Government's administration. Unfor
tunately Mr. Behler had gone no further back 
than the date when the United Kingdom and the 
United States first gave aid to Greece. Before 
those events, during the war, the Greek Com
munist Party had organized itself on a military 
basis with the aim of setting up a Soviet republic 
in Greece. With that object in view it had 
concluded an agreement with the Bulgarian 
Communist Party. Three soviet Socialist repub
lics were to be created in the Balkans ; the 
Soviet Socialist Republic of Greece, that of 
l\llacedonia and that of Serbia. 

The Greek Communist party had gone even 
further : it had had dealings with the occupying 
Power. In a military agreement signed on 1 Sep
tember 1944 between the representatives of the 
German High Command and the Greek Com
munists, ELAS undertook not to hamper the 
retreat of the German troops. In return the 

preuve plus claire de culpabilite que ce refus de 
s'en tenir aux conclusions d'une enquete interna
tionale, au mepris de la Charte, en ce qui concerne 
la Yougoslavie, et de declarations formelles faites 
en decembre 1946, dans le cas de l'Albanie et 
de la Bulgarie ? 

Serait-il indigne des voisins du nord de la 
Grece de se soumettre a une enquete interna
tionale? Mais depuis 1907, date a laquelle la 
Russie des tsars a admis qu'une enquete eut lieu 
sur l'affaire du Dogger Bank, de gran des Puissances 
et des pays pleins de fierte et jaloux de leur 
independance n'ont pas considere que cette 
procedure flit incompatible avec leur souve
rainete nationa1e. En realite, dans le cas de 1' AI
banie, de la Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie, ces 
pays savaient qu'il etait impossible qu'un orga
nisme impartial ne fit pas la lumiere sur leurs 
agissements coupables. Sans doute, le concept 
de majorite a-t-il ete soumis a une critique severe. 
Mais si la majorite n'est pas necessairement le 
critere du vrai, la verite n'est pas non plus !'apa
nage de la minorite. II y a, en tout cas, plus de 
chance que la verite se trouve du cote de la 
majorite. Mieux vaut done se soumettre au verdict 
de la conscience internationale. 

M. Vychinsky a denie a la Commission Speciale 
le droit de proceder a certaines enquetes. Mais 
le fait est que la resolution du 21 octobre 1947, 
en meme temps qu'elle invitait l'Albanie, la 
Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie a ne rien faire qui 
put aider les francs-tireurs combattant en Grece, 
chargeait la Commission speciale d'observer dans 
queUe mesure les parties se conformeraient aux 
recommandations qui leur etaient faites. Or, 
comment surveiller une frontiere de 800 milles 
sans depecher des observateurs ? Ainsi s'explique 
la decision de la Commission speciale du 
26 novembre 1947 (A/AC.16JSR.4) relative a 
la creation de groupes d'observation, decision 
a laquelle !'opposition d'un seul des membres 
de la Commission ne pouvait naturellement 
rien enlever de sa valeur juridique. 

La minorite donne, il est vrai, une autre inter
pretation du probleme grec, qui serait ne d'une 
mauvaise administration interieure et de !'inter
vention anglo-americaine : c'est la version presen
tee par le representant de la Yougoslavie, qui a 
esquisse un tableau tres sombre de I' administration 
du Gouvernement grec. Par malheur, M. Behler 
n'est pas remonte plus loin que la date a laquelle 
les Britanniques et les Americains ont apporte leur 
aide a la Grece. Or, anterieurement a ces 
evenements, Ie parti communiste grec s'etait, au 
cours des hostilites, organise militairement, dans 
le but d'instituer une republique sovietique 
grecque. A ces fins, il conclut un accord avec le 
parti communiste bulgare. Trois republiques 
socialistes sovietiques devaient etre creees dans 
les Balkans ; RSS de Grece, RSS de Macedoine 
et RSS de Serbie. 

Le parti communiste grec a meme ete plus 
loin : il a traite avec l'occupant. Par l'accord 
militaire passe le 1 er septembre 1944 entre les 
representants du haut commandement allemand 
et des communistes grecs, l'ELAS s'est engage a 
ne pas entraver la retraite des troupes allema~de;. 
En retour, la ville de Salonique devait etre hvree 
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town of Salonika was to be handed over to the 
ELAS reserve troops and the EAM. 

In December 1944 the Communists had laun
ched their final attack on the Greek State. 
It was then that the drama of intervention by 
Greece's northern neighbours had begun. Greek 
Communists who had taken refuge in those 
countries were given succour and support there, 
and afterwards returned to Greece to pursue 
their nefarious activities. It was undeniable 
that Greece, like many other countries, had her 
internal difficulties caused by the social tension 
which was the legacy of the war and its attendant 
complications and devastation. But foreign inter
ference was at the root of the Greek problem. 

The conclusions of the Special Committee 
were now before the First Committee. Mr. Vysh
insky had tried to ridicule that international 
investigation ; but the Special Committee had 
not only heard hundreds of witnesses ; it had 
engaged in direct observation and, among other 
investigations, it had conducted radio direction
finder tests of broadcasts transmitted from Albania 
Bulgarian and Yugoslav sources on 1 and 23 
April 1948. Following those investigations, it 
had adopted a resolution on 25 May 1948 (A/AC. 
16/265) which had in the first place established 
that the radio station of the Greek partisans was 
in fact located on Yugoslav territory, not far from 
Belgrade ; secondly, characterized the radio 
bulletins transmitted by that station as an encour
agement to the Greek partisans and an incitement 
of the population to rebellion ; thirdly, stated 
that those facts should be considered in the light 
of the resolution of 21 October 1947, which called 
upon Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia to do 
nothing which could furnish aid and assistance 
to Greek snipers. 

Deliveries of arms were another essential aspect 
of the aid given to the rebels from abroad. 
According to the Varkiza agreement, 41,800 rifles 
had been handed over by the Greek Communists. 
It was interesting to recall that figure in con
nexion with the 63,300 rifles seized by the Greek 
Government army in a few months of fighting 
against the rebels. In view of the fact that 
Greece had no large industries, still less a war 
industry, there could be no doubt of the origin 
of the weapons in possession of the snipers. 

Yugoslavia and the USSR had stressed the 
dispersed character of the centres of insurrection 
in the attempt to deduce from that fact that the 
rebellion was a spontaneous movement excluding 
any possibility of foreign interference. However, 
it was unfortunately only too easy for Greece's 
neighbours to sow trouble in a mountainous 
country, where communications left much to be 
desired. Additional factors were the length of 
the Greek coastline and other possibilities result
ing from modern methods of warfare. Finally, 
to disprove whatever validity was left in the 
theory that the Greek problem was of domestic 
origin, it was enough to make the following 
observation : why did the countries bordering 
on Greece not announce that they had taken the 
necessary measures to ensure that bands of ter-

aux troupes de reserve de l'ELAS et a l'EAM. 

En decembre 1944, les communistes Jan<_;aient 
leur assaut final contre J'Etat grec. Alors commen
<;ait le drame de !'intervention des voisins du nord 
de la Grece : refugies dans ces pays, les commu
nistes grecs y trouvaient reconfort et appui, puis 
revenaient en Grece poursuivre leurs activites 
nefastes. Il est indeniable que la Grece, comme 
tant d'autres pays, a ses difficultes interieures, 
nees de la tension sociale qu'a amenee la guerre, 
avec son cortege de miseres et de ruines, mais 
c' est !'ingerence etrangere qui est le namd du 
probleme grec. 

La premiere Commission est maintenant saisie 
des conclusions de la Commission speciale, 
M. Vychinsky a tente de tourner en derision 
cette enquete internationale. Mais la Commission 
speciale ne s'est pas contentee d'entendre des 
centaines de temoins, elle a procede a des observa
tions directes ; entre autres facteurs sur lesquels 
Ia lumiere a ete faite, les emissions radiopho
niques, d'origine albanaise, bulgare et yougoslave, 
ont ete l'objet d'un reperage radio-goniometrique 
les 1 er et 23 avril 1948. A 1a suite de ces obser
vations, la Commission speciale adoptait, le 25 mai 
1948, une resolution (A/AC.16j265) selon laquelle, 
en premier lieu, il etait etabli que le poste radio
phonique des partisans grecs etait, en realite, 
etabli en territoire yougoslave, non loin de 
Belgrade ; en deuxieme lieu, que les bulletins 
radiophoniques de ce poste etaient caracterises 
comme constituant un encouragement aux 
partisans grecs et un appel au soulevement de la 
population ; en troisieme lieu, la Commission 
Speciale declarait que CeS faits devaient etre 
consideres a la lumiere de Ia resolution du 
21 octobre 1947, selon laquelle les pays voisins 
de la Grece devaient s'abstenir d'aider en aucune 
maniere les francs-tireurs grecs. 

Un autre aspect essentiel de l'aide apportee 
aux rebelles par l'etranger reside dans les envois 
d'armes. Selon !'accord de Varkiza, 41.800 fusils 
furent livres par les communistes grecs. II est 
interessant de rapprocher ce chiffre du nombre de 
63.300 fusils dont l'armee hellenique s'est emparee 
en quelques mois de lutte contre Ies rebelles. 
Comme Ia Grece ne dispose pas d'une industrie 
importante ni encore bien moins d'une industrie 
de guerre, aucun doute ne peut subsister sur Ia 
provenance des armes dont disposent les francs
tireurs. 

La Yougoslavie et l'URSS ont beaucoup 
insiste sur la dispersion geographique des foyers 
d'insurrection. Elles ont cru pouvoir en conclure 
qu'il s'agissait la d'une action spontanee excluant 
toute immixtion etrangere. Mais il n'est malheu
reusement que trop aise pour les voisins de Ia 
Grece de semer le trouble dans un pays monta
gneux, ou les communications laissent a ctesirer. 
A cela s'ajoutent la longueur des cotes et les 
possibilites nouvelles qui resultent des moyens 
de guerre modernes. Au surplus, pour disposer 
de ce qui reste de serieux a la these de l' origine 
interne du probleme grec, il suffit de presenter 
l' observation suivante : pourquoi les pays voisins 
de la Grece n'annoncent-ils pas qu'ils ont pris 
les mesures necessaires pour que les bandes de 
terroristes ne traversent pas impunement leurs 
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r~rists would not cross their frontiers with impu
mty, and that they were prepared to permit 
international observers to satisfy themselves that 
those measures were effectively implemented ? 
If that was done, it would soon be seen whether 
the Greek problem would exist much longer. 

As regards the alleged selfish designs of the 
United Kingdom and the United States and their 
intentions to crush the Greek people, it might 
be useful to recall that the troops of those two 
States had come to Greece on the request and with 
the consent of various Greek Governments, one 
of which had included ministers of the extreme 
Left, such as Mr. Porphyrogenis. The favour
able response made to that request by Greece 
had been an example of international solidarity, 
as the representative of El Salvador had pointed 
out. 

\Vhat was the exact nature of the aid given 
by the United States ? Since the liberation of 
Greece, United States assistance had amounted 
to 836 million dollars, while Greece's public 
debt, since the foundation of the kingdom until 
:\fay 1940, amounted to only 390 million dollars. 
Of those 836 million dollars, 146 million dollars 
represented the military support granted under 
the Truman Plan ; 350 millions represented 
UNRRA aid, 40 millions represented similar 
aid given after UNRRA had ceased to exist ; 
lastly, 300 million dollars had gone to assistance 
given for reconstruction purposes up to 30 June 
1948, including 1,800 kilometres of highways, 
docks, ports, railways, tunnels, reconstruction 
of the Corinth Canal and the reclaiming of 
hundreds of thousands of hectares of land. 
Moreover, the military aid itself, amounting to 
146 million dollars was no way illegitimate, 
unless it was held that international bandits 
should be allowed to operate with impunity. 
The fury of the attack launched by a certain 
delegation might be nothing but the expression 
of ill-concealed envy. 

\Vhat had the Americans asked for in exchange 
for their extensive aid to Greece ? If the 
agreements reached were scrutinized closely, 
it would be seen that they had claimed nothing 
unusual ; moreover, those agreements were limited 
both in time and in the scope of their provisions. 
Greece had been asked to put her finances in 
order, not to employ for other purposes the aid 
given for the country's reconstruction, and to 
grant free enjoyment of their rights to the 
industrial firms of all countries of the world : 
in short, to respect the principle of economic 
liberty, an ideal from which all countries might 
well draw inspiration. Certain injurious remarks 
had been made, but a country like Greece did 
not part with her independence ; her history, 
both ancient and modern, made short work of 
such allegations. In speaking of democracy, 
it should not be forgotten that the elections 
in Greece had taken place openly and that all 
the parties wishing to present their candidates 
had been able to do so. Moreover, foreign 
observers had supervised the campaign and the 
actual elections. In the Chamber of Deputies, 
the leaders of all parties were free to attack 

frontieres et que, en outre, ils sont prets a accepter 
que les observatet~rs internationaux s'assurent 
de la mise a execution de ces dispositions ? On 
verra bien alors si le probleme grec durera encore 
longtemps. 

En ce qui concerne les pretendus desseins 
egoYstes du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis et 
leur volonte d'ecraser le peuple grec, il n'est 
peut-etre pas ~nutile de rappeler que les troupes 
de ces deux Etats sont venues en Grece sur la 
demande et avec le consentement repete de 
differents Gouvernements grecs, dont l'un 
comprenait des ministres d'extreme gauche tels 
que M. Porphyrogenis. L'accueil favorable qui a 
ete reserve a cette requete de la Grece a constitue 
un excmple de solidarite internationale, comme 
l'a fait ressortir le representant du Salvador. 

Mais quelle est la nature exacte de l'aide 
apportee par les Etats-Unis ? Cenx-ci, depuis la 
liberation de la Grece, ont accorde a la Grece 
une aide qui represente 836 millions de dollars, 
alors que la dette publique de la Grece, depuis la 
fondation du royaume jusqu'en mai 1940, ne 
representait que 390 millions de dollars. Sur ces 
836 millions, 146 millions represent ent l'appui 
militaire accorde en application du plan Truman, 
350 millions de dollars representent I' aide apportee 
par l'UNRRA, 40 millions de dollars l'aide de 
meme nature accordee lorsque l'UNRRA eut 
cesse d'exister ; enfin le concours apporte, dans 
le domaine de la reconstruction, jusqu'au 
30 juin 1948, se chiffre par 300 millions de dollars 
qui ont servi a la construction de 1.800 kilo
metres de routes, de quais, de ports, de chemins 
de fer, de tunnels, aux travaux du canal de 
Corinthe, a la bonification de centaines de milliers 
d'hectares. Au surplus, l'aide militaire elle-meme 
(146 millions de dollars) n'a aucun caractere 
illicite, a moins que I' on n'admette que ]es brigands 
internationaux devraient etre autorises a operer 
impunement. D'ailleurs, l'aigreur des attaques 
declenchees par une certaine delegation ne 
represente peut-etre que !'expression d'une 
jalousie mal dissimuJee. 

Qu' ont done demande les Americains en echange 
de I'aide considerable apportee a la Grece ? Rien 
d'insolite si I' on considere de plus pres les accords 
intervenus, qui sont d'ailleurs limites dans le 
temps comme dans leurs dispositions. II a ete 
demande a la Grece qu'elle mit ses finances en 
ordre, qu'elle n'utilisat pas a d'autres fins !'aide 
accordee pour la reconstruction du pays, qu'elle 
accordat la libre jouissance de leurs droits aux 
firmes industrielles de tons les pays du monde, 
en bref qu'elle respectat cette liberte economique 
qui est l'ideal dont taus les pays pourraient 
utilement s'inspirer. Certaines allusions blessantes 
ant ete faites, mais un pays comme la Grece 
n'aliene pas son independance; son histoire, 
ancienne et recente, fait justice de ces allegations. 
Et si l'on parle de democratic, il ne faudrait pas 
oublier qu'en Grece des elections ont eu lieu en 
plein jour et que taus les partis qui I'ont voulu 
ant pu presenter leurs candidats. De plus, des 
observateurs etrangers ant controle la campagne 
et les operations e!ectorales. A la Chambres des 
deputes, les chefs de taus les partis peuvent 
impunement attaquer le Gouvernement,. que. la 
presse harcele sans qu'aucune sanction s01t pnse. 
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the Government, and the press criticized it with 
impunity. As to the freedom of association, 
international experts had declared that it was 
effectively ensured. 

It was true, that, by an irony of fate, Greece 
was at present being criticized by Governments, 
of whom the least that could be said was that 
their conception of democracy was somewhat 
unusual. 

Some people considered the terrible drama by 
which Greece was torn only from the point 
of view of the severe repression being imposed. 
They should not forget the 50,000 civilians 
assassinated by terrorist bands between the time 
of the liberation and 31 August 1948. In 
comparison the number of death sentences had 
been 2,600, of which only 1,500 had been carried 
out. 

Mr. Pipinelis stated that he had wished to 
mention those facts in reply to those who had 
deliberately gone beyond the scope of the problem 
on the agenda of the First Committee. The 
task of the Committee consisted in finding an 
answer to a definite question ; namely, what action 
should be taken on the flouting of a decision of 
the General Assembly by the neighbour States 
of Greece. 

The League of Nations had already had to 
deal with a particularly dangerous form of 
aggression : in article 6 of the draft convention 
of 1933 on the definition of aggressors, the 
fourth category concerned States which provided 
support to armed bands formed on their territory 
which invaded the territory of another State 
or refus2d to take all the necessary measures 
to deprive those bands of all assistance or pro
tection. On 24 July 1933, Yugoslavia, Roumania, 
Czechoslovakia and the USSR had signed a 
non-aggression pact embodying the provisions 
of the Geneva draft on the definition of aggressors. 
Moreover, the Commission of the League of 
Nations, presided over by a jurist - the late 
Mr. Politis - had taken account of the fact 
that bands of irregular troops already existed 
at that time on Yugoslav and Bulgarian territory. 

At present, new strategic conditions had 
widened the scope of the problem ; aggression 
took less and less the form of direct attack, 
but more and more that of disguised subversive 
action. Therefore, the attitude which the First 
Committee would adopt towards the dealings 
of the neighbour States of Greece would be of 
historic importance. 

In concluding his speech, Mr. Pipinelis wished 
to refer to certain allegations made by the 
representative of Yugoslavia that the Greek 
problem could be solved democratically under 
the auspices of the so-called General Markos. 
The idea had a novel flavour considering that, on 
17 May 1948, a decision of the Communist 
party of Greece had called on all members of 
the party to take up arms and resort to sabotage 
and assassination. What was the motive behind 
such a change of keart ? Beyond any doubt 
it was the rebels' inability to triumph by violence 
over the forces of order. What reply would 
Greece give to such proposals, which represented 
an attempt to achieve by cunning what had 

9uant ~ la liberte d'association, des experts 
mternahonaux ont affirme qu'elle etait efiecti
vement garantie. 

Il est vrai que l'ironie des choses veut que la 
Grece soit aujourd'hui critiquee par certains 
Gouvernements dont le moins qu'on puisse dire 
est que leur conception de la democratic est un 
peu particuliere. 

Dans le drame atroce qui dechire la Grece, on 
n'a voulu voir que la rigueur de la repression, 

1ais que l'on songe aux 50.000 civils assassines 
par les bandes terroristes entre le moment de la 
liberation et le 31 aout 1948. En regard, il y a 
eu 2.600 condamnations a mort, sur lesquelles 
1.500 seulement ont ete executees. 

M. Pipinelis indique qu'il a voulu donner ces 
quelques precisions pour n3pondre a ceux qui sont 
deliberement sortis des Iimites du probleme a 
l'ordre du jour de la Premiere Commission. Mais 
la tache de celle-ci consiste a repondre a une 
question bien precise : quelle suite faut-il donner 
a la conduite des Etats voisins de la Grece qui 
ont ignore une decision de l' Assemblee generale? 

La Societe des Nations avait eu deja a se preoc
cuper d'une forme particulierement redoutable 
d'agression : dans l'article 6 du projet de con
vention de 1933, relatif a la definition de 
l'agresseur, la quatrieme categoric visait ceux qui 
ont donne leur appui a des bandes armees qui, 
formees sur leur territoire, ont envahi un autre 
pays, ou bien qui ont refuse de prendre les mesures 
necessaires pour priver ces bandes de toute aide. 
Le 24 juillet 1933, la Yougoslavie, la Roumanie, 
la Tchecoslovaquie et l'URSS signaient un pacte 
de non-agression dans lequel se trouvaient 
incorporees les dispositions du projet genevois 
relatif a la definition de l'agresseur. D'ailleurs, 
la Commission de Ia Societe des Nations, presidee 
par le regrette juriste Politis, avait tenu compte 
du fait que des bandes d'irreguliers existaient 
deja a cette epoque en territoires yougoslave 
et bulgare. 

Aujourd'hui les nouvelles conditions strate
giques donnent au probleme toute son ampleur: 
l'agression revetira de mains en moins la forme 
d'une attaque directe mais de plus en plus Ia 
forme d'une action subversive dissimulee. Aussi 
!'attitude qu'adoptera la Premiere Commission a 
l'egard des agissements des Etats voisins de la 
Grece est-elle destinee a avoir une importance 
historique. 

M. Pipinelis declare vouloir se referer, en 
terminant, a certaines remarques qui ont ete 
faites par le representant de la Yougoslavie, 
selon lesquelles le probleme grec serait susceptible 
d'une pretendue solution democratique, sous les 
auspices du soi-disant general Markos. I1 y a lit 
un fait nouveau, et qui ne manque pas de saveur, 
si l' on songe que, le 17 mai 1948, une decision 
du parti communiste grec invitait tousles membres 
du parti a prendre les armes et a se livrer au 
sabotage et a l'assassinat. Quelle est done l'origine 
de ce changement d'attitude ? Sans nul doute, 
l'impossibilite dans laquelle se trouvent les 
francs-tireurs de triompher des forces d'ordre 
par la violence. QueUe reponse Ia Grece fera-t-elle 
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proved impossible to achieve by force ? Thanks 
to the assistance of its friends and the powers 
of endurance of its people, Greece hoped to 
overcome its present difficulties ; then only 
would its people - peasants, shepherds, shop
keepers, of whom Mr. Me Neil had spoken so 
movingly - rediscover the joy of living. 

One thing was certain : Greece which in its 
long history had sometimes been defeated but 
never deceived, would not show cowardice in 
the supreme fight for the great cause of freedom 
and justice. 

The meeting rose at 5.30 p. m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTY -SEVENTH 
MEETil'IG 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 29 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivia). 

42. Discussion on procedure 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the report 
of the Sub-Committee 12 (A/C.1f356). He asked 
whether the Committee wished to take up again 
the question of disarmament, after the usual 
twenty-four hours for study by the represen
tatiYes, or whether it wished to continue the 
discussion on the Greek question. 

-:\Ir. KA.Tz-SucHY (Poland) recalled the earlier 
decision of the Committee to postpone discussion 
of the Palestine question for a week. That 
week would have expired on the following day 
and he thought it would be proper to resume 
examination of the Palestine question as had 
been agreed. However, he asked for a decision 
of the Committee. 

Mr. BoGoMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that he intended to submit 
a draft resolution on the Greek question at the 
following meeting. 

Mr. RoLIN (Belgium) observed that the Com
mittee's report on atomic energy control would 
be placed before the plenary session of the 
Assembly during the following week. Since the 
problem of atomic energy control had many 
points in common with the problems referred 
to Sub-Committee 12, it might facilitate the 
work of the General Assembly if they were 
examined on the same day. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that the Com
mittee must decide whether to abide by its 
earlier decision to take up the Palestine question 
on the following day. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) thought that it was 
desirable for the sake of clarity to finish the 
examination of each question before proceeding 
to discuss another. It was unfortunate that two 
questions had already been postponed but he 

a ces propositions destinees a essayer de la ruse 
la oiL la force s'est revelee impuissante ? La Grece 
espere, grace a l'appui de ses amis et a la tenacite 
de son peuple, surmonter ses difficultes actuelles. 
Alors ces humbles, ces paysans, ces bergers, ces 
boutiquiers, que M. McNeil evoquait en termes 
emouvants, retrouveront la joie de vivre. 

Une chose est certaine : la Grece qui, dans son 
histoire, a pu etre battue mais n'a jamais ete 
dupee, ne saurait se montrer !ache a l'heure de 
la lutte supreme pour la grande cause de la 
liberte et de la justice. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 30. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-DIX-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
le vendredi 29 octobre 1948, d 10 h. 30. 

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

42. Discussion relative a la procedure 

Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention de Ia Commis
sion sur le rapport de la Sons-Commission 12 
(AfC.l/356). II demande si la Commission desire 
examiner a nouveau la question du desarmement, 
apres le delai usuel de vingt-quatre heures accorde 
aux representants pour I' etude des documents, ou 
si elle entend poursuivre l'examen de la question 
grecque. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) rappelle que la 
Commission a decide d'ajourner pour une semaine 
l'examen de la question palestinienne. Cette 
semaine se termine demain ; il conviendrait done 
de reprendre l'examen de cette question, confor
mement a la decision prise. Toutefois, c'est a Ia 
Commission de se prononcer. 

M. BoGoMoLOv (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) annonce qu'il deposera un 
projet de resolution sur la question grecque a la 
prochaine seance. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) signale que le rapport de 
la Commission sur Je controle de l'energie atomique 
sera soumis a l'Assemblee lors d'une seance 
pleniere la semaine prochaine. Puisque la question 
du controle de l'energie atomique a maints rapports 
avec les problemes renvoyes a la Sous-Commission 
12, la tache de l'Assemblee generale serait facilitee 
si ces questions etaient examinees le meme jour. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que la 
Commission doit se prononcer sur le point de 
savoir si elle examinera demain la question pales
tinienne, conformement a la decision prise 
anterieurement. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) juge preferable, par souci 
de clarte, d'achever l'examen d'une question 
avant de passer a la suivante. II est regrettable 
que l'on ait deja ajourne l'examen de deux 
questions ; il considere. neanmoins, qu'il n'y a pas 
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did not think that they would suffer from further 
postponement until such time as a decision 
had been taken on the Greek question. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) agreed 
that the Committee should examine one question 
at a time. He thought that the discussion 
of the Greek question should be continued since 
it was already well advanced and a decision 
might be expected within a few days. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) was surprised to hear the United 
States representative urge that the debate on 
e.ach question should be completed before 
proceeding to the next, since it was the United 
States delegation which had favoured postpon
ement of consideration of the Palestine question. 
He thought that the Committee should follow 
the order in which items were listed on the 
agenda, and since the report of Sub-Committee 
12 related to item 2 of the agenda it should be 
taken up without delay. The examination of 
the Greek question would not suffer from postpon
ement and it was of lesser significance than the 
proposal for reduction of armaments which 
vitally interested all the peoples of the world. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) denied 
that his delegation had ever proposed a change 
in the order of the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee 
\YOuld vote on the Greek proposal to terminate 
the discussion of the Greek question before 
taking up the report of Sub-Committee 12. 

Mr. RoLIN (Belgium), on a point of order, 
urged that the vote be divided as follows : 
(1) whether the Committee should interrupt its 
debate to examine the report of Sub-Committee 12 
on the following day ; (2) if this was decided, 
whether it should return to the Greek question 
or take up the Palestine question after a decision 
had been taken on item 2 of the agenda. 

A vote was taken on the Greek proposal to 
terminate discussion of the Greek question before 
examining the report of Sub-Committee 12. 
The proposal was adopted by 34 votes to 11, with 
5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the debate 
would be conducted in the following order : 
first, the Greek question, then, the report of 
Sub-Committee, 12 and finally, the Palestine 
question. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) regretted that the 
Committee had not voted as suggested by the 
representative of Belgium. 

43. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity of 
Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
CoMMITTEE ON THE BALKANs (A/574, A/644 
and A/692 

The CHAIRMAN read a letter from the Greek 
representative referring to the statement of 

d'inconvenient a differer cet examen jusqu'a ce 
qu'une decision ait ete prise en ce qui concerne la 
question grecque. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis) est aussi d'avis que Ia 
Commission ne do it examiner qu'une seule question 
ala fois. Il conviendrait de continuer l'examen de 
la question de la Grece, car i1 est deja bien avance 
et l'on peut s'attendre a ce qu'une decision soit 
prise sous peu. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) est surpris que le repn!
sentant des Etats-Unis recommande d'achever 
l'examen d'une question avant de passer a Ia 
question suivante, etant donne que c'est la dele
gation des Etats-Unis qui a recommande de 
diffcrer l' exam en de la question palestinienne. La 
Commission devrait, a son avis, respecter l'ordre 
dans lequelles questions sont inscrites a l'ordre du 
jour ; il faut examiner sans retard le rapport de Ia 
Sous-Commission 12, etant donne qu'il concerne 
la deuxieme question a l'ordre du jour. II n'y a 
pas d'inconvenients a differer l'examen de la 
question grecque, moins importante que la propo
sition de reduction des armements, qui presente 
un interet vital pour tous les peuples du monde. 

M. DuLLEs (Etats-Unis) nie que sa delegation 
ait jamais propose de modifier l'ordre des debats. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la Commission va 
voter sur Ia proposition de Ia Grece visant a 
terminer l'examen de la question grecque avant 
de passer au rapport de la Sons-Commission 12. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) ; intervenant sur un point 
d'ordre, recommande a la Commission de se 
prononcer sur les deux points suivants : 1) La 
Commission doit-elle interrompre la discu~sion 
qu'elle poursuit actuellement pour examiner, des 
demain, le rapport de la Sons-Commission 12 ? ; 
2) Dans !'affirmative, la Commission devra-t-elle 
reprendre l'examen de Ia question grecque ou 
passer a la question palestinienne, lorsqu'elle se 
sera prononcee sur le point 2 de l'ordre du jour ? 

Il est procede a un vole sur la proposition de la 
Grece visant a terminer l'examen de la question 
grecque avant d'examiner le rapport de la Sous
Commission 12. Par 34 voix contre 11, avec 5 absten
tions, la proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESipENT annonce que la Commission 
examinera successivement la question grecque, 
puis le rapport de la Sons-Commission 12, et enfin 
la question palestinienne. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) regrette que l'on 
n'ait pas procede au vote de la maniere proposee 
par le representant de la Belgique. 

43. Suite de la discussion sur les 
xnenaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 et A/692) 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture d'une lettre dans 
laquelle le representant de la Grece fait etat de la 
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the representative of Bulgaria at the previous 
meeting and expressing surprise at the statement 
that the Bulgarian Government had sent a 
representative to Salonika with the task of 
contacting the United Nations Special Committee 
on the Balkans. The Greek representative was 
unaware of any such step and asked for a statement 
from the Rapporteur of the Special Committee 
in that connexion. · 

Mr. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexico), Rapporteur 
of the United Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans, said that during the period referred 
to there had been in existence two United Nations 
organs dealing with the situation. Since the 
Bulgarian representative had not stated to which 
organ he referred it was difficult to give an answer. 
However, no Bulgarian liaison officer had made 
contact with the Special Committee and the 
latter's report (A/574) showed clearly that all 
efforts to obtain Bulgarian co-operation had 
failed. On one occasion when the Bulgarian 
Government had permitted the Special Com
mittee to investigate an incident on its territory 
it had made it clear that the action did not 
establish a precedent. 

lir. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) recalled the origins 
of the Balkan situation. As early as January 
1946, the USSR had drawn the attention of the 
Security Council to the existence of a threat to 
international peace and security caused by the 
presence of British troops in Greece. The 
Security Council, however, had taken no action 
to solve the situation and again, in August 1946, 
it had rejected a further appeal by the Ukrainian 
SSR. It was in vain that the USSR and the 
I.Jkrainian SSR had urged the Council to put an 
end to the provocations of the Greek Government 
against its neighbours long before the Tsaldaris 
regime had alleged interference by those countries 

When the Commission of Investigation had 
been created, in December 1946, to investigate 
Greek frontier incidents the Polish delegation 
had supported its establishment in the hope 
that the real cause of the trouble in Greece would 
he brought into the open and the Commission 
would propose adequate measures to remedy 
the situation. However, events had proved 
the contrary. In March 1947 the United States 
had proclaimed the Truman doctrine and brought 
:great pressure to bear on the Commission of 
Investigation to induce it to justify the so-called 
United States "aid to Greece ". As was well
known, the Truman doctrine, proclaimed as an 
alleged defence of Greek independence, proved 
from the beginning to be an instrument for the 
oenslavement of the Greek people and the estab
lishment in Greece of military bases to serve 
the aggressive policy of the United States in its 
.. cold war " against the USSR. The nature 
of the Truman doctrine had been obvious from 
the very beginning. It must have been obvious 
.even to the United States public for, a few 
weeks after the doctrine had been proclaimed, 
Mr. Walter Lippmann, writing in the New York 
Herald Tribune of 6 April 1947, had stated that 
the " aid " was being given to Greece and 

declaration du representant de Ja Bulgarie a la 
seance precedente et s'etonne de lui avoir entendu 
dire que le Gouvernement de la Bulgarie avait 
envoye un representant a Salonique avec mission 
de se mettre en rapport avec la Commission 
speciale pour les Balkans. Le representant de la 
Grece n'a connaissance d'aucune demarche de cet 
ordre et demande au Rapporteur de la Commission 
speciale de donner des precisions. 

M. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexique) Rapporteur de 
Ia Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour les 
Balkans, indique que pendant la periode en 
question, deux organismes des Nations Unies 
s'occupaient en meme temps de la situation. II est 
difficile de repondre, etant donne que le repre
sentant de Ia Bulgarie n'a pas specifie de quel 
organisme il s'agit. Toutefois, aucun fonctionnaire 
de liaison bulgare ne s'est mis en relation avec la 
Commission speciale et le rapport de cette derniere 
(A/574) indique nettement que tous les efforts en 
vue d'obtenir la collaboration de la Bulgarie ont 
echoue. La seule fois ou le Gouvernement de la 
Bulgarie a autorise Ia Commission speciale a mener 
une enquete sur un incident survenu en territoire 
bulgare, il a precise qu'il ne fallait pas voir la un 
precedent. · 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) rappelle les faits qui 
sont a l'origine de la situation dans les Balkans. 
Des le mois de janvier 1946, l'URSS a attire 
!'attention du Conseil de securite sur !'existence 
d'une menace a la paix et a la securite interna
tionales due a la presence de troupes britanniques 
en Grece. Le Conseil de securite n'a cependant 
pris aucune mesure pour remedier a la situation, 
et il a rejete de nouveau, en aoP.t 1946, un appel 
de la RSS d'Ukraine. C'est en vain que l'URSS 
et Ia RSS d'Ukraine ont instamment recommande 
au Conseil de mettre fin aux provocations du 
Gouvernement de Ia Grece a l' egard des pays 
voisins, bien avant que le Gouvernement Tsaldaris 
ait pretendu que ces memes pays, intervenaient 
dans les affaires de Grece. 

Lorsque, en decembre 1948, une Commission 
d'enquete fut creee pour enqueter sur les incidents 
survenus a la frontiere grecque, la delegation de 
la Pologne a appuye la creation de cette Commis
sion dans l'espoir que Ies causes veritables des 
troubles de Grece seraient revelees et que la 
Commission proposerait des mesures propres a 
mettre fin a la situation. Or, les evenements ont 
prouve le contraire. En mars 1947, les Etats-Unis 
ont proclame Ia doctrine Truman et ont exerce 
une forte pression sur la Commission d'enquete 
afin de lui faire justifier ce que I' on appelle cc l'aide 
americaine a Ia Grece ». Personne n'ignore que la 
doctrine Truman sous couleur de proteger l'inde
pendance de la Grece, s'est revelee, des le debut 
comme etant un moyen d'asservir le peuple grec 
et d'etablir en Grece des bases militaires au service 
de la politique aggressive des Etats-Unis, dans la 
cc guerre froide » que ce pays mene contre l'URSS. 
Le caractere de la Doctrine Truman etait evident 
des le debut. Le public americain Iui-meme a du 
s'en rendre compte puisque, quelques semaines 
apres que la doctrine a ete proclamee, M. Walter 
Lippmann ecrivait dans le numero du 6 avril19~7 
du New York Herald Tribune que les Etats-Ums 
accordaient une aide a Ia Grece et a la Turquie, 
non pas parce que ces pays avaient besoin d'une 
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Turkey, not because they needed aid or were 
perfect examples of democracy but because 
between them they constituted the gateway 
to the Black Sea and to the heart of the USSR. 
The Truman doctrine was not an instrument 
of protection or designed to promote liberty 
and independence in Greece, but an instrument 
of provocation designed to prepare the way for an 
aggressive war ; thus it constituted a danger 
to international peace and security. 

Now, eighteen months after the Truman 
doctrine had been proclaimed, Greece was a 
colony of the United States, governed and 
administered by an American gauleiter, with 
the aid of hundreds of so-called experts who 
controlled the economic and political life of 
Greece. Today there were no trade unions in 
Greece, the opposition Press had been outlawed 
and, as a result of soaring prices and sinking 
wages, misery and inflation reigned in the country. 
The only positive result of the so-called " aid to 
Greece " could be seen in . the luxury articles 
which flood ed the country instead of the raw 
materials and machinery which were so badly 
needed for Greece's reconstruction. Profiteers 
were the main beneficiaries of United States aid 
while the common people continued to suffer. 
Even from a political and military point of view 
the Truman doctrine had proved a failure, 
although nearly 300 million dollars out of the 
320 million dollars spent during the first year 
had been devoted to military supplies and 
equipment. Despite it increased numerical 
strength, improved equipment and despite the 
assistance of over 400 United States officers, 
the Greek army of 150,000 had not only failed 
to defeat the guerrillas but could not safeguard its 
own lines of communication. The best that the 
United States Ambassador could say on 22 Octo
ber 1948, was that the latest Greek offensive had 
not left the situation acutely worse. The numer
ically inferior guerrillas, deprived of heavy 
weapons, were contesting the strength of the 
Greek royalist army and indirectly the strength 
of the United States military machine. As 
Mr. Stassen had said : arming the Greek regime 
was a tragic mistake ; it was also a tragedy for the 
Greek people whose country was being ravaged 
in a civil war which only served the interests of 
foreign imperialists. 

The very words of the Special Committees 
report showed the falsity of the charges which 
were being made in order to camouflage the true 
situation. With all its faults the report of the 
earlier Commission of Investigation (S/360) had 
shown that the guerrillas were the same patriots 
who, after having fought against fascist 
aggression in the world war, had opposed, with the 
support of the Greek people, the designs of British 
imperialism which aimed at seizing control of the 
country with the help of former quisling troops. 

When the Commission of Investigation's report 
was discussed by the Security Council, the Polish 
delegation had submitted a resolution recommend
ing the establishment of normal friendly rela
tions in the Balkans and proposing the conclusion 
of frontier conventions between Greece and her 

aide ou etaient des modeles de democratic, mais 
parce qu'ils gardaient a eux deux l'acces a Ia mer 
Noire et au co:mr du territoire de l'URSS. La 
doctrine Truman n'est pas destinee a assurer une 
protection ni a garantir Ia liberte et l'indepen
dance de Ia Grece; c'est un moyen de provocation 
utilise en vue de preparer la voie a une guerre 
d'agression ; cette doctrine constitue done une 
menace a la paix et a la securite internationales. 

Aujourd'hui, dix-huit mois apres la procla
mation de cette doctrine, la Grece est une colonie 
des Etats-Unis, gouvernee et administree par un 
gauleiter americain, assiste de centaines de 
pretendus experts, qui contr61ent la vie econo
mique et politique du pays. II n'y a plus 
aujourd'hui de syndicats en Grece, la presse de 
!'opposition a ete mise hors la loi et la misere et 
l'inflation regnent dans le pays par suite de Ia 
hausse des prix et de la baisse des salaires. La 
pretendue <<aide a la Grece » a eu comme seul 
resultat pratique d'inonder ce pays de produits 
de luxe au lieu de lui fournir des matieres premieres 
et des machines dont il a un besoin si urgent pour 
sa reconstruction. Les profiteurs sont les princi
paux beneficiaires de l'aide americaine, alors que 
le peuple souffre toujours. Meme du point de vue 
politique et militaire, la doctrine Truman a fait 
fai!lite, bien que sur 320 millions de do1lars 
depenses pendant la premiere annee, 300 millions 
aient ete consacres a l'achat de fournitures et de 
materiel militaires. En depit de }'augmentation 
de ses effectifs, de !'amelioration de son equipe
ment, et de !'assistance de plus de 400 officiers 
americains, l'armee grecque, qui compte 150.000 
hommes, non seulement n'est pas parvenue a 
vaincre les partisans, mais elle ne peut meme pas 
assurer la protection de ses propres lignes de 
communication. Le mieux que l'ambassadeur des 
Etats-Unis ait pu dire, le 22 octobre 1948, est que 
la derniere offensive de l'armee nationale n'a pas 
laisse une situation beaucoup plus mauvaise. Les 
partisans, numeriquement inferieurs et prives 
d'armements lourds, tiennent en echec la puissance 
de l'armee royaliste grecque et indirectement 
celle de l'appareil militaire des Etats-Unis. Comme 
l'a declare M. Stassen, le fait d'avoir fourni des 
armes au Gouvernement de la Grece est une erreur 
tragique ; c'est aussi une catastrophe pour le 
peuple grec dont le pays est ravage par une guerre 
civile qui ne sert que les interets des imperialistes 
etrangers. . . 

Les termes memes du rapport de la CommiSSIOll 
speciale montrent que les accusations qui visent 
a dissimuler la veritable situation sont denuees de 
fondement. En depit de ses imperfections, le 
rapport de la pn\cedente Commission d'enquete 
(S /360) montrait que les partisans etaient les 
memes patriotes qui, apres avoir combattu l'e~va
hisseur fasciste pendant la guerre mondiale, 
s'opposaient, avec l'aide du peuple grec, aux 
desseins imperialistes de la Grande-Bretagne, 
qui cherchait a s'assurer le controle de la Grece, 
en s'appuyant sur des troupes qui avaient ete aux 
ordres de l'ennemi. 

Lors de Ia discussion, au Conseil de securite, du 
rapport de la Commission ·d'enquete, Ia .delegation 
de la Pologne avait presente une res~lutwn recom
mandant le retablissement de relatiOns nonnales 
et amicales dans les Balkans et proposant la 
conclusion de conventions frontalieres entre 1a 
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northern neighbours! Although those recom
mendations had been unanimously agreed to by 
all members of the Council, including the United 
States, the resolution had been rejected by a 
majority Jed by the United States, and the Greek 
question had been placed on the agenda of the 
General Assembly. Thus it was that the United 
Nations Special Committee on the Balkans was 
established and became an instrument of inter
vention in the internal affairs of Greece's neigh
bours. The character of the Special Committee 
could be seen from the composition of the observer 
groups. Of a total of thirty members, twenty 
five ·were nationals of the United States and the 
United Kingdom whose impartiality must be 
doubted. Mr. Katz-Suchy asked from what 
source the Committee had received the equipment 
and funds which according to paragraph 18 of 
the interim report (AJA.C16f53 Rev. 1) it had· 
requested as essential to enable it to carry on its 
work. If it was true that the United Kingdom 
and the United States had voluntarily decided 
to pay part of the Committee's expenses either 
through direct allocation or by financing the 
expenses of their observers and members of the 
Committee then that would throw further light 
on the impartiality and international character 
of the Special Committee. 

Mr. Katz-Suchy considered that the report 
itself was one of the most remarkable documents 
ever produced by an international body. It 
contained nothing but general assertions unsub
stantiated by facts and no impartial reader could 
help but wonder how the Committee had reached 
its conclusions. 

The first chapter was probably the most objec
tive part of the report since it contained an 
historical account of the Committee's activities. 
Mr. Katz-Suchy said that he was not greatly 
impressed by the statement that the Special 
Committee had gone to Geneva to prepare its 
report in an atmosphere free from any pressure 
or interference. He wondered whether the move 
had not been made because, in Geneva, the 
members of the Committee would enjoy better 
telegraphic communications with London and 
Washington. 

The second chapter related to the " conciliatory 
role " of the Special Committee. It was obvious 
that Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Albania could not 
have cooperated with the Committee since it had 
been established on the basis of provisions contrary 
to the Charter. From the beginning the 
Committee had been an obedient tool ready to 
approve any action of the Tsaldaris regime. 
When Albania, on 2 May 1948, had declared its 
readiness to resume diplomatic relations with 
Greece, the Special Committee, instead of trying to 
persuade the Greek Government to abandon its 
aggressive policy toward Albania and accept the 
conciliatory offer, had established an ad hoc 
Committee to study the Greek views on the 
subject. The ad hoc Committee was in session 
for four months without apparently achieving 
anything and the Special Committee merely 
recorded the Greek statement that a state of war, 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, First Year, 
first series, N• 1. 

Grece et ses voisins septentrionaux'. quoique Ies 
membres du Conseii, y compris les Etats-Unis, 
aient etc unanimes pour souscrire a ces recom
mandations, la resolution a ete rejetee par une 
majorite a la tete de laquelle se trouvaient Ies 
Etats-Unis, ala suite de quoi la question grecque 
a etc inscrite a l'ordre du jour de l'Assembh\e 
generale. Ainsi fut creee la Commission Speciale 
des Nations Unies pour les Balkans, qui est 
devenu un instrument d'ingerence dans les affaires 
interieures des voisins de la Grece. On peut se 
rendre compte du caractere de cette Commission en 
examinant la composition de ses troupes d'obser
vateurs. Sur un total de trente membres, vingt
cinq sont des ressortissants des Etats-Unis ou du 
Royaume-Uni, dont l'impartialite est sujette a 
caution. M. Katz-Suchy demande d'ou la Commis
sion d'enquete a re<;u l'equipement ct les fonds que, 
d'apres le paragraphe 18 du rapport interimaire 
(A/AC.16f,~3/Rev.l), elle a demandes comme etant 
indispensable a la poursuite de sa tache. S'il est 
exact que le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis ont 
volontairement decide de participer aux frais de 
la Commission, soit par une contribution directe, 
soit en defrayant de leurs depenses les observateurs 
et les membres de la Commission qui sont leurs 
ressortissants, cela jettera un jour encore plus cru 
sur l'impartialite et le caractere international de 
la Commission speciale. 

M. Katz-Suchy estime que le rapport lui-meme 
est un des documents les plus surprenants qu'un 
organisme international ait jamais rediges. II ne 
contient rien que des affirmations de portee gen~ 
ral_r qu'aucun fait ne vient etayer et le lecteur 
impartial ne peut que se demander comment la 
Commission a pu parvenir a ses conclusi<>ns. 

Le premier chapitre est probablement la partie 
la plus objective du rapport, car il fait l'historique 
des travaux de la Commission. On peut bien 
alleguer que la Commission speciale s'est rendue 
a Geneve pour y preparer son rapport dans un 
climat exempt de toute pression ou intervention, 
mais M. Katz-Suchy reste sceptique. II se demande 
meme si la raison de ce deplacement n'est pas 
tout simplement que les membres de la Commis
sion comptaient beneficier a Geneve de meilleures 
communications telegraphiques avec Londres et 
Washington. 

Le chapitre 2, lui, a trait au « role de conci
liation » de la Commission speciale. Il est evident 
que la Yougoslavie, la Bulgarie et l' Albanie 
n'auraient pas pu collaborer avec la Commission, 
puisque celle-ci a ete cn~ee par des dispositions 
contraires ala Charte. Des I'origine, la Commission 
n'a ete qu'un instrument docile pret a approuver 
tousles actes du regime Tsaldaris. Quand l' Albanie, 
le 2 mai 1948, s'est declaree disposee a reprendre 
les relations diplomatiques avec la Grece, la 
Commission speciale, au lieu d'essayer de per
suader le Gouvernement grec d'abandonner sa poli
tique d'agression envers l'Albanie et d'accepter 
son offre conciliante, a cree un comite ad hoc pour 
etudier les vues de la Grece a ce sujet. Le comite 
ad hoc a siege pendant quatre mois sans resultat 
apparent et la Commission speciale s'est bornee a 
enregistrer la declaration grecque selon laquel~e 
l'etat de guerre, tant de jure que de facto, ex1stalt 

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux of!iciels du Conseil de securile • 
Premiere Annee, premiere serie, N• 1. 
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both de jure and de facto, existed between the two 
countries. Mr. Katz-Suchy asked whether the 
ad hoc Committee had done anything more than 
to examine the expansionist claims of Greece. It 
was perfectly clear that the Greek Government 
desired to maintain the existing tension in the 
Balkans so as to enable it to employ foreign arms 
to supports its rule against the will of the Greek 
people. That was made clear at the conference 
between Greece and Bulgaria held in Washington 
on 20 April 1948 when one meeting had sufficed 
to show that the Greek Government refused even 
to discuss the basis for the re-establishment of 
diplomatic relations with Bulgaria. 

Chapter 3 of the report contained the main 
charges against the northern neighbours of Greece, 
charges which were either unjustified or unsub
stantiated. In the first place it was unreasonable 
to cite the proclamation of the Greek Democratic 
Government by General Markos and the expres
sions of sympathy with that Government as 
evidence of the alleged support given by Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. It was only natural 
that the peoples' democracies should sympathize 
with the freedom movement in Greece ; that was 
not interference. If it was, then Poland might 
likewise be accused of helping the guerrillas mate
rially because it also approved of democracy and 
disliked Fascism. There were also committees 
for the support of a free Greece in many countries 
including the United States. Yet those charges 
accounted for at least four fifths of the chapter. 
As for the unsubstantiated charges of material 
aid, the Special Committee had relied to a large 
extent upon the evidence of witnesses, some of 
whom were picked at random but the majority 
were presented by the Greek Liaison Service. It 
was only necessary to recall the experience of the 
Commission of Investigation to recognize the 
unreliable character of the witnesses thus pre
sented. The statements of witnesses before the 
earlier Commission had either been falsified or 
extorted by torture on the part of the Greek 
authorities. The doubtful character of the evi
dence presented in the Special Committee reports 
was increased by the fact that not a single state
ment of the witnesses had been directly quoted, 
nor had their names and dates of interrogation 
been mentioned. In a hundred different cases 
the same testimony recurred with surprising 
uniformity, suggesting that there was a single 
source of inspiration. In only one case was it 
stated that the witnesses providing the infor
mation were two captured guerrillas and a deserter 
from the Albanian Gendamerie. Knowing the 
kind of treatment accorded to prisoners by the 
Greek Government, how was the observer group 
concerned justified in basing its conclusions on 
their statements ? 

In spite of the unreliability of the evidence, the 
Special Committee's report contained sweeping 
charges against Albania to the effect that it had 
given material assistance to the guerrillas. In 
paragraph 141, it stated that the military advisers, 
after a visit to the Konitza area, had concluded 

entre les deux pays. M. Katz-Suchy demande si Je 
comite ad hoc a rien fait de plus qu'examiner les 
pretentious d'expansion territoriale de Ia Grece. 
Il est parfaitement evident que le Gouvernement 
grec tient a ent retenir la tension qui regne dans 
les Balkans, car cela lui permet de faire appel aux 
armes etrangeres pour soutenir sa domination 
contraire a la volonte du peuple grec. Cela est 
apparu nettement lors de Ia Conference greco
bulgare qui a eu lieu a Washington le 20 avril 
1948 ; une seule seance a en effet suffi pour demon
trer que le Gouvernement grec refusait meme 
d'envisager une base de discussion pour le reta
blissement de ses relations diplomatiques avec la 
Bulgarie. 

Le chapitre 3 du rapport contient les principales 
accusations portees par la Grece contre ses voisins 
septentrionaux ; ces accusations sont ou injus

. tifiees ou non etayees par des faits. D'abord, il 
est deraisonnable de vouloir citer les manifes
tations de sympathie qu'a suscitees la procla
mation de la constitution du Gouvernement 
democratique grec par le general Markos comme 
preuves du pretendu soutien que l'Albanie, la 
Bulgarie et Ia Yougoslavie accorderaient aux 
partisans grecs. II est tout nature! que les demo
craties populaires sympathisent avec le mouvement 
de liberation de Ia Grece, mais cela ne constitue pas 
une intervention. Autrement, on pourrait egale
ment accuser la Pologne de fournir une aide 
materielle aux partisans, parce qu'elle aussi 
approuve la democratie et deteste le fascisme. II 
existe des comites soutenant Ia cause de la Grece 
libre dans beaucoup d'autres pays, y compris les 
Etats-Unis. Or, les accusations de ce genre forment 
au moins les quatre cinquiemes du chapitre. Quant 
aux accusations d'aide materielle, qui ne sont pas 
etayees par des faits, la Commission s'en est 
rapportee, dans une large mesure, aux depositions 
de temoins dont certains ont ete choisis au hasard, 
mais dont la plupart ont ete fournis par le service 
grec de liaison. II suffit de se rappeler !'experience 
de la Commission d'enquete pour reconnattre 
qu'on ne peut pas avoir foi dans des temoins de ce 
genre. Les depositions que des temoins ont faites 
devant la Commission anterieure ont ete, soit 
falsifiees, soit arrachees par les autorites grecques 
au moyen de la torture. Les temoignages 
mentionnes dans le rapport de la Commission 
speciale sont d'autant plus sujets a caution que 
Ie rapport ne cite directement aucune deposition 
de temoins et ne mentionne ni les noms de ces 
temoins, ni les dates de leur interrogatoire. Dans 
cent cas differents, le meme temoignage se retrouve 
avec une surprenante uniformite, ce qui laisse 
supposer une source unique d'inspiration. II n'y a 
qu'un cas oil il soit declare que Ies temoins qui ont 
fourni les renseignements sont deux partisans 
faits prisonniers et un deserteur de la gendarmerie 
albanaise. Qui connait le genre de traitement 
auquel le Gouvernement grec soumet les prison
niers doit se demander comment le groupe d'obser
vateurs en question peut fonder des conclusions 
sur leurs declarations ? 

Malgre le caractere douteux de ces temoignages, 
le rapport de la Commission speciale accuse formel
lement I' Albanie de fournir aux partisans une aide 
materie1le. D'apres le paragraphe 141, les 
conseillers militaires, apres avoir visite Ie secteur 
de Konitza, ont conclu a l'impossibilite, pour les 
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that it was impossible for the guerrillas to have 
transported the equipment which they used during 
their long approach marches and therefore the 
constant supply of ammunition must have origi
nated in Albania. Mr. Katz-Suchy said that 
there was no basis for the conclusion. How 
could anyone evaluate the extent of the endurance 
of the guerrillas, who were fighting for their own 
freedom ? Moreover, how could the Special 
Committee's explanation apply to the other 
battles which had taken place many miles from 
the frontier, and how could it explain the situation 
in the Peloponnesus where the whole territory 
was under the rule of guerrillas? 

The Special Committee's report (Chapter III) 
also based its conclusions upon the observations 
of Observer Group 3 on the several occasions 
which it cited. In one of those instances the 
olJservers were alleged to have seen a small group 
ot" guerrillas crossing the frontier at a distance of 
3 kilometres. Mr. Katz-Suchy doubted whether 
it was possible for the observers to see a small 
group at such a distance in rocky and wooded 
mountainous terrain. 

There was one final charge levelled against the 
northern neighbours of Greece, namely collabo
ration with the guerrillas in the removal and 
detention of Greek children. Here again, 
the Special Committee had accepted a priori 
the accusations levelled by the Greek Government 
and had ignored the real causes for the children's 
evacuation. It was only normal and humanitarian 
to remove children from the territory occupied by 
the Democratic Greek Army where, even in places 
far removed from the front line, there was frequent 
strafing of peaceful villages by the Government 
air force using weapons and machines supplied by· 
the United States. The Special Committee must 
have been aware of the situation and of the 
existence of an effective food blockade of the 
territory, but its report contains no condemnation 
of the inhuman policy of the Greek Government. 
Although the report concluded that some children 
had been forcibly removed, Press reports indi
cated that at the last meeting of the Special 
Committee it had been officially stated that 
numerous parents in the area north east of Kas
toria had told United Nations observers that they 
had handed over their children voluntarily in 
order to save them from danger and starvation. 
:\Ir. Katz-Suchy quoted a despatch by Homer 
Bigart, published in the New York Herald Tribune 
on 14 June 1948 in which the author recounted his 
experiences during a visit to a sanatorium for 
refugee children in Yugoslavia. All the children 
had left their homes voluntarily and were being 
well cared for by older Greek women assisted 
by Yugoslav Red Cross workers. 

:\Ir. Katz-Suchy remarked that this report was 
only one of many accounts available to the 
Special Committee. Any impartial body could 
have concluded that the children had found peace 
and shelter. The Governments of Albania, Bul
garia and Yugoslavia had fulfilled their duty 
under the Red Cross Convention by offering 
asylum. The First Committee could judge for 
itself the objectivity of the Special Committee. 

partisans de transporter l'equipement qu'ils ont 
utilise pendant leurs longues marches d'approche ? 
ils en deduisent que le flat ininterrompu de muni
tions qui leur arrive do it provenir d' Albanie. 
M. Katz-Suchy estime que cette conclusion est 
denuee de.tout fondement. Comment un individu 
quelconque pourrait-il evaluer la limite d'endu
rance des partisans qui combattent pour leur 
liberte ? En outre, comment !'explication donnee 
par la Commission speciale pourrait-elle s'appliquer 
aux autres batailles qui out eu lieu a de grandes 
distances de la frontiere ? De meme, comment 
pourrait-elle expliquer la situation dans le 
Peloponnese, qui est tout entier aux mains des 
partisans? 

Le rapport de la Commission speciale (chapitre 
III) fonde egalement ses conclusions sur les 
observations faites par le Groupe d'observateurs 3, 
pour divers cas qu'il cite. Dans l'un de ces cas, on 
pretend que les observateurs out vu un petit 
groupe de partisans passer la frontiere a une 
distance de 3 kilometres. M. Katz-Suchy doute 
qu'il ait ete possible aux observateurs d'apercevoir 
un petit groupe a une telle distance en terrain de 
montagne, rocailleux et boise. 

Enfin, la derniere accusation portee contre les 
voisins septentrionaux de la Grece est celle de 
participation a l'enlevement et a la detention 
d'enfants grecs par les partisans. lei encore, Ia 
Commission speciale a accepte a priori les accusa
tions portees par le Gouvernement grec, sans se 
saucier des raisons reelles qui ont motive !'eva
cuation des enfants. Il etait normal et humain 
d'evacuer les enfants du territoire occupe par 
l'armee democratique grecque ; en effet, meme 
dans des endroits tres eloignes du front, de paisibles 
villages sont frequemment bombardes par !'avia
tion gouvernementale, qui utilise des armes et des 
appareils fournis par les Etats-Unis. 

La Commission speciale doit s'etre rendu compte 
de cette situation, de meme que de !'existence 
effective d'un blocus alimentaire du territoire, et 
pourtant rien dans son rapport ne fletrit Ia poli
tique inhumaine du Gouvernement grec. Bien que 
ce rapport conclut que certains enfants out etc 
enleves de force, des comptes rendus de presse 
precisent qu'a la derniere reunion de la Commis
sion Speciale, Oll a etabli officiellement que de 
nombreux parents de Ia region situec au nord-ouest 
de Kastoria out declare aux observateurs de la 
Commission speciale avoir remis leurs enfants 
volontairement, afin de les preserver du danger 
et de la famine. M. Katz-Suchy cite une depcche 
de M. Homer Bigart, publiee dans le New York 
Herald Tribune du 14 juin 1948, dans laquelle 
I' auteur fait le recit de ce qu'il a vu en visitant en 
Yougoslavie un sanatorium pour enfants refugies. 
Tous les enfants out quitte leurs foyers volontai
rement et sont bien soignes par de vieilles femmes 
grecques aidees de membres de la Croix-Rouge 
yougoslave. 

M. Katz-Suchy fait remarquer que ce rapport 
ne constituait que l'un des nombreux elements 
d'information dont disposait Ja Commission 
speciale. Tout organisme impartial en aurait tire 
Ia conclusion que les enfants avaient trouve la 
paix et un abri. Les Gouvernements de I' Albanie, 
de la Bulgarie et de la Y ougoslavie out, en ofirant 
un asile, accompli leur devoir conformement aux 
dispositions de la Convention de Gencve. La 
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The latter was silent when faced with the fact 
that thous1nds of young boys and girls had been 
shot and tortured by the Greek Government. 
No doubt its defence was that to report upon such 
events would be interference in the internal 
a1Tairs of Greece. Likewise the Special Committee 
had made no reports on the execution of captured 
guerrillas and hostages. As an example of the 
conduct of the Greek Government, Mr. Katz
Suchy quoted from the New York Herald Tribune, 
13 February 1948, concerning the treatment of 
captured guerrillas in Salonika. This despatch 
gave an account of a victory parade in which the 
guerrillas who were under escort were pelted with 
rotten eggs and prodded by the populace and 
were afforded no protection by their escort. 
Mr. Katz-Suchy added that among the spectators 
\Vere American and British officers. Poland 
accordingly accused the Governments of Greece, 
the United Kingdom and the United States of 
contravening the Convention for the Treatment 
of Prisoners of War of 27 July 1929, in particular, 
chapter 1, article 2. 

The Special Committee had completely failed 
in its duty. It repeated false inventions and 
ignored the true causes of conditions in Greece. 
The Greek Government had been encouraged in 
its unwillingness to resume diplomatic relations. 
Its provocations had been condoned and justified. 
Albania alone in the past nine months had report
ed nearly five hundred incidents to the Secn~
tary-General of the United Nations. Although 
the Special Committee admitted that one of its 
observer groups had noted at leave five violations 
of Albanian territory in August 1948 there was 
no condemnation of these provocations in the 
report. It merely mentioned in paragraph 21 a 
number of these violations. 

Mr. Katz-Suchy drew attention to an article 
in the Economist of 23 October 1948 concerning 
the visit of lVIr. Marshall to Greece. The article 
pointed out the isolation and weakness of Albania 
and suggested not only that there should be 
action through the United Nations but also that 
if Albania continued its provocative conduct, the 
Government might be reminded of its vulnera
bility to attacks from the sea. Mr. Katz-Suchy 
pointed out that this was an incitement to 
aggression. 

The Special Committee doubtless had been of 
service to the Greek regime by finding excuses 
for it but at the same time it had aggravated the 
situation. The supplementary report of the 
Special Committee (A/644) might be described as 
the supplementary report of the Greek Govern
ment. In annex 1 were the comments of the 
Greek liaison officer on the main report, expres
sing displeasure with its conclusions and rec?m
mendations. Also presented were suggestwns 
for the preparation of the next report. The 
supplementary report reflec!ed the effectiveness 
of this criticism. Although 1t purported to cover 
the period from 17 June to 10 September and to 

Premiere Commission peut juger par elle-meme de 
l'objectivite dont la Commission speciale a fait 
preuve. La Commission speciale garde le silence 
quand le Gouvernement grec fait tuer et torturer 
des milliers de jeunes gens et de jeunes filles. Sans 
aucun doute la Commission speciale se defendra
t-elle en declarant que signaler de pareils evene
ments constituerait une intervention dans les 
affaires interleures de Ia Grece. De meme, la 
Commission speciale n'a redige aucun rapport sur 
!'execution des partisans et des otages faits 
prisonniers. Pour illustrer !'attitude du Gouver
nement grec, M. Katz:...Suchy cite un extrait du 
New- York Herald Tribune du 13 fevrier 1948, relatif 
a la fac;on dont ont ete traites a Salonique des 
partisans faits prisonniers. Cette depeche decrit un 
defile de victoire au cours duquel Ia populace a 
lance des <:Eufs pourris et donne des coups aux 
partisans so us escorte, sans que cette escorte les ait 
proteges d'une fac;on quelconque. M. Katz,...Suchy 
ajoute que parmi les spectateurs se trouvaient 
des officiers americains et britanniques. Aussi la 
Pologne accuse-t-elle les Gouvernemcnts de Ia 
Grece, du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis d'avoir 
viole la Convention sur le traitement des prison
niers de guerre du 27 juillet 1929 et en particulier 
!'article 2 du chapitre premier de cette Convention. 

La Commission Speciale a totalement echoue 
dans sa tache. Elle a repris a son compte des 
mensonges manifestes et elle a passe sous silence 
les veritables causes qui sont a l'origine de Ia 
situation actuelle en Grece. On a incite le Gouver
nement grec a refuser de renouer les relations 
diplomatiques. On a excuse et justifie les provO'
cations qu'il a commises. L'Albanie, a elle seule, 
a signale au Secretaire general de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies pres de cinq cents incidents 

·pendant les neuf derniers mois. Bien que Ia 
Commission speciale ait reconnu que l'un de ses 
groupes d'observateurs a constate au moins 
cinq violations du territoire albanais en aout 1948, 
le rapport ne condamne nullement ces provo
cations. Il est simplement fait mention, au para
graphe 21, d'un certain nombre de ces violations 
de territoire. 

M. Katz-Suchy attire !'attention de Ia Commis
sion sur un article paru le 23 octobre 1948 dans 
l' Economist, sur Ia visite de M. Marshall en Grece. 
Cet article souligne l'isolement et la faiblesse de 
I'Albanie et suggere non seulement que !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies devrait prendre une 
decision, mais aussi que, si I'Albanie maintient 
son attitude provocatrice, on pourrait rappeler a 
son Gouvernement que ce pays est vulnerable aux 
attaques par mer. M. Katz-Suchy souligne qu'il 
s'agit la d'une incitation a l'agression. 

La Commission speciale a, sans aucun doute! 
rendu service au regime actuel de la Grece en lm 
trouvant des excuses, mais elle a, en meme temps, 
aggrave la situation. On pourrait dire du rapport 
supplementaire de la Commission speciale (A/644) 
qu'il est le rapport supplementaire du Gouver
nement grec. L'annexe I contient les observation~ 
de !'agent de liaison du Gouvernement grec qut 
exprime son mecontentement devant les conclu
sions et les recommandations presentees dans lr 
rapport principal. On y trouve aussi certain~s 
suggestions pour la preparation du procham 
rapport. Le rapport supplementaire .montre 
combien toutes ces critiques sont pertmentes. 
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draw new conclusions on the basis of events during 
that period, most of the charges referred to the 
early months of 1948 and went back as far as 
October 1947. For example, logistical support to 
Greek guerrillas by Yugoslavia is allegedly proved 
by witnesses between January and June 1948. 
Frontier crossings were alleged on the basis of 
supposed events between October 1947 and 
Fe~ruary 1948. Likewise charges against Bul
gana were related to witnesses heard in November 
and December 1947. For some obscure reason 
these events had not been referred to in earlier 
reports. 

The report was full of absurdities. For ins
tance, it had been attempted to prove that certain 
:.hells were of Yugoslav origin by reference to 
their markings although the letters quoted were 
not to be found in the Serbian language and the 
method of marking was not that of the Yugoslav 
ordnance. The witnesses were either deseiters or 
criminals and indeed the report admitted that 
certain witnesses were anxious to rehabilitate 
themselves with the Greek National Army from 
which they had deserted. Quite apart from its 
absurdity the evidence was plainly artificial and 
adjusted to conform with the wishes of the Greek 
Government. Plainly neither this worthless 
supplementary report nor the main report could 
lead towards a solution of the Greek question. 

The causes of the misery of Greece had by no 
means been properly shown. One need only 
compare the military budgets of Greece's 
three northern neighbours with the United States 
aid to Greece to see how nonsensical was the 
contention that aid from those neighbours pro
longed the civil war. Taken together the military 
budgets of Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia did 
not exceed 70 million dollars and even the Special 
Committee did not accuse them of supplying all 
their military equipment to the guerrillas. More
over one might compare the size of the partisan 
forces with that of the monarchist army and the 
volume of American supplies. 

The reports seemed to have been written to 
justify American intervention and the fascist 
policy of the Greek regime. The United States 
was using Greece as an experimental shooting 
range for its new equipment. A civil war was 
being inflamed and making impossible the urgent 
task of reconstruction. The United States was 
determined to prevent any conciliation between 
the Greeks who fought for freedom and those who 
fought to save their fortunes. Civil war was 
necessary to justify continuing intervention. 
Even the royalist press had observed this. On 
27 June 1948, the newspaper Kalhimerini said 
that it was the Greeks who were fighting and 
killing one another and therefore the Greeks 
should see what could be done to put a stop to it. 
It pointed out that the Greeks were no longer 
impressed by important foreigners and it was 

Bien qu'il se propose de traiter de Ia periode 
allant du 17 juin au 10 septembre et de tirer de 
nouvelles conclusions a Ia lumiere des evenements 
qui se sont produits pendant cette periode, la 
plupart des accusations qu'il porte se referent 
a ux premiers mois de 1948 et remontent j usqu' en 
octobre 1947. Par exemple, des temoins entendus 
entre janvier et juin 1948 pretendent apporter 
des preuves sur !'existence d'un appui materiel 
fourni par la Yougoslavie aux partisans grecs. On 
a pretendu, en se fondant sur rles evenements 
qui se seraient deroules en octobre 1947 et 
fevrier 1948 que des fnmchissemeAts de frontiere 
avaient eu lieu. Des accusations identiques ont 
ete portees contre la Bulgarie en se fondant sur 
des temoignages entendus en novembre et 
decembre 1947. Pour quelque obscure raison, les 
rapports precedents n'ont pas fait mention de 
ces evenements. 

Le rapport est rempli d'absurdites. On essaie 
par exemple de prouver que certains obus sont 
d'origine yougoslave grace aux inscriptions qu'ils 
portent, bien que les lettres citees ne soient pas 
utilisees en serbe, et que la methode d'identifi
cation ne soit pas celle de l'artillerie yougoslave. 
Les temoins entendus sont soit des deserteurs, 
soit des criminels et le rapport admet en fait que 
certains temoins souhaitaient se rehabiliter vis-a
vis de l'armee nationale grecque qu'ils avaient 
desertee. Independamment de leur absurdite, les 
preuves ont etc de toute evidence fabriquees 
pour complaire au Gouvernement grec. II· est 
manifeste que ce rapport supplementaire sans 
aucune valeur, pas plus que le rapport principal, 
ne peuvent aider a trouver une solution a la 
question grecque. . 

On n'a, en aucune fa<;on, expose correctement 
les causes qui sont a l'origine des soufirances de 
la Grece. Il suffit de comparer le total des budgets 
militaires des trois voisins septentrionaux de ce 
pays au montant de l'aide americaine a la Grece 
pour constater a quel point il est absurde de 
pretendre que !'assistance fournie par les voisins 
septentrionaux prolonge la guerre civile. Le 
total des budgets militaires de l' Albanie, de la 
Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie ne depasse pas 
70 millions de dollars et la Commission speciale 
elle-meme n'accuse pas ces pays de fournir aux 
partisans la totalite de leur equipement militaire. 
On pourrait en outre comparer !'importance des 
forces des partisans a celle de l'armee monarchiste 
et des fournitures americaines. 

II semble que les rapports aient ete rectiges 
pour justifier !'intervention americaine et la 
politique fasciste du regime grec. Les Etats-Unis 
se servent de la Grece comme d'un polygone 
pour y experimenter leur nouvel armement. 
On attire la guerre civile et l'on rend impossible 
la tache urgente de Ia reconstruction. Les Etats
Unis sont decides a empecher toute conciliation 
entre les Grecs qui luttent pour la liberte et ceux 
qui combattent pour sauver leur fortune. Laguerre 
civile est necessaire pour justifier une intervention 
constante. La presse royaliste elle-meme a observe 
ce fait. Le 27 juin 1948, le journal Kalhimerini 
declarait que c'etaient les Grecs qui combattaient 
et se tuaient les uns les autres et que c'etait done 
a ceux de chercher a mettre fin a cet etat de 
chases. II soulignait que la Grece ne se lais~a~t 
desormais plus impressionner par les personnabtes 
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lime to think about themselves. The newspaper 
ewn said that it was better not to speak more 
plainly. The obvious reason was that since the 
institution of the Truman doctrine in March 1947, 
more than 2,000 who had fought the Nazis had 
been executed, besides hundreds and thousands 
\\'ho had been imprisoned and exiled. These 
actions had been approved by Mr. Griswold and 
his associates. 

Economic intervention had brought great 
benefits to American business. Although it had 
hcen originally stated when the Truman doctrine 
was declared that the United States was interested 
in restoring Greek industry, its policy had been 
to limit the supply of raw materials and dump 
manufactured products. The United States 
}Iission had forbidden trade relations with coun
tries in the Balkans and Central Europe which 
were the nat ural markets for Greece. The plain 
reason was that if Greece was no longer economic
ally dependent upon the United States, it might 
become independent in its foreign policy. The 
Cnited States was competing for Greece's 
former markets. For example, Greece formerly 
exported 42 per cent of its tobacco production to 
Germany which now was flooded with American 
cigarettes. The United States Mission suggested 
that Greece grow potatoes instead of tobacco. 
Important Greek industries were now under the 
control of American companies. Such facts 
explained the nature of American aid and indi
cated the extent to which suffering had been 
alleviated by the Truman doctrine. There could 
be no doubt that such aid was interference with 
the independence and integrity of that unhappy 
country. 

Even before the article in the royalist news
paper appeared there had been an offer of peace 
made by those who were fighting not for foreign 
hut for Greek interests. The Greek democratic 
army had urged for more than a year that a 
settlement be reached. That appeal was not a 
sign of weakness as subsequent events had shown, 
but an expression of the devotion of Greek demo
crats to their liberties and their love of country. 
They were ready to compromise on the single 
condition that the independence of Greece be 
assured. The appeals were left unanswered 
hecause certain people were interested in keeping 
the flame of civil war alive. Mr. Katz-Suchy said 
that the United States representative stated 
clearly that the otTer was rejected on the advice on 
the United States Military Mission. In June 
1947 the Greek partisans proposed a democratic 
coalition. The proposal was repeated in October 
together with an expression of readiness for com
promise. General Markos made it quite clear that 
despite~ his military successes the partisans were 
willing to enter a coalition. In May 19t18 the 
Provisional Democratic Government of Greece 
said that it was ready to encourage any initiative 
which would lead to the restoration of peace and 
stated that it did not intend to claim exclusive 
power. Comparable sentiments were expressed 
in the letter from General Markos to the Assembly 

etrangeres, meme importantes et qu'il etait 
temps que les Grecs pensent a eux-memes. Le 
journal ajoutait meme qu'il valait mieux ne pas 
s'exprimer plus clairement. La raison evidente 
en est que depuis !'elaboration de Ia doctrine 
Truman, en mars 1947, plus de 2.000 personnes 
qui avaient luttc contre les nazis ont ete executees, 
sans compter les centaines et milliers d'autres 
qui ont ete emprisonnees et exilees. M. Griswold 
et ses associes ont approuve ces actes. 

L'intervention cconomique a procure d'im
portants benefices aux entreprises americaines. 
Bien qu'a l'origine, lors de la proclamation de la 
doctrine Truman, on ait affirme que les Etats-Unis 
ne cherchaient qu'a remettre en etat l'industrie 
grecque, les Etats-Unis ont eu pour politique de 
limiter la fourniture de matieres premieres et 
d'ccouler leurs produits manufactures. La mission 
americaine a interdit les relations commerciales 
avec les pays des Balkans et de !'Europe centrale 
qui constituent, pour Ia Grece, des debouches 
naturels. La raison manifeste en est que si la 
Grece ne dependait plus economiquement des 
Etats-Unis, elle pourrait mener une politique 
ctrangere autonome. Les Etats-Unis luttent 
maintenant pour obtenir les anciens debouches 
de la Grece. Par exemple, Ia Grece exportait 
autrefois 42 pour 100 de sa production de tabac 
vers l'Allemagne qui est maintenant submergee 
de cigarettes americaines. La mission americaine 
suggere que, a la place du tabac, Ia Grece cultive 
des pommes de terre. D'importantes industries 
grecques sont desormais sous le contrlile de 
societes americaines. De tels faits indiquent la 
veritable nature de !'aide americaine et montrent 
Ia mesure dans laquelle Ia doctrine Truman a 
soulage ce pays de ses souffrances. On ne peut 
douter qu'une aide de ce genre constitue une 
atteinte a l'independance et a l'integrite de ce 
malheureux pays. 

Meme avant la parution de !'article dans le 
journal royaliste, une offre de paix avait ete faite 
par ceux qui combattaient non pour des inten~ts 
etrangers, mais pour Ies interets de la Grece. 
L'armee democratique grecque avait demande 
instamment, pendant plus d'un an, que l'on 
trouve un arrangement. L'appcl qu'elle avait 
fait entendre n'Ctait pas un signe de faiblesse, 
- comme l'ont prouve les evenements qui ont 
suivi- mais ]'expression de leur amour pour 
la liberte et de leur amour pour leur pays. Elle 
etait prete a transiger a Ia simple condition que 
l'independance de Ia Grece flit assuree. Ces appels 
sont restes sans reponse parce que certains avaient 
interet a ce que les flammes de la guerre civile 
ne s'eteignent pas. M. Katz-Suchy declare que 
le representant des Etats-Unis d'Ameriqne a 
nettement indique que l'ordre avait etc reje.te 
sur le conscil de Ia mission militaire des Etats-Ums. 
En juin 1947, les partisans grecs ont ~r?pose u.n: 
coalition democratique. Leur propositiOn a ete 
renouvelee en octobre, en meme temps qu'ils se 
declaraient prets a envisager une solu~ion de 
compromis. Le general Markos fit cla1rement 
com prendre qu'en depit de leur succes militaire, les 
partisans etaient disposes a entrer idans un gouver
nement de coalition. En mai 1948, le Gouver
nement democratique provisoire de Ia Gr.ec.e 
dcclara qu'il etait pret a encourager toute lni-
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dated 10 October which had been circulated as 
document AJC.l/350. 

Thus on the one hand the democratic forces 
were appealing for peace and the Greek people of 
all parties were ready to accept that appeal while 
on the other hand, United States intervention 
was preventing peace. If the First Committee 
wished to safeguard Greek independence, it should 
remove the threat of the Truman doctrine and 
the menace of United States power. The contrast 
between the appeal of General Markos and the 
attitude of the United States was obvious. The 
question was whether Greece should have more 
American " aid " or a chance for peace. Mr. Katz 
Suchy hoped that the United States delegation 
would fail to bring the majority into line and that 
the majority would make the only right choice, 
namely, peace in Greece. 

Mr. RAHIM KHAN (Pakistan) said that he pro
posed to deal only with the subject under dis
cussion, namely, the reports of the Special Com
mittee. The task of the Committee was to decids 
upon appropriate action with regard to the reports. 
The subject of "threats to the political independ
ence and territorial integrity of Greece " had been 
discussed exhaustively in the Security Council and 
General Assembly. In the course of many months 
every aspect of the case had been thoroughly 
examined and after considering the various 
contentions concerning the reasons for disturb
ances in Greece, the General Assembly on 21 
October 1947 had given its final verdict by an 
overwhelming majority (resolution 109 (II). 
Regardless of the merits of the decision there could 
be no doubt as to how the Assembly wished the 
situation dealt with. The Special Committee had 
been established and given certain tasks and at 
the same time the Assembly had fixed the respon
sibility for the disturbances. The Assembly had 
also stated its desire to be kept informed. 

The Special Committee began its work within a 
month of the adoption of the Assembly resolution 
and began by considering how this resolution 
could be implemented. Clearly its primary role 
was conciliatory but in this matter the Special 
Committee met insurmountable obstacles. The 
northern neighbours of Greece persisted in their 
non-co-operation and two States which had been 
appointed to the Special Committee by the Assem
bly, namely, the USSR and Poland, refused to 
participate. It was impossible to bring about a 
peaceful solution of the dispute because one of the 
parties refused to discuss the question of an 
amicable solution with the appointed interme
diary, namely, the Special Committee. The 
Committee was not optimistic concerning the 
prospects of a settlement unless the attitude of 
Greece's northern neighbours was changed. It 
was hoped, however, . that this might happen 
the expression in the Assembly of international 
desire for settlement of the dispute in a particular 
manner. 

tiative susceptible d'aboutir au rCtablissemenL 
de la paix et qu'il n'etait pas dans ses intentions 
de reclamer le pouvoir pour lui seul. Des sen
timents analogues etaient exprimes dans la lettre, 
en date du 10 octobre, adressee par Ie general 
Markos a l' Assemblee generale (AJC.1 /350). 

Ainsi, d'une part, les forces democratiques 
lan~,;aient des appels en vue du retablissement de 
la paix et le peuple grec, a quelque parti qu'il 
appartlnt, Ctait pret a ecouter ces appels, tandis 
que, d'autre part, !'intervention americaine faisail 
obstacle a la paix. Si Ja Premiere Commission 
desire sauvegarder l'independance grecque, ellc 
doit faire disparaltre la menace que representent 
la doctrine Truman et !'intervention de Ia puis
sance des Etats-Unis. Le contraste est eclatant 
entre l'appel du general Markos et !'attitude 
des Etats-Unis. La question qui se pose est de 
savoir si la Grece doit continuer a recevoir 
I'« aide >> americaine ou si elle aura une chance 
de paix. M. Katz-Suchy espere que la delegation 
des Etats-Unis ne reussira pas a ranger Ia majorite 
de son cote et que cette majorite choisira la seule 
voie juste en se pronow:;ant pour la paix en Grece. 

M. RAHil\1 KHAN (Pakistan) se propose de ne 
traiter que le sujet en discussion, a savoir, les 
rapports de la Commission speciale. La Commis
sion a pour tache de decider, en se basant sur ces 
rapports, des mesures qu'il convient de prendre. 
La question des << menaces a l'independance 
politique et a l'integrite territoriale de la Grece » 
a ete discutee a fond au Conseil de securite et a 
l'Assemblee generale. Durant de nombreux mois, 
tons ses aspects ont ete soigneusement etudies 
et, apres avoir examine les diverses allegations 
qui ont ete presentees touchant les raisons des 
troubles en Grece, I' Assemblee generale a, le 
21 octobre 1947, rendu son verdict definitif a une 
majorite ecrasante (resolution 109 (II). QueUe 
que soit la valeur intrinseque de sa decision, 
aucun doute ne peut subsister sur les mesures 
que I' Assemblee desirait prendre. La Commission 
Speciale fut creee ; certaines taches lui furent 
attribuees ; en meme temps, l' Assemblee fixait 
Ia responsabilite des troubles. Elle faisait egale
ment connaitre son desir d'etre tenue informee. 

La Commission speciale entama ses travaux 
dans le mois qui suivit !'adoption de la resolution 
de I' Assemblee et commen~,;a par examiner 
comment cette resolution pouvait etre mise en 
application. Son role primordial etait, de toute 
evidence, nn role de conciliation, mais la Commis
sion rencontra a cet egard des obstacles insurmon
tables. Les voisins septentrionaux de la Grece 
persisterent dans leur reins de cooperer, et des 
Etats qui avaient ete designes par l'Assemblee 
pour faire partie de la Commission, a savoir, 
l'URSS et la Pologne, refuserent de participer 
a ses travaux. Il s'avera impossible d'apporter 
au differend nne solution pacifique parce que 
l'une des parties refusait de discuter la question 
d'un reglement a l'amiable avec l'intermediaire 
designe a cet efiet, a sa voir la Commission speciale. 
La Commission n'etait pas optimiste quant aux 
perspectives d'un reglement possible tant que 
!'attitude des voisins septentrlonaux de la Grece 
ne changerait pas. Elle esperait ccpendant que 
cela pourrait se produire lorsque l' Assemblee 
gcncrale aurait exprime le desir universe! de voir 
le diffcrend regie d'une certaine maniere. 
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The Special Committee had attempted unsuc
cessfully to secure the co-operation of Greece's 
northern neighbours, even making efforts which 
might impair the Committee's dignity because it 
agreed that the situation was so serious that it 
should spare no effort. At the same time the 
Committee established observer groups along the 
northern borders not only to survey the situation 
there, but also to keep itself informed fully upon 
all events so as to be able to decide whether it 
should recommend a special session of the Assem
bly as had been provided for in paragraph 8 of 
the resolution of 21 October. 

The Rapporteur of the Special Committee had 
presented an account of the work of the Committee 
The First Committee now had before it in addition 
the several reports of the Committee which dealt 
in the main with observations on the northern 
frontiers. Circumstances beyond its control had 
affected the work of the Special Committee. 
Some members had even considered the advisa
bility of sending a group to visit Greece's northern 
neighbours to persuade them to co-operate but 
this project was abandoned in view of their per
sistent refusal to have anything to do with the 
Committee. 

The material presented in the reports should be 
sufficient to show that the conclusions were 
justified. The continuing moral support to the 
guerrillas despite the Assembly resolution of 
21 October served to corroborate the conclusions 
with regard to material aid and showed a disregard 
for the decision of the Assembly. It further 
illustrated the impossibility of a peaceful solution 
until this hostile attitude was changed. The 
situation had not improved in the past year and 
it could not be claimed that threats to the polit
icalJ independence and territorial integrity of 
Greece had disappeared so that there was no need 
for further action by the United Nations. 

Arguments had been presented asserting that 
internal conditions were responsible for the 
guerrilla movement. On this point the Assembly 
had already given a decision and circumstances 
since that time had not appreciably changed. 
The resolution proposed by the United Kingdom, 
France, the United States and China (A/C.l/352) 
asked the northern neighbours of Greece to desist 
from aid to the rebels, and after approving the 
conduct of the Special Committee required it to 
continue its efforts towards conciliation. In the 
opinion of the Pakistan delegation the action 
proposed was the minimum which the Assembly 
could take and Pakistan would give it full support. 

Mr. DEVRIN (Turkey) said that already in the 
General Assembly his delegation had presented its 
position on the Greek question and had empha
sized the need to implement the Assembly's 
recommendations for the establishment of normal 
diplomatic relations. The P!oblem w~s of parti
cular importance for countries bordermg Greece 
which were more aware of the seriousness of the 

La Commission speciale a essaye sans succes 
d'obtenir Ja cooperation des voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece. ; elle a meme fait dans ce but des 
efforts susceptibJes de porter prejudice a sa 
dignite, car elle reconnaissait que la situation 
etait si grave qu'elle ne devait epargner aucun 
effort. En ineme temps, la Commission plac;ait 
des groupes d'observateurs Ie long des frontieres 
nord de la Grece, non seulement pour observer 
la situation, mais aussi pour se tenir parfaitement 
informee de tous les evenements, afin d'etre en 
mesure de decider si elle devait recommander 
que l' Assemblee se reunisse en session speciale, 
comme prevu au paragraphe 8 de la resolution 
du 21 octobre. 

Le rapporteur de la Commission speciale a 
rendu compte des travaux de cette Commission. 
La Premiere Commission dispose egalement de 
plusieurs rapports qui traitent, pour l'essentiel, 
d'observations recueillies sur les frontieres du 
nord de Ia Grece. Des evenements independants 
de sa volonte avaient affecte les travaux de Ia 
Commission speciale. Certains de ses membres 
avaient meme envisage d'envoyer un groupe dan5 
les pays voisins, situes au nord de la Grece, pour 
les persuader de cooperer avec la Commission, 
mais ce projet fut abandonne en raison du refus 
persistant de ces pays d'avoir rien a faire avec 
la Commission. 

Les rapports ofirent des elements d'information 
qui devraient etre suffisants pour montrer que 
leurs conclusions sont justifiees. L'appui moral 
continue! donne aux guerillas en depit de Ja 
resolution de l'Assemblt~e du 21 octobre vient 
corroborer les conclusions relatives a !'assistance 
materielle et prouve que l'on fait fi de Ia decision 
de I' Assemblee. II illustre en outre l'impossibilite 
d'arriver a une solution pacifique tant que cette 
attitude hostile n'aura pas change. La situation 
ne s'est pas amelioree au cours de l'annee qui 
vient de s'ecouler et I'on ne peut pretendre que 
les menaces a l'indcpendance politique et a 
l'integrite territoriale de la Grece aient disparu 
rendant desormais inutile toute nouvelle action 
de la part de !'Organisation des Nations-Unies. 

On a pretendu que la situation interieure 
etait la cause du mouvement de guerillas. 
L'Assemblee a deja fait connaltre sa decision a 
cet egard, et les circonstances n'ont pas nota
blement change depuis lors. La resolution proposee 
par le Royaume-Uni, la France, les Etats-Unis 
et la Chine (A/C.l /352) demande aux voisins 
septentrionaux de la Grece de cesser d'aider 
les rebelles, et apres avoir approuve la fac;on dont 
la Commission speciale s'est acquittee de sa 
mission elle lui demande de poursuivre ses efforts 
de conciliation. De !'avis de la delegation du 
Pakistan, la mesure proposee represente le 
minimun de ce que I' Assemblee peut faire e~ le 
Pakistan donnera a la resolution son appm le 
plus complet. 

M. DEVRIN (Turquie) declare que, .a I'Asse~blee 
generale, sa delegation a deja defim son. at!Itu~.e 
a propos de Ia question grecque et a souhgne gu II 
etait necessaire d'executer les recommandatwns 
de I' Assemblee tendant a retablir des relations 
diplomatiques normales entre la Gr~ce et ses 
voisins. Ce probleme prese?~e une Imp,ortanc~ 
particuliere pour Ies -pays vorsms de la Grece, qm 
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situation and were concerned with the estab
lishment of order in an area where local disorder 
had often led to world conflicts. This was the 
principal aspect of the case and was the reason 
why no definite settlement could be reached unless 
the wider and more complex problems were also 
settled. Accordingly, the draft resolution before 
the Committee (AJC.l /352) presented a realistic 
approach. They should not introduce new 
elements into an already complex situation. 
Although the proposal offered no positive proce
dures towards a solution, nevertheless it showed a 
conciliatory spirit and the Turkish delegation 
would support it. 

The Special Committee had been given a 
mediatory task by the Assembly at its last session 
and it should be considered whether to go one 
step further in the direction of a solution. While 
it did not seem probable that much could be 
achieved, no attempt should be considered to be 
useless. The Special Committee had made a 
useful contribution by determining certain preli
minaries for a settlement. If the co-operation 
of Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia could be 
secured the outlook would improve. The present 
situation called for a solution not only because of 
its direct relation to Greece but because of the 
wider implications of the situation in the Balkans. 

Mr. CHEVRIER (Canada) observed that in the 
present question there were concerned two 
Member Governments of the United Nations, 
namely, Yugoslavia and Greece, and two non
Members, Albania and Bulgaria, which would be 
involved in the settlement. The armed conflict 
which had been continuing for months on Greece's 
northern frontiers was of concern to the Assembly 
as an attack on the principles of the Charter which 
diminished the authority of the Organization. 
There could be no doubt that the Assembly was 
competent to deal with the question. Lengthy 
speeches had been made but no member of the 
Committee could fail to participate when the case 
involved physical danger to a Member State. The 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans 
had reported that the partisans in northern Greece 
had been aided by Greece's neighbours and that a 
danger to the peace existed. 

As long as Mr. Bebler and his satellites refused to 
accept the conclusions of the report, the position 
appeared to be difficult. However, if Messrs. 
Behler and Vyshinsky were so convinced of their 
own rectitude they might care to answer the 
question why Poland and the USSR refused to 
accept the invitation to appoint representatives 
on the Committee on the Balkans. Their feeble 
statement that the Committee was illegal was 
no reply. They might also care to say why the 
Balkan countries refused to co-operate with the 
Special Committee and open their borders to 
observer groups. Only Greece saw fit to co-oper
ate with the Committee in the spirit of the 
recommendations of the General Assembly. 

Clearly the lack of co-operation derived from 
an uneasy conscience of the three Governments 

peuvent mieux se rendre compte de la gravite 
de la situation et qui ant interet a voir retablir 
l'ordre dans une region oil des troubles locaux 
ont souvent ctegenere en conflit mondiaux. Tel est 
!'aspect principal de la question, et c'est aus11i 
la raison pour laquelle on ne peut parvenir a 
un reglement definitif taut que ne sont pas 
regles les problemes de caractere plus vaste et 
plus complexe. Aussi, le projet de resolution 
(AJC.l/352) aborde-t-il Ie probleme d'une maniere 
realiste. II ne faut pas introduire d'elements 
nouveaux dans une situation deja complexe. Si 
la proposition n'apporte pas de mesures positives 
pour resoudre la question, elle denote cependant 
un esprit de conciliation, et la delegation de la 
Turquie l'appuiera. 

L' Assemblee generale, a sa session precedente, 
a cantle a la Commission speciale un role de 
mediation ; elle peut se demander s'il ne convien
drait pas maintenant de faire un pas de plus vers 
une solution. Bien que I'on ne puisse esperer de11 
resultats considerables, il ne faut negliger aucune 
tentative. La Commission speciale a accompli un 
travail utile, en determinant certaines des 
conditions necessaires a un reglement. Si I'on 
parvenait a s'assurer le concours de l'Albanie, de 
Ia Bulgarie etde la Yougoslavie, des espoirs plus 
grands seraient permis. La situation actuelle 
reclame une solution, non seulement a cause de 
ses effets directs sur Ia Grece, mais a cause de 
ses repercussions plus vastes sur I' ensemble 
des Balkans. 

M. CHEVRIER (Canada) fait observer que la 
question actuelle concerne deux Etats Membres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, a savoir 
la Yougoslavie et la Grece, et deux Etats non 
Membres, a savoir l'Albanie et la Bulgarie, qui 
sont egalement en cause dans le reglement de 
cette question. Le conflit arme qui dure depuis 
des mois aux frontieres septentrionales de Ia 
Grece preoccupe l'Assemblee, car il porte atteinte 
aux principes de la Charte et affaiblit I'autorite 
de !'Organisation. On ne peut contester Ia compe
tence de I'Assemblee en la mafiere. Meme apres 
Ies longs discours qui ont etc prononces, aucun 
Membre de la Commission ne peut refuser son 
concours quand un Etat Membre est en peril. 
La Commission speciale a signale que dans la 
Grece septentrionale, les partisans rec;oivent 
!'aide de pays voisins et qu'il existe une menace 
contre la paix. 

II semble que, tant que M. Bebler et ses satel
lites refuseront d'accepter les conclusions du 
rapport, Ia situation sera difficile. Cependant, si 
MM. Bebler et Vychinsky sont tellement 
persuades du bien-fonde de leur cause, peut-etre 
voudront-ils dire pourquoi Ia Pologne et l'URSS 
ont decline !'invitation qui leur a ete faite de 
nommer des representants a la Commission 
speciale pour les Balkans? II ne suffit pas de 
repondre que la Commission est illegale. Peut-etre 
aussi voudront-ils dire pourquoi les pays Balka
niques ant refuse de collaborer avec Ia Commission 
speciale et d'ouvrir leurs frontieres aux groupes 
d'observation. Seule la Grece a cru devoir 
cooperer avec la Commission dans !'esprit des 
recommandations de l'Assemblee generale. 

II est clair que ce manque de cooperation 
vient de ce que les trois Gouvernements interesses 
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concerned and not from a spirit imbued with the 
principles enunciated in the Preamble to the 
Charter. The report of the Special Committee 
was ridiculed by the USSR representative who 
considered the observers incompetent and the 
witnesses stupid. This procedure was deceiving 
no one for they had become accustomed to Soviet 
tactics. It was well understood that if the 
Assembly were to endorse the USSR views, the 
following day Soviet Russia would take over 
Greece as it had taken over Poland and Czecho
slovakia. No one had any doubts as to the inten
tions of the USSR 

Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia were striving 
to keep the situation tense in order to fish in 
troubled waters. No serious alternative was 
offered to the Special Committee's proposal. A 
defence of Markos was made and a certain amount 
of Russian folklore was presented, while remote 
facts beyond the Committee's control were cited. 

However, the First Committee was not there as 
a tribunal to try Markos. That affair belonged to 
another tribunal altogether. Those who sought 
to create a change in the situation in Greece were 
those who, if successful, would close the frontiers 
of the country. Knowing their weakness they 
were seeking a solution by violence which they 
could not force upon the Greek people by demo
cratic means. This was another example of 
attempted Communist expansion by violent means 
which were repugnant to the great majority 
present. 

There existed a menace to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity of a Member of 
the United Nations. It was the duty of the 
Assembly to take measures. The Special Com
mittee had succeeded in its tasks of securing 
information and promoting conciliation to the 
extent that it had met with good-will. Its slow 
progress had been due to the intransigeant atti
tude of Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, and to 
the related Comrpunist menace which oppressed 
Greece. However, the moral conscience of the 
world would favour any attempt directed toward 
a peaceful settlement. 

On 6 October 1947 the attitude of the Canadian 
Government towards the creation of the Special 
Committee had been given. The same reasons led 
Mr. Chevrier to declare the support of his dele
gation for the draft resolution presented by the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France and 
China, with such modifications as might be made 
during discussion. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Clwillol, Paris, 
on Friday, 29 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A. CosTA nu RELs 
(Bolivia). 

n'ont pas la conscience tranquille et non du 
souci des principes inscrits dans le preambule 
de la Charte. Le rapport de la Commission 
speciale a etc tourne en derision par Je representant 
de l'URSS, qui estime que les obsrrvateurs 
etaient incompetents et les temoins d'esprit 
borne. Ce proccde ne trompe personne car on 
s'est habitue ala tactique de l'URSS. Nul n'ignore 
que si l' Assemblee devait se rallier au point de 
vue de l'URSS, ce pays etendrait le lendemain 
sa domination sur Ia Grece, comme il l'a fait 
pour la Pologne et la Tchecoslovaquie. Personne 
n'a le moindre dante quant aux intentions de 
l'URSS. 

L'Albanie, la Bulgarie et la YougoslaYie 
s'efforcent de maintenir la tension pour pouvoir 
pecher en eau trouble. On n'ofire rien de scrieux 
pour remplacer la proposition de la Commission 
spcciale. On presente une defense de Markos, 
avec un peu de folklore russe, en citant des 
faits bien vagues, que Ia Commission n'est pas 
en mcsure de controler. 

La Premiere Commission n'est pourtant pas 
un tribunal charge de juger Markos. Cette affaire 
ressortit a un tout autre tribunal. Ceux qui 
cherchent a creer un changement dans la situation 
en Grece sont ceux-la meme qui, s'ils y 
rcussissaient, fermeraient les frontieres du pays. 
Conscients de leur faiblesse, ils cherchent a obtenir 
par la violence qu'ils ne peuvent imposer au peuple 
grec par la voie dcmocratique. C'est 1:1 un nouvel 
excmple d'une tentative d'expansion communiste 
par la violence, ce qui choque la plupart des 
membres de la Commission. 

Il existe une menace a l'independance politique 
et a I'integrite territoriale d'un Membre de 
]'Organisation des Nations Unies. L'Assemblec 
generale a le devoir de prendre des mesures. La 
tache de la Commission speciale, qui consistait 
a recueillir des renseignements et a faciliter la 
conciliation, a abouti dans la mesure du bon 
vouloir qu'a rencontre la Commission. La lenteur 
des progres est due a !'attitude intransigeante de 
I'Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie 
et a la menace communiste qui, de ce fait, pesc 
sur la Grece. Quoi qu'il en soit, la conscience 
morale du monde approuvera toute tentative 
de reglement pacifique. 

Le 6 octobre 1947, le Gouvernement canadien 
a fait connaitre son opinion sur la creation de la 
Commission Speciale. Les memes raisons amenent 
M. Chevrier a declarer que sa delegation approuve 
le projet de resolution presente parIes Etats-Unis 
le Royaume-Uni, la France et la Chine, aYec les, 
modifications qui pourront y etre apportees au 
cours de la discussion. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-DIX-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
le vendredi 29 oclobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President : l\1. A. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivie) 

328 



44. Continuation of the discussion on the 
threats to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMISSION ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
and A/692). 

Mr. H;EBA (Albania) said that his country, which 
had fought beside the Allies, must protest against 
the injustice done to it on 25 October 1948, when 
the First Committee had refused to grant it the 
right to take part in the discussion and to reply to 
any charges which might be made against it 
(A/C.1 JSR.170). 

The Albanian people's sole goal had always been 
freedom and independence. Thus, the very 
wording of the item on the First Committee's 
agenda made no sense, since it implied that a 
country with only one million inhabitants, which 
was backward economically and had been devasted 
during the war, was a threat to the political 
independence and territorial integrity of Greece. 

The Greek Government's argument was well 
known : it was that Greece was still in a state of 
war with Albania. The Greek provocations on 
the Albanian frontier were simply the logical result 
of that state of mind. The reason why there had 
been no solution of the Greek question, although 
it was on the agenda of various bodies of the 
United Nations, was because it was being viewed 
through glasses which distorted its true nature. 
Meanwhile, foreign bayonets were shedding the 
blood of the Greek people. 

After the Security Council had rejected the 
just solution proposed by the Ukrainian SSR, the 
United Kingdom and the United States had 
attempted to turn Greece into a base for 
aggression. For, as Walter Lippmann had writ
ten on 6 April 1947, the geographical position of 
Greece and Turkey made them a bridgehead 
leading to the heart of the USSR. 

Reviewing the changing fate of the Greek 
question before the United Nations, Mr. Heba 
recalled that six of the eleven members of the 
former Commission of Investigation set up by 
the Security Council had endorsed conclusions 
which were faulty ; for despite the efforts of 
the USSR, the Greek question had been removed 
from the agenda of the Security Council. 
Thereupon, the General Assembly had adopted 
a draft resolution introduced by the United 
States [resolution 109(II)] which established the 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans 
in violation of the very principles of the Charter 
which demanded the unanimity of the five great 
Powers and the sovereignty of Albania, Bulgaria, 
Yugoslava and Greece itself. The Special 
Committee thus became a tool in the hands of 
those were were really responsible for the Greek 
tragedy namely, the Government at Athens, and 
the United States and United Kingdom, who 
were intervening in Greece by sending arms and 
giving financial support. 

At the second session of the General Assembly, 
the charges brought by the United States were 

44. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES · BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 et A/692) 

M. HEBA (Albanie) declare que son pays, qui 
a participe a Ia lutte commune des Allies, proteste 
contre ]'injustice commise a son egard le 
25 octobre 1948 lorsque la Premiere Commission 
a refuse de lui accorder Je droit de prendre part 
aux debats et de repondre a des declarations 
eventuelles mettant en cause I' Albanie (A/C. 
1 JSR.170). 

Le seul but du peuple albanais a toujours ete 
la liberte et !'in dependance. Le libellc meme ·de la 
question actuellement a l'ordre du jour de la 
Premiere Commission constitue done un non-sens, 
puisque l'on tend a representer une nation d'un 
million d'habitants, economiquement faible, et 
meurtrie au cours de la guerre, comme mena<;ant 
l'independance politique et l'integrite territoriale 
de ]a Grece. 

La these du Gouvernement grec est bien· 
connue : la Grece se trouverait encore en etat 
de guerre avec l'Albanie. Les provocations 
grecques sur la frontiere ne sont qu'une conse
quence logique de cet etat d'esprit. Si, depuis 
que Ia question grecque figure a l'ordre du jour 
de difierents organes des Nations Unies, aucune 
solution n'a pu lui etre apportce, c'est parce 
qu'on !'envisage a travers des verres deformants. 
Entre temps, des bai'onnettes etrangeres font 
couler le sang du peuple grec. 

Dcpuis que le Conseil de securite a rejete la 
juste solution proposee par la RSS d'Ukraine, 
le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis se sont 
efforces de faire de la Grece une base d'agression. 
C'est que, comme M. Walter Lippmann l'ecrivait 
le 6 avril 1947, la situation geographique de la 
Grece et de la Turquie fait de ces territoires une 
tete de pont perinettant de penetrer au cceur 
de l'URSS. 

Passant en revue les vicissitudes de la question 
grecque devant !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
M. Heba rappelle que six des onze membres de 
l'ancienne Commission d'enquete du Conseil de 
securite avaient souscrit a des conclusions 
fallacieuses, puisque, malgre les efiorts de l'URSS, 
la question grecque avait ete retiree de l'ordre du 
jour du Conseil de securitc. Sur ce, l'Assemblee 
generale adoptait un projet de resolution des 
Etats-Unis (resolution 109 (II), creant la Commis
sion speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans, 
dont la constitution viole les principes memes de 
la Charte relatifs a l'unanimite des cinq grandes 
Puissances, a la souverainete de l'Albanie, de la 
Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie, et de Ia Grece meme. 
La Commission speciale devenait ainsi nn instru
ment aux mains des vrais responsables du drame 
grec, c'est-a-dire du Gouvernement d'Atbenes 
et des anglo-americains qui interviennent en 
Grcce par I' envoi d'armes et par un appui financier. 

Au cours de la deuxieme session de 1' Assemblee 
generale, les accusations portees par les Etats-Unis 
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supported by so few proofs that the First 
Committee had rejected them. But the USSR 
draft resolution of 27 September 1947 (A/C.1j199), 
the only possible way of correctly solving the 
Greek question in accordance both with the 
Charter and with the interests of the Greek 
people, had not been adopted. 

The Greek question had been created arti
ficially to prevent the establishment of a 
democratic regime in that country and to set 
up a base for action against the peoples' demo
cracies. On 20 September 1948, Colliers magazine 
had published an article by Paul Porter which 
stated that the Anglo-Americans had, in April 
1947, raised to power a clique of bankers deter
mined to defend their privileges at all costs. 
In fact, the number of persons deported, which 
in September 1947, amounted to 30,000 rose to 
70,000 in April 1948; and 10,000 more persons 
had fallen victim to the assaults of the monarcho
fascists. 

To draw a veil over that bloody repression, 
the four Powers' draft resolution (A/C.l /352) 
accused Greece's neighbours even before they 
had been heard. But far from solving the Greek 
problem, the resolution could only serve the 

·interests of the United States monopolies and of 
those who were using Commissions of the United 
Nations for their own expansionist aims. 

The Special Committee had violated the 
principles of the Charter by legalizing the crimes 
of the monarcho-fascists. By Press and radio 
the Greek Government had asserted its territorial 
claims on Southern Albania, which it called 
cc Northern Epirus >>. On 20 February 1948, 
for example, Mr. Svolopoulos, director of the 
Athens radio station, had stated that it was 
time to have done with Albania and that the 
names of the towns in Southern Albania would 
soon become war-cries of the Greek troops. On 
2 September 1948 the monarcho-fascist troops 
committed a particularly serious provocation. 
At 11 a.m., three battalions of the 75th Brigade 
of the Athens Government army had crossed 
the frontier near Pogoni between frontier posts 
17 and 20 and had penetrated 300 metres into 
Albanian territory. Firing had continued from 
11 a.m. to 5.40 p.m. , 

The whole world knew about the persecutions 
carried out against the Chams who had taken 
an active part with the EAM in the Greek 
people's struggle for liberation. The gangs of 
the quisling general Napoleon Zervas had 
massacred more than 2,800 Chams, and 23,000 
of them had been forced to seek refuge in 
Albania. 

What, however, was the truth of the allegation 
that Greece had been in a state of war with 
Albania since 1940, the date when Italy, which 
had previously occupied Albania, had declared 
war against Greece ? The sole purpose of that 
claim was to justify the aggressive action and 
attempts at annexation of the Athens Government 
and to divert attention from the civil war in 
Greece. The struggle which the Albanians had 
waged beside the Allies, their peace-loving and 
democratic policy and their relations with the 
peoples' democracies and other democratic States 
•1ave the lie to that claim. Nevertheless, on 
b 

etaient si depourvues de preuves que Ia Premiere 
Commission les avait rejetees. Mais le projet de 
resolution de l'URSS du 27 septembre 1947, 
(A/C.1j199), seul susceptible d'apporter a la 
question une solution juste, et conforme a la 
Charte et a !'interet du peuple grec, n'etait pas 
ado pte. 

Le probleme grec a ete cree artificiellement 
pour empecher 1' etablissement d'un regime demo
cratique dans ce pays et creer une base d'action 
contre les democraties populaires. Le 20 septembre 
1948, le magazine Colliers a public un article 
de M. Porter selon lequel les anglo-saxons 
avaient porte au pouvoir, en avril 1947, une 
clique de banquiers prets a defendre leurs privileges 
par tous les moyens. De fait, le nombre des 
deportes, qui etait de 30.000 en septembre 1947, 
atteignait 70.000 en avril 1948 ; en outre, 10.000 
victimes etaient tombees sous les coups des 
monarcho-fascistes. 

C'est pour faire oublier cette repression san
glante que le projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances (A/C.1f352) accuse les voisins de Ia 
Grece avant meme de les avoir entendus. ~1ais 
ce projet de resolution, bien loin d'apporter une 
solution au probleme grec, ne peut que servir le~ 
interets des monopoles americains et de ceux 
qui utilisent les Commissions des Nations Unies 
a leurs fins expansionnistes. 

La Commission speciale a viole les principes 
de la Charte en legalisant les crimes des monarcho
fascistes. Par la presse et par la radio, le Gouver
nement grec a affirme ses revendications territo
riales sur l'Albanie du Sud, qu'il appelle cc l'Epire 
du Nord». Le 20 fevrier 1948, par exemple, 
M. Svolopoulos, directeur de Ia radio d' Athenes, 
declarait qu'il etait temps d'en finir avec l'Albanie 
et que les noms des villes de l' Albanie meridionale 
seraient bientot autant de cris de guerre des 
troupes grecques. Le 2 septembre 1948, les troupes 
monarcho-fascistes sc livraient a une provocation 
particulierement grave. A 11 heures du matin, 
trois bataillons de la 75e brigade de l'armee 
d' Athenes franchissaient la frontiere pres de 
Pogoni, entre les pyramides 17 et 20, et per:e
traient de 300 metres en territoire albana1s. 
le feu dura de 11 heures a 17 h. 40. 

Le monde entier connait les persecutions dont 
ont ete victimes les Tchams, qui avaient participe 
avec l'EAM a la guerre de liberation du peuple 
grec. Les bandes du general quisling Napoleon 
Zervas ont massacre plus de 2.800 Tchams, 
tandis que 23.000 d'entre eux ont du chercher 
refuge en Albanie. 

Mais qu'en est-il de la theorie selon laquelle ~a 
Grece serait en etat de guerre avec l'Albame 
depuis 1940, epoque a laquelle l'Italie, qui avait 
au prealable occupe l'Albanie, est entree en guerr~ 
contre la Grece ? Cette allegation ne tend qu'a 
justifier les actes agressifs et les tentati\:es 
d'annexion du Gouvernement d'Athenes eta fa1re 
oublier la guerre civile en Grece. La lutt~ des 
Albanais aux cotes des Allies, la politique pacifique 
et democratique de ce peuple et ses relations avec 
les democraties populaires et les a_utres Et_at~ 
democratiques sont autant de demenhs ~pportes a 
cette assertion absurde. Pourtant, le 24 JUln 1948, 
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24 June 1948 Mr. Tsaldaris, the Greek Foreign 
Minister, had declared that the state of war 
between Albania and Greece had not terminated 
and that the question of Northern Epirus would 
be coming up soon. 

Albania, however, had never been, and did 
not want to be, at war with Greece, with which 
it wished to entertain peaceful and friendly 
relations ; but the attitude of the Athens 
Government was in absolute contrast to that of 
Albania. The Athens Government had been 
preparing for action against Albania since the 
summer of 1945. During the summer of 1946, 
Greece had submitted its territorial claims to 
the Paris Peace Conference. During the winter 
of 1946, Greece had accused Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia in the Security Council of aiding 
the Greek guerrillas. During the summer of 1947, 
the Greek Government and the United Kingdom 
and the United States had requested that 
measures provided in Chapter VII of the Charter 
should be applied. Finally, following the arrival 
of the United Nations Special Committee on 
the Balkans in Greece, the Greek provocations 
had been intensified and had reached their climax 
in August and September 1948 in an attempt to 
propagate the belief that Albania was aiding 
the Greek democratic army. With that in view, 
the Athens Government's army had committed 
683 acts of provocation on the Albanian frontier 
since the beginning of the Special Committee's 
activities. During August and September, there 
had been 258 acts of provocation, among which 
those of 2 September and 6 September had been 
particularly serious because bombs had been 
dropped on Albanian territory, houses damaged 
and civilians wounded. Albania had protested 
to the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
on many occasions, and had brought to his 
knowledge 596 provocative acts committed 
between December 1947 and 15 October 1948. 

All the slanders about alleged Albanian aid 
to the Greek democratic army were merely 
intended to camouflage the provocative acts 
and defeats of the Greek Government and the 
reign of terror it had set up in its country. On 
6 February 1948, the free Greek radio reported 
a statement by Mr. Gonatas to the effect that 
it would be advisable to capture some Albanians 
and represent them as Andartes. 

As for supplying arms to the Greek partisans, 
how could Albania, which possessed no war 
industry, really be guilty of that charge ? 
Colonel Sheppard, former Chief of the British 
Military Mission in Greece, had said that he had 
failed to find arms of foreign origin in free Greece, 
that all the material in the possession of the 
guerrillas had been captured from the troops 
of the Athens Government. The New Statesman 
and Nation of 28 January 1948 had stated that 
the most that Albania supplied to the Andartes 
was medical aid, but that even that had not 
been proved in an objective manner ; no impartial 
observer had ever seen guerrillas crossing the 
frontier, and there was no trace whatever of any 
international brigade in Greece. · 

Nevertheless, the Athens Government was 
resorting to all sorts of slanders and provocative 

le Ministre des affaires etrangeres grec, M. Tsal
daris, affirmait que I' etat de guerre entre I' Albanie 
et la Grece n'avait pas pris :fin et que la question 
de l'Epire du nord se poserait prochainement. 

Or, l'Albanie n'a jamais ete et ne desire pas etre 
en guerre avec la Grece, avec laquelle elle desire 
entretenir des relations pacifiques et amicales. 
Mais !'attitude du Gouvernement d'Athenes forme 
un contraste absolu avec celle de I' Albanie. Des 
l'ete 1945, le Gouvernement d'Athenes faisait des 
preparatifs diriges contre I' Albanie. Au cours de 
1' ete 1946, la Grece presentait ses revendications 
territoriales a la Conference de Paris. Au cours de 
l'hiver 1946, la Grece accusait, au Conseil de 
securite, l'Albanie, la Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie 
d'aider les guerillas grecques. Pendant l'ete 1947, 
le Gouvernement grec et les Anglo-Americains 
demandaient !'application des mesures prevues 
au Chapitre VII de la Charte. Enfin, a la suite de 
l'arrivee en Grece de la Commission speciale des 
Nations Unies pour les.Balkans, les provocations 
grecques s'intensifiaient pour atteindre leur paro
xysme en aout-septembre 1948 : il s'agissait de 
faire croire que l'Albanie aidait l'armee democra
tique grecque. C'est ainsi que, depuis le debut des 
operations de la Commission speciale, l'armee du 
Gouvernement d' Athenes se livrait a 683 provo
cations a la frontiere albanaise. Au cours des mois 
d'aout et de septembre, 258 provocations avaient 
lieu, parmi lesquelles celles du 2 et du 6 septembre 
etaient particulierement graves puisque des 
bombes etaient lachees en territoire albanais, que 
des maisons etaient endommagees et des civils 
blesses. L'Albanie a proteste a de nombreuses 
reprises aupres du Secretariat general de !'Orga
nisation Ides Nations Unies, a la connaissance 
duquel elle a porte, entre decembre 1947 et le 
15 octobre 1948, 596 provocations. 

Toutes les calomnies relatives a l'aide 
pretendument apportee par l'Albanie a l'armee 
democratique ne visent qu'a camoufler les provo
cations, les defaites du Gouvernement grec et la 
terreur qu'il fait regner sur le pays. Le 6 fevrier 
1948, la radio de la Grece libre rapportait un 
propos de M. Gonatas, selon lequel il serait 
opportun d'aller capturer des Albanais que l'on 
presenterait comme des Andartes. 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, la fourniture 
d'armes aux partisans grecs, comment l'Albanie, 
qui ne dispose d'aucune industrie de guerre, 
pourrait-elle etre vraiment coupable de ce qu'on 
lui reproche ? Le colonel Sheppard, ancien chef 
de la mission militaire britannique en Grece, 
declarait qu'il avait vainement cherche en Grece 
libre des armes d'origine etrangere, mais que tout 
le materiel dont disposaient les guerillas avait ete 
pris aux troupes du Gouvernement d'Athenes. Le 
28 janvier 1948, le New Statesman and Nation 
declarait que I' Albanie fournissait tout au plus 
des secours medicaux aux Andartes, mais que 
meme en ce domaine, rien n'avait ete prouve 
objectivement ; qu'aucun observateur impartial 
n'avait jamais vu des guerillas franchir la frontiere 
et qu'il n'y avait pas trace d'une brigade inter
nationale en Grece. 

Et pourtant, le Gouvernement d' Athenes 
s'efforce par toutes sortes de calomnies et de 
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acts in an attempt to bolster up its unfounded 
accusations, and the United Kingdom and the 
United States were aiding it in its aggressive 
actions. In November 1945, General Scobie had 
stated that the British troops would never leave 
Greece until its rights had been re-established. 
It had been learned from monarcho-fascists who 
had surrendered to Albanian troops that the 
Greek troops had in certain cases been ordered 
to penetrate into Albanian territory in order to 
capture Albanian soldiers who could be exhibited 
as fighters with the Andarles. 

To bolster up the morale of its troops, the 
Greek Government had passed round the word 
that the United States officers would always be 
there to take part in military operations. That 
had been, for example, the subject of a statement 
made on 11 March 1948 by a high Greek officer 
who had pointed out the great interest which 
the United States was taking in Greece. 

It was a fact that Greece played a leading 
role in United States strategic plans as a base 
for attack against the Soviet Union. What 
became then of the principles of the United 
Nations ? It was true that the United Kingdom, 
France and the United States pretended to take 
no notice of such military realities and made a 
show of carrying on a peace policy, as evidenced 
by the way in which the French Minister at 
Tirana had approached the Albanian Government 
on behalf of those three Governments, inde
pendently of the United Nations and in disregard 
of the principle of non-intervention in the internal 
affairs of sovereign States. 

Albania was well aware that the Greek question 
was an internal problem. Those Greeks who 
crossed the frontier under arms were disarmed 
and sent to a internment camp. On the other 
hand, Albania had granted the right of asylum 
to women, children and old men and had supplied 
their needs in accordance with the Albanian 
constitution. Mr. Tsaldaris' demand based on 
alleged kidnappings of children was nothing but 
a slander distorting the meaning of a humanitarian 
action carried out by Albania in accordance 
with the most humane principles. 

Albania had always shown itself ready to 
co-operate in every way within the framework 
of the United Nations, both in the work of the 
Security Council and with its commissions of 
investigation. On 27 June 1947 the repre
sentative of Albania had recalled in the Security 
Council that his country had welcomed the 
resolution of 19 December 1946 (S/339) and had 
done everything possible to see that light was 
thrown on the unfounded charges brought by 
Greece, so that a just solution might be found 
to the Greek problem1• In fact, despite Greece's 
territorial claims and despite the allegations 
that a state of war existed between the two 
countries, the Albanian Government had always 
adopted a good-neighbour policy towards Greece. 
In accordance with the General Assembly's 
resolution 109 (II) of 21 October 1947, Albania had 
stated that it was prepared to re-open discussions 
on the resumption of normal diplomatic relations 
with Greece, if that country would give up its 

1 See Official Records oflhe Security Council, Second Year, 
No 51, page 1129. 

provocations d'ctayer ces absurdcs accusatiom. 
Et les Anglo-americains l'aident dans ses entre
prises belliqueuses. En novembre 1945, le general 
Scobie declarait que les troupes anglaises ne 
quitteraient pas la Grece tant que celle-ci n'aurait 
pas etc retablie dans ses droits. Par des monarcho
fascistes qui se sont rendus aux troupes albanaises, 
on a appris que les troupes grecques avaient, dans 
certains cas, pour objectif de penetrer en territoire 
albanais afin de faire prisonniers des militaires 
albanais que l'on put presenter comme des 
compagnons d'arme des Andarles. 

Pour remonter le moral de ses troupes, le 
Gouvernement d'Athenes fait affirmer que les 
officiers americains seront toujours la pour parti
ciper aux operations militaires. Tel etait notam
ment le theme d'une declaration faite le 11 mars 
1948 par un officier superieur grec qui rappelait 
combien Jes Americains s'interessaient ala Grece. 

II est de fait que la Grece joue un role de premier 
plan dans les conceptions strategiques americaines 
comme base d'attaque contre l'Union sovietique. 
Que deviennent alors les principes de l'Orga· 
nisation des Nations Unies ? II est vrai qu'Anglais, 
Fran.:;ais et Americains font semblant d'ignorer 
ces realites militaires et feignent de mener une 
politique de paix, comme l'a montre la demarche 
entreprise par le ministre de France a Tirana au 
nom de ces trois Gouvernements, en dehors de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies et au mepris du 
principe de non-immixtion dans les affaires ink 
rieures d'un Etat souverain. 

L' Albanic n'ignore pas que I' affaire grecque 
est un probleme interieur. Les Grecs qui passe~t 
la frontiere en annes sont desarmes et envoyes 
dans un camp de concentration. Mais l'Albanie a 
accorde le droit d'asile a des femmes, des vieillards, 
des enfants et a pourvu a leurs besoins, confor
mement a la constitution albanaise. La demande 
de M. Tsaldaris relative a de pretend us enlevements 
d'enfants n'est qu'une pure calomnie, qui de~ature 
le sens d'un acte humanitaire accompli par 
I' Albanie conformement aux principes les plus 
genereux. . 

D'une maniere generale, l'Albanie s'est touJours 
montrce prete a cooperer dans le cadre d~ !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, qu'il s'ag1sse des 
travaux du Conseil de securite ou de ses Com
missions d'enquete. Le 27 juin 1947, au Conseil de 
securite, le representant de I' Albanie rappel~it que 
son pays avait fait bon accueil a la resolutiOn du 
19 decembre 1946 (S/339) et qu'il avait fait tout 
son possible pour que la lumiere fut faite sur.Ies 
accusations injustifiees formulees par la Gr~ce, 
a fin qu'une solution juste fut apportee au p~obl~me 
grec1. Effectivement, en depit des revendicatwns 
territoriales de la Grece et de la these selon 
laquelle un etat de guerre exister~it entr~ ]e~ 
deux pays, le Gouvernement albanms a touJour. 
eu une politique de bon voisinage a l'egard de Ia 
Grece. Conformement a la resolution 109 (II) ~u 
21 octobre 1947 de l'AssemblCe generale l'Albame 
a declare qu'ell~ etait prete a examiner a nou.veau 
la question de la reprise de relations diploiD:at:ques 
normales avec la Grece, si ce pays renon.:;a~t a son 

• 't' d uxieme 
1 Voir Ies Proces-verbaux du Conscil de Securz e, c · 

annee, No 51, page 1129. 
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provocative attitude and put an end to its 
criminal acts. The Athens Government, however, 
replied by continuing to violate its international 
obligations. 

Albania had declared that it refused to reco
gnize the United Nations Special Committee 
orr the Balkans and considered all its activities, 
reports and recommendations null and void. 
For the result of that body's work was in jlagrant 
contradiction with the truth disclosed to the 
world following the work of the Security Council's 
Commission of Investigation. It was true that 
six of the eleven members of the Commission of 
Investigation concerning Greek Frontier Incidents 
had lent their names to completely false 
conclusions. That, however, was a weak 
majority, which had not even taken into account 
the facts and documents collected by the Com
mission itself. 

The Special Committee had been set up in 
violation of the principle of the unanimity of 
the five great Powers and of the provisions 
governing the competence of the various bodies 
of the United Nations. Moreover, in accordance 
with Articles 35 and 37 of the Charter, after the 
Security Council's Commission of investigation 
had finished its work, a decision on the pacific 
settlement of the dispute should first have been 
taken. 

A group of observers attached to the Special 
Committee, which had visited Janina and Konitza, 
said they had seen in the camps of the 43rd 
monarcho-fascist Brigade some am munition said 
to have been captured from the partisans, 
including Yugoslav and German shells. The 
truth was that the Andartes were armed with 
American and British weapons captured from 
the troops of the Athens Government. That 
was borne out by a document issued by the 
Commander of the 8th Greek Division which 
prohibited various units from taking more 
equipment than they needed so as to prevent 
it from falling into the hands of the partisans. 
That had also been admitted by United States 
Senator Brooks. 

And yet the Special Committee had deemed 
it fit to state on 10 January 1948 that Albania 
was helping Greek partisans. The Special 
Committee was doomed never to understand 
anything of the Greek problem because it tried 
to find its solution in the neighbouring countries. 
Assuming the role of the Security Council, it 
threatened Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia for 
various offences they had never committed. 
Although none of those three countries had 
recognized General Markos' Government, the 
Special Committee had decided to regard the 
creation of Committees for aid to the Greek 
people as interference in Greek internal affairs. 
It seemed that supplying clothes and food was 
an international offence, while the supply of 
gas and aircraft was a perfectly legitimate action. 

The Special Committee had objected to certain 
Albanian, Bulgarian and Yugoslav radio stations 
broadcasting news relating to military operations 
in Greece, but the same body failed to notice 
the call to war against Albania issued in Greece 
and in New York. 

attitude de provocation et cessait de se livrer a 
des actes criminels. Mais le Gouvernement 
d'Athenes, pour toute reponse, n'a cesse de violer 
ses obligations internationales. 

L'Albanie a declare qu'elle refusait de recon
naitre la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans et qu'elle considerait tous ses 
actes, rapports et recommandations comme nuls 
et non avenus. D'ailleurs, le resultat des travaux 
de cet organisme est absolument contraire a la 
verite que le monde a apprise a la suite des 
travaux de la Commission d'enquete du Conseil de 
securite. Sans cloute, six membrcs sur onze de 
cette Commission cl' enquete sur les incidents 
survenus le long de ]a frontiere grecque sous
crivaient-ils a des conclusions absolument 
erronees. Mais c'etait la une majorite bien faible 
et qui ne tenait aucun compte des faits et des 
documents memes reunis par cet organisme. 

La Commission Speciale a ete etablie en viola
tion du principe de l'unanimite des cinq grandes 
Puissances et des regles qui regisscnt la compe
tence des differents organes de ]'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. De plus, a la suite des travaux de 
la Commission d'enquete du Conseil de securite, 
il convenait, conformemcnt aux Articles 35 et 37 
de la Charte, de prendre d'abord une decision 
relative a la solution pacifique du differend. 

Un groupe d'observateurs de la Commission 
Speciale qui s'est rendu a Janina et a Konitza, a 
declare avoir vu, clans des camps de la 43e brigade 
monarcho-fasciste, des munitions qui auraient 
etc prises aux partisans et notamment des obus 
yougoslaves et allemands. La verite sur l'armement 
des Andartes est que ces derniers sont munis 
cl'armes americaines et anglaises prises aux troupes 
clu Gouvernement d'Athcnes, ainsi qu'il appert 
d'un document emanant clu Commandant de la 
se division grecque interdisant aux differentes 
unites cl'emporter plus de materiel qu'il n'est 
strictement nccessaire afin d'eviter qu'il ne tombe 
aux mains des partisans. Ce fait a cte egalement 
reconnu par le Senateur americain Brooks. 

Et pourtant, la Commission spcciale croyait 
pouvoir declarer le 10 jan vier 1948 que 1' Albanie 
aidait les partisans grecs. Mais la Commission 
speciale est condamnee a ne jamais rien 
comprenclre au probleme grec parce qu'elle en 
cherche la solution clans les pays voisins. Se 
substituant au Conseil de sccurite, elle menace 
1' Albanie, la Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie pour des 
infractions que ces pays n'ont pas commises. 
Alors qu'aucun de ces trois pays n'a reconnu le 
Gouvernement du general Markos, la Commission 
speciale a voulu considerer comme une ingerence 
dans les affaires interieures de la Grece la crealion 
de comites d'aicle au peuple grec : serait-ce que la 
fourniture de vetements et de vivres est un delit 
international alors que la fourniture de gaz et 
d'avions de combat est un acte parfaitement 
licite ? 

La Commission speciale s'est elevee contte le 
fait que certaines station~ de radio albanaises, 
bulgares et yougoslaves publient des nouvelles 
relatives aux operations militaires en Grece .. mais 
ce meme organisme n'a pas d'oreilles pour entendre 
les appels a la guerre contre l' Albanie qui se font 
entendre en Grece eta New-York. 
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One of the other accusations levelled by the 
Special Committee concerned Greek children 
sheltered by the Albanian People's Republic. 
It should be noted first of all that those children 
had not been kidnapped, and secondly that 
Albania kept them only because of humanitarian 
considerations and had arranged for their edu
cation by Greek teachers. Mr. Tsaldaris' telegram 
to the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
announcing that· the Special Committee would 
present a report on that subject, was part of a 
cleverly conducted campaign which had been 
marked by the State Department bulletin of 
24 June 1948 and by an official statement of 
the United Kingdom Government condemning 
the transfer of Greek children taken away from 
their parents. The mendacious character of 
those accusations, however, had been illustrated, 
for example by a letter of 24 March 1948 from 
the mayor of one the localities from which the 
children had been sent to neighbouring countries ; 
the letter stated that the inhabitants of the 
village had decided to send their children to 
neighbouring countries because the village had 
not known a single day of peace for the last two 
years. 

An overwhelming majority of the 500 witnesses 
heard by the Special Committee had been 
presented by the Greek Liaison Service and had 
usually been heard in the presence of a Greek 
officer. Furthermore, those witnesses had often 
been captured partisans held by the Greek 
Government. Thus the work of the Special 
Committee was not serious in any way. Its 
sources were most suspect and what had been 
taken into account was the quantity, not the 
quality, of the information. The resulting report 
was a slur on the United Nations. In particular 
it displayed extreme hostility towards Albania. 
Paragraph 50 of the report (A/574) stated that 
the refusal of the Albanian People's Republic 
to co-operate was incompatible with that country's 
desire to become a Member of the United Nations. 
And yet, by refusing, Albania had merely behaved 
like any country which respected the Charter 
and wished to promote the cause of peace. 

The Special Committee seemed to regard Greek 
claims against Albania as absolutely normal and 
ignored the provocations and crimes of the Greek 
Government. In a letter dated 2 May 1948, 
Albania had declared, however, that provided 
Greece showed goodwill it was prepared to 
implement paragraph 5 of General Assembly 
resolution 109 (II) of 21 October 1947 relating 
to the resumption of diplomatic relations. The 
problem of the Chams was the most serious 
one existing between Greece and Albania, and 
although the Special Committee seemed to 
consider that it had been settled by the forced 
emigration of that unfortunate population to 
Albania, it would not be solved so long as the 
Chams were persecuted by the quisling general 
Napoleon Zervas and did not recover their homes 
and property. 

Paragraph 91 of the Special Committee's 
report expressed satisfaction with the state of 
the Bulgarian, Yugoslav and Albanian refugees' 

Une autre des accusations formulees par Ia 
Commission speciale est relative a la question des 
enfants grecs auxquels la Republique populaire 
d'Albanie a accorde le droit d'asile. Mais en 
premier lieu, ces enfants n'ont pas etc enleves et, 
en deuxieme lieu, 1' Albanie ne les garde que par 
humanite et les fait instruire par des instituteurs 
grecs. Le telegramme adresse par M. Tsaldaris au 
Secretaire general de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, annonc;ant que la Commission speciale 
presenterait un rapport a ce sujet, s'integrait 
dans une campagne savamment orchestree, 
marquee par un bulletin du Departement d'Etat 
du 24 juin 1948 et par une declaration officielle du 
Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni condamnant lc 
transfert d'enfants grecs enleves a leurs parents. 
Mais le caractere mensonger de ces accusations a 
ete demontre, notamment, par une lettre du 
24 mars 1948 du maire d'une des localites dont les 
enfants ont ete envoyes dans des pays voisins. En 
efiet, il est indiquc dans ce document que les 
habitants du village ont pris la decision de faire 
partir leurs enfants parce que la localite n'avait 
pas connu un jour de paix en deux ans. 

L'immense majorite des 500 temoins entendus 
par Ia Commission speciale a ete presentee par le 
Service de liaison grec et ces temoins ont en general 
ete entendus en presence d'un officier grec. De 
plus, dans bien des cas, il s'est agi de partisans 
faits prisonniers et se trouvant aux mains du 
Gouvernement grec. Aussi lc travail accompli par 
la Commission speciale n'a presente aucun carac
tere serieux. Ses sources sont des plus suspectes 
et I' on n'a tenu compte que de la masse des rensei
gnements recueillis, nullement de leur qualite. Lr 
rapport qui en est resultc deshonore !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. II fait preuve en particulicr 
d'une extreme hostilite a l'cgard de l'Albanie. 
C'est ainsi qu'au paragraphe 50 de son rapport 
(A/574), la Commission speciale declare que le 
refus de cooperation de la Republique populaire 
d'Albanie est incompatible avec lc desir de ce pays 
de devcnir Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Or, par ce refus, l'Albanie n'a fait que s~ 
comporter comme doit le faire tout pays qUI 
respecte la Charte des Nations Unies et entend 
servir la cause de la paix. 

La Commission speciale a I'air de considerer 
comme absolument normales les pretentious de 
la Grece contre l'Albanie et elle ignore les provo
cations et les crimes du Gouvernement grec. 
Cependant, I' Albanie a declare, par lettre du 
2 mai 1948, qu'elle etait prete a donner suite au 
paragraphe 5 de la resolution 109 (II) . d~r 
21 octobre 1947, de l'Assemblee generale relatif a 
la reprise des relations diplomatiques, si Ia Grece 
donnait des preuves de bonne volonte. Lc 
problemc des Tchams est le plus grave de c~ux 
qui se posent entre la Grece et l'Albanie et~ ~ten 
que la Commission speciale semble cons1der:r 
qu'il a ete resolu par I' emigration forcee en Albame 
de ces malheureuses populations, ce problei?e ~e 
sera pas resolu tant que les Tchams, persecutes 
par le general quisling Napoleon Zervas n'auront, 
pas recouvre leur foyer et leurs biens. 

La Commission speciale, au paragraphe 91 de 
son rapport, s'est declaree satisfaite de l'etat dt;s 
camps de refugies bulgares, yougoslaves et albanats 
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camps in Greece and stated that measures had 
been taken to prevent them from taking part 
in any political activities. In fact, a great deal 
of political and military work was being carried 
on in those camps against Greece's neighbours. 
Colonel Sheppard had stated that the British 
had five special units in Greece for that kind 
of work, whose task was to help agitators to 
cross the frontiers. 

The Special Committee had deliberately aban
doned its conciliatory mission from the very 
beginning of its work. Notwithstanding the 
provisions of the resolution of 21 October 1947, t 
had openly acted as an investigation and control 
commission. It had given particular attention 
to the control of Greece's northern frontiers by 
observation groups - a control mentioned in 
chapter III of the report. That task was 
completely outside the Committee's terms of 
reference ; and it had, moreover, discharged it 
without any objectivity whatever. , 

The Special Committee alleged, either on the 
basis of direct observation or of certain testimony, 
that Greek partisans had crossed the Greek
Albanian frontier, that shots had been fired from 
Albanian territory in the direction of Greece and 
that Albania had given medical assistance to 
Greek partisans who were wounded and helped 
to quarter and transport the others. In fact, 
all those assertions rested solely on indirect 
proofs or " strong presumptions " but never on 
any real, concrete or plausible fact. 

So far as violations of the . frontier were 
concerned, the Government of the People's 
Republic of Albania had always given such 
incursions publicity and Greek nationals crossing 
into Albanian territory had been disarmed and 
placed in internment camps or hospitals as 
appropriate, or, in the case of civilians, removed 
to areas remote from the frontier. The Albanian 
Government regarded it a duty to give asylum 
to those persecuted for their patriotic activities 
and to help the sick and wounded. It had, 
however, never permitted nor would ever permit 
refugees of Greek nationality to return to Greece 
with the knowledge of the Albanian Government 
for the purpose of taking part in the civil war 
in Greece. 

As regards the assertion that Greek soldiers 
had been fired on from Albanian territory, that 
v;as a case of legitimate defence and the Secre
tariat had been informed of every instance in 
which that had occurred. The Albanian 
delegation was in a position to submit authentic 
and irrefutable evidence with regard to innu
merable acts of armed provocation committed 
by the Athens Government. 

Finally the Special Committee appeared to 
attach great importance to the assistance Albania 
had allegedly given to the Greek partisans in 
the form of equipment. The military advisers 
of the Special Committee, who visited Konitza 
at the end of 1947, considered it impossible for 
the partisans to have transported all_ their arms 
without outside help. But the partisans knew 
what the most distinguished graduates of military 
academies did not know, namely that not only 
munitions but guns can be transported over a 
very long distance. The military .a~visers of 
the Special Committee fell into a similar error 

en Grece et a declare que des mesures avaient etc 
prises en vue de les empecher de se livrer a toute 
activite politique. Or, en realitc, un vaste travail 
politique et militaire dirige contre les pays voisins 
de la Grece s'accomplit dans ces camps. Le colonel 
Sheppard a declare que les Britanniques avaient 
cinq unites speciales en Grece, specialisees dans 
ce genre d'activites et chargees de faire passer les 
frontieres a des agitateurs. 

La Commission speciale a deliberement aban
donne sa tache de conciliation et ce, des le debut 
de ses travaux. Elle a agi ouvertement en commis
sion d'enquete et de controle, malgre les disposi
tions de la resolution du 21 octobre 1947. Elle 
s'est attachee particulierement au controle par 
des groupes d'observation des frontieres nord de 
la Grece, qui fait l'qbjet du Chapitre III de ce 
rapport. II s'agit la d'activites tout a fait en dehors 
de la competence de la Commission et dont celle-ci 
s'est de plus acquittee sans aucune objectivite. 

La Commission speciale pretend avoir constate 
soit par observation directe, soit d'apres certaines 
depositions que les partisans grecs auraient 
fran chi la frontiere greco-albanaise, que I' on 
aurait tire du territoire albanais en direction de 
la Grece, que l'on aurait fourni en Albanie une 
assistance medicale aux partisans grecs blesses et 
une aide logistique aux partisans. En realite, tout 
cela ne repose que sur des preuves indirectes ou de 
«fortes presomptions », jamais sur aucun fait 
reel, concret, plausible. 

En ce qui concerne des cas de franchissement 
de frontiere, le Gouvernement de la Republique 
populaire d'Albanie les a toujours rendus publics 
et, scion les cas, les ressortissants grecs qui ont 
passe en territoire albanais ont etc desarmes et 
conduits dans des camps de concentration, hospi
talises ou, lorsqu'ii s'agissait de civils, emmenes 
dans des endroits eloignes de la frontiere. Le 
Gouvernement albanais estime de son devoir de 
preter asile a des gens persecutes pour leur acti
vite patriotique et d'aider les malades et les 
blesses ; mais il n'a jamais permis et il ne 
permettra jamais que ces ressortissants grecs 
rCfugies retournent en Grece au su du Gouver
nement albanais et afin de prendre part a la guerre 
civile grecque. 

Quant a !'assertion selon laquelle des coups de 
feu auraient etc tires du territoire albanais contre 
les soldats grecs, il s'agissait de cas de legitime 
defense et tous ces cas ont etc communiques au 
Secretariat de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
La delegation albanaise est en mesure de presenter 
des temoignages authentiques et irrefutables au 
sujet des innombrables provocations armees du 
Gouvernement d' Athenes. 

Enfin, la Commission speciale semble donner 
une grande importance a la pretendue aide en 
equipement apportee par l'Albanie aux partisans 
grecs. Les conseillers militaires de la Commission 
Speciale qui ont visite Konitza ala fin de 1947 ont 
estime qu'il etait impossible que les partisans 
eussent transporte eux-memes tout leur arme
ment. Mais les partisans savent ce qu'ignorent les 
diplomes les plus illustres d'academies militaires : 
il est possible de transporter de fort loin non 
seulement les munitions, mais les pieces de canon 
elles-memes. Une erreur analogue a ete commise 
par les conseillers militaires de la Commission 
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when they stated that the use of munitions by ' 
the partisans was out of all proportion to the 
quantity they might reasonably be expected to 
possess. It was, however, only necessary to 
refer to the instructions given by the Commander 
of the 8th Division of the Greek Government 
forces to solve that mystery - the munitions 
were captured by the partisans from the enemy. 

In paragraph 139 of the Special Committee's 
report the military advisers stated that Govern
ment troops captured very few wounded in the 
Konitza area at the end of December 1947. 
The military advisers interpreted this as corro
boration of the statements made by certain 
witnesses to the eJTect that wounded were finding 
shelter in villages near the frontier, and were 
then taken off to Albania. Perhaps, however, 
the wounded were merely fewer in number than 
the Athens Government would have liked. In 
fact, neither feeble arguments of this kind nor 
the discovery of a red felt , fez of Albanian type 
on the body of a partisan were sufficient to 
prove that Albania had helped the Greek partisans. 

Mr. Heba then referred to the evidence given 
by the Greek soldier, Joanis Trapesamidis, to 
the effect that units of the 73rd Brigade of the 
15th Division in the Grammos area had received 
orders to enter Albanian territory for the purpose 
of attacking the Andarles troops in the rear. 
In addition, Greek officers had announced that 
it was permissible to fire on Albanian territory. 
The soldier Trapesamidis added that on the day 
this incident took place, three observers from 
the Balkans Committee were nearby in the 
company of a Greek liaison officer attached to 
the Committee. 

Not only were the conclusions of the Special 
Committee riddled with inaccuracies, but the 
Committee had sent intimidating letters to 
the Albanian Government, had adopted reso
lutions directed against Albania, had despatched 
false and slanderous reports to the Secretary
General of the United Nations and had even 
attempted to intervene in the internal aJTairs 
of Albania, taking advantage of the resolution 
of 21 October, which in no way authorized the 
Special Committee to act as an organ of inves
tigation and control. 

The Special Committee had thus merely 
succeeded in aggravating the situation in Greece 
itself and in poisoning the relations between 
Greece on the one hand and Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia on the other. It was thus proved 
that the Special Committee had been set up in 
order to aggravate tension on Greece's northern 
border and to support the policy of aggression 
and expansion of the United States, the United 
Kingdom and the Athens Government. 

The result of one year's work by the Special 
Committee was entirely negative, whether 
regarded from th point of view of the liberty 
of the Greek people, or from that of the prestige 
of the United ~ations, or again from that of 
peace and security in the Balkans. The Special 
Committee had endeavoured to shield those really 
responsible - the Athens Government and the 
American and Briti~h imperialists which it served. 

speciale lorsqu'ils ont declare que la consommation 
de munitions faite par les partisans etait hors de 
proportion avec leurs possibilites. II suffit de se 
reporter aux instructions donnees par le comman
dant de la se division gouvernementale grecque 
pour que le mystere s'eclaircisse : les munitions 
des partisans sont prises sur I'cnnemi. 

Au paragraphe 139 du rapport de la Commission 
speciale, lcs conseillers militaires indiquent que, 
dans la region de Konitza, a la fin de decembre 
1947, les troupes gouvernementales capturaient 
tres pen de blesses. Les conseillers militaires en 
concluaient que les declarations de certains 
temoins, selon lesquels Ies blesses seraient recueillis 
dans des villages proches de la frontiere puis 
emmenes en Albanie, se trouvaient aussi corro
borees. Mais peut-etre etait-ce simplement que les 
blesses ctaient moins nombreux que ne l'aurait 
voulu le Gouvernement d' Athenes ? En realite, 
ni des raisonnements aussi faibles, ni les obser
vations relatives a un fez de feutre rouge de type 
albanais et a des pieces de monnaie albanaises 
trouvees sur un cadavre de partisan ne peuvent 
suflire a demontrer une pretendue aide de 
l'Albanie aux partisans grecs. 

lYI. Neba se refere ensuite a la deposition du 
soldat grec Joanis Trapesamidis, scion lequel au 
cours des operations d'aout 1948, dans Ia region 
du Grammos, des unites de la 73e brigade de la 
15e division avaient rec;u pour instruction de pene
trcr en territoire albanais pour prendre a revers 
les Andartcs. De plus, les officiers grecs declaraient 
que I' on pouvait tirer sur le territoire albanais. Le 
soldat Trapesamidis ajoute que le jour oit cet 
incident a eu lieu, trois observateurs de la Commis
sion balkanique se trouvaient a proximite en 
compagnie de I'officier grec de liaison aupres de 
la Commission speciale. 

Non seulement, Ies conclusions de Ia Commission 
speciale sont entachees d'inexactitude mais cette 
Commission a adresse des lettres d'intimidation 
au Gouvernement albanais, a adopte des reso
lutions dirigees contre ce pays, a adresse des 
rapports faux et calomnieux au Secrctaire general 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies et a meme 
essaye d'intervenir dans les aJTaires interieures 
de I'Albanic en se prevalant de la resolution du 
21 octobre qui en n~alite n'autorisait nullement 
la Commission speciale a agir comme organe 
d'enquete et de controle. 

Ainsi, la Commission speciale n'a fait qu'aggra
ver la situation en Grece meme et qu'enveni~er 
les relations entre la Grece d'une part, et l'Alba?Ie: 
la Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie, d'autre part. Ain~t 
il est demontre que Ia Commission speciale ava1t 
etc creee afin d'aggravcr la tension sur les. f:on
tieres nord de la Grece et de soutenir Ia pobtique 
d'agression et d'expansion des Etats-Unis dn 
Royaume-Uni et du Gouvernement cl'Athcnes. 

Le bilan d'une annee de travail de la Commission 
speciale est entierement negatif, taut du po~nt de 
vue de la liberte du peuple grec que du presti~e de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies et de la pa.IX et 
de la securite dans les Balkans. La CommissiOn a 
cherchC a couvrir les veritables responsables, le 
Gouvernement d'Athenes et les imperialistes 
americains et britanniques dont elle etait manda
taire. 
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Today the Greek people wete fighting for the 
liberty and independence of their country, 
which had been transformed into a bridgehead 
for further acts of aggression. It was the 
responsibility of the United Nations to put an 
end to that situation and the General Assembly 
could make a great contribution to the just 
solution of that grave problem. 

The delegation of the Albanian People's 
Republic considered that the General Assembly 
should wholly reject the findings of the Special 
Committee, should give orders for that body 
to be dissolved, should recommend the immediate 
;vithdrawal of troops and foreign missions from 
Greece and should advise the Athens Government 
to abandon its aggressive fascist policy. 

The proposals submitted by the USSR dele
gation formed a solid basis for a just and fair 
solution of the problem. The present situation 
not only prevented the revival of the Greek 
people ; it also hindered the work of recons
truction of the other Balkan peoples. The 
Albanian people in particular wished that an 
end might be put to the many and repeated 
provocations of the Athens Government ; that 
Government should abandon its absurd territorial 
claims and cease making groundless accusations. 
The Albanian people, although still unjustly 
excluded from the United Nations, continued 
to draw inspiration from the principles of the 
Charter. 

Mr. REY (Belgium) said that his country was 
not represented on the United Nations Special 
Committee for the Balkans and was in no way 
concerned with the conflict between Greece and 
her three northern neighbours ; Belgium was 
stating its views on the question merely as a 
~Iember of the United Nations. 

The representatives of the USSR, Poland, 
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Albania had made a 
violent indictment against the Greek Government 
and the Special Committee, but they had not 
replied to the question whether or not they had 
helped the Greek partisans. Why, if Yugoslavia, 
Albania and Bulgaria denied giving such help, 
did they not ask the United Nations Committee 
to investigate the truth of their statements in 
their own countries ? Why did Poland and the 
USSR not take part in the work of that Com
mittee ? In any case, it was difficult to deny 
that their refusal to co-operate in the work of 
an organ of the United Nations gave rise to 
suspicion that the accusations levelled against 
them by the Greek Government were well
founded. 

Those three countries could still change their 
attitude. Since they professed respect for the 
United Nations, they could prove it by collab
orating with the Special Committee on the 
Balkans. If, however, they admitted that they 
were helping the partisans, they had better 
stop critizing the Special Committee an~ justify 
their interference in the internal affairs of a 
neighbour State. 

Aujourd'hui, le peuple grec lutte pour la liberte 
et pour l'independance de son pays transforme en 
tete de pont en vue de nouvelles agressions. La 
tache de l'Organisation des Nations Unies est de 
mettre un terme a cette situation, et l'Assemblee 
generale peut faire beaucoup pour resoudre ce 
grave probleme de fa~on equitable. 

La delegation de la Republique populaire 
d'Albanie estime que l'Assemblee generale doit 
rejeter dans leur entier les conclusions de la 
Commission speciale, ordonner la liquidation de 
cet organisme, recommander le retrait immediat 
de Grece des troupes et des missions etrangeres 
et recommander au Gouvernement d'Athenes de 
renoncer a sa politique fasciste d'agression. 

Les propositions presentees par Ia delegation 
de l'URSS constituent une base solide pour une 
solution juste et equitable du probleme. Ce n'est 
pas seulement le peuple grec que Ia situation 
actuelle empeche de se relever, ce sont les autres 
peuples balkaniques qui sont entraves dans leur 
ceuvre de reconstruction. En particulier, le peuple 
albanais souhaite qu'un terme soit mis aux provo
cations nombreuses et repetees du Gouvernement 
d'Athenes et que ce Gouvernement renonce a des 
pretentious territoriales insensees et a des accusa
tions sans fondement. Le peuple albanais, bien 
que !'injustice de sa non-admission au sein de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ne soit pas 
encore reparee, continue toujours a s'inspirer des 
principes de Ia Charte. 

M. REY (Belgique) declare que son pays n'est 
pas represente a Ia Commission Speciale des 
Nations Unies pour les Balkans et n'est mele en 
rien au conflit entre Ia Grece et ses trois voisins 
septentrionaux ; aussi c'est au seul titre de 
Membre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies que 
Ia Belgique entend donner son point de vue sur Ia 
question. 

Les representants de l'URSS, de Ia Pologne, de 
la Yougoslavie, de Ia Bulgarie et de I' Albanie, 
ont prononce un requisitoire violent contre le 
Gouvernement grec et contre Ia Commission 
speciale; mais ils n'ont pas repondu a Ia question 
qui leur etait posee, a savoir si oui ou non ils 
avaient fourni une aide aux partisans grecs. Si Ia 
Y ougoslavie, 1' Albanie et Ia Bulgarie, nient cette 
assistance, pourquoi ces trois pays n'ont-ils pas 
invite la Commission Speciale a verifier sur leur 
territoire !'exactitude de leur these? Pourquoi 
Ia Pologne et l'URSS n'ont-elles pas participe 
aux travaux de cette Commission ? En tout 
etat de cause, il est difficile de ne pas admettre 
que ce refus de cooperation a un organe de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies constitue une 
grave presomption pour considerer que les 
accusations formulees par le Gouvernement grec 
sont reelles. 

Ces trois Etats ont encore Ia possibilite de 
changer d'attitude. Puisqu'ils professent du 
respect a l'egard de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, ils ont le moyen d'en faire la preuve en 
collaborant a la Commission Speciale pour les 
Balkans. Par contre, s'ils reconnaissent qu'ils 
fournissent nne aide aux partisans, ils feraient 
bien de cesser de critiquer Ia Commission speciale et 
d'indiquer comment ils justifient leu~ interv~~tion 
dans les affaires interieures d'un Etat vo1sm. 
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The Belgian delegation considered that the 
facts concerning intervention to which the 
United Nations Special Committee in the Balkans 
had referred had now been wholly established ; 
the activities of the Committee should therefore 
be continued. While it did not wish, in any way, 
to interfere in Greek internal affairs, and whilst 
understanding the difficulties which the Greek 
Government had to cope with, and its right to 
act with severity against the rebels, the Belgian 
delegation nevertheless wished to state that 
public opinion in Belgium had been stirred by 
the large number of executions that had taken 
place in Greece ; it believed that a merciful and 
liberal policy would not only be a sign of strength, 
but would also exercise a calming influence. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) pointed out that 
the long speeches of the Yugoslav and Albanian 
representatives, which painted such a dark 
picture of internal conditions in Greece, showed 
their great animosity towards the Greek Govern
ment, thus indirectly confirming the accusations 
made against them. If they had not helped the 
Greek partisans, those States should have taken 
the opportunity to prove it by participating 
in the United Nations Special Committee on 
the Balkans. 

He noted that the many obstacles raised by 
Greece's northern neighbours with a view to 
preventing the Special Committee from carrying 
out its work increased the value of the information 
which the Special Committee's observers had 
collected at the risk of their lives. 

His delegation had submitted an amendment 
(AJC.1j357) to the joint proposal of China, 
France, the United Kingdom and the United 
States (A/C.1J352). The terms of paragraph 5, 
as amended, were by way of being a formal 
warning to Yugoslavia, as well as to Albania and 
Bulgaria. It seemed necessary to warn those 
three countries because, in spite of the General 
Assembly's resolution of 21 October 1947, they 
had all persisted in continuing to help the Greek 
partisans. Paragraph 5, as amended, would be 
more energetically drafted than the original 
text, which merely mentioned the facts to which 
the General Assembly's resolution of 1947 had 
already drawn attention. 

Moreover, as Yugoslavia was a Member of 
the United Nations, that country should be 
mentioned first each time its name appeared 
with those of Albania and Bulgaria ; amendments, 
in consequence, were to be found in paragraphs 
5, 6, 7 and 8. 

Mr. UaoN (Uruguay) stated that the Greek 
problem had taken on a new character for, 
since its last session, the General Assembly 
had received a detailed report on the acts of 
which Yugoslavia, Albania and Bulgaria were 
accused. It was true that the USSR repre
sentative had attacked those statements by 
trying to show that the Special Committee 
possessed neither the authority nor the means 
to observe the acts in question. The Australian 
representative on the. Special Committee had 
made similar reservatiOns. Those reservations 

La delegation belge estime que les faits d'inter
vention denonces par la Commission des Nations 
Unies pour les Balkans sont des a present etablis 
dans leur ensemble et que le maintien en activite 
de la Commission speciale se justifie done. Sans 
vouloir aucunement intervenir a son tour dans 
les affaires interieures grecques et, tout en 
comprenant les difficultes rencontrees par le 
Gouvernement grec, ainsi que son droit de sevir 
avec rigueur contre les insurges, la delegation beige 
tient a declarer que !'opinion publique de la 
Belgique s'est emue du grand nombre d'executions 
qui ont eu lieu en Grece. Elle croit qu'une politique 
de clemence et de liberalisme politique serait 
a la fois un signe de force et une contribution 
efficace ala pacification des esprits. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) fait remarquer que les 
longs exposes des representants de la Yougoslavie 
et de I' Albanie, tendant a brosser un tableau 
sombre de la situation interieure en Grece, 
temoignent d'une grande animosite de leur part 
contre le Gouvernement grec et confirment ainsi 
indirectement les accusations portees contre eux. 
Il ajoute que si ces Etats n'ont pas apporte d'aide 
aux partisans grecs, ils auraient du saisir I' occasion 
qui leur etait offerte de le prouver en collaborant 
a la Commission Speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans. 

A ce sujet, l'orateur constate que les nombreux 
obstacles poses par les voisins du nord de la Grece 
pour empecher la Commission speciale d'accomplir 
sa mission donnent d'autant plus de poids aux 
diverses observations recueillies par les obser
vateurs de la Commission speciale au peril de 
leur vie. 

Le representant du Savaldor declare ensuite 
que sa delegation a presente un amendement 
(A/C.1 /357) a la proposition conjointe de la 
Chine, de la France, du Royaume-Uni et des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.1J352). Les dispositions du para
graphe 5 modifie tendent a adresser un avertis
sement forme! a la Yougoslavie, ainsi qu'a 
I' Albanie et la Bulgarie. Cet avertissement a ces 
trois pays semble necessaire car, malgre la reso
lution de l'Assemblee generale du 21 octobre 1947, 
ils ont les uns et les autres persiste a poursuivre 
leur aide aux partisans grecs. Le paragraphe 5 
ainsi modifie serait plus energique que le texte 
primitif qui se borne a mentionner des faits sur 
lesquels la resolution de 1' Assemblee generale 
de 1947 avait deja attire I' attention. 

D'autre part, etant donne que la Yougoslavie 
est Membre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
ii importerait chaque fois que ce pays est cite 
en meme temps que l'Albanie et la Bulgarie, de 
le mentionner en premier lieu ; d'ou les amen
dements a ce sujet aux paragraphes 5, 6, 7 et 8. 

M. UaoN (Uruguay) declare que le probleme grec 
a charge d'aspect pour l'Assemblee generale depuis 
sa derniere session, car elle possede actuellement 
un rapport circonstancie sur les faits qui sont 
reproches a I a Y ougoslavie, a I' Albanie et a la 
Bulgarie. Il est vrai que le representant sovietique 
a attaque ces faits en essayant de demontrer que 
la Commission speciale n'aurait pas du les observer 
parce qu'elle n'en avait ni les pouvoirs, ni les 
moyens. Le representant de l'Australie a la 
Commission speciale a fait des reserves ~u I?eme 
genre. Ces reserves cependant ne se JUStlfient 
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were not justified, however, as in accordance 
with its terms of reference (paragraph 6 of the 
resolution 21 October 1947) the Special Committee 
was empowered to send observers to ascertain 
how the Assembly's recommendations had been 
complied with by the Governments concerned, 
and those recommendations were mentioned both 
in paragraph 5 and in paragraph 4, which called 
upon Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Albania to do 
nothing which could aid the guerrillas. 

The USSR representative had also questioned 
the value of the evidence obtained, but his 
criticism was more lengthy than it was effective, 
because the observers, in the face of considerable 
risk, had made a large number of direct inves
tigations. It went without saying that the 
remainder of the criticisms made by the USSR, 
Polish and Yugoslav representatives against the 
Greek political regime could not be taken into 
consideration, because neither the Committee 
nor the Assembly could interfere in the internal 
affairs of a Member of the United Nations. 

The Uruguayan delegation supported the joint 
resolution of the four Powers, and considered 
that it was not too severe towards the guilty 
parties. What was more, it left the door open 
to three States to the north of Greece to mend 
their ways in the future. 

The meeting rose at 5.20 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-NINTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday, 30 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

45. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
CoMMISSION ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
and A/692). 

The CHAIRMAN read a letter from the Yugoslav 
representative referring to the investigation 
carried out by Observation Group No 6 of the 
Special Committee on 4 April 1948 on the island 
of Gornia. Mr. Behler asked for information 
from the Bulgarian delegation on the results of 
the investigation and whether they corresponded 
with the facts established by the Bulgarian Gov
ernment. The Chairman said that the request 
would be forwarded to the Bulgarian represen
tative and the latter would be given an oppor
tunity to reply at a subsequent meeting, 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) said that his 
delegation had been deeply concerned with the 
situation on the northern frontier of Greece ever 
since the question came before the United Nations. 
Australia had taken the initiative during the 
early discussion in the Security Council, in pro-

pas, car la Commission speciale, d'apres les 
termes de son mandat (paragraphe 6 de la reso
lution du 21 octobre 1947), avait le droit d'envoyer 
des observateurs charges de constater la fa~on 
dont les recommandations de l'Assemblee etaient 
respectees par les gouvernements interessees et 
ces recommandations etaient celles qui etaient 
mentionnees aussi bien au paragraphe 5 qu'au 
paragraphe 4, qui enjoint a la Yougoslavie, la 
Bulgarie et I' Albanie de ne rien faire qui puisse 
apporter aide et assistance aux partisans. 

Le representant de l'URSS a egalement critique 
la valeur des temoignages recueillis, mais sa 
critique a ete plus longue qu'efficace car les 
observateurs, au prix de risques tres serieux, ont 
fait un grand nombreux d'observations directes. 
II va de soi que le reste des critiques formulees 
par les representants de l'URSS, de la Pologne 
et de la y ougoslavie contre le regime politique 
grec ne doivent pas etre retenues car il ne peut 
s'agir pour la Commission et pour l'Assemblee 
de s'immiscer dans les affaires interieures d'un 
Membre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

La delegation de !'Uruguay appuiera la resoluion 
conjointe des quatre Puissances; elle estime, en 
effet, que cette resolution n'est pas trop severe 
pour les coupables. De plus, elle laisse une porte 
ouverte en permettant aux trois !!tats du nord 
de la Grece de s'amender a l'avenir. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 20. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-DIX-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE 

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

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

45. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a 1 'independance politique 
et a 1 'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES SUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 et A/692). 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture d'une lettre du 
representant de la Yougoslavie relative a l'enquete 
menee le 4 avril 1948 dans l'Ile de Gornia par le 
groupe d'observation n° 6 de la Commission 
speciale. M. Behler desirerait obtenir de la dele
gation bulgare des renseignements sur les resultats 
de cette enquete et voudrait sa voir si ces resultats 
concordent avec les faits, tels qu'ils ont ete 
etablis par le Gouvernement bulgare. Le President 
declare que cette demande sera transmise au 
representant de la Bulgarie et que celui-ci sera 
invite a fournir une reponse au cours d'une seance 
ulterieure. 

Le colonel HoD'GsON (Australie) dit que . sa 
delegation a suivi avec la plus grande attentwn 
la situation existant a la frontiere septentrionale 
de la Grece des le moment ou !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies a ete saisie de la question.I;orsg:u_e 
la discussion a commence au Conseil de secunte, 
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posing the establishment of a fact-finding com
mission. It had been represented both on the 
Commission of Investigation and the Special 
Committee on the Balkans, the report of which 
was now being examined. 

In the view of the Australian delegation, the 
Special Committee differed fundamentally from 
the Commission of Investigation in that its man
date was primarily the re-establishment of normal 
diplomatic and good neighbourly relations be
tween Greece and her northern neighbours, whereas 
the Commission of Investigation had been solely 
a fact-finding body. In establishing the Special 
Committee, the Assembly had been led by the 
desire to break the deadlock created by accu
sation and counter-accusation and had hoped 
that once normal relations were established the 
other outstanding problems would be easily 
settled. Hence, the Special Committee had 
been established for the purposes of mediation 
and observation and did not have powers of 
investigation. The Special Committee had com
menced its basic task with the transmission of a 
letter on 23 February 1948 to all the States 
concerned calling on them to accept mediation. 
The Australian delegation had taken the initiative 
in mediatory attempts from the beginning and 
it was largely as a result of Australian efforts 
that the Bulgarian and Greek representatives 
met in Washington on 16 June 1948 in an effort 
toward reconciliation and that the Albanian and 
Greek Governments had stated their terms for 
a resumption of normal relations. The reports 
now before the Committee contained some of 
the conditions which the three parties considered 
necessary for the re-establishment of normal 
relations. That, Colonel Hodgson believed, was 
the most constructive part of the Special Com
mittee's report and should be taken as the starting 
point for further mediation. It was apparent 
that the differences between the parties were 
so great that some neutral body was necessary 
to mediate between them. However, mediation 
could not progress without the co-operation of 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia 

Up to 26 April 1948 the observation groups 
had limited their activities to the function of 
mediation as provided for in paragraph 6 of the 
General Assembly's resolution 109 (II). How
ever, six months after the beginning ofthe Special 
Committee's work, it had been decided to include 
the role of investigation, on the grounds that 
this was justified by paragraph 4 of the Assembly 
resolution. The Australian delegation, however, 
considered that such a function was not in accord
ance with the spirit of the Committee's mandate. 
The Australian representative on the Special 
Committee had consistently urged that the 
Committee's role should be limited to one of 
political observation. It was for that reason 
that the Australian representative had criticised 
the character of reports forwarded by observation 
groups and had abstained from approving Chap
ter III of the Special Committee's report (A/574) 
because it gave emphasis to the investigation 
activities which had been performed. The Aus
tralian position, to which it still adhered was set 

1' Australie a pris I' initiative de proposer la creation 
d'une Commission d'enquete. L'Australie a ete 
representee aussi bien a la Commission d'enquete 
qu'a la Commission speciale pour les Balkans dont 
le rapport est actuellement en cours d'examen. 

La delegation australienne estime qu'il existe 
entre la Commission speciale et la Commission 
d'enquete une difference essentielle : le mandat 
de la Commission speciale consiste en premier 
lieu a retablir des relations diplomatiques normales 
et des relations de bon voisinage entre la Grece 
et ses voisins du Nord, alors que la Commission 
d'enquete n'avait pour seule mission que d'etablir 
des faits. En instituant la Commission speciale 
1' Assemblee a voulu sortir de I' impasse creee 
par les accusations et les contre-accusations. 
L'Assemblee avait alors l'espoir que, aussitot les 
relations normales retablies, les autres problemes 
en suspens seraient facilement resolus. Ainsi la 
Commission speciale a ete instituee en vue d'offrir 
une mediation et d'observer la situation, mais 
elle ne dispose pas de pouvoirs d'enquete. La 
Commission speciale a commence a accomplir sa 
tache essentielle en adressant le 23 fevrier 1948 
une lettre a taus les Etats interesses, leur 
demandant d'accepter une mediation. La dele
gation australienne a pris des le debut !'initiative 
en ce qui concerne les tentatives de mediation 
et c'est, pour une large part, grace aux efforts 
de 1' Australie que les representants de la Bulgarie 
et de la Grece ont eu un entretien a Washington, 
le 16 juin 1948, en vue de tenter une conciliation 
et que, d'autre part, les Gouvernements de 
l' Albanie et de Ia Grece ont en once les conditions 
qu'ils posaient a la reprise de relations normales. 
Certaines des conditions que les trois Gouver
nements interesses estiment necessaires pour le 
retablissement de relations normales sont exposees 
dans les rapports actuellement soumis a la Com
mission. C'est la, de l'avis du colonel Hodgson, 
la partie la plus constructive du rapport de la 
Commission speciale : elle devrait servir de point 
de depart a une nouvelle tentative de mediation. 
II est clair que les parties en cause ont des points 
de vue si differents qu'il faut pour les concilier 
faire intervenir un organisme neutre. Toutefois, 
une mediation ne peut reussir si l' Albanie, Ia 
Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie refusent d'y cooperer. 

Jusqu'au 26 avril 1948, les groupes d'obser
vateurs se sont barnes a exercer un rMe de 
mediateurs, comme le prevoit le paragraphe 6 
de la resolution 109 (II) de l'Assemblee generale. 
Mais, alors que la Commission speciale fonctionnait 
depuis six mois deja, on a decide de la charger 
el} outre d'une enquete, en pretendant que ce 
role nouveau se trouvait justifie par le para
graphe 4 de Ja resolution de l'Assemblee. La 
delegation de I' Australie estime au contraire 
qu'une telle fonction n'est pas conforme a !'esprit 
du mandat qui a ete assigne a cette Commission. 
Le representant de l' Australie a la Commission 
speciale a maintenu avec insistance que la Com
mission speciale devait se horner a observer l~ 
situation du point de vue politique. C'est pourquo1 
le representant de I' Australie a critique la nature 
des ·rapports actresses par les groupes d'obser
vation et n'a pas approuve le chapitre m du 
rapport de Ia Commission speciale (A/574),, ce 
chapitre traitant des enquetes qu'elle a menees. 
La position de l' Australie est exposee dans 
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out in annex 4 of the report. Colonel Hodgson 
denied Mr. Vyshinsky's suggestion that Australia 
had changed its position. Australia had never 
rejected the evidence of the observation groups 
that firing had been directed against Greek 
territory from across the Northern frontier ; 
it had also accepted the evidence that there had 
been firing from Greece into the territories of 
her northern neighbours. Australia had opposed 
certain parts of the report as unnecessary and 
inadvisable but it had bowed to the decision of 
the majority. 

The Australian delegation accepted the factual 
conclusions contained in chapter IV of the Special 
Committee's report (A/574). Those conclusions 
were based largely on direct observation and were 
supported by stronger evidence than the testi
mony of witnesses whose veracity Mr. Vyshinsky 
had challenged. The evidence had been very 
carefully sifted and the conclusions painstakingly 
examined ; the Committee had borne in mind the 
criticism levelled at the earlier report of the 
Commission of Investigation. Colonel Hodgson 
was certain of the accuracy of the conclusions 
as they had been finally approved unanimously, 
and he did not think that they could be challenged. 

The Australian delegation had abstained from 
approving the political conclusions in the report 
for the reason set out in the supplementary 
report (A/644). It had always been the position 
of the Australian delegation that organs of the 
United Nations, insofar as they were established 
for purposes of observation, should merely report 
the facts to the body which had created them and 
should abstain from making political judgments. 
That position seemed particularly justified in the 
case of the Special Committee which had been 
unable to hear evidence from all the parties 
concerned. The representative of El Salvador, 
in introducing his amendment, had implicity 
recognized that principle. 

The nature of the assistance furnished to the 
Greek guerrillas by Greece's northern neighbours 
was set out in detail most clearly in paragraph 63 
of the supplementary report (A/644). It was 
based primarily on observations on the Albanian 
frontier during the operations undertaken by the 
Greek army on Mount Grammos. The conclusion 
that guerrillas in the frontier zones often retired 
safely into the territory of Greece's northern 
neighbours would probably not be denied espe
cially since the States concerned claimed the right 
to give asylum to the buerrillas. It was possible 
to explain the conclusion that guerrillas frequently 
moved across the frontier for tactical reasons as 
an act of omission on the part of Greece's 
neighbours in view of the mountainous nature 
of the frontier region and of the difficulty of 
effectively controlling the frontier at all times and 
in all places. That possibility had been expressed 
by the French representative on the Commission 
of Investigation. However, it was clear that the 
frontier guards of the States concerned were 

l'annexe 4 au rapport et cette position demeure 
inchangee. Le colonel Hodgson oppose un dementi 
a !'affirmation de M. Vychinsky selon Iaquelle 
l' Australie aurait modifie sa position. L' Australie 
n'a jamais refuse d'admettre les preuves apportees 
par les groupes d'observations, du fait que des 
tirs partant d'au dela de la frontiere septen
trionale ont ete diriges sur le territoire grec. 
L' Australie a egalement admis les preuves qui 
ont ete fournies du fait que des tirs partant du 
terri to ire de la Grece ont ete diriges sur le territoire 
de ses voisins du Nord. L'Australie a marque 
son opposition contre certaines parties du rapport 
qu'elle estime inutiles et deplacees, mais elle 
s'est inclinee devant Ia decision de Ia majorite. 

La delegation de l' Australie accepte les con
clusions relatives aux faits, telles qu'elles figurent 
au chapitre IV du rapport de la Commission 
speciale (A/574). C'est sur !'observation directe 
que sont fondees ces conclusions et elles sont 
appuyees par des preuves plus solides que les 
temoignages dont M. Vychinsky a conteste la 
veracite. En raison des critiques qu'avait soulevees 
un rapport precedent de la Commission d'enquete, 
toutes les preuves ont ete soigneusement passees 
au crible et les conclusions etablies apres une 
etude minutieuse. Le colonel Hodgson est 
convaincu que ces conclusions, telles qu'elles ont 
ete finalement approuvees a l'unanimite, sont 
exactes, et il ne croit pas que quiconque puisse 
les attaquer. 

La delegation australienne s'est abstenue 
d'approuver les conclusions d'ordre politique 
presentees dans le rapport, et cela pour des 
motifs qui sont exposes dans le rapport supple
mentaire (A/644). La delegation australienne 
a toujours estime qu'un organisme de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, lorsqu'il a ete 
institue en vue d'observer une situation, doit 
se horner a rapporter les faits a l'autorite qui 
l'a cree et s'abstenir d'emettre des jugements 
d'ordre politique. Un tel point de vue semble 
particulierement justifie dans le cas de la Com
mission speciale, laquelle s'est trouvee dans l'in
capacite d'entendre toutes les parties interessees. 
En presentant son amendement le representant 
du Salvador a implicitement reconnu ce principe 

La nature de l'aide fournie aux partisans grecs 
par les voisins septentrionaux de la Grece est 
exposee tres nettement dans le paragraphe 63 
du rapport supplementaire (A/644), qui s'appuie 
principalement sur des observations faites a la 
frontiere de 1' Albanie, pendant les operations 
de l'armee grecque sur le mont Grammos. Dans 
les zones frontalieres, les partisans cherchent 
souvent refuge sur le territoire des voisins septen
trionaux de la Grece; c'est la une conclusion que 
l'on ne niera probablement pas, d'autant plus 
que les Etats en cause revendiquent le droit de 
donner asile aux partisans. S'il arrive frequemment 
que, pour des raisons tactiques, les partisans 
franchissent la frontiere, on peut considerer qu'il 
y a simplement, de la part des voisins de la Grece, 
une negligence explicable par la nature monta
gneuse de Ia region frontaliere et par l'impossi
bilite d'exercer sur tousles points une surveillance 
effective de tousles instants. C'est le representant 
de Ia France a la Commission d'enquete qui a 

, exprime cette hypothese. Cependant, il est 
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sometimes aware of those movements and appeared 
to have made no attempt to prevent them. As 
regards the receipt of supplies across the frontier, 
it was true that the guerrillas had possessed 
greater quantities and more varied types of 
equipment than they could normally have ob
tained from sources within Greece. The aid 
and assistance rendered to the guerrillas, parti
cularly on the part of Albania, had been clearly 
established and could not be condoned. 

It was significant to note that the conclusions 
of the Special Committee, although substantially 
the same as those of the Commission of In vesti
gation, showed that no military training was now 
being given to Greek guerrillas by the northern 
States. Moreover, there was little evidence 
concerning the activities of the autonomous 
l\Iacedonian movement which had occupied such 
a prominent place in the report of the Commission 
of Investigation. 

It was also important to remember that the 
Special Committee's conclusions dealt with assis
tance to guerrillas in the frontier zone only. The 
Committee's terms of reference had prevented 
it from taking cognizance of guerrillas activities 
which were widespread throughout central and 
southern Greece and the Greek Islands. The 
Special Committee's had also been unable to 
assess the extent to which guerrilla activities 
throughout Greece were dependent on assistance 
received from the northern States by those 
guerrillas in the frontier zone. Consequently, the 
Special Committee's report dealt only with one 
aspect of the very complex Balkan situation and 
failure to take that fact into account could lead, 
as the French representative on the Committee 
of Investigation had pointed out, to a distortion 
of the perspective of the real problem before the 
United Nations. That fact must be carefully 
borne in mind when the First Committee came to 
discuss what positive action should be taken. 

From his assessment of the situation, Colonel 
Hodgson concluded that the United Nations must 
at all events remain seized of the Greek question 
and the Special Committee should remain in the 
Balkans either in its present form, or in a new 
form. However, experience had shown that so 
long as the Special Committee continued to perform 
the contradictory functions of conciliator and 
investigator it would be difficult for it to perform 
any useful work. The First Committee must 
decide clearly which function should be emphas
ized. Colonel Hodgson asked that the views of 
the Rapporteur of the Special Committee be 
obtained in that particular respect. If the General 
Assembly decided, on the basis of the Special 
Committee's report, that it should condemn the 
activities of Greece's northern neighbours, and 
that invesgation should continue, then the 
decision should be made unequivocally, conci
liation should be shelved and stronger measures 
should be taken than were envisaged in the joint 
draft resolution before the First Committee 
(AfC.l/352). 

Furthermore, if it was decided to continue the 
existence of the Special Committee and to in-

evident que les gardes aux frontieres des Etats 
en cause sont parfois au courant de ces 
mouvements mais qu'il ne font rien pour s'y 
opposer. Pour ce qui est de savoir si du materiel 
franchit la frontiere, il est indiscutable que 
l'equipement dont les partisans disposent est 
plus abondant et plus varie que celui qu'ils 
pourraient normalement se procurer a l'interieur 
de la Grece. Les partisans rer;oivent aide et 
assistance de l'exterieur, en particulier de 
I' Albanie : cela a ete demontre et n'a aucune 
excuse. 

II est important de noter que les conclusions de 
la Commission speciale, quoique semblables en 
substance a celles de la Commission d'enquete, 
montrent qu'actuellement les voisins septen
trionaux ne fournissent pas d'aide aux partisans 
grecs sous forme d'entrainement militaire. D'autre 
part, on ne possede que peu de preuves des 
activites du mouvement autonome macedonien, 
qui a tenu une si grande place dans le rapport 
de la Commission d'enquete. 

II importe egalement de se rappeler que les 
conclusions de la Commission speciale ne traitent 
que de l'aide aux partisans de la zone frontaliere. 
De par son mandat, la Commission ne peut 
s'occuper des activites de partisans dans toute 
la partie centrale et meridionale de la Grece, 
et dans les lies grecques. La Commission speciale 
n'a pas davantage pu etablir dans quelle mesure 
les activites des partisans dans la Grece tout 
entiere sont influencees par I' aide que les partisans 
de la zone frontaliere rer;oivent des voisins septen
trionaux. Le rapport de la Commission speciale 
ne traite done que d'un des aspects de la situation 
tres complexe des Balkans ; si l'on neglige de 
tenir compte de cette reserve, on est entraine, 
comme l'a fait observer ala Commission d'enquete 
le representant de la France, a deformer tout le 
probleme dont est saisie !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. La Premiere Commission devra 
s'efforcer de ne pas l'oublier, quand elle en arrivera 
a. l'examen des mesures positives a prendre. 

Ayant etudie personnellement la situation, 
le colonel Hodgson reste persuade que l'Orga~ 
nisation des Nations Unies doit en taus cas 
demeurer saisie de la question grecque et que la 
Commission speciale doit etre maintenue dans 
les Balkans, soit sous sa forme actuelle, soit sous 
une autre forme. Cependant, !'experience l'a 
montre, tant que la Commission speciale conti~ 
nuera a remplir les fonctions contradictoires de 
la conciliation et de l'enquete, il lui sera difficile 
d'accomplir un travail utile. La Premiere Com~ 
mission doit avec nettete mettre !'accent sur 
l'une ou !'autre de ces fonctions. Le colonel 
Hogdson souhaite que l'on consulte sur ce point 
particulier le Rapporteur de la Commission 
speciale. Si l'Assemblee generale, en s'appuyant 
sur le rapport de la Commission speciale, decide 
de condamner les activites des voisins septen~ 
trionaux de la Grece et de poursuivre l'enquete, 
il faut le dire sans ambages, ii faut renoncer pour 
le moment a la conciliation et prendre des mesures 
plus energiques que celles qu'envisage le projet 
de resolution commun dont est saisie la Premiere 
Commission (A/C.l/352). . 

D'autre part, si l'on decide de maintemr _Ia 
Commission speciale et de renforcer ses pouvorrs 
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crease its investigation activities then it would 
be necessary to authorize an increase in the Special 
Committee's budget. If the Special Committee 
was to extend its investigation activities and if 
the United Nations was to bear all the expenses 
of an increased number of observation groups, 
then it was reasonable to assume that the cost 
would be in the vicinity of 4 million dollars. The 
Australian delegation felt that the cost would 
be justified if the Special Committee was able to 
preserve peace. However, it was disturbed at 
the prospect that the Committee might be nothing 
more than a chronicler of events. In the absence 
of positive measures, it was an illusion to think 
that, so long as the Special Committee remained 
in the Balkans the situation was under control. 
It was clear to any observer that guerrilla acti
vities throughout Greece had become more 
intensive and more widespread during the preced
ing year. Unless the Special Committee seized 
the initiative the next year might see a further 
deterioration. The Australian people felt a 
close link of friendship with the people of Greece 
and were anxious that everything should be done 
to find a solution of the problem. 

However, although the Australian delegation 
fully approved the conciliatory approach of 
resolution 109 (II) of the General Assembly, it 
felt that the recommendations which were now 
being made did not offer a constructive approach 
to the problem. Colonel Hodgson was surprised 
that no representatives had so far commented on 
the Special Committee's recommendation that the 
General Assembly should consider ways and 
means of obtaining the co-operation of Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia in the work of the Special 
Committee. In existing circumstances, the Aus
tralian delegation believed that the wisest course 
was to maintain the present emphasis on the 
mediatory aspect of the Special Committee's 
work. If the conciliatory role of the Committee 
were made clear beyond dispute, it would provide 
a positive deterrent to the activities of the nor
thern States. Colonel Hodgson also recalled 
that the representative of Pakistan on the Special 
Committee had expressed the hope that the 
Assembly would emphasize the conciliatory aspect 
of the Committee's task. 

As regards the organization of the work of the 
Special Committee, Colonel Hodgson thought 
that it might be desirable to reconstitute the 
Committee so that it consisted of not more than 
five members. He drew attention to a working 
paper circulated by Brazil and Pakistan to the 
members of the Special Committee suggesting 
that the work of conciliation might be facilitated 
if not more than three of the Committee's members 
were in Greece at any particular time. That 
was a suggestion which might be examined. 
Colonel Hodgson stressed that a revision of the 
Special Committee's mandate along the lines 
which he had suggested would only be acceptable 
if a clear understanding was reached that Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia would co-operate in 
the work. Incidentally, he regretted the failure 
of the Polish and USSR delegations to take part 
in the Special Committee's work. 

d'enquete, il faut alors augmenter les credits du 
budget de la Commission special e. Si la Commission 
speciale doit a voir des pouvoirs d'enquete renforces 
et si !'Organisation des Nations Unies doit 
supporter toutes les depenses qu'entrainerait un 
nombre plus grand de groupes d'observation, 
il est alors raisonnable d'admettre que le credit 
necessaire serait de l'ordre de 4 millions de dollars. 
La delegation australienne estime qu'une telle 
depense se justifierait si Ia Commission speciale 
etait capable de sauvegarder la paix, mais elle 
craint que Ia Commission speciale ne soit qu'un 
temoin passif des evenements. En !'absence de 
mesures positives, c'est une illusion de croire 
que l'on conserve le controle de Ia situation taut 
que la Commission speciale demeure dans les 
Balkans. N'importe quel observateur peut 
constater que, dans toute la Grece, les partisans 
ont intensifie et etendu leur action au cours de 
l'annee derniere. Si la Commission speciale ne 
prend pas !'initiative, la situation risque de 
s'aggraver encore l'annee prochaine. Le peuple 
australien se sent lie au peuple grec par une 
etroite amitie et il a hate que !'on fasse !'impossible 
pour trouver une solution au probleme. 

Bien que la delegation australienne approuve 
pleinement !'esprit conciliant qui marquait la 
resolution 109 (II) de l'Assembh~e generale elle 
estime que les recommandations qui sont faites 
maintenant ne permettent pas d'aborder le 
probleme de fa<;on constructive. Le colonel 
Hodgson est surpris qu'aucun representant n'ait 
encore fait d'observations au sujet de la recom
mandation de la Commission speciale selon 
laquelle l'Assemblee devrait examiner les moyens 
d'obtenir Ia cooperation de I'Albanie, de la 
Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie aux travaux de Ia 
Commission speciale. Dans les circonstances 
presentes, Ia delegation australienne estime que 
c'est a exercer une mediation que la Commission 
speciale doit s'employer principalement. Si l'on 
en venait a reconnaltre, sans conteste, ce role 
conciliateur de la Commission, I' on previendrait 
par la meme, et de fa<;on effective, les activites 
des :Etats dont les territoires bordent la frontiere 
nord de la Grece. Le colonel Hodgson rappelle 
egalement que le representant du Pakistan a la 
Commission speciale a exprime I'espoir que 
l'Assemblee mettrait l'accent sur cet aspect de 
la tache de Ia Commission : le role de conciliateur 
qu'elle doit jouer. 

En ce qui concerne !'organisation des travaux 
de la Commission speciale, le representant de 
I' Australie estime qu'il serait souhaitable de 
modifier la composition de Ia Commission, en 
limitant a cinq le nombre de ses membres. II 
rappelle que les delegations du Bresil et du 
Pakistan ont adresse a la Commission Speciale une 
note ou ils proposaient, en vue de faciliter l'ceuvre 
de conciliation, qu'il n'y ait jamais en Grece plus 
de trois membres de la Commission en meme 
temps. C'est la une suggestion qui pourrait etre 
examinee. Le colonel Hodgson souligne qu'il. ne 
sera possible de reviser le mandat de la Commisswn 
dans Ie sens qu'il a indique que si l'on obtient de 
l' Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie 
!'assurance nette qu'elles coopereront aux travaux 
de la Commission. Par ailleurs, il regrette que les 
delegations de la Pologne et de l'URSS ne p~rti
cipent pas aux travaux de la Commission spec1ale. 
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He summed up the views of the Australian 
delegation as follows. First, the Special Com
mittee should continue primarily as a body of 
mediation and conciliation, possibly with a smaller 
membership. Secondly, any functions of observ
ation given to it should be secondary to its main 
mission of conciliation. Thirdly, the observ
ations of the Special Committee should concen
trate on observation of compliance by the Govern
ments concerned with the four recommendations 
contained in paragraph 5 of General Assembly 
resolution 109 (II). Fourthly, the Special Com
mittee should be free to have its headquarters 
in, and visit, such place or places as it considers 
most appropriate for the fulfilment of its mission. 

In conclusion, Colonel Hodgson criticized the 
selection of Salonika as the headquarters for the 
Special Committee. The Committee had been 
completely isolated from the rest of the world 
and had been unable to move for more than ten 
miles in any direction. He hoped that some 
more suitable headquarters would be selected in 
the future. 

In the light of the observations made, the dele
gation of Australia proposed later to submit 
amendments to the proposal introduced by the 
four Powers (A/C.l /352). 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) observed that the Greek question had 
been before the Security Council and General 
Assembly for nearly three years ; now the First 
Committee had before it the reports of the Special 
Committee. The Byelorussian delegation had 
studied these reports as welas the draft resolution 
presented by the four Powers. The basic report 
and the resolution contained direct accusations 
against Greece's northern neighbours of giving 
aid to the partisans and similar charges. The 
resolution stated that the guerrillas continued to 
receive extensive assistance with the knowledge of 
the three Governments. 

However, the evidence should be examined 
The Special Committee cited activities including 
those of the Red Cross on behalf of refugees and 
children and referred to the money, food, clothing 
and medical supplies which had been provided. 
It was true that societies existed in Bulgaria and 
in other countries also for the purpose of relieving 
sufiering among the Greek people, especially 
among the Macedonians who had been driven 
out of their sacked villages. Rather than present 
objective information the Special Committee had 
stated, after distorting the facts, that this aid was 
given to partisans and not, as was the truth, to 
refugees. 

The peoples of the world sympathized with 
the Greeks in their struggle and were indignant 
at the terroristic activities of the present regime. 
They demanded that an end be put to the condem
nations and hangings which were taking place. 
However, the Special Committee had failed to 
take measures to counteract this terrorism. 

The Special Committee had asserted that arms 
and equipment were sent to the partisans from 
outside Greece. The truth was that the National 

II resume comme suit les vues de la delegation 
australienne : Premierement, la Commission 
speciale doit poursuivre sa tache, avant tout 
comme un organe de mediation et de conciliation 
et si possible avec un nombre de membres plus 
restreint; Deuxiemement, toute fonction d'obser
vation qui lui serait donnee doit etre subordonnee 
a sa mission essentielle qui est de conciliation; 
Troisiemement, Ia Commission speciale doit 
observer principalement Ia maniere dont les 
Gouvernements interesses se conforment aux 
recommandations enoncees au paragraphe 5 de 
Ia resolution 109 (II) de l'Assemblee generale; 
Quatriemement, Ia Commission Speciale doit etre 
libre de choisir son siege, et de se rendre en tout 
lieu qu'elle jugera approprie a l'accomplissement 
de sa mission. 

En conclusion, le Colonel Hodgson critique 
le choix qui a ete fait de Salonique comme siege 
de Ia Commission speciale, car Ia Commission 
s'est trouvee completement isolee du reste du 
monde et dans l'impossibilite de se deplacer de 
plus de quinze kilometres dans quelque direction 
que ce soit. Il espere que, a l'avenir l'on fera 
choix, pour le siege, d'une ville mieux situee. 

Etant donne les observations presentees, Ia 
delegation de l'Australie se propose de presenter 
plus tard des amendements au projet de resolution 
soumis par les quatre Puissances (AJC.l/352). 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) fait remarquer qu'il y a pres de 
trois ans que la question grecque est soumise 
au Conseil de securite et a l'Assemblee generale; 
la Premiere Commission examine maintenant les 
rapports de Ia Commission speciale. La delegation 
de la RSS de Bielorussie a etudie ces rapports, 
ainsi que le projet de resolution presente par les 
quatre Puissances. Le rapport fondamental et 
la resolution accusent directement les Etats 
voisins de la Grece, de donner assistance aux 
partisans et de se livrer a d'autres activites du 
meme genre. Le projet de resolution affirme que 
les guerillas continuent de recevoir une assistance 
importante au su des Gouvernements de ces 
trois Etats. 

Mais il faut examiner les preuves apportees. 
La Commission speciale fait mention de certaines 
activites, parmi lesquelles on releve celle de Ia 
Croix-Rouge a l'egard des refugies et des enfants, 
et elle fait etat des fonds, vivres, vetements et 
medicaments qui ont ete fournis. II est exact 
qu'il existe en Bulgarie et aussi dans d'autres 
pays, des societes dont le but est de soulager les 
souffrances du peuple grec, notamment celles des 
Macedoniens chasses de leurs villages mis a sac. 
Au lieu de presenter des informations objectives, 
la Commission speciale dCformant les faits, a 
declare que cette aide etait donnee aux partisans 
et non, comme c'etait le fait, aux refugies. 

Les peuples du monde sympathisent avec le 
peuple grec dans sa lutte et ils s'indignent ~es 
actes terroristes du Gouvernement actuel ; lis 
demandent qu'il soit mis un terme aux condam
nations et aux pendaisons. Cependant Ia 
Commission speciale n'a pris aucune mesure 
contre ce regime de terreur. . 

La Commission speciale affirme que les parti,s~ns 
rec;oivent de l'exterieur des armes et du matenel. 
La verite, c'est que l'armee democratique nationale 
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Democratic Army captured their supplies from 
the monarchist bands. The arms were made in 
the United States and the United Kingdom and 
had been largely supplied under the provisions 
of the Truman Doctrine. On their shells and 
mines could be read " made in USA" or "made in 
England ". The fact that the Greek Government 
received money and war material from across the 
Atlantic could not be denied by the Special 
Committee. 

Past action of the General Assembly had 
brought about no good results. Rather the 
situation had worsened and there was more 
terrorism, bloodshed and suppression than ever. 
In aiding the Greek Government, the Special 
Committee had assumed an undignified role by 
gathering evidence in an attempt to confirm 
certain allegations. However, the representative 
of the USSR had exposed these attempts. The 
Special Committee had tried to use the evidence 
taken under duress from prisoners of war. It 
had used witnesses provided by the Greek Govern
ment. However, it had failed to deal with the 
problem as a whole. It had paid no attention to 
the military aid from the United States and its 
political and economic missions. It would do 
better if it proposed an end to military aid from 
abroad to the Greek Government, and proposed 
that the Greek people should be allowed to elect 
their own government under truly democratic 
conditions. However, the Special Committee 
made no such recommendations because it knew 
that in such an event the Greek people would 
throw out the collaborators who now were oppres
sing them. 

In its supplementary report (A/644), the 
Special Committee referred to the conditions laid 
down by the Greek Government for the estab
lishment of diplomatic relations with Albania. 
Firstly, Albania was to give no further aid to the 
Greek guerrillas and secondly, Greek territorial 
demands should be satisfied. At the same time 
::ur. Tsaldaris repeatedly said that Greece was at 
war with Albania. Such fascist warmongering 
was echoed in the newspaper Ethnikos Kiriks of 
21 August 1948 in an editorial entitled "Let 
us invade " in which insults were hurled at Albania 
and an ultimatum was called for. The editorial 
urged that the invasion of Albania by Greece 
would be a just action though it might lead to 
the next world war. These inciters of a new war, 
these tools of reaction proposed that Greece 
should become a second Sarajevo. 

The Special Committee had not been unanimous 
in reaching its conclusions. The opinions of 
~ir. Kenneth Spencer, the United Kingdom 
representative could be read in the New States
man and Nation. There he had stated that the 
civil war was an internal problem caused by 
profound social inequality. There was little 
hope from the present Government of a policy 
which would satisfy the hungry people. The 
luxury of Athens was in striking contrast with 
conditions elsewhere. Mr. Spencer had gone on 
to describe the general economic distress and 

a enleve aux ban des monarchistes leur equipement. 
Les armes sont de fabrication anglaise ou ameri
caine, elles ont ete fournies en grande quantite 
conformement a la Doctrine Truman. Sur ces 
obus et ces mortiers, on peut lire : made in USA 
ou made in England. La Commission speciale ne 
peut denier le fait que le Gouvernement grec 
re~oit de I' argent et du materiel de guerre d'outre
Atlantique. 

Les mesures adoptees anterieurement par 
l'Assemblee generale n'ont pas donne de resultats 
satisfaisants. La situation a meme empire, et 
il s'est produit plus d'actes de terreur, d'effusions 
de sang et d'executions que jamais. Pour aider 
le Gouvernement grec, la Commission speciale a 
joue un role indigne en rassemblant des preuves 
en vue de confirmer certaines allegations. Le 
representant de l'URSS a dcvoile ces tentatives. 
La Commission speciale a essaye d'utiliser des 
temoignages de prisonniers de guerre, obtenus 
sous la contrainte. Elle s'est servie de temoins 
que lui a envoyes le Gouvernement grec. Elle 
n'a cependant pas reussi a traiter le probleme 
dans son ensemble. Elle n'a tenu aucun compte 
de l'aide militaire fournie par les Etats-Unis, pas 
plus que des missions politiques et economiques 
americaines. La Commission Speciale eu.t mieux 
agi en proposant de mettre fin a l'aide militaire 
fournie par l'etranger au Gouvernement grec et 
en suggerant que le peuple grec puisse, dans des 
conditions veritablement democratiques, designer 
son propre Gouvernement. Pourtant la Com
mission speciale n'a pas formule de telles recom
mandations : elle savait qu'en pareille eventualite, 
le peuple grec chasserait les collaborateurs qui 
l'oppriment actuellement. 

Dans son rapport supplementaire (A/644), la 
Commission speciale mentionne les conditions 
posees par le Gouvernement grec a l'etablissement 
de relations diplomatiques avec l'Albanie. Tout 
d'abord l'Albanie aurait du ne plus fournir d'aide 
aux partisans grecs et, en second lieu il aurait fallu 
que les revendications territoriales grecques 
fussent satisfaites. Mais, dans le meme temps, 
M. Tsaldaris disait sans cesse que la Grece se 
trouvait en etat de guerre avec l'Albanie. Le 
journal Ethnikos Kiriks du 21 aout 1948 a fait 
echo a cette incitation fasciste a la guerre : dans 
un editorial intitule « Envahissons », il deversait 
des injures sur l'Albanie et demandait qu'on 
adressat un ultimatum a ce pays. L'editorial 
soulignait que I' invasion de I' Albanie par la 
Grece serait un acte de justice bien qu'elle puisse 
mener a une nouvelle guerre mondiale. Ces 
hommes qui incitent a une nouvelle guerre, ces 
instruments de la reaction proposaient que la 
Grece devint un second Sarajevo. 

Ce n'est pas a l'unanimite que la Commission 
speciale a abouti a ses conclusions. On peut lire 
dans le New Statesman and Nation !'opinion du 
representant du Royaume-Uni, M. Kenneth 
Spencer. II declare que la guerre civile est un 
probleme interieur provoque par une inegalite 
sociale profonde. II y a peu d'espoir d'obtenir 
du Gouvernement actuel une politique qui 
satisfasse le peuple affame. Le luxe qui regne a 
Athenes tranche sur les conditions materielles du 
reste du pays. M. Spencer poursuit en decriva~t 
la detresse materielle qui sevit partout et Il 
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stated his conviction that the army continued to 
fight only because of the support from the United 
Kingdom and the United States. Even with 
this support no great success had attended the 
Government arms and Mr. Spencer believed that 
if the Anglo-Americans got out of Greece the 
present regime would fall. However, he believed 
they would remain and continue to control the 
policy and economy of the country as well as its 
army. The airfields which had been built were 
designed for bombers and not for the aircraft 
of the Greek air force. l\Ir. Spencer estimated 
that 30 per cent of the partisans were Communists, 
30 per cent were fellow-travellers and the remain
der had just been mobilized, but all fought well. 
He was aware also of the inimical attitude of the 
people to the Government army. In his opinion 
what Greece needed was peace and a democratic 
Government. This represented the personal opin
ion of the United Kingdom representative 
though it was not the official view of his Govern
ment. However, it was clear that the United 
Kingdom and United States were keeping the 
civil war alive and propping up the tottering 
Greek Government by their intervention. 

Similar conclusions could be drawn from the 
remarks of Senator Owen Brewster, on his return 
from Greece in 1947, when he said that the Greeks 
did not like the activities of the military advisers 
and that the villagers were hostile to them and 
friendly to the partisans. Further support for 
this view could be found in a Greek liberal 
newspaper dated 15 June 1947 which deplored 
the economic and political interventions of the 
United States. It observed that not only foreign 
policy but also Greece's internal affairs were 
directed from Washington and that the country 
had become in fact a protectorate. Here were 
indications of who was intervening in Greece and 
who was causing the trouble. 

On the instructions of the American military 
advisers whole villages could be burned down 
and their inhabitants massacred in a manner 
reminiscent of the destruction of Lidice. In the 
circumstances, it was not surprising that members 
of the various United States missions and repre
sentatives of corporations had obtained extra
territorial status. One could read in the press 
that this situation had caused indignation among 
members of Parliament but Mr. Tsaldaris had 
forced the bill through the House. Reports to 
this effect were published not by Communists 
who were agents of Moscow but by Greek liberals. 
The former Foreign Minister, Mr. Sophianopoulos, 
had written that Greek independence was being 
liquidated by the Greek Government and that 
so-called ambassadors to Greece had arrogated 
the functions of supreme commissars despite 
the indignation in the Greek Parliament. 

Despite the aid received from abroad and its 
policy of suppression, the Government was unable 
to prevent the increase of the partisan forces 
which was explained by the popular support they 
enjoyed. Yet in an interview which had just 

exprime sa conviction que l'armee ne poursuit 
la lutte que grace a l:aide qu'elle rec;oit du 
Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis. Meme avec 
cette aide, les troupes gouvernementales ne 
rem portent pas d'importants succes, et M. Spencer 
estime que si les Anglo-Americains quittaient la 
Grece, le regime actuel tomberait. II pense qu'ils 
y resteront neanmoins et continueront a controler 
la politique et !'economic du pays, ainsi que son 
armee. Les aeroports qu'on a construits sont 
destines a recevoir des bombardiers et non pas 
les appareils dont dispose !'aviation grecque. 
M. Spencer estime que 30 pour 100 des partisans 
sont communistes, 30 pour 100 sont des sympa
thisants, et les autres ont simplement repondu 
aux mesures de mobilisation ; mais tous se 
battent avec courage. II s'est rendu compte de 
!'attitude hostile de la population a l'egard de 
l'armee gouvernementale. A son avis, ce dont la 
Grece a besoin, c'est de la paix et d'un gouver
nement democratique. Telle est !'opinion person
neUe du representant du Royaume-Uni, quoi
qu'elle ne represente pas le point de vue officiel 
de son Gouvernement. II est cependant manifeste 
que le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis entre
tiennent la guerre civile et, par leur intervention, 
soutiennent le Gouvernement chancelant de la 
Grece. 

On peut tirer des conclusions semblables des 
observations faites par le Senateur Owen 
Brewster ; il declarait, a son retour de Grece, 
en 194 7, que I' activite des conseillers militaires 
ne plaisait pas aux Grecs, que les paysans leur 
etaient hostiles et favorisaient les partisans. On 
trouve une autre confirmation de ce point de vue 
dans un journal liberal grec en date du 15 juin 1947 
qui deplorait les interventions politiques et econo
miques des Etats-Unis. Ce journal faisait 
remarquer que non seulement la politique etran
gere, mais aussi les affaires interieures de Ia 
Grece, etaient dirigees de Washington et que 
le pays etait devenu, en fait, un protectorat. 
D'apres ces indications, l'on peut voir qui, en 
verite, intervient en Grece et qui provoque les 
troubles. 

II arrive que, sur les instructions des conseillers 
militaires americains, des villages entiers soient 
bniles et leurs habitants massacres d'une maniere 
qui rappelle ce qui s'est passe a Lidice. Dans ces 
conditions, il n'est pas surprenant que les membres 
des differentes missions americaines et les repre
sentants de societes americaines aient obtenu le 
benefice de l'extraterritorialite. On peut lire dans 
les journaux que ce fait a suscite de l'indignatio.n 
parmi les membres du Parlement, mms 
M. Tsaldaris a obtenu le vote de la loi par Ia 
Chambre. Ce ne sont pas les communistes, agents 
de Moscou, mais les liberaux grecs qui ont publie 
des articles en ce sens. L'ancien Ministre des 
affaires etrangeres, M. Sophianopoulos, a ecrit 
que l'independance de la Grece etait alie~ee par 
son propre Gouvernement et que ~es prete~dus 
ambassadeurs en Grece se sont arroge les fonctwns 
de commissaires supremes, malgre !'indignation 
manifestee au parlement ~rec. . , . 

En depit de l'aide qu'Il ~er;o~t de l etranger 
et de sa politique d'extermmat~on, le, Gou~er
nement ne peut empecher les partisans ~ accro1!re 
leurs forces, ce qui s'explique par l'appm popul~re 
dont ils jouissent. Neanmoins, dans une mterv1ew 
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been reported, Mr. Tsaldaris said that the partisans 
could only continue because they received outside 
aid and because the Government forces and equip
ment were inadequate. This had appeared in 
the newspaper Le Monde. Apparently Mr. Tsal
daris considered the foreign aid inadequate and 
consequently he had to resort to every sort of 
terrorism and the suppression of elementary 
democratic rights. It was not surprising there
fore that progressive people from every stratum 
of society took up arms to fight for freedom, 
democracy and the independence of their country. 
Even l\:Ir. Tsaldaris admitted that the plans of 
the General Staff to crush the movement had 
failed and the crisis was greater than before. 
Greece had become a centre of strife which might 
lead to the next war. The Government in Athens 
did not appear to understand that the partisans 
could not be destroyed by terrorism because 
their cause was just. 

The Brazilian representative had defended the 
Greek Government and it would be interesting 
to know how he evaluated the foregoing facts. 
If he considered such occurrences to be normal, 
no doubt he sympathized with the Government 
policies. The Brazilian representative had said 
that Moscow was backing the interference of 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia to further 
its policy of world domination. Such accusations 
had already been answered by the representative 
of the USSR. Various statements of the same 
slanderous character had been made in the Com
mittee and bolstered by quotations from Marxist 
literature taken out of their contexts. Thus 
certain people sought to prove that the Communists 
sought to divide the world into two camps and 
destroy the United Nations. Such slander did 
not have to be refuted for the situation was clear. 
:\Ir. Kiselev quoted from an interview with General
issimo Stalin on the Berlin question published 
in Pravda on 28 October 1948. Generalissimo 
Stalin had said that the promoters of aggressive 
policies in the United States and the United King
dom did not seek co-operation, but only discussions 
of co-operation. Their object was to prove that 
the responsibility for disagreement fell upon 
the USSR. This warmongering policy had led 
to the wrecking of existing agreements, and the 
Berlin question had been brought before the 
Security Council because there the Anglo-Ameri
can bloc was sure of a majority. The members 
of that bloc aimed at showing the need for a new 
war. \Vhen asked what would be the outcome 
Generalissimo Stalin had replied that the o~ly 
possible result would be the failure of the war
mongers. Memories of the pabt war were still 
too vivid for the forces of peace to lose. 

The Greek representative had lectured the Com
mittee with references to Aristotle on the meaning 
of truth. He considered apparently that the 
Greek regime was its only standard bearer. By 
way of confirmation, he had alleged that the 
Greek Communist Party had concluded an agree-

publiee ;ecemment, M .. Tsaldaris a declare que 
les partisans ne pouvment poursuivre la lutte 
que parce qu'ils recevaient une aide de l'etranger 
et parce que les troupes gouvernementales et 
leur equipement etaient insuffisants. C'est Ie 
journal Le Monde qui a publie cette declaration. 
M. Tsaldaris estime apparemment que l'aide 
etrangere est insuffisante et qu'il lui faut done 
avoir recours au terrorisme sous toutes ses formes 
et a la suppression des droits democratiques 
elementaires. II n'est done pas Surprenant que 
les partisans du progres, de toutes classes sociales, 
prennent les armes et combattent pour Ia liberte, 
la democratic et l'independance de leur pays. 
M; Tsaldaris lui-meme admet que les plans de 
l'Etat-major general pour aneantir ce mouvement 
ont abouti a un echec et que la crise etait plus 
grave que jamais. La Grece est devenue le centre 
d'une lutte qui peut mener a Ia prochaine guerre. 
Le Gouvernement d' Athenes ne semble pas 
comprendre qu'on ne peut aneantir les partisans 
par le terrorisme car la cause qu'ils defendent 
est juste. 

Le representant du Bresil a pris la defense du 
Gouvernement grec et il serait interessant de 
savoir ce qu'il pense de la situation. S'il trouve 
normaux pareils evenements, sans doute sa 
sympathie va-t-elle ala politique gouvernementale: 
Le representant du Bresil a declare que, derriere 
l'ingerence de l'Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de 
la Yougoslavie se trouvait Moscou qui veut mener 
une politique de domination mondiale. Le repre
sentant de l'URSS a deja repondu a de pareilles 
accusations. La Commission a deja entendu 
differentes declarations d'un caractere tout aussi 
calomnieux et appuyees d'extraits de livres 
marxistes cites sans leur contexte. Ainsi certaines 
personnes essayent-elles de prouver que les 
communistes cherchent a diviser le monde en 
deux camps et a detruire !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. II n'est pas necessaire de denoncer 
une telle calomnie car la situation est claire. 
M. Kisselev cite des extraits d'une interview du 
generalissime Staline sur la question de Berlin, 
publiee dans la Pravda du 28 octobre 1948. Le 
generalissime Staline a declare que les inspirateurs 
de la politique d'agression aux Etats-Unis et 
dans le Royaume-Uni ne recherchaient pas la 
cooperation, mais seulement des discussions sur 
la cooperation. Leur objectif est de prouver que 
la responsabilite du desaccord retombe sur 
l'URSS. Cette politique d'incitation a la guerre a 
abouti a la destruction des accords existants et, 
si la question de Berlin a ete soumise au Conseil 
de securite, c'est que les pays du bloc anglo
americain sont certains d'y trouver une majorite ; 
ces pays cherchent a montrer qu'une nouvelle 
guerre est necessaire. Lorsqu'on l'a interroge sur 
l'aboutissement de tous ces evenements, le 
generalissime Staline a repondu que la seule 
eventualite possible est l'echec de ceux qui 
incitent a la guerre. Les souvenirs de Ia derniere 
guerre sont encore trop vivaces pour que les 
forces de paix aboutissent a un echec. 

Le representant de la Grece a fait une conference 
professorale devant la Commission en citant des 
passages d' Aristote sur le sens de la verite. Il 
considere apparemment que le regime grec est 
le porte-drapeau de la verite. Pour en apporter 
confirmation, il a pretendu que le parti communiste 
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ment in September 1944 with the Nazis providing 
that it would not take over until the Germans had 
evacuated Greece. This was a falsification desi
gned to destroy the reputation of those who had 
fought for freedom. It was falsification and 
slander to maintain that the Greek Communist 
Party had not struggled against the fascist 
occupation. 

The Canadian representative had stated that 
if foreign troops were withdrawn the USSR would 
immediately take over Greece. This was a 
monstrous invention for it was well known that 
the USSR had no territorial claims against 
Greece. The assertion was made to slander the 
USSR although it was well known which Powers 
had occupied Greece. For three years the demo
cratic army had struggled against the foreign 
invaders and the fascist Government they 
supported. 

The Greek people should be permitted to settle 
their own affairs. Foreign troops should be 
withdrawn. 

The Byelorussian delegation categorically rejec
ted the draft resolution submitted by the United 
States, United Kingdom, France and China 
(A/C.1/352) and gave its full support to the 
proposals of the USSR. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) said that events in 
Greece since its liberation were a part of the long 
struggle for freedom which had lasted over a 
century. Greece's troubles had not ended after 
the German occupation. A new menace to 
freedom had appeared in the north. There was 
therefore widespread sympathy for the Greek 
people .. 

The spontaneous aid received was not novel 
in the history of Greece. Always Greece had 
found help from friendly nations which had led 
its Governments to persist in their struggle for 
freedom. There was no need to enter into the 
question whether United States and United 
Kingdom in answering the Greek appeal had 
become involved in the situation. It was not 
the first time that a country had been aided in 
its fight for a principle. The curious thing was 
that action had only been taken by the great 
Powers. 

However, the small nations were not deaf to 
the Greek appeal. Because the small nations 
sympathized with the spirit of democracy and 
freedom they should not be accused of being in 
the service of the great Powers. They were in 
the service of justice and of peace. Moreover 
the small nations did nor always conform to 
great Power policies. Mr. Ammoun recalled the 
note addressed to the United States by Lebanon 
in 1946 protesting United States intervention 
in Palestine. He would deal with this more 
fully in the Palestine debate. The small nation 
of Lebanon had arrived at its attitude long before 
the present struggle in Greece began. During 
the war the Greek Government was given refuge 
in Lebanon and it was on Lebanese territory that 
the coalition government of all three parties was 
formed. In this resistance government the 
Communist party had participated. When the 
Communists left the Government it remained the 

grec, par un accord conclu avec les nazis en 
septembre 1944, avait decide de ne prendre 
possession du pays que lorsque les Allemands 
auraient evacue Ia Grece. C'est une falsification 
de Ia verite destinee a detruire Ia reputation 
de ceux qui ont combattu pour la liberte. II est 
faux et calomnieux :de declarer que le parti com
muniste grec n'a pas lutte contre l'occupant 
fasciste. 

Le representant du Canada a declare que si 
l'on retirait les troupes etrangeres, l'URSS s'em
parerait immediatement de Ia Grece. Voila un 
monstrueux mensonge, car chacun sait que 
l'URSS n'a pas de revendications territoriales a 
formuler contre Ia Grece. On a lance cette assertion 
pour calomnier l'URSS, bien que l'on sache 
parfaitement queUes Puissances ont occupe Ia 
Grece. Depuis trois ans, l'armee democratique a 
lutte contre les envahisseurs etrangers et Ie 
gouvernement fasciste qu'ils soutenaient. 

II faudrait permettre au peuple grec de regler 
lui-meme ses affaires. II faudrait retirer du pays 
les troupes etrangeres. 

La delegation de Ia RSS de Bielorussie rejette 
categoriquement le projet de resolution presente 
par les Etats-Unis, le Royaume-Uni, le France et 
Ia Chine (A/C.l/352) et donne son entier appui 
aux propositions de l'URSS. 

Pour M. AMMOUN (Liban), les evenements qui 
se sont deroules en Grece depuis la liberation de 
ce pays s'inscrivent dans l'histoire de la longue 
lutte pour la liberte qui dure depuis plus d'un 
siecle. La fin de !'occupation allemande n'a pas 
mis un terme aux difficultes de Ia Grece. Une 
nouvelle menace a Ia paix est apparue au nord. 
Aussi Ia sympathie envers le peuple grec se 
manifeste-t-elle de toutes parts. 

L'aide spontanee qu'il rec;oit n'est pas nouvelle 
dans son histoire. La Grece a toujours trouve des 
nations amies pour !'aider, ce qui a encourage 
ses gouvernements successifs dans leur achar
nement a Iutter pour la liberte. A quoi bon 
demander si, en repondant a l'appel de Ia Grece 
les Etats-Unis et Ie Royaume-Uni sont devenus 
partie dans Ie proces ? Ce n'est pas Ia premiere 
fois qu'un pays se voit aide dans sa lutte pour 
Ia defense d'un principe. Ce qui est singulier, c'est 
que seules les grandes Puissances soient passees a 
I' action. 

Les petites nations, cependant, ne sont pas 
sourdes a l'appel de Ia Grece, et ce n'est pas par~e 
qu'elles sympathisent avec !'esprit de democratie 
et de liberte qu'il faut Ies accuser d'etre au 
service des grandes Puissances. Elles sont au 
service de la justice et de Ia paix. D'ailleurs, Ies 
petites nations ne se plient pas toujours a Ia 
politique des grandes Puissances. M. Ammoun 
n'en veut pour preuve que Ia note adressee au:x: 
Etats-Unis par le Liban en 1946 pour protester 
contre leur intervention en Palestine. II compte 
traiter plus amplement de cette question au co~rs 
du debat sur Ia Palestine. La petite nation 
Iibanaise avait pris position bien avant Ie debut 
de la lutte dont Ia Grece est actuellement Ie 
theatre. C'est au Liban que le Gouvernement 
grec trouva refuge pendant Ia guerre. C'est en 
territoire libanais que fut forme le ~ouvern~ment 
de coalition qui englobait les trms partis. Le 
Parti communiste a participe a ce gouvernement 
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resistance party and the legitimate Government 
of Greece. The conflict was an internal one and 
there was no call for interference by Greece's 
northern neighbours. Such action merely served 
to internationalize the conflict and convert it 
into a threat to world peace. 

Having incited civil war the three Governments 
rejected the accusations made against them and 
claimed that they were defending freedom in a 
country which had been a model to the world 
in the struggle for freedom. The representative 
of Yugoslavia had asked the Committee to hear 
what he called the true voice of Greece. How
ever this voice had a foreign accent. The 
fact that freedom was the fruit of unity while 
division was the cause of sorrow should be clear 
particularly to the Balkan nations. Albania, 
Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia should reflect upon 
their own history and remain at peace rather than 
be guided by policies originating outside their 
borders. Lebanon repeated its plea of the 
previous year that small nations should not try 
to play the role of great Powers. 

If no assurances of peaceful policies from the 
three northern neighbours were forthcoming, the 
Assembly would have to adopt the draft reso
lution presented by the four Powers. Lebanon 
also supported the Greek amendment regarding 
the repatriation of children. In this connexion 
it was distressing to hear the representatives of 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia refer to their humani
tarian aims. The children had no need of foreign 
love when they had their parents. 

The draft resolution expressed the hope that 
the Balkan States would accept the injunctions 
of the Assembly. However, if this did not happen, 
other provisions should be made. Lebanon 
proposed to add a paragraph to the text (A/C. 
1 /359). It hoped this amendment would assist 
in the re-establishment of peace. The amend
ment read as follows : 

Insert the following text between paragraphs 9 
and 10, and renumber the subsequent paragraphs 
accordingly : 

"9. RECOMMENDS all Members of the United 
Nations to take into consideration, when examin
ing the application for admission of Bulgaria 
and Albania, the attitude adopted by those coun
tries in consequence of the present resolution " 

:Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) wished to offer some 
comments on the speeches made by the repre
sentatives of Albania and Bulgaria. Many points 
had already been answered by other members 
of the Committee but Mr. Pipinelis could not fail 
to take note of the accusations made against the 
Greek Government to the effect that it was not 
carrying out terroristic measures against its own 
citizens. Greece had had much experience of 
democracy in its various forms and at the present 
juncture its choice was parliamentary democracy. 
This form preserved Greece from some of the 
peculiarities of the form of democracy practiced 

de resistance. Quand ill' a quitte, ce gouvernement 
est reste le porte-drapeau du parti de la resistance 
et le Gouvernement legitime de la Grece. II s'aait 
la d'un conflit interieur et personne n'a deman"'de 
aux voisins septentrionaux de la Grece d'y 
intervenir. Leur action ne sert qu'a rendre Ie 
conflit international et a en faire une menace a 
la paix mondiale. 

Or, voila que, ayant pousse a la guerre civile, 
les trois Gouvernements incrimines repoussent 
les accusations portees contre eux et pretendent 
defendre la liberte dans un pays qui a donne au 
monde l'exemple de la lutte pour la liberte. Le 
representant de la y ougoslavie a demande a la 
Commission d'ecouter ce qu'il ne craint pas 
d'appeler la vraie voix de la Grece. Mais cette voix 
a un accent etranger. La liberte est le fruit de 
!'unite, tandis que la division est mere de douleurs; 
cela, les nations balkaniques devraient plus que 
toute autre s'en etre avisees. L'Albanie, la Bulgarie 
et la Yougoslavie feraient bien de reflechir a 
leur propre histoire et de rester en paix, au lieu 
d'aller chercher au dela de leurs frontieres, les 
mots d'ordre de leur politique. Le Liban repete ce 
qu'il a deja proclame l'annee derniere : les petites 
nations ne devraient pas essayer de jouer aux 
grandes Puissances. 

Si les trois voisins septentrionaux de la Grece 
ne veulent pas donner !'assurance qu'ils entendent 
poursuivre une politique de paix, l'Assemblee 
devra adopter le projet de resolution qu'ont 
presente les quatre Puissances. D'autre part, le 
Liban appuie l'amendement de la Grece relatif 
au rapatriement des enfants. Dans cet ordre 
d'idees, il est affiigeant d'entendre les representants 
de la Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie protester 
de leurs intentions humanitaires. Ces enfants 
n'ont nul besoin d'affection etrangere, alors qu'ils 
ont leurs parents. 

Le projet de resolution exprime l'espoir que 
les Etats balkaniques se conformeront aux 
inj onctions de 1' Assemblee. Si, toutefois, tel n' etait 
pas le cas, i1 faudrait prendre d'autres dispositions. 
Le Liban propose d'ajouter un paragraphe 
(AJC.l /359) au texte. II espere que cet am~n
dement contribuera au retablissement de la pmx. 
Ce document se lit comme suit : 

« Inserer le texte suivant entre les paragraphes 9 
et 10, en modifiant en consequence la numero
tation des paragraphes suivants : 

» go RECOMMANDE a tousles Etats-Membres 
des Nations Unies de prendre en consideration, 
lors de l'examen de la demande d'admission de 
la Bulgarie et de l'Albanie, l'attitude que ces 
deux pays auront adoptee a la suite de la presente 
resolution. )) 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) a quelques observations 
a presenter au sujet des discours qu'ont prononces 
les representants de I' Albanie et de la Bulgarie. 
Sur beaucoup de points, d'autres membres de la 
Commission y ont deja repondu, mais ce que 
M. Pipinelis ne peut pas laisser passer, c'est qu'on 
a accuse le Gouvernement grec d'employer des 
mesures de terreur a l'egard de ses propres 
ressortissants. La Grece a fait !'experience de 
la democratie sous ses diverses formes et, dans 
les circonstances presentes, c'est la forme parle
mentaire qu'elle choisit, laquelle a le merite de 
la preserver de certaines des particularites que 
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among its northern neighbours. The Greek 
Government did not operate on the basis of 
strangely overwhelming majorities and sometimes 
questionable degrees of unanimity. The Presi
dent of its council did not rise in Parliament 
to tell the agrarian opposition that its leader had 
been broken, as had been done by the head of the 
Bulgarian Government. Recently there had been 
rigourous oppression in Greece but this was not 
surprising in view of the known circumstances. 
Even advanced democracies like Bulgaria had 
given their tribunals rather similar privileges. 
A 1946 law for the defence of the Bulgarian 
people fixed the penalty of death for a variety 
of offences which might undermine or weaken 
established authority. Other laws of a compara
ble character could be found on the books of 
other countries which were making charges 
against Greece. 

Greece was a country of merciful and peace
loving traditions. The violence of the Greeks was 
usually confined to words, and political assas
sination was a rarity. The people were quickly 
impassioned but forgot as quickly. Those who, 
by military, political and propaganda means, were 
encouraging sedition had to bear the responsibi
lity for postponing the time when the past would 
be forgotten. 

Echoing Mr. Vyshinsky's harangue, the repre
sentatives of Albania and Bulgaria had given 
prominence to the alleged expansionist intentions 
of Greece and made insinuations which demanded 
a reply. Greece was accused of having advanced 
frontier claims against Bulgaria during the 1946 
Peace Conference. This was true, the claims were 
modest and the reasons could be seen when their 
details were examined. They had been justified 
by subsequent events. What Mr. Vyshinsky 
had failed to point out was that the Peace Confer
ence came to an end, a Peace Treaty with 
Bulgaria was signed and since then Greece had 
made every effort to implement the Treaty. 
After its ratification Greece had taken the initia
tive for the re-establishment of diplomatic 
relations with Bulgaria although it would have 
been normal diplomatic usage to await a Bulgarian 
approach. Two representations were made in 
November and December 1947 and, though 
unsuccessful at the time, resulted later in 
discussions in 'Vashington. During the conver
sations it was Greece's view that there was no 
need first to deal with questions of substance 
which might delay the resumption of relations ; 
those questions might be more readily dealt with 
afterwards. However, this was not the view of the 
Bulgarian Government and the conversations 
were adjourned. Then the Greek Government, in 
order to facilitate negotiations, agreed that 
questions of substance might first be discussed. 
Accordingly Greece, as well as Bulgaria, formu
lated certain conditions : firstly, that partisans 
should not receive further aid from Bulgarian 
territory ; secondly, that Bulgaria should 
implement the Peace Treaty of February 1947; 
and thirdly, that there should be a simultaneous 
declaration by the two Governments that they 
would respect the borders established in that 
Treaty. This last point showed how empty were 

presente Ia forme de democratic pratiquee par 
ses voisins septentrionaux. De ce fait, elle n'est 
pas exposee a connaitre ces majorites etrangement 
ecrasantes et ces degres d'unanimite parfois 
sujets a caution. Son President du conseil ne 
se leve pas au Parlement pour annoncer a !'oppo
sition agrarienne que son chef vient d'etre liquide, 
comme l'a fait le chef du Gouvernement bulgare. 
Il y a eu recemment en Grece une severe repression, 
mais cela n'a rien d'etonnant, etant donne les 
circonstances que l'on connait. Meme des demo
craties d'avant-garde comme Ia Bulgarie ont 
donne a leurs tribunaux des privileges d'un 
caractere analogue. Une loi pour la defense du 
peuple bulgare, votee en 1946, prevoit la peine 
de mort pour une serie de delits qui risquent 
de miner ou d'affaiblir l'autorite etablie. II serait 
facile de trouver des lois du meme genre dans 
les codes d'autres pays qui, aujourd'hui, portent 
des accusations contre la Grece. 

Les Grecs ont une tradition de clemence et 
d'amour de la paix. Leurs violences ne sont 
d'ordinaire qu'en paroles, et chez eux, I'assassinat 
politique est une rarete. Les gens s'emportent 
facilement, mais oublient aussi vite. Si l'heure 
d'oublier le passe se trouve reculee, c'est a ceux 
qui, par des moyens militaires, par des manoeuvres 
politiques et par la propagande, poussent a la 
sedition, que la responsabilite en incombe. 

Faisant echo a la harangue de M. Vychinsky, 
les representants de 1' Albanie et de la Bulgarie 
ont insiste sur les pretendus desseins expansion
nistes de la Grece, et ont fait des insinuations 
auxquelles il est necessaire de repondre. La Grece 
est accusee d'avoir formule des revendications 
territoriales a l'egard de la Bulgarie pendant la 
Conference de la paix en 1946. C'est exact, mais 
ces revendications sont modestes et un examen 
detaille en fera apparaitre les raisons. Elles ont 
ete j ustiflees par la suite des evenements. Ce 
que l\L Vychinsky a omis de mentionner, c'est 
que la Conference de la paix s'est terminee. 
qu'un traite de paix avec la Bulgarie a ete signe 
et que, depuis lors, la Grece s'est appliquee a 
mettre en reuvre par taus ses moyens les clauses 
de ce traite. Apres la ratification de ce dernier, 
elle a pris !'initiative de retablir des relations 
diplomatiques avec la Bulgarie bien que, selon 
!'usage diplomatique, il eut ete normal d'attend~e 
que la Bulgarie fit le premier pas. Deux repre
sentations furent faites en novembre et en 
decembre 1947, et, si elles n'ont pas abouti a 
l'epoque, elles sont cependant a l'origine de 
pourparlers ulterieurs de Washington. Au cours 
des conversations, la Grece a soutenu qu'il n'etait 
pas necessaire d'entrer d'abord dans l'examen 
des questions de fond, ce qui risquerait de reta~der 
le retablissement des relations ; ces questiOnS 
d'ailleurs pourraient etre regh~es plus facilement 
apres la reprise des relations. Mais le Gol_lver
nement de la Bulgarie n'a pas ete de cet avis, et 
les conversations ont ete suspendues. C'est alors 
que le Gouvernement de la Grece a accepte, pour 
faciliter les negociations, que l'on etudiat d'abord 
les questions de fond. La Grece a done, comme 
la Bulgarie, pose certaines conditions : pr~
mierement, les partisans ne devraient plus recevo1r 
d'assistance provenant du territoire bulgare ; 
deuxiemement, la Bulgarie devrait respecter le 
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the allegations that Greece maintained expan
sionist claims against Bulgaria. 

It had been alleged that Greece had expan
sionist intentions because of the claims upon 
northern Epirus. There was nothing extra
ordinary in the fact that Greece had voiced at the 
Paris Peace Conference what it considered to be 
its legitimate claim against a country with which 
it was at war. The grounds for the claim were 
similar to the ethnic and geographic reasons 
advanced by Poland for its expansion to the Elbe 
and by virtue of which Czechoslovakia absorbed 
certain ex-enemy territory. Greece should not be 
arraigned for sound historical and ethnic claims 
which merited calm consideration. However, the 
Peace Conference did not desire to consider this 
question, but recorded the fact that these claims 
might be brought before some other competent 
international body. The USSR Foreign Minister 
himself stated that the Council of Foreign 
:-.Iinisters, in pursuance of the Potsdam Decla
ration, was fully competent to deal with all 
pending territorial questions arising out of the war. 

Greece had avoided any action which might 
have made the conflict with Albania more acute. 
Discussion of the question by the Council of 
Foreign Ministers had been requested but had not 
taken place because of the opposition of the 
USSR. This was the story of Greek aggressive 
and expansionist claims. They were of the kind 
normally made by States participating in a war. 

Ever since its establishment as an independent 
kingdom, Greece had pursued a policy of national 
reconstruction and unification. It had been 
followed throughout the nineteenth century and 
until the signing of the Treaty of Lausanne of 
2-1 July 1923. That date was the turning point 
in Greek history ; thenceforth all Greek parties 
understood that a policy of expansion was incom
patible with the new situation since new States 
had been created in the Balkans and Greece would 
have to live at peace with them. Since that time 
Greece had never failed to follow a policy of 
understanding with its neighbours as was evi
denced by the way in which a settlement was 
reached with Turkey. Expansionism and 
aggression were incompatible with Greek policy. 
The policy of understanding had suffered some 
setbacks of late but the time would come when the 
Balkan peoples would be able to speak with their 
own voices and re-establish the unity of the 
Balkans for which Greece had worked so consis
tently. 

In their statements, the representatives of 
Albania and Bulgaria had stressed their peaceful 
intentions and their desire to co-operate with 
organs of the United Nations. Mr. Pipinelis 
believed, however, that the First Committee could 

traite de paix de fevrier 1947 et, troisiemement, 
les deux Gouvernements devraient simultanement 
s'engager a respecter les frontieres etablies par le 
traite. Cette derniere condition montre a que! 
point il etait injustifie de pretendre que la Grece 
poursuivait des visees expansionnistes sur Ia 
Bulgarie. 

Ces allegations ont pour pretexte les reven
dications que la Grece a formulees sur l'Epire 
septentrional. Mais il est tout a fait normal qu'a 
la Conference de Paris, la Grece ait formule des 
revendications qu'elle considere comme Iegitimes, 
contre un pays avec lequel elle etait en guerre. 
Les raisons sur lesquelles se fondent ces reven
dications sont du meme ordre que les raisons 
d'ordre ethnique ou geographique que Ia Pologne 
a invoquees pour s'etendre jusqu'a l'Elbe, et en 
vertu desquelles Ia Tchecoslovaquie a annexe un 
certain territoire anciennement ennemi. La Grece 
n'a pas a faire figure d'accuse pour une revendi
cation fondee sur des raisons historiques et 
ethniques, qui merite d'etre examinee posement. 
La Conference de Ia paix, cependant, n'a pas 
voulu examiner cette question, mais elle a dit 
expressement que ces revendications pourraient 
etre portees devant un autre organisme inter
national competent. Le Ministre des affaires 
etrangeres de l'URSS a lui-meme dit que, aux 
termes de la declaration de Potsdam, Ie Conseil 
des Ministres des affaires etrangeres etait plei
nement competent pour traiter de toutes les 
questions territoriales nees de Ia guerre, qui 
etaient en suspens. 

La Grece s'est abstenue de prendre aucune 
mesure qui aurait risque d'aggraver le conflit avec 
I' Albanie. La demande a ete faite que cette 
question flit examinee par le Coriseil des Ministres 
des affaires etrangeres, mais elle n'a pas abouti 
parce que l'URSS s'y est opposee. Voila Ies 
revendications agressives et expansionnistes de 
Ia Grece. Ce sont Ies revendications normales 
que formulent des :Etats qui ont pris part a une 
guerre. 

Des sa constitution en royaume independant, 
la Grece a pratique une politique d'unification 
et de reconstruction nationales. Elle l'a suivie 
pendant tout le dix-neuvieme siecle et jusqu'au 
traite de Lausanne du 24 juillet 1923. Cette date 
marque un tournant dans l'histoire de Ia Grece ; 
a partir de cette date tous les partis politiques 
grecs ont compris qu'une politique d'expansion 
etait incompatible avec la situation nouvelle, 
etant donne que de nouveaux Etats s'etaient 
formes dans les Balkans et que Ia Grece devait 
vivre en paix avec eux. La Grece n'a pas cesse 
depuis lors de pratiquer une politique d'entente 
avec ses voisins : la maniere dont elle est parvenue 
a un accord avec Ia Turquie le prouve bien. 
Expansionnisme et agression sont incompatibles 
avec la politique de Ia Grece. Cette politique 
d'entente a recemment connu quelques vissi
citudes, mais un jour viendra oil les peuples des Bal
kans seront en mesure de faire entendre eux
memes leur voix et de retablir I' unite balkanique, en 
vue de laquelle Ia Grece a si constamment travaille. 

Les representants de l'Albanie et de Ia Bulgarie 
ont insiste dans leurs declarations sur leurs 
intentions pacifiques et sur leur desir de collaborer 
avec les organes de !'Organisation des Nati~ns 
Unies. Mais la Premiere Commission pcut bieu 
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form its own judgment on the extent of this co
operation after hearing their references to the 
Special Committee. On the question of co-ope
ration, the Committee should note the decision 
taken by the Special Committee in connexion with 
the eleventh report of observer group n° 1 (A/574). 
This report dealt with attempts made to establish 
contact with Albanian officials and recounted 
how the Albanians reacted by manning their 
machine-guns. 

With regard to the statement by the Australian 
representative concerning the functions of the 
Special Committee, Mr. Pipinelis stated that the 
Greek Government had always attached impor
tance to the conciliatory role of the Special 
Committee. However, if success was to be 
obtained, the other party should not refuse its 
co-operation. Mr. Pipinelis believed that the 
conclusion to be drawn from one party's lack of 
desire for conciliation was not that the Special 
Committee's mandate should be limited to the 
impossible role of conciliation. He would present 
other conclusions when the four-Power draft 
resolution came under discussion. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTIETH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday, 30 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

46. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integritry 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644, 
and A/692) 

Mr. FRAN<;:ms (Netherlands) stated that the 
attacks of the representatives of the USSR, 
Poland, Yugoslavia and the Byelorussian SSR had 
not shaken the confidence of the Netherlands 
delegation in the objectivity of the reports of 
the United Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans and in the fairness of its conclusions. 
While it was true that the Special Committee 
had availed itself of a certain amount of indirect 
testimony, its conclusions were not based on 
those statements but on direct observation. 
Moreover, if the three neighbours of Greece 
had co-operated in the Committee's work, the 
Committee would not have found it necessary 
to resort to indirect testimony. 

The Netherlands delegation noted that the 
political interference of the Communists in the 
internal affairs of other nations was evident in 
Greece as elsewhere. On the other hand, there 
was no cause for alarm in the assistance which 
the great Powers were giving to small States 
requesting aid, when such aid contributed to 
the safeguarding of democracy. 

se rendre compte par elle-meme, pense M. Pipinelis 
du degre de collaboration q_u'ils apportent, apres 
avoir entendu leurs interventions concernant la 
Commission speciale. A ce propos, l'orateur 
appelle !'attention de la Commission sur la 
decision prise par la Commission speciale au 
sujet du onzieme rapport du groupe d'obser
vation 1 (A/574). Ce rapport parle des tentatives 
qui ont ete faites en vue de se mettre en relation 
avec des fonctionnaires albanais et montre 
comment les Albanais ont reagi : en mettant 
leurs mitrailleuses en batterie. 

Parlant ensuite de la declaration du repn!
sentant de l' Australie sur les fonctions de la 
Commission speciale, M. Pipinelis precise que le 
Gouvernement de la Grece a toujours reconnu 
!'importance du role conciliateur de la Commission 
speciale. Mais, pour obtenir des resultats, il faut 
que !'autre partie ne refuse pas sa collaboration. 
Et si une partie se refuse a adopter une attitude 
conciliante, ce n'est certes pas une raison pour 
limiter les attributions de la Commission speciale 
a un role impossible de conciliation. Le repre
sentant de la Grece formulera d'autres conclusions 
quand viendra en discussion le projet de reso
lution des quatre Puissances. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 30 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

46. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a 1 'in dependance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 

NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 et A/692). 

M. FRAN<;:ms (Pays-Bas) declare que les attaques 
des representants de l'URSS, de la Pologne, de 
la Yougoslavie et de la RSS de Bielorussie n'ont 
pu ebranler la confiance de la delegation des 
Pays-Bas dans l'objectivite des rapports de la 
Commission speciale des Nations Unies pou.r Ies 
Balkans et dans le bien-fonde de ses conclusiOns. 
S'il est exact que la Commission speciale a eu 
recours a certains temoignages indirects, ses 
conclusions ne sont pas fondees sur ces deposition~ 
mais sur des observations directes. De plus, s1 
les trois Etats voisins de la Grece avaient coopere 
aux travaux de la Commission, cette derniere 
n'aurait pas eu besoin de recourir a ces 
temoignages. 

La delegation des Pays-;Bas constate que 
!'ingerence politique des communistes da~s l~s 
affaires interieures d'autres pays ·s'est mamfestee 
en Grece comme ailleurs. Par contre, il n'y a pas 
lieu de s'emouvoir de !'aide qu'apportent les 
arandes Puissances a des petits Etats qui leur 
~n font la demande, lorsque cette aide tend a 
sauvegarder la democratic. 
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The best method of evacuating foreign troops 
from Greece would be for the northern countries 
to stop their interference in the internal affairs 
of Greece. That was why the Netherlands 
delegation would oppose the proposal of the 
USSR (A/C.1f358JCorr. 1) and would in principle 
support the proposal submitted jointly by the 
four Powers (A/C.1 /352). Nevertheless, an amend
ment improving . the terms of reference of that 
Committee could usefully be considered. In 
that regard, the Netherlands delegation did not 
raise the same objections as the Australian 
delegation to the allocation of the two functions 
of investigation and conciliation to a single 
committee. As a matter of fact the task of 
conciliation was facilitated by investigation. 
Furthermore that combination was not unknown 
in international law. 

!\Ir. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) pointed out first 
of all that the reason why the statements of the 
representatives of the minority were longer 
than the statements of the representatives of 
the majority was that there was a great deal 
to be said regarding the interference of the 
United States in the internal affairs of Greece 
,,·hereas there was no interference by the neigh
bour States to the north of Greece. The discus
sions in the First Committee in 1947 had been 
able to develop because the fighting was going 
on in northern Greece, but it seemed at present 
that the centre of operations was in the Pelopon
nesus. Whereas in 1947 the discussions had 
dealt with the validity of the testimony gathered 
by the Commission of Investigation, this year 
the United Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans had been careful to conceal the identity 
of its witnesses. 

Yugoslavia had not co-operated with the 
Special Committee because, in the first place, 
it had become evident in 1947 that the Com
mission of Investigation of the Security Council 
had shown partiality by resorting to untrust
worthy witnesses. Moreover, the Special Com
mittee was unconstitutional because the Charter 
made no provision for investigations regarding 
hvpothetical situations. Accordingly the General 
_.\ssembly recommendation [Resolution 109 (II)] 
which was made in violation of the Charter 
could not authorize Yugoslavia to participate 
in a Committee whose terms of reference were 
unconstitutional. Finally, it was obvious that 
the activity of the Special Committee was 
directed against Albania, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria 
and against peace, at the instigation of the 
Greek Government which was attempting at 
all costs to find proof of foreign interference 
in its internal affairs. In the circumstances 
the Special Committee had gathered the evidence 
,vhich it was supposed to gather. It had gathered 
buttons from uniforms, biscuits, etc. while 
travelling about in American jeeps and airplanes. 
IP. order to carry out those observations, the 
Committee had employed 40 observers. Among 
them 'vere 36 military men of whom 25 were 
offtcers of the United Kingdom and the United 
States and colleagues of the instructors of the 
Greek Army engaged in the civil war. Th~ir 
chief 'vas General Saunders-Jacobs who, m 
December 19.:14, had commanded Ghnrka t roops 

Le meilleur moyen d'evacuer les troupes 
etrangeres de Grece serait que les pays du nord 
cessent leur ingerence dans les affaires interieures 
de la , Grece. C'est pourquoi la delegation des 
Pays-Bas s'opposera a Ia proposition de l'URSS 
(A/C.l/358fCorr.1) et appuiera en principe Ia 
proposition presentee conjointement par les quatre 
Puissances (A/C.1/352) toutefois, un amendement 
tend ant a ameliorer le mandat de cette Commission 
pourrait etre envisage utilement. A ce sujet, 
la delegation des Pays-Bas n'eleve pas les memes 
objections que Ia delegation australienne a 
!'attribution a une seule Commission des deux 
pouvoirs d'investigation et de conciliation. La 
tache de concialition est, en effet, facilitee par 
!'investigation. En outre, cette combinaison ne 
constitue pas une innovation en droit des gens. 

lVI. BEELER (Y ougoslavie) fait remarquer tout 
d'abord que, si les interventions des representants 
de Ia minorite sont plus longues que celles des 
representants de Ia majorite, c'est parce qu'il y a 
beaucoup a dire sur !'intervention des E:tats-Unis 
dans les affaires interieures de la Grece, alors 
qu'il n'y a pas d'intervention de la part des 
E:tats septentrionaux de la Grece. Si la discussion 
avait pu se developper a la Premiere Commission 
en 1947 parce que les combats avaient lieu 
dans le nord de Ia Grece, il apparalt aujourd'hui 
que le centre des operations est dans le Pelo
ponnese. Si la discussion avait pu porter en 1947 
sur Ia validite des temoignages recueillis par la 
Commission d'enquete, cette annee-ci la Commis
sion speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans 
a eu soin de cacher l'identitc de ces temoins. 

La Yougoslavie n'a pas coopere avec la 
Commission speciale, tout d'abord parce qu'il 
s'etait avere en 1947 que la Commission d'enquete 
du Conseil de securite avait ete partiale en ayant 
recours a des t emoins sans foi. De plus, la Commis
sion Speciale a ete formee inconstitutionnellement 
car Ia Charte ne prevoit pas d'enquete sur des 
situations hypothetiques ; des lors la recomman
dation de l' Assemblee generale, (resolution 
109 (II) faite en violation de la Charte, ne 
pouvait autoriser la Yougoslavie a participer a 
une Commission dont le mandat etait inconsti
nutionnel. Enfin, il est evident que l'activite de 
la Commission speciale est dirigee contrel'Albanie, 
la Yougoslavie et la Bulgarie et contre la paix, a 
]'instigation du Gouvernement grec qui veut 
coute que coute trouver la preuve de l'ingeren_ce 
etrangere dans ses affaires interieures. La CommiS
sion speciale a, dans ces conditions, recueilli ~e~ 
preuves qu'elle devait rassembler. Elle a recuerlh 
des boutons d'uniforme, des biscuits, etc., en 
circulant dans des jeeps et des avions americains. 
Pour faire ces observations, la Commission a eu 
recours a 40 observateurs. Sur ce nombre, 3G sont 
militaires, et 25 sont offrciers des armes britan
nique ou americaine. Ce sont des collegues d~s 
instructeurs de l'armee grecque qui est en~a~ce 
dans Ia guerre civile. Leur chef, est le general 
Saunders-Jacobs qui, en decembre 1944, comman
dait les elements gourka dans la guerre civile. N~ 
comprend-on pas, dans ces conditions, pourquo: 
les E:tats septentrionaux de Ia Grece ont refuse 
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in the civil war. In those circumstances was it 
not clear why the northern neighbours of Greece 
had refused to grant those observers access to 
their territory or why General Markos had 
refused to receive spies ? 

Turning to the , question of the evacuation of 
Greek children from the combat zones, l\Ir. 
Behler drew the attention of the Committee 
to . the elementary necessity for performing 
that humanitarian task and recalled that during 
the bombings of England by German planes, 
British children had immediately been evacuated 
from the danger zones. He then cited a series 
of cases in which Greek children were said to 
have been used by troops of the Athens 
Government to clear the roads of mines in combat 
zones. He also cited the case of a village which 
was bombed and machine-gunned in February 
1948. Afterwards the village teacher with 
600 children and their mothers had fled to 
Yugoslavia. He concluded that the physical 
danger to which Greek children were exposed 
in combat zones, had made their evacuation 
essential. 

The observers of the Special Commilt(•e, 
instructed to gather information on the departure 
of Greek children, had questioned the inhabitants 
and discovered the truth. Citing numerous 
testimonies included in the reports of observation 
groups, :7\lr. Behler pointed out that Greek 
children had not been kidnapped by the partisans 
against the will of their parents, that on the 
whole the parents had been happy to send 
their children to safety, that those parents 
who did not wish to be separated from their 
children had not been compelled to send them 
and that there was no proof of forced departures. 
Nevertheless, in its conclusions, the Special 
Committee stated that a number of children 
had been kidnapped and :\lr. Castillo Najera, 
the Rapporteur of the Special Committee, stated 
in a pamphlet published by the Athens Govern
ment that the Special Committee was convinced 
that a majority of the children had been carried 
away against the will of their parents. Did 
not that degree of deviation from the truth 
make it possible to judge the objectivity of the 
representatives of the Special Committee ? :\lore
over, in Salonika, the Committee could have 
noted the presence of a great number of children 
that the Athens Government had evacuated 
to the interior. Those children had been torn 
from their mothers who did not want to be 
separated . from them. . When questioned by 
the Archbishop of Salomka, those children said 
that they were hungry and wanted to return 
to their village. The policy of the Athens 
Government in that connexion could be summa
r~zed ~nan article. which appeared in the l\1essager 
d Athenes warmng the population against 
kidnapped partisan children because they were 
the best agents of ~he partisans. In the question 
of refugee Greek children, the Special Committee 
had therefore not OJ_lly given evidence of partiality 
but had also contnbuted to the deterioration of 
the relations between Greece and her northern 
neighbours. 

Reviewing a series of articles which had 
appeared in newspapers in the United States 
the United Kingdom and Greece, the represen~ 

l'acccs de leur territoire a ces observateurs 
pourquoi le general Markos a refuse de recevoi; 
des espions ? 

Passant a Ia question de !'evacuation des 
enfants grccs hors des zones de combat, M. Behler 
attire I' attention de Ia Commission sur Ia necessite 
Clcmentaire de ccttc tache humanitaire et rappelle 
que, lors des bombardements de l'Angletcrre 
par lcs avions allemands, Ies enfants britanniques 
ont etc immcdiatement evacues des zones dange
reuses. II cite alors une serie de cas dans lesquels 
des enfants grccs auraient ete utilises dans les 
zones de combat par les troupes d'Athenes pour 
faire sauter les mines. Il cite egalement le cas 
d'un village hombardc et mitraille en fevrier 1948, 
:i Ia suite de quoi l'instituteur, 600 enfants et 
leur meres s'enfuirent en Yougoslavie. II en 
conclut que lc danger physique auquel etaient 
exposes h•s ('nfanls grecs dans les zones de combat 
a rcndu nccessaire }('ur evacuation. 

L('s ohscrvateurs de la Commission speciale 
charges de recueillir des informations sur le 
depart des ('nfants grecs ont interroge Ia popu
lation et ont decouvert Ia verite. Citant de 
nombrcux temoignages contenus dans les rappo~s 
des groupes d'observateurs, M. ,Behler f~1~ 
remarquer que Jes cnfants grecs n ont pas ete 
enleves par les partisans contre le dcsir de le~r~ 
parents, que ces derniers dans l'e~s~mb~c ont ete 
heureux d'envoyer leurs enfants a I abn, que les 
parents qui n'ont pas voulu se separer de leurs 
enfants n'ont pas etc contraints de ~es envoye_r 
et qu'il n'y a aucune preuve de depart force. 
La Commission spcciale cependant, dans ~e~ 
conclusions, declare que quelques enfants ont ete 
cnlevcs de force et M. Castillo Najera, Rapporteur 
de Ia Commission speciale, a declare d.ans .une 
brochure publice par le Gouvernement d At?e?es 
c1ue Ia Commission spcciale avait la conv1ctwn 

· t 't · !eves que la plupart des enfants ava1en e c en 
contrairement :i la volontc de leurs parents. Cette 
gradation dans Ia deviation de la veritc,ne pe~~t~ 
elle pas de porter un jugement sur I objeC~I\Jte 

· · 'c1ale 9 
des reprcsentants de Ia CommissiOn spe · 
D'ailleurs Ia Commission aurait pu constater Ia 

. . . . d' tre' s grand nombre presence a Salomque un f ·t 
d'enfants que le Gouvernement d'Athimes a ~~
cvacuer vers l'intcrieur. Ces enfants ont ~te 
arraches a leurs meres qui ne voulaient pas .sen 
scparer. Interroges par le metropolite de Sal~mqute 

· 1 • t ' ' Is avaient fa1m e ces enfanls dec areren qu 1 . La 
qu 'ils voulaient rentrer dans leur Village. I 

t d 'Atl enes a eur politique du Gouvernemen 1 d 5 
cgard peut se resumer dans cet article paru 0 a~
le Messager d'Athenes mettant en garde la P, Pde 
Jation contre ces enfants de partisans enlevt_es n' 

'II ts des par ISa .. force qui sont Ies mel curs agen 'f · 's 
Dan; Ia question des enfants grecsdre ugpieas. 

• . • · 1 'a one la Commission specwle specia e n . trJ·-. n· ma1s a con 
seulement fait preuve de partla 1 e, . t ses 

· t Ia Grece e ·· buc a cmpirer les relations en re 
voisins du Nord. 

· · d'articles parus 
Passant en revue une sene Uni 

· r. U · du Royaume- · 
dans Ia presse des ct~ts- ms, d Ia Yougoslavie 
et de Ia Grecc, le representant e 
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tative of Yugoslavia pointed out that the inter
ference of the United States in Greece was 
becoming more and more unmistakable. 

After a visit to Greece during which he was 
received by the King and by Mr. Tsaldaris, the 
American journalist, John Gunther, stated in an 
article that Greece was a military camp armed 
by the United States. Fifty-one per cent of 
the expenditure of AMAG, the United States 
l\:lission in Greece, was for military purposes ; 
three hundred United States officers worked 
in close liaison with the Greek General Staff. 
Greek economy was controlled by the United 
States which closely supervised the budget. 
John Gunther commented that the Americans 
were not in Greece for love of the Greeks, but 
in their own interest. 

The London Times a few days previously had 
stated that the Greek Army showed signs of 
fatigue and that the Greek Government faced 
with a new partisan offensive in the north had 
been compelled to request an increase in the 
size of its army, which meamt an increase in 
the military credits of the United States to 
Greece. 

The newspaper of the Greek Prime Minister 
had stated recently that there . were two govern
ments in Greece, one of which - the responsible 
one - no longer seemed to exist. In the 
meantime, Mr. Grady, head of the United States 
Mission in Greece, had given an interview as if 
he were the Prime Minister and stated that there 
would be closer co-operation bet:ween the United 
States and Greece and that the question of an 
increase in military aid was under consideration. 
In diplomatic language, that meant that the 
United States was preparing to increase its 
control and domination over Greece. 

Replying to the Lebanese representative's 
contention that certain historic facts, had been 
overlooked, he recalled that British troops 
had not liberated Greece in 1944 ; the partisans 
had occupied the country at the time of the 
Gennan, withdrawal, and it was only then that 
British troops had landed. Their Commander, 
General Scobie, was immediately ordered by Mr. 
Churchill to fight against the Leftist groups. 
At the Peace Conference had confirmed Mr. 
Tsaldaris that internal unrest in Greece from 
1944 to 1946 had nothing to do with Greece's 
northern neighbours. Mr. Behler noted that the 
unrest in Greece was solely due to the presence 
of British occupation troops. 

The British troops had taken sides in the civil 
war immediately after landing. It was not 
surprising, therefore, that the friendly govern
ment mentioned by Mr. McNeil -a government 
which owed its existence to Greece's strategic 
value to the United Kingdom, and to the presence 
of British troops in Greece - should invite those 
troops to prolong the occupation. Only a popular 
uprising could break that vicious circle : United 
Kingdom strategic interests, friendly Greek 
Government, presence of British troops in Greece. 

The Yugoslav Government also remembered 
that despite its protestations of peace, the 

fait observer que !'ingerence des Etats-Unis en 
Grece est de plus en plus marquee. 

Le journaliste americain John Gunther, apres 
avoir visite Ia Grece et avoir ete re~u par le roi 
et par M. Tsaldaris, constate dans un article 
que Ia Grece est un camp militaire arme par les 
Etats-Uriis. L'AMA G, Ia mission americaine 
en Grece, consacre 51 pour 100 de ses depenses 
a Ia guerre. Trois cents officiers americains 
travaillent en liaison etroite avec l'etat-major 
grec. L'economie grecque est entre les mains des 
Americains, qui surveillent de pres le budget. 
John Gunther constate que les Americains ne 
sont pas en Grece pour !'amour des Grecs, mais 
pour eux-memes. 

Le Times de Londres declarait, il y a quelques 
jours, que l'armee grecque donnait des signes de 
fatigue et que, en presence de Ia nouvelle offensive 
des partisans dans le nord, le gouvernement grec 
etait oblige de demander une augmentation des 
effectifs de l'armee, ce qui impliquait une augmen
tation des credits militaires des Etats-Unis a 
Ia Grece. 

Tandis que le journal du Premier Ministre grec 
declarait recemment qu'il y a en Grece deux 
Gouvernements dont l'un, celui qui est respon
sable, semble deja ne plus exister, M. Grady, chef 
de Ia mission americaine en Grece, repondait a 
un journaliste comme aurait pu le faire un 
president du conseil, qu'il y aurait a l'avenir 
plus de cooperation entre les Etats-Unis et Ia 
Grece et que Ia question de l'accroissement de 
l'aide militaire etait a l'etude. En termes diploma
tiques, cela voulait dire que les Etats-Unis 
s'appretaient a augmenter leur controle et leur 
mainmise sur la Grece. 

Repondant ensuite a une critique formulee 
par le representant du Liban, selon lequel des faits 
historiques auraicnt ete joublies, l'orateur rappelle 
que les troupes britanniques ne sont pas venues 
liberer Ia Grece en 1944 car, au moment de Ia 
retraite des Allemands, ce sont les partisans qui 
ont occupe le pays et ce n'est qu'apres que les 
troupes britanniques ont debarque. Leur chef, 
le aeneral Scobie, re~ut immediatement de 
M. Churchill l'ordre de combattre les partis de 
gauche. De 1944 a 1946 comme M; Tsaldaris l'a 

· confirme a Ia Conference de Ia paix, Ies troubles 
interieurs de Grece, ne dependaient nullement 
de ses voisins septentrionaux. Les troubles en 
Grece, declare M. Behler, ont ete uniquement dus 
a Ia presence des troupes britanniques d'occu
pation. 

Les troupes britanniques debarquees en Grece 
ont immediatement pris position dans Ia guerre 
civile. II n'est pas etonnant, des lors, que le 
gouvernement amicalement dispose dont parle 
M. McNeil, qui doit son existence a l'interet 
strategique que Ia Grece presente pou: le 
Royaume-Uni et a Ia presence des troupes bn~an
niques en Grece, invite ces troupes a poursm-:re 
!'occupation. Seul le soulevement popula1re 
permettra de sortir de ce cercle vicieux : interet 
strategique de l' Angle terre, Gouvernement . grec 
amicalement dispose, presence de troupes bntan
niques en Grece. 

Enfin le Gouvernement yougoslave n'oublie 
pas que, malgre ces declarations pacifiques, le 
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Greek Government had expansionist aims and 
that, in 1946 for· instance, Mr. Tsaldaris had 
asked for Yugoslavia's consent to a dismem
berment of Albania. 

l\lr. Behler refuted the criticism that his 
delegation's arguments were mainly based on 
problems relating to Greek internal affairs. He 
pointed out that in the eyes of people of good 
faith there was a close connexion between internal 
and international affairs. United States strategic 
bases in Greece were no doubt situated inside 
Greece, but since they were not on United States 
territory the problem became an international 
one. The same criticism could be levelled in 
eonnexion with many other aspects of the 
question and if the objection based on the 
domestic nature of certain problems were accepted 
the United Nations would have no other alter
native than to close down. 

:\ representative had asked him what he 
would think if a foreign government gave support 
to Yugoslav rebels and helped to set up a rebel 
Yugoslav government. Actually such efforts 
were being made. Since the end of the war, 
Yugoslav quislings had been crossing the frontier 
from Austria, Italy and Greece, with weapons and 
instructions to foment unrest. The recent trial 
of a hundred Ustashis in Zagreb had revealed 
the activities of those criminals. Those weapons 
and instigators, however, were not sufficient 
to bring about an uprising, for there could be no 
uprising without the support of the people, 
and without any foreign aid the will of the 
people always triumphed in the end. An 
example among many others was provided 
by those Yugoslav partisans who, before receiv
ing any aid from outside, had organized a regular 
army during the occupation. That was also 
the reason for the successes achieved by the 
Greek uprising. The Polish representative had 
pointed out that the military budget of the 
United States for Greece was higher than the 
total of the three military budgets of Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia who were using their 
armies and armed forces for national purposes. 
The only possible explanation of General Markos's 
success was the will of the Greek people in their 
struggle for their independence. 

The Yugoslav delegation would give unreserved 
support to the USSR proposal which opened 
the way to a solution of the Greek problem. 
The United States proposal, on the other hand, 
was most unjust, for it would place responsibility 
for the situation in Greece upon the three 
northern States. Furthermore, it constituted a 
threat to peace inasmuch as it approved the war 
preparations of the United States in Greece, 
and the Truman doctrine which made the United 
States the judge of the type of government 
best suited to each country, and falsely accused 
the USSR and the peoples' democracies. 

·whereas the Special Committee admitted the 
failure of its mission, Mr. Foster Dulles spoke 
of its success. The United States might consider 
a failure of the United Nations as a success for 
the United States ; the Yugoslav delegation, 
on the other hand, wished to ensure the success 
of the United Nations and the triumph of peace. 

Gouvernement grec a des visees expansionnistes 
et que, en 1946, par exemple, M. Tsaldaris avait 
demande le consentement de la Yougoslavie a 
un partage de I' Albanie. 

M. Behler refute en outre Ia critique selon 
Iaquelle !'argumentation de sa delegation est 
basee principalement sur des problemes qui ont 
trait aux afiaires interieures de la Grece. II fait 
remarquer a ce sujet que pour les gens de bonne 
foi, il y a un lien in time entre les affaires interieures 
et les affaires internationales. Sans doute les bases 
strategiques des Etats-Unis en Grece sont sittH\es 
a l'interieur de Ia Grece. Mais, comme elles se 
trouvent hors du territoire des Etats-Unis, le 
probleme a une portee internationale. La meme 
critique peut s'appliquer a maint autre aspect 
de Ia question et, si l'on admettait !'objection 
basee sur le caractere interieur de certains des 
problemes, !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
n'aurait plus qu'a fermer. 

Le representant de la Yougoslavie rappelle 
qu'un orateur lui a demande ce qu'il penserait 
si un Gouvernement etranger soutenait des 
Yougoslaves rebelles et aidait a la formation 
d'un Gouvernement yougoslave rebelle. 11 fait 
remarquer que tel est precisement le cas, car 
depuis la fin de la guerre des quislings yougoslaves 
franchissent la frontiere, venant d' Autriche, 
d'Italie et de Grece, munis de consignes et d'armes 
dans le but de fomenter des troubles. Recemment, 
a Zagreb le proees d'une centaine d'oustachis a 
rcvele !'action de ces malfaiteurs. Toutefois, ces 
armes et ces organisateurs ne suffisent pas a 
declencher une insurrection car, sans la volonte 
du peuple, aucune insurrection n'est possi~le, 
alors que Ia volonte du peuple, sans aucune mde 
etrangere, finit par triompher. Un exemple entre 
mille en est fourni par les partisans yougoslaves 
qui, pendant !'occupation, avant d'avoir r~u 
une aide etrangere, organiserent une armee 
reguliere. voila egalement I' explication des succes 
de !'insurrection grecque. En effet, le representant 
de la Pologne a indique que les credits milita_ires 
que les Etats-Unis allouent a la Grece eta~e~t 
plus cleves que les budjets militaires combm.es 
de l'Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de Ia Yougoslav1e, 
dont les forces armees ne poursuivent que des fins 
nationales. La seule explication possible aux succes 
du gem\ral Markos est done la volonte du peuple 
grec dans sa lutte pour son independance. · · 

La delegation yougoslave appuiera sans reserve 
la proposition de l'URSS, car elle permet de 
trouver une solution a Ia question grecque. ~e 
projet de resolution presente par les Etats-Ums 
est par contre profondement injuste car il rejette 
la responsabilite de la situation en Grece. sur les 
les trois Etats septentrionaux. II conshtue de 
plus un danger pour Ia paix car il en approuve les 
preparatifs de guerre des .Etats-Unis en. Grece; 
il approuve la doctrine Truman tendant a rendrc 
Ies .Etats-Unis juges des regimes qui conviennent 
a chaque Etat et il accuse faussement l'URSS et 
les Etats de democratic populaire. 

Alors que Ia Commission speciale constate 
l'echec de sa mission. l\1. Foster Dulles parle de 
son sucd~s . Si les Etats-Unis considerent un 
echec de I'Or<1anisation des Nations Unies comm(' 
un succes pou~ Ics .Etats-Unis, la delegation youg~
slave entend par contre assurer Ie succes de J'Orga~r
sation des Nations Unies et le triomphe de Ia p:11x. 

355 



Mr. THons (Iceland) deprecated the use of 
language which might make the settlement of 
the Greek problem even more difficult. He 
recalled that at the second session of the General 
Assembly Iceland had voted in favour of setting 
up a committee whose task would be mainly 
conciliatory. Yugoslavia had complained at 
the same session that the Security Council's 
Commission had been unjust towards that 
country. Hence the setting up of a new com
mittee to seek the . truth had seemed to be in 
the interests of Greece's northern neighbours. 
It was regrettable, therefore, that Yugoslavia, 
Bulgaria and Albania had not co-operated with 
the united Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans. 

_ The gist of the Special Committce's conclusions 
was that there existed a situation which consti
tuted a threat to Greece's political independence 
and territorial integrity and to peace in the 
Balkans, and that the attitude of Yugoslavia, 
Bulgaria and Albania was contrary to the purposes 
and principles of the United Nations. Thus, 
<lCCo rding to the conclusions of an eminently 
respectable body, a country physically weak 
but great by its past and its culture was in danger. 

The First Committee, t herefore, was faced 
\Yith the following alternatives : either to endorse 
the conclusions of the Special Committee or to 
;::ive the lie to the views of its members. The 
r!elegation of Iceland would have no hesitation 
in choosing, especially as it was even more 
imp~rative than in 1U47 for the General Assembly 
to persevere in its efforts. 

The delegation of Iceland was in favour of 
the draft resolution submitted by China; France, 
the United Kingdom and the United States, 
"ubject to any amendments ·which might be 
made to that text. 

At the second session of the General Assembly, 
Iceland had expressed the hope that Poland 
and the USSR would take part in the work of 
the Special Committee. Certainly the chance 
of such co-operation seemed to have greatly 
diminished at the present time ; it was, however, 
still the duty of countries truly anxious to 
facilitate the solution of the Greek problem, to 
contribute to the efforts of the United Nations. 

l\Ir. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that the United Nations Special 
Committee on the Balkans, which had been set 
up on the initiative of the United States and the 
United Kingdom, had merely served as an 
jnstrument in the hands of reactionaries in t hose 
t~vo countries. It had been used to camouflage 
Anglo-American intervention and to impute the 
responsibility to the neighbours of Greece. 

Reactionary Anglo-American cir~les coul? _not 
accept the new economic and social cond1t10ns 
which prevailed in that part of the world ; 
th erefore they had attempted to use Greece as 
a base for aggression. In pursuing that policy, 
thev could obtain the support only of Greek 
Ro)·alist groups, which had collaborated wit}1 
t he' Germans and were ready to betray their 

M. THORS (Islande) .regrette l'cmploi d"tm 
langage qui risque de rendre plus difficile Ia 
solution du probleme grec. Il rappelle que l'Islande 
s'etait prononcee a la deuxieme session de 
l'Assemblee generale en faveur de l'etablissement 
d'une commission chargee particulierement d'une 
tache de conciliation. A cette meme session, Ia 
Yougoslavie s'etait plaintc que Ia .Commission rlu 
Conseil de securite avait etc injuste a son egarrl. 
II semblait ainsi, de l'inten~t meme des voisins dn 
nord de la Grece qu'une nouvelle commission 
flit chargee de decouvrir la verite ; il est done 
regrettable que la Yongoslavie, la Bulgarie et 
l'Albanie n'aient pas coopere avec Ja Commission 
speciale des ~ations Unies pour les Balkans. 

Les conclusions de Ia Commission specble 
reviennent, pour l'cssentiel, a declarer qu'une 
situation cxiste qui constitue une menace a 
l'independance politique eta l'integrite territoriale 
de Ia Grece ainsi qu'a la paix clans Jes Balkans, 
et que la Yougoslavie, Ia Bulgarie et l'Albanie 
ont une attitude contraire aux fins et aux 
principes de !'Organisation des . Nations Unies. 
Ainsi, selon les conclusions d'un organisme 
eminment respectable, . un pays materiellement 
petit mais grand par son passe et par sa culture 
se trouve en peril. 

La Premiere Commission se trouve done placee 
devant !'alternative suivantc : ou bien souscrire 
aux conclusions de la Commission speciale, ou 
bien infliger un dementi aux membres de cct 
organism e. La delegation de l'Islancle , . pour sa 
part, ne saurait hesiter, d'autant que des motifs 
plus puissants encore qn'en 19,17 imposent a 
l'Assemblee generale !'obligation de persister dans 
ses efforts. 

La delegation de l'Islande se prononce en 
faveur du projet de resolution de la Chine, de la 
France, du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis sous 
reserve des amendements qui pourraient eventuel
lement etre apportes a ce texte. 

A Ia deuxieme session de l'Assemblec genera}(', 
l'Islande avait exprime l'cspoir que la Pologne 
et l'URSS participeraient aux travaux de . la 
Commission speciale. Sans doute les chances cl'nne 
semblable cooperation semblent-elles maintenant 
fort reduites ; mais le devoir de tous les pays 
vraiment soucieux de faciliter Ia solution du 
probleme grec reste, comme par le passe, de 
contribuer aux efforts de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M. T ARASSENIW (Rcpnblique socialiste sovi~
tique d'Ukraine) declare que la Commission 
speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans, 
etablie sur !'initiative des :Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni, n'a cte qu'un instrument aux 
mains des rcactionnaires de ces deux pays. II 
s'agissait de camoufler !'intervention anglo-a~~rj
caine et de rejeter Ia responsahilite sur les vo1sms 
de la Grece. . 

Les milieux reactionnaires anglo-ainericains 
ne peuvent admettre les nouvelles conditions 
economiques et sociales qui prevalent dans cette 
recrion · aussi ont-ils cherchc a utiliser Ia Grece 

o ' .I comme base d'agression. Dans cette tache, IS 

n'ont pu s'appuyer que sur des groupes monar
chistes grecs qui avaient collabore avec _les 
Allemands et qui ctaient prc ts a vendre kur 
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country. For three years foreign forces had 
been at work : civil war had raged in Greece, the 
population had been ruined and foreign Powers 
controlled the country. Attempts at repression, 
however, had only resulted in the strengthening 
of the guerrillas, who had become the regular 
army of the nation. In spite of the aid furnished 
by the United States and the United Kingdom, 
the Greek Government was powerless against 
those democratic forces. 

Since the beginning of 1946, the Greek question 
had been raised several times in the Security 
Council. The Ukrainian SSR and the USSR had 
presented the facts and submitted documents 
concerning the provocative acts of the Greek 
Government which constituted a threat to inter
national peace and security. The Security 
Council, however, had not heeded the USSR and 
the Ukrainian SSR. On the contrary, there had 
actually been a majority in the Security Council 
in favour of accepting the Tsaldaris request for 
the establishment of a Commission of Inves
tigation. Finally, the United Nations Special 
Committee on the Balkans had made every effort 
to restore monarcho-fascist rule and to justify 
foreign intervention in Greece. With that end 
in view, the Special Committee had found it 
expedient to formulate the most ridiculous accu
sations against Bulgaria, Yugoslavia and Albania. 
Thus in the report of the Special Committee to 
the third session of the General Assembly 
(A/C.16f300, paragraph 103) the Committee 
referred to the enthusiasm aroused in Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia by the proclamation 
of 24 December 1947. Apparently that "enthu
siasm " was of a criminal nature, whereas the 
intervention of the United States in Greece was 
perfectly justified. It was true that one could 
not expect to find the facts concerning United 
States intervention in the report of the Special 
Committee. Nevertheless, the whole world knew 
of that cynical intervention of the United States 
which had taken over the general administration 
of Greek affairs. Thus Colonel Sheppard, former 
head of an economic mission in Greece, declared in 
September 19-18 that the Americans were masters 
in Greece. 

On 23 February, 1948, Mr. Tsaldaris had signed 
an agreement concerning the conditions for Ameri
can aid : Greece was to lose all independence and 
the United State Mission was to become master in 
Greece to such a degree that even the Royalists 
showed concern at that subjugation of their 
country. In August 1947 a Right-wing organ 
stated that the United States Mission's attitude 
was inexcusable and that it arrogated to itself 
legislative powers and regarded the Prime Minister 
as a mere arbiter between the Greek Ministers and 
the foreign administrators. On 25 June 1947 the 
newspaper Virna admitted that Greece had lost 
a considerable part of its independence. On 
14 June 1948 the newspaper Ta Nea pointed out 
that Greece could not send any mission abroad 
without prior approval of the United States. 

But that American aid, so fraught with conse
quences, was not even efficacious, so that still 
more substantial military aid had to be contem
plated. On 5 March, the magazine United States 
News and World Report noted that the Greek 
partisans were as numerous as they had been a 

pays. Depuis trois ans, Jes forces etrangeres sont 
dechainees : Ia guerre civile fait rage en Grece, 
Ia population a ete ruinee et l'etranger a etabli 
son contrOle sur le pays. Mais les tentatives de 
repression n'ont abouti qu'au renforcement des 
partisans, qui sont devenus l'armee reguliere 
de Ia nation. Malgre !'aide apportee par les Etats
Unis et le Royaume-Uni, le Gouvernement grec 
est impuissant contre ces forces democratiques. 

Depuis le debut de 1946, la question grecque 
a etc evoquee a plusieurs reprises au Conseil de 
securite. La RSS d'Ukraine et l'URSS ont presentc 
des faits et soumis des documents relatifs aux 
provocations du Gouvernement grec qui consti
tuaient une menace pour Ia paix et Ia securite 
internationales. Toutefois, Ie Conseil de securite 
n'a pas suivi l'URSS et Ia RSS d'Ukraine. Au 
contraire, il s'est trouve une majorite au sein du 
Conseil de securite pour accepter Ia demande de 
M. Tsaldaris relative a l'etablissement d'une 
commission d'enquete. Enfin, Ia Commission 
speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans s'est 
efforce de rchabiliter les monarcho-fascistes et 
de justifier !'intervention etrangere en Grece. A 
cette fin, Ia Commission speciale a recouru a 
l'arti.fice de formuler Ies accusations les plus 
ridicules contre Ia Bulgarie, Ia Yougoslavie et 
l'Albanie. C'est ainsi que dans le rapport de Ia 
Commission speciale a Ia troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generale (A/AC.16/300, paragraphe 
103), Ia Commission parle de l'enthousiasmc 
provoque en Albanie, en Bulgarie et en Yougos
lavie par Ia proclamation du 24 decembre 1947. 
Ainsi cet « enthousiasme >> serait criminel, alors 
que !'intervention des Etats-Unis en Grece serait 
parfaitement justifiee. 11 est vrai que I' on ne peut 
s'attendre a trouver dans le rapport de Ia Commis
sion Speciale les faits relatifs a cette ingerence 
des Etats-Unis. Et pourtant le monde entier est 
au courant de cette cynique intervention des 
Etats-Unis, qui ont pris Ia direction generale des 
affaires grecques. C'est ainsi que le Colonel 
Sheppant, ancien chef d'une mission economique 
en Grece, declarait en septembre 1948 que les 
Americains etaient les maitres en Grece. 

Le 23 fevrier 1948, M. Tsaldaris signait un 
accord relatif aux conditions de l'aide americaine : 
Ia Grece perdait toute indcpendance et la mission 
americaine devenait maitresse en Grece a tel 
point que Ies monarchistes eux-mcmes notaient 
cet assujettissement de Ia Grece. En aout 1947, 
un organe de droite dcclarait que Ia Mission 
amcricaine avait une attitude inexcusable, qu'elle 
s'anogeait des pouvoirs lcgislatifs et considerait 
le Premier Ministre conunc un simple arbitre 
entre les ministres grecs et les administrateurs 
ctrangers. Le 25 juin 1947, le journal Virna 
reconnaissait que Ia Grece avait perdu _u~e 
grande partie de son indcpendance. Le 14 JUlll 

1948, le journal Ta Nea indiquait qne la Grece 
ne pouvait envoyer aucune mission a l'e~ranger 
sans !'approbation prealable des Etats-Ums. 

Or, cetie aide americaine, si lourde de conse
quences, n'est pas men~e effic~~e,. si bien que I' on 
doit envisaoer une a1de m1hta1re encore plus 
considerable~ Le 5 mars 1948, Ia revue United 
Slates News and lVorld Report constatait que les 

1 partisans grecs etaicnt aussi nombrcux qu'il y a 
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year ago. And the magazine added that the 
plans for the despatch of American troops would 
be carried out if the Greeks could not be induced 
to fight better. 

As other delegations had already pointed out, 
the state of servitude to which Greece had been 
reduced was evidenced by capitulations similar to 
those formerly in force in the Near East. Ameri
can firms were not subject to Greek laws and 
they enjoyed absolute priority in the matter of 
telephonic, telegraphic and postal communication. 
In April 1948, Virna noted that those extra
territorial rights were prejudicial to the sover
eignty and prestige of Greece and that they 
represented a subjection similar to that from which 
certain Moslem peoples had freed themselves. 

Those facts were carefully omitted from the 
Special Committee's report, the report that the 
First Committee was asked to approve with its 
eyes closed. 

As for the French, Chinese, United States and 
United Kingdom draft resolution, the delegation 
of the Ukrainian SSR could not but reject a text 
which aimed at shifting the responsibility and 
making the real culprits appear innocent. Men
tion was made of intervention by Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia whereas no fact or witness existed 
to support that assertion. The USSR represen
tative had decisively demonstrated the absurd, 
fantastic and ridiculous nature of the Special 
Committee's work. But no delegation had even 
attempted to refute the evidence presented by the 
USSR representative. There were no grounds 
whatever for saying that the northern neighbours 
of Greece threatened that country's territorial 
integrity and political independence ; they were 
threatened only by the intervention of the United 
States and the United Kingdom. Greece was at 
present under a foreign yoke and the authors of 
the four-Power draft resolution were asking that 
the Special Committee should continue its work so 
as to perpetuate that state of affairs. On the 
contrary, it was advisable to dissolve that Com
mittee and withdraw from Greece foreign troops, 
advisers and equipment so that the country might 
decide its own fate. It was in that spirit that 
the Ukrainian SSR would vote in favour of the 
USSR draft resolution. 

General RoMULO (Philippines) said that the 
French, Chinese, United Kingdom and United 
States draft resolution was based on the conclu
sions of the report of the Special Committee on the 
Balkans. The point at issue was that of taking an 
action which was called for by the facts them
selves, and which formed the logical conclusion to 
the decision taken at the second session of the 
General Assembly. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had striven to represent the 
conclusions of the Special Committee as the result 
of work carried out at second hand and based on 
mere hearsay. In reality, although in certain 
cases the Committee had arrived at mere presump
tions based on indirect testimony, the vast majo
rity of cases dealt with the direct testimony of 

un an. Et la revue ajoutait que les plans relatifs 
a l'envoi de troupes americaines seraient mis a 
execution si l'on ne pouvait amener les Grecs a 
mieux se battre. 

Comme d'autres delegations l'ont deja signale, 
la condition de servitude a laquelle la Grece a ete 
reduite Se traduit par deS (( CapitulatiOnS II 

semblables a celles qui etaient jadis en vigueur 
dans le Proche Orient. Les firmes americaines ne 
sont pas soumises aux lois grecques et elles 
jouissent d'une priorite absolue en matiere de 
communications telephoniques, telegraphiques et 
postales. En avril1948, le journal Virna constatait 
que ces droits d'exterritorialite etaient attenta
toires a Ia souverainete et au prestige de la Grece 
et qu'ils representaient un assujettissement 
semblable a celui dont certains peuples musulmans 
se sont liberes. 

Tels sont les faits qu'omet le rapport de la 
Commission speciale, ce rapport que l'on demande 
a Ia Premiere Commission d'approuver, les yeux 
fermes. 

En ce qui concerne le projet de resolution de 
la France, de la Chine, des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume~Uni, Ia delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine 
ne peut que rejeter un texte qui tend a deplacer 
les responsabilites et a innocenter les vrais 
coupables. On parle d'une intervention de l'Al
banie de la Bulgarie et de la :Yougoslavie, 
alors qu'il n'existe aucun fait, aucun temoignage 
a l'appui de cette assertion. Le representant de 
l'URSS a demontre de fa~on peremptoire le 
caractere absurde, fantaisiste et ridicule des 
travaux de la Commission speciale. Or, aucune 
delegation n'a apporte un commencement de 
refutation aux preuves apportees par le represen
tant de l'URSS. II est impossible de dire que les 
voisins du nord de Ia Grece menacent l'integrite 
territoriale et l'independance politique de ce 
pays, qui ne sont menacees que par !'intervention 
des Etats:-Unis et du Royaume-Uni. La Grece se 
trouve actuellement soumise au joug de l'etranger 
et les auteurs du projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances demandent que Ia Commission speciale 
poursuive ses travaux afin que soit _Perpet~e c~t 
etat de choses. II convient, au contra1re, qu Il smt 
pro cede a la liquidation de cette Commission e~ que 
soient retires de Grece les troupes, les conselllers 
et l'equipement etrangers et que la Grece puisse 
decider elle-meme de son sort. C'est dans cet 
esprit que la RSS d'Ukraine votera en faveur 
du projet de resolution de l'URSS. 

Le general Rm.fuLO (Philippines) declare que le 
projet de resolution de Ia France, de Ia Chine, du 
Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis est fonde sur les 
conclusions du rapport de Ia Commission specialc 
pour les Balkans. II s'agit de prendre une mesure 
que Ies faits eux-memes commandent, et qui cons
titue Ia conclusion logique de la decision prise a la 
deuxieme session de l'Assemblee generale. 

M. Vychinsky s'est efforce de presenter les 
conclusions de la Commission speciale comme le 
resultat d'un travail de seconde main, fonde sur 
de simples propos. Or, en realite, si dans certains 
cas Ia Commission n'est arrivee qu'a de simples 
presomptions fondees sur des . t~ID;oignages 
indirects, il s'agit, dans la grande maJonte des cas, 
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eye witnesses. Indeed the Committee had taken 
great care to draw a distinction between the facts 
which had come to its know ledge through its 
own observers or through witnesses having a 
direct know ledge of the matter on the one hand, 
and mere presumptions on the other. Mr. 
Vyshinsky had referred solely to the second cate
gory of facts. 

So far as the Third Interim Report of the United 
Nations Special Committee on the Balkans alone 
was concerned (A/692), the Committee used, in 
paragraph 22, the tem1 " presumed " (the Special 
Committee presumed that in three other cases ... ), 
in paragraph 21- the words" it was probable "and 
in paragraph 48 the expression " there was a 
strong presumption ". However, it would not 
be true to say that the Committee's reports 
contained nothing but presumptions. Thus, para
graph 20 of the Third Interim Report contained 
the following statement : " Th e responsibility of 
Albania for six cases of firing from Albanian into 
Greek territory occurring on 20 and 22 August is 
established ". In paragraph 22, it was stated 
that " the Special Committee concluded that in 
the Alevitsa area the responsibility of Albania 
has been established ... ". Paragraph ,18 of the 
same document contained the following statement: 
" After observation of Greek military operations 
against guerrillas backed against the frontier 
northwest of Komotini" on 17 and 18 August 1948, 
the Special Committee concluded that Greek 
guerrillas crossed and recrossed the border in the 
course of the engagements. " 

The Special Committee had no repreo,entative 
of the Soviet bloc among its members because the 
countries forming that bloc had refused to ·co
operate in the Committee's work. For that 
reason, it had exercised the utmost caution in 
reporting its observations and it had classified 
all the evidence according to its real weight and 
value ; it had had to make up for the disadvan
tage resulting from the absence of those dele
gations, which would have insisted on disputing 
any testimony harmful to the interests of their 
political allies. 

General Romulo referred to paragraph 21 of 
the Third Interim Report which mentioned 
violations of Albanian territory by Greek artillery 
and aircraft. If the Special Committee had been 
an agent, not of the United Nations but of the 
United Kingdom and the United States, nothing 
could have been easier than to have omitted all 
mention of such incidents. As a matter of fact, 
the Committee's reports warranted complete 
confidence. The conclusions they contained 'verc 
hased mainly on direct evidence and not on 
presumptions, while the presumptions, which 
would not in themselves justify returning a verdict 
of guilt, served to reinforce the value of that 
verdict when they were considered in conjunction 
with the testimony of eye witnesses. 

\Vith regard to the refusal of Yugoslavia, Bul
garia and Albania to permit the Special Committee 
to conduct its investigations and observations 
on their territory, Yugoslavia, ·which was a 
~Icmher of the United Nations, was ddying the 

du temoignage direct de temoins oculaires. La 
Commission a precisement pris grand soin de 
faire la distinction entre les faits dont elle a eu 
connaissance d'apres ses propres observate.urs 
ou bien par des temoins qui en avaient une 
connaissance directe d'une part, et d'autre. part 
de simples presomptions. Or, M. Vychinsky 
s'est refere uniquement a la deuxieme categoric 
de faits. 

En ce qui concerne seulement le Troisieme 
rapport interimaire de la Commission sptkiale des 
Nations Unies pour les Balkans (Aj692) La 
Commission emploie au paragraphe 22 le terme 
<< presume » (la Commission speciale presume que, 
dans trois autres cas ... ), au paragraphe 24les mots 
<< il Ctait probable >> et au paragraphe 48 !'expres
sion << il y a une forte presomption ». Toutefois, 
il serait faux de dire que les rapports de Ia 
Commission ne contiennent que de simples 
pn\somptions. C'est ainsi que, au paragraphe 20 
du Troisieme rapport interimaire, on peut lire : 
<< dans six cas ou des coups de feu ont ete tires du 
territoire albanais sur le territoire grec, les 
20 et 22 aout, la responsabilite de l'Albanie est 
etablic ». Au paragraphe 22, il est indique <IUC 

<< la Commission speciale a conclu que, dans Ia 
region d'Alevitsa, la responsabilite de l'Albanie 
est bien etablie ... ». De meme, au paragraphe 48 
du meme document, on peut lire : << Apres avoir 
observe les operations menees les 17 et 18 aout 
1948 par l'armee nationale grecque contre les 
partisans qui s'appuyaient sur la frontiere au 
nord-ouest de Komotini, la Commission speciale 
a conclu que les partisans grecs passaient et repas
saient Ia frontiere au cours des engagements avec 
les troupes nationalcs grecques. >> 

La Commission speciale ne comptait pas parmi 
ses membres de representants du bloc sovietique, 
dont tous les participants avaient refuse de 
cooperer a ses travaux. Aussi a-t-elle fait preu\"e 
de la plus grande prudence lorsqu'il s'est agi de 
rediger un rapport sur ses observations : elle a 
opere une classification des temoigm1ges en 
donnant a chacun son poids et sa valeur exacts : 
c'est qu'il lui fallait compenser le desavantage 
resultant du fait de !'absence des delegations qui 
auraient tenu a contester tout t emoignage nuisible 
aux interets de leurs allies politiques. 

Le general Homulo se refere au para.graphe 21 
du Troisieme rapport interimaire oi1 sont ind~
quees certaines violations du territoire albanms 
par l'artillerie et !'aviation grecques. Si la 
Commission speciale avait ete un instrument, 
non pas de !'Organisation des Nations Unics, 
mais du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis, rien 
n'e(lt etc plus facile que de ne pas mentionner de 
tcls incidents. Mais en rcalite Ies rapports de la 
Commission meritent la plus ent iere confiancc. 
Scs conclusions sont fondees essentiellement non 
pas sur des presomptions, mais sur des temoi
gnages directs. Or, les presomptions qui, a elles 
seules, ne justifieraient pas nn verdict de cul~a
bilite, servent a renforcer la valeur de ce verdict 
lorsqn'on les considere conjointemcnt avec des 
temoignages oculaires. . 

En ce qui concerne les refus de Ia Yougoslavie, 
de la Bulgarie et de l' Albanie de permettre a la 
Commission speciale de se liv~;cr a des enquct~s 
et de proceder a des observations s_nr leur tern
loire, il y a d'unc part, en ce qm concerne Ia 
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express will of the General Assembly, and the 
other two Governments, which had refused the 
Committee access, had, by that very fact, for
feited the right to dispute its conclusions. Why, 
indeed, had they not taken the opportunity which 
had been offered them to help the Committee and 
to place before it all the evidence in their favour ? 
In the light of the evidence gathered by the Com
mittee in the regions where it was permitted to 
operate, it was not illogical to suppose that the 
northern neighbours of Greece had been deter.
mined to conceal certain facts from it, facts which 
might confir m the conclusions reached on the 
basis of its observations on the other side of the 
frontier. 

?vir. Behler had asked why the guerrilla move
ment in the Peloponnesus had not been put down, 
if it was true that all the strength of the guerrillas 
in northern Greece lay in the assistance they 
received from the three neighbouring countries. 
However, in the Philippines, and in Yugoslavia 
too, there had been some experience of guerrilla 
>Ya.rfare, and it was well known that military 
pressure exerted simultaneously at different and 
widely separated points was one of the most 
effective tactics of such warfare, since it obiiged 
the enemy to divide his forces. The USSR was 
not unaware of that principle as it had concluded 
a five-year pact of non-aggression with Japan in 
order to avoid having to fight simultaneously on 
hvo fronts. Similarly, the assistance given by 
Yugoslavia to the guerrillas of northern Greece 
constituted an indirect assistance to the guerrillas 
of the Peloponnesus. Moreover, the question as 
to whether the guerrillas of the Peloponnesus were 
operating strictly on their own without aid from 
abroad had nothing to do with the established fact 
that the guerrillas of the north were receiving 
direct assistance from Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and 
Albania. 

The Greek representative had made a moving 
appeal on behalf of the political independence and 
territorial integrity of his country. In Yugo
slavia in recent weeks, there had been observed 
Yarious manifestations on the part of the people 
and their leaders of a very lively sense of the 
dignity and independence of the country and of 
resentment against foreign interference in the 
internal affairs of their country. How then 
could Yugoslavia take part in any interference in 
the internal affairs of another country ? 

The USSR draft resolution was an insult and an 
impertinence. Could the USSR be . considered 
qualified to impose its own definition of demo
cracy on all the United Nations ? Moreover, 
how could such slanders be countenanced ag::~inst 
the people and Government of Greece, whose 
sufferings, whose fidelity to the cause of liberty, 
whose resistance to hitlerite aggression, were in 
such sharp contrast to the past attitude of certain 
Powers which were now posing as champions of 
democracy ? \Vhether one merely considered 
the question of interference properly speaking or 
the whole problem from the point of view of 
international peace and understanding, the USSR 
draft resolution was completely unjustifiable. 
Indeed, only the assistance given by Albania, 
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria to the enemies of the 

Yougoslavie qui est Membre de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, un defi a Ia ·volonte expresse 
de l'Assemblee generale ; d'autre part, ces 
Gouvernements qui ont refuse d'ouvrir leurs 
fronW~res a la Commission se sont par Ia mcme 
interdit de contester ses conclusions. En effet, 
pourquoi n'ont-elles pas saisi !'occasion qui leur 
etait ofTertc d'aider la Commission et de hli 
presenter les temoignages qui leur etaient favo
rables '? En presence des temoignages recueillis 
par la Commission dans les regions ou elle a pu sc 
rendre, il n'est pas absurcle de penser que les 
voisins du nord de la Grece etaient decides a ltii 
cacher certains faits susceptibles de confirmer les 
conclusions qui rcsulteraient des observations 
faites de l'autre cOte de la frontiere. 

M. Behler a clemandc comment il se fait que le 
mouvement insurrectiorinel du Peloponnese n'a 
pas etc reprime, s'il est vrai que toutc la force des 
guerillas clu nord de la Grece reside clans l'aide 
fournie par les trois pays voisins. Mais aux 
Philippines, comme cl'ailleurs en Yougoslavie, on 
a quelque experience des operations de guerillas 
ct l'on sait que l'art d'exercer une pression sur 
des points fort cloignes les uns des alltres est l'une 
des tactiques les plus efficaces : l'ennemi est 
amene ainsi a disperser ses forces. L'URSS 
n'ignorc pas ce principe puisque, pour cviter 
d'avoir a combattre simultanement sur deux 
fronts, elle avait conclu un pacte de non-agres>.ion 
de cinq ans avec le Japon. D'nne maniere ana
logue, l'aide donnee par la Yoagoslavie aux 
QTlerillas du nord de la Grece constitue nne aide 
indirecte aux guerillas du Peloponnese. Au 
surplus, la que~tion de savoir si les guerillas du 
Pcloponne~e se pas5ent de toute aide etmngl:re 
ne change rien au fait bien etabli que les guerillas 
du nord recolvent une aide directe de la 
Yougoslavie, :1e la Bnlgarie et de l'Alhanie. 

Le representant de la Grcce a fait un appd 
cmouvant en faveur de l'indepenclance politique 
et de l'integritc territoriale de son pays. Or, en 
Yougolavie, l'on a pu observer clans les clernieres 
semaines, de Ia part du peuple et des dirigeants, 
diverses manifestations d'un sens tres vif de la 
dignite et de l'inclepenclanee du pays et cl'un 
grand mecontentcment eontre !'intervention 
Ctrangcre dans les affaires interieures du pays. 
Comment clone la Yongoslavie peut-elle participer 
a une intervention dans Ies affaires intcrieures 
d'un autre pays ? 

Le projet de resolution de l'URSS constituc 
une insulte et nne impertinence : l'URSS serait
elle qualifice pour imposer a l'ensemhle des 
Nations Unies sa propre definition de la demo
cratic '? D'autre part, comment admettre de 
telles calomnies contre le peuple et le Gouver
nement de la Grece dont les souffrances, la fidelite 
a la cause de la libertc, la resistance a l'agression 
hitlerienne, forment un contrasle si vif avec !'atti
tude passee de certaines Puissances qui se po~ent 
maintenant en champions de la democratic ? 
Que l'on ne considere que Ia question de l'inte~·
vention proprement elite, ou bien que l'on consl
dcre l'ensemble du prohleme du point de vue de 
Ia paix et de la comprehension internationale, le 
projet de resolution de l'URSS est d~ .toute 
maniere injustifiable. En effet, seule mente le 
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le"itimate Government of Greece merited the 
name of interference. \Vould the Yugoslav 
representative not consider as an interference in 
the internal affairs of his country any aid or even 
mere encouragement that the dissident elements 
of his country might receive from a foreign Power 
or from the political activities of a foreign Power ? 
In so far as Mr. Behler succeeded in justifying his 
country's interference in the internal affairs of 
Greece, he would in the future be prevented from 
opposing any intervention by one or several 
Powers in the affairs of his own country. The 
principle of non-intervention was of supreme 
importance for the small nations, and the Philip
pine delegation, which believed in that principle, 
invited all the small nations, including Yugo
slavia, to vote for the joint .Chinese, French, United 
States and United Kingdom draft resolution. 

The meeting rose at 5.40 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY FIRST 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 2 November 1948, at 10.30 a. m. 

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

4 7. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
C0!\1!\IITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, Af644 
AND A/692). 

The CHAIR~IAN invited the representative of 
Bulgaria to speak in reply to a question raised by 
the representative of Yugoslavia. 

Mr. KuusHEv (Bulgaria) stated that the 
incident which had occurred on the Bulgarian island 
of Maritza (Evros) on the Greek-Bulgarian frontier 
on the 4 April 1948 had caused the death of three 
Bulgarian soldiers. The Special Committee had 
taken no steps to determine responsibility ; it had 
merely indicated in its report that, after an investi
gation carried out by Observation Group No 6, the 
Bulgarian version of the incident seemed more 
plausible than the Greek. That fact served to 
show how the Special Committee was carrying 
out its mission ; it feigned ignorance of crimes 
committed by Greek soldiers, while admitting 
evidence to which no credence could be attached. 
That provided further proof of the Committee's 
partiality. 

Bulgaria had nevertheless not refused to colla
borate with the various organs of the United 
~ations. It had taken part in the work of the 
Security Council's Commission of Investigation. 
Despite its reservations on the subject of the 
formation of the Subsidiary Group, there had been 
a case in which Bulgaria had offered to co-operate , 

nom d'intervention l'aide que l'Albanie, Ia 
Yougoslavie et la Bulgarie donnent aux ennemis 
du Gouvernement legitime de Ia Grece. Le repre
sentant de la Yougoslavie ne considererait-il pas 
comme une intervention dans les affaires inte
rieures de son pays toute aide ou meme un simple 
encouragement que des elements dissidents de 
son pays pourraient recevoir d'une Puissance 
etrangere ou des activites politiques d'une 
Puissance etrangere '? Dans la mesure oil M. Babler 
parviendrait a justifier )'intervention de son pays 
dans les affaires interieures de la Grece, il s'inter
dirait pour l'avenir de s'opposer a toute inter
vention d'une ou plusieurs Puissances dans les 
affaires de son propre pays. Le principe de 
non-intervention est d'une importance capitale 
pour les petites nations, et la delegation des 
Philippines, qui a foi dans ce principe, invite toutes 
les petites nations, notamment la Yougoslavie, a 
voter pour le projet de resolution de Ia Chine, de 
la France, des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 40. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT ET UNIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenlle au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi, 2 novembre 1948, ti 10 h. 30. 

President: l\1. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgique). 

4 7. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMl\IISSION SPECIALE DES 

NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 ET A/692). 

Le PRESIDENT donne la parole au representant 
de la Bulgarie pour qu'il reponde a une question 
posee par le representant de la Yougoslavie. 

~1. KouLICHEV (Bulgarie) declare que }'incident 
qui eut lieu a la frontiere greco-bulgare, le 4 avril 
1948, sur une ile bulgare de la maritza (l'Evros). 
a cause la mort de trois soldats bulgares. ·La 
Commission Speciale n'a rien fait pour etablir les 
responsabilites et s'est bornee a indiquer dans 
son rapport, apres une enquete effectuee par le 
groupe d'observation 6, que la version bulg?re 
de l'incident parait plus probable que la versiOn 
grecque. Ce fait montre de queUe maniere Ia 
Commission speciale remplit sa mission : elle 
feint d'ignorcr les crimes commis par des soldats 
grecs alors qu'elle recueille des depositions 
auxquelles on nc peut accorder aucun credit. 
Cela prouve a nouveau sa partialite. 

La Bulgarie cependant n'a pas re~use de. co~la
borer avec les divers organes de I Orgamsatton 
des Nations Unies. Elle a pris part aux travaux 
de Ia Commission d'enquete du Conseil de securite. 
Malcrre les reserves qu'elle a formulees au sujet de 
la c;cation du Groupe subsidiaire, il y a cu un cas 
oi1 la Bulgarie a offert de cooperer avec ce groupe, 
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with that group and a Bulgarian representative 
had even travelled to Salonika in July 1947 to 
discuss an incident ; the Subsidiary Group, 
however, had laid down conditions, for the 
holding of its enquiry on Bulgarian territory which 
Bulgaria had considered unacceptable. Despite 
Bulgaria's reservations at the time the Special 
Committee was established, it had nevertheless 
agreed to take part in the investigation of the 
incident mentioned above but the results of that 
experiment had not been encouraging. 

Bulgaria's reservations with regard to the 
formation of the Special Committee were above 
all due to the fact that the establishment of that 
body was intended to give the impression that the 
Greek problem did not have its origin in the 
internal situation of the country, but in the atti
tude of Greece's northern neighbours. The 
tendentious reports of the Special Committee had 
fully justified Bulgaria's reservations, based as 
they were on the Committee's terms of reference, 
which threatened Bulgaria's sovereignty. How 
could Bulgaria collaborate with a body which had 
been entrusted with the task of slandering her ? 
For those reasons Bulgaria was opposed to any 
prolongation of the Committee's mandate. 
~loreover other delegations had made similar 
reservations. The Australian delegation in parti
cular had declared that the Special Committee's 
terms of reference included mediation and obser
vation but excluded investigation. 

The Bulgarian representative then observed 
that not a single concrete piece of evidence had 
been brought against Bulgaria establishing guilt. 
The origin of the Greek problem, which had now 
existed for over four years, was to be found solely 
in Greece herself. 

The CHAinMAN interrupted the speaker to 
inquire whether the Committee was willing to 
permit the Bulgarian representative to continue his 
speech, which obviously went beyond the scope of 
the question raised by the representative of 
Yugoslavia. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) and General RoMULO 
(Philippines) proposed that the Bulgarian repre
sentative should be allowed to continue. General 
Romulo stated that that decision should not 
constitute a precedent. 

Mr. KuusHEV (Bulgaria) continued his speech, 
pointing out that the Greek representative's 
assertion that an agreement bad been concluded, 
on 12 July 1943, at Petrich, between the Bulgarian 
and Greek Communist Parties with a view to the 
creation of a Union of Soviet Republics for the 
Balkans had its source in a false report published 
by the Voelkischer Beobachter on 17 May 1944, a 
slander which was taken up in 1947 by the Asso
ciated Press. If any authentic document did in 
fact exist, it was the verbatim record signed, in 
October 1944, by the representatives of the 
Bulgarian forces of occupation and the Greek 
authorities in Western Thrace, under the terms of 
which the Bulgarian authorities transferred their 
powers to the Greek authorities. 

The Bulgarian Government had always 
expressed its readiness to take part in a peaceful 
settlement of disputes with Greece, in drawing up 

et un representant bulgare s'est meme rendu a 
Salonique, en juillet 1947, pour y discuter un 
incident, mais le Groupe subsidiaire a pose, pour 
l'accomplissement de son enquete en territoire 
bulgare, des conditions jugees inacceptables. 
Malgre les reserves qu'elle a faites Iors de Ia 
creation de la Commission speciale, la Bulgarie a 
consenti a participer a l'enquete relative a 
!'incident mentionne plus haut, mais Ie resultat 
de cette experience n'a pas ete encourageant. 

Les reserves formulees par Ia Bulgarie au 
moment de la creation de la Commission speciale 
etaient dues surtout au fait que, en creant cette 
Commission, on voulait donner !'impression que 
le probleme grec n'avait pas son origine dans la 
situation interieure de la Grece, mais dans !'atti
tude de ses voisins septentrionaux. Les rapports 
tendancieux de Ia Commission speciale justi
fient pleinement les reserves que la Bulgarie avait 
formulees en se fondant sur ceux des termes de 
son mandat qui pouvaient porter atteinte a la 
souverainete bulgare. La Bulgarie pouvait-elle 
collaborer avec un organe auquel etait confiee Ia 
tache de la calomnier ? Pour les memes raisons, 
la Bulgarie s'oppose a Ia prolongation du mandat 
de la Commission speciale. D'ailleurs, d'autres 
delegations ont fait des reserves du meme ordre. 
La delegation australienne, notamment, a declare 
que Ia mission de la Commission speciale compor
tait la mediation et !'observation mais excluait 
l'enquete. 

Le representant de Ia Bulgarie rappelle ensuite 
qu'on n'a pas pu reprocher a la Bulgarie un seul 
cas concret etablissant sa pretendue culpabilite. 
Les origines du probleme grec qui dure deja depuis 
quatre ans doivent etre trouvees uniquement en 
Grece meme. 

Le PRESIDENT, interrompant l'orateur, de
mande lit la Commission si elle desire que le 
representant de la Bulgarie continue son exp~se, 
qui depasse manifestement le cadre de la question 
posee par Ie representant de la Yougoslavie. 

l\1. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) et M. le general 
Ro:\IULO (Philippines) proposent que le repre ... 
sentant de la Bulgarie continue son expose. Le 
general Romulo precise qu'une decision en ce sens 
ne doit pas constituer un precedent. 

M. KouLicHEV (Bulgarie) poursuit en signalant 
que }'affirmation du representant de la Grece, 
suivant Iaquelle un accord avait ete conclu le 
12 juillet 1943 a Petritch, entre les partis commu
nistes bulgare et grec pour creer une union des 
republiques sovietiques pour les Balkans a sa 
source dans une fausse nouvelle publice par le 
Vollkischer Beobachter d u 17 mai 1944, calomnie 
reprise en 1947 par 1' Associated P,ress. S'il existe 
un document authentique, c'est lc proces-verbal 
signe au mois d' octobre 194<1 par les represent~n~s 
des troupes d'occupation bulgares et des autontes 
grecques en Thrace occidentale, aux termes duquel 
les autorites bulgares transmettaient leurs pou
voirs aux autorites grecques. 

Le Gouvernement bulgare s'est to~jours 
declare pret a participer a un reglement pacifique 
des differends avec Ia Grece, a l'etablissement de 
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conventions to deal with frontier incidents, in an 
equitable · solution of the problem of ethnical 
minorities and in the resumption of normal 
diplomatic relations; the Bulgarian Government, 
however, rejected the unjust charges brought 
against it in the joint resolution of the four 
Powers (A jC.l /352). In the view of the Bulgarian 
delegation, the resolution of the USSR (A JC. l j 
358jCorr.1) would on the contrary promote a just 
and reasonable solution of the Greek problem. 

Expressing the view that the Lebanese amend
ment (A /C .1 /359) was of a peculiar nature, the 
speaker stated in that connexion that if Bulgaria 
wished to become a l\Iember of the United Nations, 
she desired to do so as a free and independent 
State and without any risk to her sovereignty. In 
order to facilitate a settlement of the situation in 
the Balkans, she \vas prepared to accept, within 
the framework of the United Nations, any rcaso
nnble proposal capable of strengthening peace and 
international co-operation. 

:\Ir. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) reminded the 
Committee that his delegation, together with the 
delegations of Poland, the Ukrainian SSR, and 
the USSR, had stated in the First Committee in 
19-17 that the terms of reference of the Special 
Committee were incompatible with the principle 
of the sovereignty of States, recognized by the 
Charter. Those delegations considered that the 
despatch to Greece of a one-sided committee with 
unilateral terms of reference was incapable of 
bringing about a solution of the Greek problem. 
The three reports published by the Special 
Committee justified that negati_ve view. The 
Special Committee had achieved no positive results, 
since the problem, taken as a whole, had been 
distorted from th"' very ~tart. ~Ioreover the 
Committ"-e had followed a line of conduct, which 
went beyond its terms of reference and had done 
so in a spirit of obvious partiality. 

At present, the speaker went on, Australia, 
which had refrained from giving its approval to 
the most essential sections of the Special 
Committee's reports, also made reservations with 
regard to the activities of the Committee, consid
ering that its function was not to verify whether 
Albania, Bulgaria or Yugoslavia had given assis
tance to the Greek partisans, but to place its 
services at the disposal of the three Governments 
and of Greece to help them to settle their disputes 
and, as a subsidiary function, to supervise the 
compliance of those States with the recommend
ations of the General Assembly. The Australian 
delegation had further observed that, after a 
unanimous decision to base its instructions to 
observation groups on paragraph 5 of resolution 
109 (II) of 21 October 1947 (dealing with the 
Committee's task of reconciliation), the Com
mittee had subsequently extended the functions 
of observation groups to cover the point mentioned 
in paragraph 4 of that resolution (aid and assis
tance to Greek partisans), although ob3ervers had 
already been exceeding their original instructions 
for several months. That tardy recognition 
represented an attempt to legalize an irregular 
procedure. The Czechoslovak delegation consid
ered that the reservations of Australia were well 
founded ; in that case chapter III of the report 

conventions sur les incidents de fr·ontiere, a Ia 
solution equitable tlu probleme des minor(tcs 
ethniques et au retablissement des relations diplo
matiques normales ; il rejette toutefois les accu
sations injustcs formulees it son egard dans le 
projet de resolution commune des quatre 
Puissances (A/C.l/352). La resolution de l'URSS 
(A /C. 1j358, Corr.l), de l'avi s de la delegation 
bulgare, permettrait au contraire une solution 
juste et raisonnable du probleme grec. . . 

L'orateur fait remarquer, a propos de l'am::n
dement presente par le Liban (A/C.l /359), que 
ce dernier trouve singulier que, si Ia Bulgai·ie 
desire devenir Membre de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, ellc veuille le devenir en tant 
qu'Etat libre et indcpendant, sans que cela porte 
atteinte a sa souverainete. Ellc est prete it 
accepter, pour le reglcment de la situation dans 
les Balkans, toute proposition raisonnable dans 
le cadre de I' Organisation des Nations. Unies, 
susceptible de consolidcr la paix et la cooperation 
internationale. · 

:\1. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) rappellc que 
sa delegation ainsi que cclle de Ia HSS de Bielo
russie, de Ia Pologne, de Ia HSS d'Ukraine et de 
l'URSS avaient declare en 19,17 it la Premiere 
Commission que le mandat de Ia . Commission 
speciale etait en contraclietion avee Ie principe de 
la souvcrainetc des Etats, n:connu par Ja Charte. 
Ces delegations estiment que l'envoi en Gri:cc 
d'unc~ commission unilatcrale, nantic d'un manclat 
unilateral, ne pourrait amener une solution de la 
question grecque. Les trois rapports publies par 
Ia Commission speciale confirment a present cc 
point de vue negatif. La Commission speci~c;k 
n'est arrivee a aucun rcsultat positif, car le 
problcme, dans son ensemble, etait fausse ~\ 
l'origine ; de plus, ellc a sui. vi nne ligne de condu~tc 
depassant les termes memes du mandat, dans un 
esprit de partialite cvidcnte. 

Aujourd'hui, poursuit l'orateur, I' Australie, 
qui s'est abstenue d'approuver les parties ess:.'n
tielles des rapports de la Commission speci2Jt?, 
fait cgalement des reserves sur l'activite ~e cel!e
ci, cstimant qu'elle avait rc <; u pour misswn non 
pas de verifler si l' Albanie, la Bulgarie et b. 
Yougoslavic portaient assistance aux partis2ns 
grecs, mais de se mettre a la disposition des 
Gouvernements de ces trois pays et de la GrfCC 
pour aider a resoudre leurs difierends et, subsi
diaircment, d'observer comment ces Etats ~c 
conforment aux recommandations de l'Assembke. 
La delegation australienne a fait remarqucr en 
outre que Ia Commission spccialc, apres avo1r 
decide it l'unanimitc de baser ses instructions aux. 
groupes d'observation sur Ic paragraphe 5 de .Ia 
resolution 109 (II) du 21 octobre 1947 (qui tra1te 
de la mission de conciliation de la Commission), 
a ensuite etendu le mandat des groupes d'obser
vation au point vise au paragraphe 4 de ladite 
resolution (aide et assistance aux partisa-qs grees): 
aprcs que les observateurs curent deja outrepas.se 
leur mission originale pendant plusieurs m01S. 
Cette ratification tardive constitnait une tent::l
tive pour legaliser une procedure irreguliere. La 
deleo·ation tchecoslovaquc estime, en consequence. 
que 

0

les reserves formulces p~r l' Australie SOJ~t 
fondces ; dans cc cas. le chapttrc III du rappo1 t 
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dealing with the main work of the Special 
Committee became pointless. 

The Australian delegation's criticisms were, 
however, incomplete. The Special Committee 
itself attributed its failure to achieve any concrete 
results in its efiorts at conciliation, to the lack of 
co-operation on the part of Greece's three neigh
hours ; but in reply to that argument, those States 
had proved that co-operation with the Committee 
would have constituted a violation of the Charter. 
Consequently, how had the Special Committee 
dared to draw inferences which appeared to be 
genuine judgments, based on data which it consid
t red inadequate ? Colonel Hodgson had rightly 
pointed out that it was impossible at one and the 
same time to be a detective, an attorney, a judge 
and a negotiator. 

\Vhat were the methods of observation used by 
the Special Committee ? It had formed 6 obser
Yation groups totalling 40 observers : 13 from the 
Lnited Kingdom, 12 from the United States, 
6 from France, etc ; thus more than half of them 
were British or American and most of them were 
military men and even instructors from the Greek 
Army. It was hardly surprising that those mili
tary men from countries which either had stra
tegic interests in Greece, or which had large 
military missions in Greece, on the pretext of 
!_;iYing economic aid should have devoted 
themselves to military investigations on the 
frontier rather than to conciliation. 

Analyzing the methods followed by those 
ubservers, the Czechoslovak representative gave 
two examples in support of the criticisms 
directed against them. Referring to document 
(.-'\. ;'C.l j355), page 6, he stated that conclusions C 
and D were not based on any direct observation, 
but simply on an assumption or a presumption. 
The method of drawing categorical conclusions 
from mere assumptions was characteristic of the 
Special Committee's methods and Colonel Hodgson 
had declared that his delegation had abstained 
from approving 'such useless and ill-advised 
conclusions, based solely on presumption. 

:\Ir. Prochazka further declared that the 
witnesses heard by the observers could not have 
been impartial because, as stated in the :Uasic 
report (A/574, paragraph 131), the majority of 
those witnesses were presented by the Greek 
Liaison Service, or were in the hands of the Greek 
authorities and had been heard in the presence of 
a Greek liaison officer. J\Ioreover, the supple
mentary, report (A/644, page 24, annex 1) 
contained long commentaries on the Committee's 
report by the Greek Liaison Service. Thus, the 
latter, not content with presenting witnesses and 
having them interrogated in its presence, even 
went to the length of drawing up commentaries 
and corrigenda which were embodied in the report 
of an organ which should have observed the 
strictest impartiality. It was interesting to view 
this fact in the light of the First Committee's 
decision not to authorize the Albanian, Bulgarian 
and Yugoslavian representatives to take part 
fully in the discussions. 

qui relate l'activite principale de Ja Commission 
speciale devient sans objet. 

Les critiques formulees par la delegation 
australienne sont toutefois incompletes. La 
Commission speciale elle-meme estime que, si 
eile n'a pu atteindre un resultat important dans 
son ceuvre de conciliation, c'est par suite du 
manque de cooperation des trois Etats voisins 
de Ia Grece ; or, ces Etats ont repondu a cet argu
ment et ont prouve que toute cooperation avec 
Ia Commission eut constitue une violation de la 
Charte. Des lors, comment la Commission spe
ciale a-t-elle ose tirer des conclusions qui · ont 
!'allure de vrais jugements, de donnees de faits 
qu'elle juge elle-meme insuffisantes ? Le colonel 
Hodgson a fait remarquer a juste titre que l'on 
ne peut etre a la fois detective, procureur, juge 
et negociateur. 

Comment Ia Commission speciale a-t-elle 
pratique ses observations ? En creant 6 groupes 
d'observation comprenant au total 40 obser
vateurs, dont 13 du Royaume-Uni, 12 des Etats
Unis, 6 fran<;ais, etc. ; plus de la moitie de ces 
observateurs etaient done britanniques ou 
americains. La plupart etaient des militaires et 
meme des instructeurs de l'armee grecque. II 
n'est done pas surprenant que ces militaires 
appartenant a des pays qui, ou bien ont des inte
rets strategiques en Grece, ou bien entretiennent 
en Grece, sous pretexte d'aide economique, une 
mission militaire importante, se soient livres a 
des enquetes militaires a Ia frontiere au lieu de 
remplir un role de conciliation. 

Analysant les methodes employees par ces 
observateurs, le representant de Ia Tchecoslo
vaquie voudrait appuyer les critiques deja formu
lees a cet egard en fournissant deux exemples. 
Citant le document A/C.l/355, page 6, il constate 
que Ies conclusions C et D ne sont basees sur 
aucune observation directe mais uniquement 
sur une hypothese, sur une presomption. Cette 
methode, consistant a tirer de simples hypotheses 
des conclusions categoriques, est typique des 
agissements de Ia Commission speciale et Ie colonel 
Hodgson a declare que sa delegation s'etait abste
nue d'approuver des conclusions aussi inutiles que 
peu acceptables et basees seulement sur des 
presomptions. 

M. Prochazka affirme, en outre, que les temoins 
entendus par les observateurs ne pouvaient 
presenter aucun caractere d'impartialite, puisque, 
comme l'indique le rapport de base (A/574, 
paragraphe 131), ces temoins etaient en majorite 
presentes par le Service de liaison grec ou etaient 
aux mains des autorites grecques et etaient 
entendus en presence du representant de liaison 
grec. De plus, le rapport supplementaire contient 
(A/644, page 30, annexe 1) de longs commentaires 
au rapport de la Commission, soumis par le 
Service de liaison grec. Ainsi, ce dernier ne se 
contente pas seulement de presenter des temoins, 
de les faire interroger en sa presence, mais il va 
jusqu'a rediger des commentaires, des corrigenda 
qui sont incorpores dans le rapport d'un organe 
qui devrait garder une stricte impartiaJ~t~ .. II 
est interessant de rapprocher ce fait de la declSlon 
de la Premiere Commission tendant a ne pas 
autoriser les representants de l'Albanie, ?~ Ia 
Bulgarie et de Ia Yougoslavie a partic1per 
pleinement aux debats. 
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Going on to the question of the alleged help 
given to the Greek guerrillas, M.r. Prochazka 
referred to point A, chapter III of the report 
(A/574), where the Special Committee brought up 
the proclamation of the Markos Government, and 
its opinion, given at the time when that procla
mation was made, that recognition of that Govern
ment would constitute a grave threat to the 
maintenance of international peace and security. 
Thus, the United Nations Special Committee on 
the Balkans, whose main task was conciliation, had 
overstepped its authority and made a decision of a 
political nature. Its partiality was there again 
obvious. But General Markos' peace offers were 
made essentially with a view to the creation of a 
coalition government, the cessation of all foreign 
intervention in Greece, the organization of free 
elections, the assurance of freedom for the trade 
unions and the liberation of political prisoners. 
The Czechoslovak delegation considered that those 
peace offers constituted an acceptable basis for 
negotiation which might have brought about a fair 
settlement of the dispute, and he regretted that 
the majority of the First Committee had not 
wished to ltear General Markos' representative. 

In 1947 Czechoslovakia had opposed the creation 
of the Special Committee, because it constituted 
a violation of the Charter. In 1948 it rejected the 
reports of the Committee, which had gone beyond 
its powers and submitted partial conclusions based 
on inadequate data. The Czechoslovak delegation 
also rejected the joint proposal of the four Powers, 
which was even more partial than the reports, 
since it condemned one of the parties to the 
dispute before granting it a hearing, as the 
Australian representative had pointed out. 

From the beginning, the situation in the Balkans 
had been presented in a false light, because only 
threats from the north had been taken into 
account. General Romulo, the Philippines repre
sentative, had gone so far as to state that the only 
intervention that had taken place in Greece was 
that of the three States to the north of that 
country. Nevertheless, civil war was raging 
throughout the whole country ; in spite of the 
immense help given by the United States, the 
Athens Government was powerless to crush the 
popular uprising. The Times of London, of 
29 October had stated that for the first time, 
martial law had been extended in the whole 
territory of Greece. At the present moment, 
fighting was more violent in Thessaly, Rumelia, 
the Peloponnesus and certain islands than on the 
frontiers. In those circumstances, how could it be 
alleged that Greece's northern neighbours were 
helping General Markos' guerrillas ? 

Referring to the recent remarks of the Greek 
representative as to the democratic character of 
his Government, the Czechoslowak representative 
wondered how those words could be made to fit 
with the fact that the coalition government, which 
was in control of only one-third of Greek territory, 
was about to hand over power to a people's 
government, and that in the meantime it had 
made the army responsible for public order and 
had instituted emergency military courses, as 
reported in the New York Times of 31 October. 
How could one speak of independence when the 

Passant a Ia pretendue aide apportee aux 
partisans grecs, 1\1. Prochazka se ref ere au point A 
du chapitre III du Rapport (A/574). La Commis
sion Speciale y fait etat de la proclamation du 
Gouvernement Markos et de l'avis qu'elle a emis 
a cette occasion que la reconnaissance de ce 
Gouvernement constituerait une menace pour Je 
maintien de la paix et de la securite internationale. 
Ainsi, la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans, chargee avant tout d'une 
mission de conciliation, se permet d'outrepasser 
son mandat et de prendre une decision de caractere 
politique. La encore, sa partialite est evidente. 
Cependant, les offres de paix du general Markos 
tendaient essentiellement a Ia creation d'un 
gouvernement de coalition, a la cessation de 
toute immixtion etrangere en Grece, a !'organi
sation d'elections libres, a la garantie des Jibertes 
syndicales et a la liberation des prisonniers 
politiques. La delegation tchecoslovaque estime 
que ces olires de paix constituaient une base 
acceptable de negociation, susceptible d'entrainer 
une solution juste du differend et regrette que la 
majorite de Ia Premiere Commission n'ait pas 
voulu entendre un representant du generall\larkos. 

En 1947, la Tchecoslovaquie s'etait opposee 
a Ja creation de la Commission speciale parce que 
cct acte constituait d'apres elle une violation de 
Ia Charte. En 1948, e1le rejette les rapports de 
cette Commission, qui a depasse son mandat et 
qui prescnte des conclusions partiales et insuffi
samment fondccs. La delegation tchecoslovaque 
rejette cgalcment la proposition commune des 
quatrc Puissances, plus partiale encore que les 
rapports eux-memes, puisqu'el1e porte condam
nation d'une des parties au differend avant qu'elle 
ait etc entendue, comme l'a fait remarquer le 
representant de I' Australie. . . . . 

La situation dans les Balkans a ete presente~ 
sous un jour faux des le debut car seules ont ete 
envisagee.s des menaces venant du. _no~d. Le 
general Romulo, rcpresentan~ des Ph~hppme.s, a 
meme declare qu'il n'y ava1t en Grece qu une 
seule intervention, celle des trois Etats septen
trionaux de Ia Grece. Et cependant, la _gu~rre 
civile fait rage sur !'ensemble du ternt01re; 
malgre !'aide enorme des :Etats-Unis, le ~o~ver
nement d'Athenes n'est pas en mesure de repnmer 
le mouvement populaire. Le Times de ~.ondr:s, 
du 29 octobre, signalait que, pour la premier~ f~1s, 
la }oi martia}e avait ete etendue a toutle ter:ItOITC 
grec. Les combats sont actue1lement pl~s VIole?ts 
en Thessalie en Roumelie, dans le Peloponnese 
et dans cert~ines lies qu'aux frontieres. Comment 
peut-on, dans ces conditions, pretendre q~e. Ies 
voisins du nord de la Grece aident les guenllas 
du general Markos ? 

Faisant allusion aux observations faites r_ece~~ 
ment par Je representant de Ia Grece au sujet 

1 caractere democratique de son Gouvernement, e 
representant de la TchCcoslovaquie se deman~e 
comment on peut concilier ces paroles avec le fait 

l·t· · ne contrOle que le gouvernement de coa I wn, q~I . d 
qu'un tiers du territoire grec, est a la v:IIIe e 
passer Ia main a un gouvernement popuhste ~~· 
entre temps confie le maintien de l'ordre pub !C 

a l'armee et' institue des cours militaires extr~or
dinaires, comme le rapporte le Neu;_ Y~rk Tz~:e 
du 31 octobre. Comment parler d wdependa 
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New York Times of 31 October mentioned the 
request made to General Marshall by the Greek 
Foreign Minister for an increase in the Greek 
armed forces, which request had been met by a 
refusal. · 

Ever since 1944 Mr. Winston Churchill had 
been calling the combatants of the Greek liber
ation forces Communist bandits. Mr. :McNeil 
had also called them bandits and pirates before 
the First Committee. The British settlers in the 
United States were also called pirates by the 
English during the War of Independence, but in 
spite of that their descendents were now seated 
in that Committee beside the English. 
~Ir. Churchill had really begun to talk about 
bandits in 1944, because in that year the United 
Kingdom had begun its direct intervention in 
Greece. The alleged intervention of Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia in Greek affairs was also 
used as a screen for the intervention of the United 
Kingdom and the United States. The United 
~ations, falling into the trap prepared for it, was 
using the tactics of the ostrich. In judging the 
situation in Greece, all factors must be taken 
into account, and more particularby the foreign 
intervention which had been going on for four 
years and the civil war which it had kindled. 

In 1947 and 1948, the USSR delegation had 
proposed the withdrawal of foreign troops and 
missions from Greece as an essential measure. 
That proposal, based upon a clear analysis of the 
facts, satified the Czechoslovak delegation. That 
was why it would support the USSR proposal. 

::\Ir. STEPHEN (Haiti) recalled that the Yugoslav 
representative had compared the economic and 
political situation of the Greek Government with 
that of Haiti and Nicaragua, which were supposed 
to be under a sort of American protectorate. 
Haiti might be small, but it owed nothing to any 
other country ; it had always been progressive, and 
both in the Pan-American Union and in the 
United Nations, it had always shown entire 
freedom of mind. As already stated by the Cuban 
representative, there were documents to prove 
that the United States had often been in disa
greement with the Latin-American nations and 
had never attempted to bring other countries to 
follow its leadership in matters of foreign policy. 

The serious nature of the Balkan question placed 
it immediately after the Berlin crisis on the list 
of problems to be solved by the United Nations. 
There had been vain attempts to distort the 
resolution of 21 October 1947 and to accuse the 
Special Committee of not having accomplished 
its mission. A correct interpretation of reso
lution 109 (II) and an impartial examination of the 
Special Committee reports would show that 
that Committee had kept within the limits 
of its powers. 

The choice already made by most peoples 
between humanism and automatism did not 
prevent each nation from choosing the political 

alors que le New York Times du 31 octobre 
mentionne la demande faite par le ministre des 
Affaires etrangeres grec au general Marshall, 
tendant a augmenter les effectifs de l'armee 
grecque, demande a laquelle ce dernier aurait 
oppose une fin de non-recevoir ? 

L'orateur fait remarquer en outre que, des 1944, 
M. Winston Churchill traitait les combattants 
de la liberation grecque de bandits communistes. 
M. McNeil les a, lui aussi, devant la Premiere 
Commission traites de bandits et de pirates. Les 
colons britanniques aux :Etats-Unis furent ega
lement traites de pirates parIes Anglais a I'epoque 
de la guerre de l'Independance, cela n'a pas 
empechC leurs descendants de sieger a cette 
Commission a cOte des representants britanniques. 
En realite, si M. Churchill parlait de bandits 
grecs depuis 1944, c'est parce que des cette 
annee le Royaume-Uni intervenait directement 
en Grece. La pretendue intervention de l'Albanie, 
de la Bulgarie et de Ia Yougoslavie dans les 
affaires grecques sert de pretexte a !'intervention 
du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis. L'Organl
sation des Nations Unies, en tombant dans le 
piege qui leur est ainsi tendu, pratique la politique 
de l'autruche. On ne peut juger de Ia situation en 
Grece sans tenir compte de tous les facteurs et, 
notamment, de !'intervention etrangere en Grece 
depuis quatre ans, ainsi que de Ia guerre civile 
avivee par cette intervention. 

La delegation de l'URSS a propose, en 1947 et 
en 1948, comme mesure essentielle le retrait 
des troupes et des missions etrangeres de la 
Grece. Cette proposition, fondee sur une analyse 
claire des faits, satisfait la delegation tcMco
slovaque. C'est pourquoi cette derniererappuiera 
Ia proposition de l'URSS. 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) rappelle que le representant 
de la Yougoslavie a compare la situation econo
mique et politique du gouvernement grec a celle 
de Hai:ti et du Nicaragua, qui seraient sous une 
sorte de protectorat americain. Or Ia nation 
hai:tienne, pour petite qu'elle soit, n'est debitrice 
d'aucun pays ; elle a toujours marche dans la 
voie du progres et, tant au sein de l'Union pan
americaine qu'a !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
a toujours fait preuve de la plus parfaite liberte 
d'esprit. Comme le representant de Cuba l'a 
deja indique, les documents sont la pour montrer 
que les :Etats-Unis se sont souvent trouves en 
desaccord avec Ies nations Iatino-americaines et 
qu'ils n'ont jamais rien fait pour amener les 
autres pays a suivre leurs directives en matiere 
de politique exterieure. 

Par sa gravite, la question balkanique vient 
immediatement apres la crise berlinoise sur la 
Iiste des problemes auxquels !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies se doit d'apporter une solution~ 
Or, c'est en vain qu'on a cherche a denaturer la 
resolution du 21 octobre 1947 et a accuser la 
Commission speciale de ne pas avoir rempli sa 
tache : il ressort, tant d'une interpretation 
correcte de la resolution 109 (II) que de l'examen 
impartial des rapports de la Commission speciale, 
que cet organe est reste dans le cadre de ses 
attributions. 

Le choix qu'ont deja fait la majorite des peupl~s 
entre l'humanisme et l'automatisme n'interd1t 
pas a chaque nation de choisir le systeme politique 
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system best suited to it. It was, however, 
inadmissible that a few countries shouid take 
upon themselves to impose the totalitarian yoke 
of the one-party system on any one people, 
even on the whole world. The United Nations, 
whose duty it was to safeguard the rights of 
peoples to self-determination, could not allow 
the introduction of a disruptive element into 
lhe political system of a foreign country, whether 
hy means . of incitement to revolt, or by giving 
help to rebels sharing the same political ideology. 
The ::\larkos forces had not been able to hold out 
against the regular Greek army, which had 
receiYed over 300 million dollars worth of Amer
ican war material, with their own resources. 
War material was quickly worn out and had to 
be replaced. Therefore, it was only necessary 
to analyze the Special Committee's reports and 
lhc statement of the Yugoslav, Bulgarian and 
Albanian representatives to arrive at the conclu
sion that the three countries had to a certain 
extent intervened in the internal affairs of 
Greece, and that the recommendations of the 
resolution of 21 October 1947 should be reafnrmed 
once again. 

The people of Haiti, \Vho had always coura
geously defended their political independence 
and their territorial integrity, could only declare 
its support of the conclusions of the Special 
Committee's report and of the draft resolution 
.<>ubmitted by the French, United States, United 
Kingdom and Chinese delegations, with a reserv
ation as to any amendments which might 
appear advisable. 

i\lr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) stated that in the part 
of his speech referred to by the representative 
of Haiti he had simply quoted an American 
journalist. 

Mr. THORN (New Zealand) said that he had no 
reason to doubt the soundness of the conclusions 
reached by the Special Committee to the effect 
that " the Greek guerrillas had continued to 
receive aid and assistance on a large scale from 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia and with the 
knowledge of the Governments of those countries " 
That obviously constituted a situation incom
patible with the obligations of the Members of the 
United Nations under Article 2 of the Charter; 
moreover, the same Article stated that it was the 
duty of the United Nations to ensure respect by 
States which were not Meinbers of the United 
Nations for such obligations as were necessary for 
the maintenance of international peace and 
security. 

The Greek problem was complex. But from the 
international point of view, the essential . point 
was that of interference in the affairs of a Member 
State, supported or tolerated by the Govern
ments of other States. That would be true, 
even allowing that the cause of the disturbances 
was not of an international character, but involved 
only Greek internal afiairs. Thus, in the case 
of Spain, the internal conflict of political forces 
in no way detracted from the guilt of the foreign 
Powers which had helped the insurgents strug
alino· against the recognized Government of their 
0 b . l tb . country. That point of vww me een v1go-

qui lui convient le mieux. Mais ce qui est.inadmis
sible, c'est que quelques pays s'arrogent le. droit 
d'imposer le joug totalitaire du parti unique a un 
peuple quel qu'il soit, voire meme au monde 
entier. L'Organisation des Nations Unies, qui 
doit veiller au respect du principe du droit des 
peuples a disposer d'eux-memes, ne saurait 
permettre que certains introduisent dans le 
systeme politique d'un pays etranger un element 
de perturbation, solt en fomentant des revoltes, 
soit en accordant aide et assistance a des rebelles 
qui partageraient leurs idees politiques. Or, ce 
n'est pas avec leurs propres ressources que les 
forces de Markos ont pu tenir contre l'armee 
reguliere grecque qui a re<;u plu de 300 millions 
de dollars de materiel de guerre americain. Le 
materiel de guerre s'use vite, et ii faut le renou
veler. II suffit done d'analyser les rapports de Ia 
Commission speciale et les declarations des 
representants yougoslave, bulgare et albanais 
eux-memes pour conclure qu'il y a eu de Ia 
part de ces trois pays une certaine ingerence dans 
les affaires interieures de la Grece et qu'il convient 
de renouveler une derniere fois les recomman
dations de la resolution du 21 octobre 1947. 

Le peuple haltien, qui a toujours defendu avec 
courage son independance politique et son 
integrite territoriale, ne peut que se declarer en 
faveur des conclusions du rapport de Ia Commis
sion speciale et du projet de resolution presente 
par la France, les Etats-Unis, le Royaume-Uni 
et la Chine, sous reserve des modifications qui 
pourraient apparaltre utiles. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) precise que, en ce 
qui concerne la partie de son intervention a 
laquelle s'est refere le representant de Haiti, il 
n'a fait que citer un journaliste americain. 

M. THORN (Nouvelle-zelande) declare qu'il 
n'y a aucune raison de douter du bien-fonde de 
Ia conclusion a laquelle Ia Commission spedale 
est arrivee, scion laquelle « les partisans grecs 
ont continue a recevoir, sur une grande echelle, 
aide et assistance en provenance d'Albanie, de 
Bulgarie et de Yougoslavie au su des Gouver
nements de l'Albanie, de la Bulgarie et de Ia 
Yougoslavic ». C'est Ia, de toute evidence, une 
situation contraire aux obligations qu'assument 
les l\lembres de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
en vertu de l' Article 2 de la Charte ; d'autre part, 
le meme article indique qu'il est du devoir de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies de faire en 
sorte que les Etats qui ne sont pas Membres des 
Nations Unies respectent ces obligations dans Ia 
mesure necessaire au maintien de la paix et de Ia 
securitc internationales. 

Le probleme grec est complexe. Mais, du point 
de vue international, le point essentiel est !'inge
rence dans les affaires d'un Etat Membre, favorisee 
ou toleree par les Gouvernements d'autres .Etats. 
Cela resterait vrai, meme si l'on admettmt que 
l'origine de tout le mal n'eut pas un caractere 
international mais rcsidat dans les affaires 
interieures de la Grcce. C'est ainsi que, dans le 
cas de l'Espagne, le contlit interieur de~. f?rces 
politiques ne diminuait en rien la culpab~hte d~s 
Puissances etrangeres qui aidaient Ies msurges 
en lutte contre Ie gouvernement reconnu de leur 
pays. Tel est d'aillcurs le point de vue que Ia 
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rously upheld by the New Zealand delegation in 
the League of Nations Council. 

Consequently if, as the New Zealand delegation 
believed, the observers' action might have helped 
to limit the extent of the acts of intervention, 
which, however slight, were always inadmisssible, 
the Assembly should maintain those observation 
groups. Moreover, the accusations made by 
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria regarding alleged frontier 
violations by Greek forces, supposing they were 
well-founded, would be yet another reason for 
maintaining the system of frontier observation. 

The resolution of 21 October 1947 had a dual 
object. The Special Committee might have had 
some measure of success in observing frontier 
incidents, but little or nothing had been accom
plished from the diplomatic and political point 
of view. The Special Committee, which there 
was no question of criticizing, had reported on the 
considerable efforts it had made to bring about a 
restoration of normal relations between Greece, 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. Those poli
tical objectives were, however, at present, unat
tainable. Diplomatic skill and the spirit of 
compromise could not solve that problem ; what 
was needed was respect for the elementary rules 
of international law regarding intervention in the 
internal affairs of States, and for the special 
obligations incumbent on Members of the United 
Xations under paragraphs 3 and 4 of Article 2 of 
the Charter, which obligations should also be 
imposed on non-Member States under paragraph 6 
of the same Article. Only when that object had 
been attained, would frontier observation and the 
Greek Government's request for assistance, so vio
lently criticized, lose their principal justification. 

Had it not been for the resolution of 
October 1947, which set up the Special Committee 
and allotted to it its dual task, it might have been 
preferable to separate the two kinds of functions by 
setting up a small political body on the one hand 
and a committee of good offices on the other. It 
was to be hoped that the countries represented 
in the Special Committee would express their 
views on that point. 

The great Powers should also take a stand on the 
Special Committee's recommendation that the 
General Assembly should try to obtain the 
co-operation of Albania,.Bulgaria and Yugoslavia 
with the Committee. Had the authors of the 
four-Power resolution considered the question 
raised by the Committee's appeal ? Did the 
reference to the Mexican proposal imply that an 
effort was being contemplated to reach agreement, 
or was it hoped that the Security Council would 
show a new spirit in approaching a problem which 
>vould certainly have been solved had the Council 
neen able to carry out its duty. As the represen
tative of the United States had already pointed 
out, it was in fact only the failure of the Security 
Council to fulfil the duties entrusted to it by the 
Charter, which had prompted the General 
Assembly to take up that matter. 

delegation de la Nouvelle-Zelande avait energique
ment soutenu au Conseil de la Societe des Nations. 

En consequence, si comme le pense Ia delegation 
de la Nouvelle-Zelande, !'action des observateurs 
peut avoir contribue a limiter !'importance 
d'actes d'intervention, toujours inadmissibles, 
si reduits soient-ils, l'Assemblee se doit de 
prolonger cette mission d'observation. De plus, les 
accusations formulees par la Yougoslavie et la 
Bulgarie, qui alleguent de pretendues violations 
de frontieres commises par les forces grecques, 
meme a les supposer fondees, constitueraient une 
raison de plus pour maintenir un systeme d'obser
vation des frontieres. 

L'objet de la resolution du 21 octobre 1947 
etait double. Or, si la Commission speciale a, 
dans une certaine mesure, reussi a observer les 
incidents de frontiere, cet organisme n'a obtenu 
que des resultats faibles ou nuls dans l'accom
plissement de ses fonctions diplomatiques et 
politiques. La Commission speciale, qu'il ne 
s'agit d'ailleurs nullement de critiquer, a fait 
rapport sur ses efforts considerables en vue du 
retablissement de relations normales entre la 
Grece, l'Albanie, la Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie. 
Mais ces objectifs politiques ne peuvent etre 
atteints actuellement. L'ingeniosite diplomatique 
et !'esprit de compromis seraient impuissants a 
resoudre ce probleme, ce qu'il faudrait,. c'est que 
les regles elementaires du droit international en 
matiere d'intervention dans les affaires interieures 
des Etats fussent respectees, ainsi que les obli
gations particulieres qui incombent aux Membres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies en vertu 
des paragraphes 3 et 4 de l' Article 2 de la Charte, 
obligations dont le respect doit en outre etre 
impose aux :Etats non Membres en vertu du 
paragraphe 6 de ce meme Article. Ce n'est qu'une 
fois ce resultat atteint, que !'observation aux 
frontieres et la demande d'assistance du Gouver
nement grec, que l'on a si violemment critique, 
perdront leur principale justification. 

Si la resolution d'octobre 1947 n'avait pas 
organise Ia Commission speciale et ne lui avait pas 
donne sa double tache, il aurait peut-etre ete 
preferable de separer les deux ordres de fonctions 
en instituant un organisme politique restreint 
d'une part, et une commission de bons offices de 
!'autre. II serait a souhaiter que les pays repre
sentes au sein de la Commission speciale fissent 
connaitre leurs vues sur ce point. 

Les grandes Puissances devraient egalement 
indiquer leurs positions relativement a la recom
mandation de la Commission speciale, selon 
laquelle l' Assemblee generale devrait chercher a 
obtenir que I' Albanie, la Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie 
cooperent avec cette Commission. Les auteurs 
de la resolution des quatre Puissances ont-ils 
examine la question posee par cet appel de la 
Commission ? Songerait-on peut-etre a un effort 
pour arriver a une entente en se referant a la 
proposition du Mexique ? Ou bien espere-t-on 
que le Conseil de securite abordera dans un nouv~l 
esprit un probleme que, s'il avait pu accomphr 
son devoir, il aurait certainement resolu ? Comme, 
en effet, le representant des Etats-Unis l'a rappele, 
ce n'est que le fait que le Conseil de securite a 
manque aux devoirs que lui impose la Charte 
qui a amene I' Assemblee generale a prendre cette 
affaire en mains. 
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Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that no reply had 
been given to the delegations which had criti
cized the evidence brought forward by the Special 
Committee to support its allegations. In view of 
the fact that most delegations had not studied the 
reports of the Special Committee, not to mention 
the six volumes of evidence collected by that body, 
they could not but declare that they accepted 
the Committee's report, and that they would vote 
for the four-Power draft resolution . . 

The delegation of Poland had pointed out many 
flaws in the evidence collected by the Special 
Committee, flaws which bereft the whole structure 
of its basis. No attempt had been made to 
explain the contradictions which had been 
shown. It was true that, following the statement 
of the USSR representative, Mr. Dulles had 
thought it his duty to publish a letter of 28 October 
1948, together with a certain number of quotations 
(AJC.1/355). None of the allegations of the 
United States delegation, however, was supported 
by facts. 

Turning to the first case mentioned in document 
A/C.1 /355, Mr. Katz-Suchy pointed out that the 
observers had not shown at what distance from . 
the frontier the machine-gun, " firing from a 
position inside Yugoslav territory", was situated. 
Yet in view of the type of geometrical calculation 
used by the observers, it should have been possible 
to give at least an approximate figure, especially 
as the observers stated that there was a Yugoslav 
frontier post at about 700 metres fron the position 
of the machine-gun they had observed. Also, 
if the observation were based only on the light 
from the firing of the machine-gun, how could the 
observers establish at which target the machine
gun was firing ? 

Moreover, the observers did not say that it was 
possible to see the position of the machine-gun 
from the Yugoslav frontier post or that the frontier 
station knew where the machine-gun was situated. 

. According to conclusion 1 (c) of Mr. Dulles' 
first remark, the machine-gun had been sited on 
Greek territory, at the base of a pyramid ; but 
how could anyone at the base of a pyramid 
1.60 metres high tell whether it was in Yugoslav or 
in Greek territory ? 

With regard to the second remark, it had not 
been shown in the report of the Special Committee 
at what distance within the Albanian frontier was 
the artillery which was believed to have fired from 
the slope of Mount Golio. Moreover, what had 
been the indications that it was a guerrilla station 
and not a machine-gun nest of the Albanian 
Army ? Finally, how many guerrillas " were 
moving on the path in Albania towards Golio 
positions ", and how had they been recognized 
as guerrillas ? 

Mr. Katz-Suchy then turned to Mr. Dulles' 
third remark. The conclusions of the Special 
Committee stated that " the group had observed a 
number of men at that post, some of them wearing 
a uniform which might have been Bulgarian ". 
How could observers capable of recognizing 
guerrillas at a distance of 3,000 metres not recog-

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare qu'aucune 
reponse n'a ete faite aux deh~gations qui avaient 
critique les temoignages fournis par Ia Commission 
speciale a l'appui de ses allegations. Faute d'avoir 
etudie les rapports de Ia Commission speciale, 
ou encore bien moins les six volumes dans lesquels 
se trouvent renfermes les temoignages recueillis 
par cet organisme, la plupart des delegations 
n'ont pu que declarer qu'elles acceptaient Ie 
rapport de Ia Commission, et qu'elles voteraient 
pour le projet de resolution des quatre Puissances. 

La delegation de Ia Pologne a signale bien des 
defauts dans les temoignages recueillis par Ia 
Commission Speciale, des defauts tels qu'en realite 
tout !'edifice s'ecroule. Des contradictions ont 
ete relevees, que personne n'a tente d'expliquer. 
II est vrai que M. Dulles a cru devoir, a la suite 
de !'intervention du representant de l'URSS, 
publier une lettre en date du 28 octobre 1948, 
accompagnee d'un certain nombre de citations 
(AJC.1 /355). Mais aucune des allegations de la 
delegation des Etats-Unis ne se trouve pour 
autant etayee. 

Se referant au premier cas dont il est fait 
mention dans le document A/C.l/355, M. Katz
Suchy souligne que les observateurs n'ont pas 
indique a quelle distance de la frontiere se trouvait 
Ia mitrailleuse « tirant d'une position en territoire 
yougoslave n. Or, etant donne le genre de calcul 
geometrique dont les observateurs ont declare 
faire usage, il aurait du leur etre possible de 
donner un chiffre, dut-il etre approximatif, 
d'autant que lcs observatcurs declarent qu'il Y 
avait un poste frontiere yougoslave a environ 
700 metres de la position de Ia mitrailleuse 
observee. D'autre part, si les observations se 
fondaient sur la lueur du feu de la mitrailleuse, 
les observateurs ne pouvaient pas determiner les 
objectifs sur lesquels la mitrailleuse tirait. 

En outre, les observateurs ne disent pas que 
du poste frontiere yougoslave on pouvait voir 
la position de la mitrailleuse, ni que le .poste 
frontiere devait savoir ou se trouvmt 1a 
mitrailleuse. 

Selon Ia conclusion 1 c) relative ala Remarque.I 
de M. Dulles, la mitrailleuse aurait ete install~e 
en territoire grec au pied d'une pyramide, m,ats 
comment une personne qui se trouve au pted 
d'une pyramide de 1 m. 60 de haut, peut-elle 
se rendre compte si elle est en territoire yougoslaYe 
ou en territoire grec ? 

En ce qui concerne Ia Remarque II, il n'es~ pas 
indique dans le rapport de Ia Commission spe~~ale 
a queUe distance a l'interieur des front~eres 
albanaises se trouvait la piece d'artillerie qm est 
censee avoirtire du versant dumont Golio. D'autre 
part, d'apres quels indices a-t-on pu reconna~tre 
qu'il s'agissait d'un poste de partisans et non dun. 
nid de mitrailleuses de l'armee albanaise ? Entin, 
combien de partisans « suivaient un sentier en 
Albanie vers les positions sur le Golio » '! Et 
comment a-t-on su qu'il s'agissait de partisans ? 

M. Katz-Suchy se refere ensuite a la rc
marque III de M. Dulles. Les conclusions de la 
Commission speciale indiqucnt que « le groupe a 
observe un certain nombre d'hommes dans ce 
poste, certains portant des uniformes qui pou
:vaient etre bulgares n. Mais comment des. obseri 
vateurs capables de reconnaitre des parttsam; 
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n'fze the Bulgarian uniform at a distance of 
15_0 metres ? 

\-Vith regard to conclusion B of that same third 
remark, the group stated that " guerrilla mor
tars were fired ·from a position approximately 
400 metres in Bulgarian territory ". Moreover, 
those observers admitted that " shells fired 
against guerrillas in Greece had fallen in Bulgarian 
territory ". Nevertheless, although the anger of 
the Bulgarian soldiers at the fire thus directed 
against them by Athens Government troops would 
have been understandable, the observers did not 
say that they had actually seen any firing from 
Bulgarian territory. Happily their sense of 
hearing had not failed them. 

- According to the third conclusion of that same 
remark, cannon shells had been fired from a 
distance of 500 metres inside Bulgarian territory 
and had hit the group situated at least 50 metres 
from the frontier. .It was strange that in those 
wooded mountains the range of a shell was no 
more than 550 metres. 

Those were only a few examples of the contra
dictions with which Mr. Dulles' statement was 
riddled. 

Mr. McNeil had painted a moving picture of 
Greek fishermen and farmers. Recently, however, 
the British Embassy had denounced 58 Greeks 
to the Government and had asked that they 
should be disarmed. \Vere there no fishermen 
or farmers among those 58 Greeks ? Fortunately 
the British people did not share the feelings of 
::\Ir. McNeil. On 12 June 1948 Mr. Laski himself 
had condemned the Anglo-American plot to 
crush Greek democracy in Forward. Nevertheless, 
as l\Ir. McNeil had indicated, the United Kingdom 
had strategic interests in Greece and needed a 
•• sympathetic" government. 

It was the British Army which had overthrown 
the first coalition government and had let civil 
war loose in December 1944. A British corporal, 
s:H. Starr, who belonged to a unit which had 
fought against the Greek people, had, during a 
public meeting in London, spoken of the shame 
which he felt when he read the despair on the 
faces of the imprisoned Greek women. S. H. 
Starr had concluded: "let the Greeks choose 
their own Government and make Greece into a 
country where life is worth living ". 

Turning to the territorial claims made by 
Greece, Mr. Katz-Suchy pointed out that, although 
in some cases territorial claims could be justified, 
in the case of Greece that was not so. That 
country, which had asserted its claims against 
Bulgaria and Albania, had declared that it was 
ready to abandon its .claims agains.t Bulgar~a, 
but continued to regard Itself at war With Albama. 
It should be remembered that the Peace Treaty 
signed between Greece and Italy had also been 
signed by Albania, which ~on~ide~ed th~t Treaty 
a guarantee of its terntonal m~egnty. The 
Greek representative stated that tt was most 
desirable that a peace treaty should be concluded 
·with Albania ; he should follow up that statement 
by acting upon the Peace Treaty wi~h Italy ~nd 
by not making claims which were mcompatible 
with the terms of that treaty. The territorial 
claims of the Greek Government, which should 

3.000 metres ne reconnaissent-ils plus I'uniforme 
bulgare a 150 metres ? 

En ce qui concerne la conclusion B de cette 
meme remarque III, le groupe declare qu 'il 
« a entendu un tir de mortier qu'il a estime 
venir de 400 metres en territoire bulgare ». Or, 
ces observateurs admettent que << des obus de 
I'artillerie grecque etaient tombes en territoire 
bulgare >>. Toutefois, bien qu'il eut ete compre
hensible que les soldats bulgares s'irritent de ce 
tir dirige contre eux par les troupes du Gouver
nement d'Athenes, les observateurs ne declarent 
pas avoir vu reellement tirer du tenitoire bulgare. 
Heureusement, le sens de I'oui:e ne leur a pas 
fait defaut. 

Selon Ia troisieme conclusion relative a cette 
meme remarque, un canon a tire de 500 metres en 
territoire bulgare et a atteint le groupe qui se 
trouvait a moins de 50 metres de la frontiere. Mais 
comment sur ces montagnes boisees, la portee d'un 
obus a-t-elle pu ne pas depasser 550 metres ? 

Ce ne sont la que des exemples, entre bien 
d'autres, des contradictions dont fonrmille la 
declaration de M. Dulles. 

M. McNeil a donne dans le pathetique a propos 
des pecheurs et des agriculteurs grecs. Mais 
rccemment l'Ambassade britannique denon~ait 
au Gouvernement grec 58 personnes qu'elle 
demandait qu'on desarmat. N'y avait-il pas des 
pecheurs ou des agriculteurs parmi ces 58 Grecs ? 
Par bonheur, le peuple britannique n'est pas du 
meme sentiment que_ M. McNeil. M. Laski lui
meme a fletri le 12 juin 1948, dans le Forward, 
la complicitc anglo-americaine dans l'ecrasement 
de la democratic grecque. Toutefois, comme 
M. McNeil l'a indique, le Royaume-Uni a des 
interets strategiques en Grece et il lui faut un 
gouvernement qui soit << en sympathie » avec 
lui. 

C'est l'armee britapnique qui a renverse le 
premier gouvernement de coalition et a dechaine 
la guerre civile en decembre 1944. Un caporal 
britannique, S.H. Starr, qui appartenait a une 
unite qui a combattu contre lc peuple grec, a, 
au cours d'une reunion publique a Londres, dit 
sa honte lorsqu'il lisait le desespoir sur le visage 
des femmes grecques emprisonnees. S.H. Starr 
concluait : << Laissons les Grecs choisir leur propre 
gouvernement et faire de la Grece un pays oil la 
vie vaille Ia peine d'etre vecue. >> 

Passant aux revendications territoriales de la 
Grece, M. Katz-Suchy fait observer que si, dans 
certains cas, des revendications de ce genre 
peuvent etre justifiees, elles ne le sont pas dans 
le cas de la Grece. Ce pays, qui faisait valoir des 
revendications contre la Bulgarie et I' Albanie, se 
declare pret a renoncer a ses pretentious contre 
la Bulgarie, mais persiste a se considerer en etat 
de guerre avec l'Albanie. Or, Je Traite de paix 
qu'a signe la Grece avec l'Italie n'a-t-il pas ete 
signe egalement par l' Albanie, qui se voyait ainsi 
garantir I'integrite de son territoire ? Le repre
sentant de la Grece declare qu'il est fort desireux 
de conclure un traite de paix avec 1' Albanie : 
mais qu'il commence done par executer le Traite 
de paix avec l'ltalie, en n'elevant pas de reven
dications qui soient en contradiction avec le tex~e 
de ce traite. Ce qu'il y a a rctenir des revendl
cations territorialcs du Gouvernement grec, 
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perhaps not be taken too seriously, were of 
interest in so far as they threw light onto the 
general policy of that Government. 

Mr. Pipinelis had spoken of the great Greek 
democracy and had said that his Government, 
which was accused of imposing a rule of inhuman 
terror, was only doing what other governments 
had done. In that case, what of the march of 
the Salonika prisoners in chains, and beaten 
by the crowd ? Would Mr. Pipinelis deny those 
facts or would he say that it was an everyday 
occurrence ? Perhaps Mr. Pipinelis would also 
deny that thousands of guerrillas and prisoners 
had been condemned on false evidence. 

Certain delegations said that the matter con
cerned the internal affairs of Greece. That 
was true, or at least it would be true if the inter
vention of the United States and the United 
Kingdom had not turned the civil war in Greece 
into an international conflict. The countries 
of Latin America knew the meaning of American 
intervention, of "Yankee imperialism ". More
over, had not popular protest been widespread 
when the Philippine Parliament had been forced 
by the United States to amend certain constitu
tional and legislative provisions on trade ? 
Was it true, as Mr. Chevrier had said, that the 
departure of the Americans would mean the 
arrival of the Russians ? Could 400 American 
officers and the Greek Army prevent the USSR 
Army from penetrating into Greece ? 

The Special Committee had been right in 
saying that there was a threat to the independence 
of Greece, but Poland had not taken part in the 
work of that body and had opposed its establish
ment because it considered that it was being set 
up in order to obscure the true reasons for foreign 
intervention in Greece and to divert the attention 
of the United Nations and of the world to a few 
skirmishes of secondary importance, more or 
less accurately reported. 

The Special Committee had not dealt with 
the accusations of United States intervention in 
Greece, or with the questions as to why fighting 
was going on in the Peloponnesus, how arms 
arrived in Greece by sea, why the guerrillas were 
at the gates of Athens, and what was to be said 
of the battle of Larissa. The Special Committee 
had been content with witnesses such as those of 
Observation Group N° 1, namely two captured 
guerrillas and one Albanian deserter. From 
such witnesses it could easily be concluded that 
Albania had furnished aid to the guerrillas. 
Surely as eminent a lawyer as the President of 
the Supreme Court of Uruguay could not permit 
a verdict against a State on such evidence. 

The representative of Haiti had stated that 
munitions were quickly exhausted, and that it 
followed that Greek guerrillas were aided by 
neighbouring countries. How was it then that 
in Greece, as in the territory of the Byelorussian 
SSR, the Ukrainian SSR, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and Poland, guerrillas had 
held their ground, foot by foot, for three years ? 

- qu'il ne convient peut-etre pas de prendre trop 
au serieux- c'est qu'elles soot susceptibles de 
jeter une certaine lumiere sur Ia politique generale 
du Gouvernement qui les formule. 

M. Pipinelis a parle de Ia grande democratic 
grecque et declare que son Gouvernement, que 
l'on accuse de faire regner une terreur inhumaine, 
ne faisait qu'agir comme tous les gouvernements. 
Mais qu'en est-il done de la marche des prisonniers 
de Salonique, enchalnes et frappes par la foule. 
M. Pipinelis niera-t-il ces faits ou bien declarera
t-il que c'est la monnaie courante ? Peut-etre 
M. Pipinelis niera-t-il aussi que des milliers de 
partisans et de prisonniers ont ete juges sur des 
temoignages fallacieux ? 

Certaines delegations declarent qu'il s'agit Ia 
d'affaires interieures de Ia Grece. Cela est vrai, 
ou tout au moins cela serait vrai si l'intervention 
des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni n'avait fait 
de la guerre civile en Grece un conflit inter
national. Or, les pays de 1' Amerique Ia tine 
savent ce qu'est !'intervention americaine, l'« im
perialisme yankee n. D'autre part, aux Philippines, 
la protestation populaire n'a-t-elle pas retenti 
lorsque le Parlement a ete force par les Etats
Unis a amender certaines dispositions constitu
tionnelles et legislatives en matiere commerciale ? 
Va-t-on dire avec M. Chevrier que le depart des 
Americains signifierait l'arrivce des Russes? Mais 
est-ce done les 400 officiers americains et l'armee 
grecque qui pourraient empecher l'armee de 
l'URSS de penetrer en Grece ? 

La Commission speciale n'a pas tort de dire 
qu'il existe une menace a l'independance de 
la Grece, mais si la Pologne s'est abstenue de 
participer au travail de cet organisme et s'est 
opposee a sa formation, c'est parce qu'eile consi
derait que les motifs reels de son institution 
residaient dans la necessite de dissimuler Jes 
raisons veritables de !'intervention etrangere en 
Grece, et de detourner I' attention de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies et du monde sur quelques 
escarmouches d'importance bien secondaire et 
dccrites de fa<;on plus ou moins exacte. 

La Commission speciale n'a pas traite des 
accusations relatives a !'intervention des :Etats
Unis en Grece et n'a pas non plus repondu aux 
questions suivantes. Pourquoi se bat-on dans 
le Peloponnese ? Comment les annes arrivent
elles par mer en Grece ? Pourquoi les partisan_s 
sont-ils aux partes d'Athenes ? Qu'en .es~-tl 
de la bataille de Larissa ? Non, la Commtsston 
speciale s'est contentee de temoins co~me 
ceux du groupe d'observation 1 : deux partisans 
captures et un deserteur albanais. Avec de te~s 
temoins, on peut aisement conclure que l'~lb_ame 
a fourni une aide aux partisans. Mais des JUnstes 
aussi eminents que le president de la cour su
preme de l'Uruguay peuvent-ils admettre que 
l'on rende un jugement contre un Etat sur des 
bases pareilles ? 

Le representant de HaYti a declare qu~ les 
munitions s'epuisent vite, que les partisans 
grecs devaient done etre aides par les pays 
voisins. Mais comment se fait-il alors que, en 
Grece comme sur le terriitoire de la RSS de 
Bielorussie de la RSS d'Ukraine, de l'URSS, 
de la Pol;gne, des partisans se soient Mfendus 
pied a pied pendant trois ans ? 
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The First Committee's attention had not been 
drawn to the fact that the arms captured by Greek 
Government troops had always been found to 
belong to those same Government forces. The 
Commission of Investigation of the Security 
Council had even declared in no uncertain manner 
that the bulk of the arms captured were of British 
make and bore serial numbers. It should be 
easy to verify the origin of captured arms from 
those numbers. On the other hand, no arm 
had ever been produced of which it could be said 
that it had been provided by Greece's northern 
neighbours and captured from the guerrillas. 
In 1946 the Greek Government had submitted 
such exhibits as cigarette paper, Yugoslav cigars, 
a gun of Finnish make, and a military coat 
which could be of Yugoslav, Bulgarian or any 
other origin. In the long history of the Greek 
question, only such fragile proofs had been pro
duced ; yet they had satisfied the Special Com
mittee. 

The four-Power draft resolution sought to 
obtain the support of the United Nations for 
United States intervention to an even greater 
degree ; that was contrary not only to the interests 
of the Greek people but to the aims of the United 
Nations. The Truman doctrine was in fact not 
only a violation of the Charter but also a violation 
of resolutions definitely adopted. 

To that statement Mr. Dulles would reply, 
quoting Goebbels, that he was fighting against 
world Communism which was striving to triumph 
by force of arms. What precisely did Mr. Dulles 
\vant ? Surely he knew that the language of 
,"\1ein Kwnpf had never done anything but bring 
desolation to the world. It was not impossible 
to put an end to civil war in Greece, for the two 
camps had always declared that they did not 
claim power for themselves alone. There was 
only one obstacle to the establishment of peace 
in that country, namely the United States, to 
whom peace would mean the end of its inter
vention. 

Consequently, if the First Committee sincerely 
desired that Greece should return to a peaceful 
and normal life, it could not but order the with
drawal of all foreign troops from Greece, and 
suggest to the Greek people and Government 
and to all the parties interested in re-establishing 
peace, that they should negotiate an agreement 
and set up a Government capable of restoring 
peace and prosperity in that country. 

General RoMULO (Philippines) pointed out that 
the law which had been given as an example of 
United States intervention was the Philippine 
Trade Act of 1946, which he supported in the 
United States Congress where he had represented 
the Philippines before it became independent. 
Moreover, the Filipino people had been consulted 
by plebisciste, and the law had been adopted 
with an overwhelming majority. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

II y a un fait sur lequel on n'a pas attire I' atten
tion de la Premiere Commission, c'est que les 
armes capturees par les troupes gouvernemen
tales grecques se trouvaient toujours avoir 
appartenu a ces memes forces gouvernementales. 
La Commission d'enquete du Conseil de securite 
avait meme declare d'une fac;on tout a fait 
nette que la plupart des armes capturees etaient 
de fabrication anglaise, et qu'elles portaient 
toutes des numeros d'ordre. II devrait done etre 
facile, d'apres les numeros figurant sur les armes 
capturees, de verifier leur origine. Comment 
se fait-il, d'autre part, qu'on n'ait jamais produit 
ici une arme dont on puisse affirmer qu'elle a 
ete fournie par les voisins du nord de la Grece et 
prise aux partisans ? En 1946, 'le Gouvernement 
grec avait bien soumis des pieces a conviction : 
du papier a cigarettes, des cigares yougoslaves, 
un fusil de fabrication finlandaise et un man
teau militaire qui pouvait etre yougoslave ou 
bulgare ou de toute autre origine. Et dans toute 

. la longue histoire de la question grecque, on n'a 
jamais fait mieux que de fournir des preuves aussi 
fragiles qui, il est vrai, ont suffi a la Commission 
speciale. 

Le projet de resolution des quatre Puissances 
vise a engager davantage encore !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies en faveur de !'intervention 
americaine, ce qui est contraire non seulement 
aux interets du peuple grec, mais aux buts de 
!'Organisation. En effet, Ia doctrine Truman 
ne constitue pas seulement une violation de la 
Charte, mais aussi une violation de resolutions 
clairement adoptees. 

A cela M. Dulles repondra en citant Grebbels 
et en disant qu'il combat le communisme mondial 
qui essaie de triompher par la force C.es armes. 
Mais oil M. Dulles veut-il done en venir ? Ne 
sait-il pas que le langage de Mein Kampf n'a 
jamais fait que semer la desolation dans le monde ? 
II n'est pas impossible de mettre fin a la guerre 
civile en Grece, puisque les deux camps ont 
toujours declare qu'ils ne reclamaient pas le 
pouvoir pour eux seuls. II n'y a qu'un seul 
obstacle a l'etablissement de la paix dans ce 
pays : Jes Etats-Unis, pour lesquels la paix 
signifierait la fin de leur intervention. 

En consequence, si la Premiere Commission 
veut veritablement le retour de la Grece a la 
paix eta une vie normale, elle ne peut qu'ordonner 
le retrait de Grece de toutes les troupes etrangeres 
et recommander au peuple et au Gouvernement 
grecs et a toutes les parties interessees au reta
blissement de la paix, de negocier un accord et 
d'etablir un gouvernement capable de rendre 
enfin la paix et la prosperite a ce pays. 

Le general RoMuLO (Philippines) precise que 
la loi que l'on a donnee comme un exemple 
d'intervention americaine etait le Philippine 
Trade Act de 1946, qu'il avait soutenu au congres 
americain oil il representait la Republique des 
Philippines avant !'obtention de l'independance. 
D'ailleurs le peuple philippin a ete consulte par 
un plebiscite et par une majorite ecrasante il 
a adopte cette loi. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 



HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-SECOND 
MEETING 

Hel(l at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 2 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

48. Continuation of the discussion on 
threats to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

REPORTS or THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
.and A/692). 

Mr. CAS!ILLO NAJERA (Mexico), Rapporteur of 
the Special Committee on th e Balkans, said that 
he was intervening to clear up certain points which 
had arisen during the debate. On 30 October the 
representative of Yugoslavia had questioned the 
conclusions of the Special Committee regarding 
the abduction of Greek children. The Special 
Committee had its observation groups look into 
this question by questioning witnesses. The 
documents were available in the files and could be 
consulted. The Yugoslav representative had 
quoted certain statements which he considered 
satisfactory evidence and the fact was that the 
Special Committee also regarded them as satis
factory. Cases were recorded of children being 
taken away with the permission of their parents 
as well as without it. The representative of 
Yugoslavia seemed to think that the Special 
Committee had sought only one type of answer 
but the Committee believed that the evidence in 
its documents was trustworthy, whether or not it 
supported the conclusions drawn. Mr. Behler had 
asked whether any children had been abducted 
without the consent of their parents. Mr. Castillo 
Najera drew attention to the main report of the 
Special Committee (A/574), annex 2, From this 
annex he read section III entitled : " Forcible or 
voluntary removal of children ", sub-section A 
down to paragraph 5, sub-paragraph (a). This 
passage dealt with particular incidents concerning 
which evidence had been taken by the observation 
groups in connexion with the removal of children. 

Mr. Castillo Najera further quoted from 
document A jAC.l6jSC.ljOG.6j5. This document 
presented evidence given by the mayors of several 
villages: These witnesses, generally, indicat ed 
that children had been given up reluctantly, even 
when their fathers were serving with the guerrilla 
forces. In some cases prior notification had been 
given by the guerrillas of their intention to remove 
children under eighteen. 

Mr. Castillo Najera observed that other evidence 
was available. However, the exact proportion of 
those taken by force as compared with those 
removed with the permission of their parents was 
not known. The report of the Special Committee 
noted that most of those taken from Thrace had 
been removed by force. While the action of the 

~ CENT-QUATRE--VINGT-DEUXIEME 
SEANCE · 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris 
le mardi 2 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

48. Suite de la discussion sur les menaces 
a l'inde,pendance politique eta l'inte
grite territoriale de la Grete 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 

NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A /644 et A/692), 

M. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexique), Rapporteur de 
Ia Commission speciale pour les Balkans, declare 
qu'il n'intervient que pour eclaircir certains points 
que les debats ont fait ressortir. Le 30 octobre, 
Ie representant de la Yougoslavie a conteste les 
conclusions de Ja Commission speciale relatives 
aux enlevements d'enfants grecs. La Commission 
a fait enqueter sur cette question par ses groupes 
d'observation, qui ont interroge des temoins. Les 
proces-verbaux de ces interrogatoires sont aux 
archives, oil ils peuvent etre consultes. Le repre
sentant de la Yougoslavie a cite certaines decla
rations qu'il considere comme des temoignages 
a ret enir et Je fait est que la Commission speciale, 
elle aussi, Jes considere comme t els. On a releve 
des cas oil des enfants ont ete emmenes avec Ia 
permission de leurs parents, de meme que des 
cas oil on s'est passe de cette permission. Le 
representant de la Yougoslavie semble croire que 
la Commission speciale s'est attachee ala recherche 
d'une seule sorte de reponses, mais Ia Commission, 
elle estime que Ies t emoignages figurant dans ses 
documents sont dignes de foi, qu'ils viennent, ou 
non, etayer les conclusions auxquelles elle a 
abouti. M. Behler a demande si l'on avait emmene 
des enfants sans Je consentement de leurs parents. 
En reponse, M. Castillo Najera attire !'attention 
sur l' annexe 2 du rapport principal de la Com
mission speciale pour les Balkans (A/574). II 
donne lecture de Ja section A du chapitre III 
intitule : « Enfants emmencs de gre ou de force », 
jusqu'au paragraphe 5, alinea a). Ce passage 
traite d'incidents particuliers, a I' occasion desque~s 
les aroupes d'observation ont recueilli des temot
gnages portant sur des enlevements d'enfants. 

M. Castillo Najera cite encore des passages du 
document AjAC.l6jSC.ljOG.6 j5. On y trouve 
les t emoignages des maires de plusieurs villages 
En general, ces temoins rapportent que les 
enfants ont ete livres a contre-cceur, meme quand 
leur pere servait avec les partisans. Dans certains 
cas, les partisans avaient annonce d'avance I~ur 
intention d'emmener les enfants ages de moms 
de dix-huit ans. 

M. Castillo Najera observe qu'il existe d'autres 
temoignages. Toutefois, on ignore le rappor~ 
exact du nombre des enfants enleves de force a 
celui des enfants emmenes avec le consentement 
de leurs parents. Le rapport de la Commi.ssion 
etablit que la plupart des enfants emmenes de 
Thrace l'ont ete de force. Bien que le mouvement 
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guerrillas had found greater favour in Macedonia, 
in that region there was a lively opposition from 
the majority of parents. The findings of the 
Special Committee on this general question had 
been accepted unanimously and the facts were 
summarized in section IV of annex 2 of the main 
report. 

Mr. Castillo Najera considered it necessary to 
answer the personal attack made upon him by the 
representative of Yugoslavia who had attributed 
to him words which he had not uttered in con
nexion with a statement quoted concerning his 
conclusion that the majority of the children had 
been forcibly abducted. However, the statement 
referred to was one he had made after the adoption 
of the report by the Special Committee and was 
not published under its auspices in a Greek official 
publication. He had spo~en at a public meeting 
of the Special Committee on 12 August 1948 and 
had referred to Greece's northern neighbours in 
connexion with the abduction of children. Some 
papers had reported him accurately and had 
followed the French text which he had issued. 
At the time he had said that some children had 
been removed with the consent of their parents but 
he believed that most of them had been forcibly 
abducted, although the Special Committee had 
been unable to establish the exact proportion. 
One Gree,k newspaper said that he had concluded 
that most of the children from northern Greece 
had been forcibly abducted to Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia although the Special Committee 
had been unable to arrive at the numbers con
cerned. Thus, Mr. Castillo Najera had been 
presenting his personal opinion and not the official 
opinion of the Special Committee. Indeed, he 
had noted at the time, that it was merely his own 
opinion and that his statement had no bearing 
upon the report. In the circumstances, the First 
Committee should now consider the report and 
not personal opinions which might vary from time 
to time according to the available evidence. The 
procedure of the Special Committee had been 
sufficiently flexible so that the members could 
exchange opinions and make concessions to one 
another's point of view in order to reach con
clusions. Perhaps he had been mistaken in 
believing that he had a right to express his opinion 
and in any event, it was clear that there had been 
forcible abductions. Mr. Behler had quoted from 
the report only those examples which supported 
his own opinion. Mr. Castillo Najera pointed 
out that the amount of data in support of either 
opmwn was evidence of the impartiality of the 
Special Committee. 

Mr. Behler had accused him of being sympa
thetic towards the Tsaldaris Government. How
ever, no one before had ever suspected 
Mr. Castillo Najera of partiality. He pointed out 
that he had been Foreign Minister of Mexico after 
the war when an exchange of ambassadors between 
his country and Yugoslavia had been arranged. 
He personally had received the credentials of the 
Yugoslav Ambassador and, on being informed of 
the plans of the Yugoslav Government, had 

partisan rencontre beaucoup de sympathies en 
Macedoine, la majorite des parents de cette region 
s'oppose vivement a I'enlevement des enfants. 
Les resultats de l' enquete menee par Ia Commission 
speciale sur cette question generale ont ete 
unanimement acceptes ; les faits releves sont 
resumes au chapitre IV de l'annexe 2 du rapport 
principal. 

M. 12astillo Najera juge necessaire de repondre 
a l'attaque personnelle dont il a ete l'objet de la 
part du representant de la Yougoslavie qui, citant 
une de ses declarations, oil il concluait que la 
majorite des enfants avaient ete emmenes de 
force, lui a attribue des paroles qu'il n'a pas 
prononcees. Or, la declaration en question de 
M. Castillo Najera a ete faite apres !'adoption 
du rapport par la Commission speciale et ce n'est 
pas sous le couvert de la Commission qu'elle a 
paru dans une publication officielle grecque. 
M. Castillo Najera, parlant le 12 aout 1948 a 
une seance publique de la Commission speciale, 
a fait allusion, a propos des enlevements d'enfants, 
aux voisins septentrionaux de la Grece. Certains 
journaux ont reproduit exactement ses paroles, 
en suivant le texte franc:;ais qu'il avait publie. 
II avait dit a l'epoque que certains enfants 
avaient ete emmenes avec le consentement de leurs 
parents, mais qu'il croyait que la plupart avaierit 
ete enleves de force, bien que la Commission 
Speciale n'ait pu etablir la proportion exacte des 
uns et des autres. Un journal grec dit qu'il avait 
conclu que la plupart des enfants de la Grece 
du Nord avaient ete emmenes de force en Albanie, 
en Bulgarie et en Yougoslavie, sans que toutefois 
la Commission speciale ait pu determiner leur 
nombre exact. M. Castillo Najera a expose la 
son opinion personnelle et non !'opinion officielle 
de la Commission speciale. II a d'ailleurs precise 
a l'epoque qu'il ne s'agissait que de sa propre 
opinion et que sa declaration n'affectait aucu
nement le rapport de la Commission. La Premiere 
Commission, dans les circonstances oil elle se 
trouve actuellemi.mt, se doit de tenir compte du 
rapport mais non d'opinions personnelles suscep:.. 
tibles de varier selon Ies nouveaux temoignages 
qui peuvent survenir. La procedure · qu'a suivie 
la Commission speciale est assez souple pour 
permettre·a ses membres d'echanger leurs opinions 
et de se faire mutuellement des concessions, en 
vue d'aboutir a des conclusions. 11 est possible 
que l'orateur se soit trompe en enonc;ant son 
opinion, mais il avait le droit de l'exprimer ; en 
tout cas ce qui est bien etabli c'est qu'il y a eu 
des enlevements de force. M. Behler n'a cite, du 
rapport, que les exemples qui venaient a l'appui 
de sa propre opinion. A ce propos M. Castillo 
Najera fait remarquer que si la Commission 
Speciale reproduit de tels elements de temoignages, 
cela temoigne bien de son impartialite. 

M. Behler l'a accuse de sympathiser avec le 
Gouvernement Tsaldaris. Personne, cependant, 
auparavant n'avait jamais soupc:;onne M. c.a~tillo 
Najera de partialite. II souligne qu'il etait mtmstre 
des Affaires etrangeres du Mexique apres la 
guerre, quand un accord a ete conclu entre son 
pays et la Yougoslavie en vue d'un echange 
d'ambassadeurs. C'est lui-meme qui a re~u les 
lettres de creance de l'ambassadeur de Yougo.,. 
slavie et qui, mis au courant des projets du 
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expressed his best wishes for the future of that 
country. 

Mr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) observed that some delegations had 
attempted to prop up the conclusions of the 
Special Committee and the accusations made 
against the northern neighbours of Greece. The 
bias with which this attempt was being made 
was so glaring that his delegation wished to protest 
against such a distortion of the facts. Some 
representatives attempted to deny that the 
conclusions of the Special Committee were 
contrary to the facts and should therefore be 
rejected, but they did not deny that the reports 
included many distortions and baseless arguments. 
They also pointed out that the reports contained 
other facts which were worthy of confidence and 
trust and that these facts forced them to give 
credence to them. It was true that the reports 
did contain certain facts but these bore no relation 
to the conclusions which had been presented 
therein, nor to the draft resolution presented by 
China, France, United Kingdom and the United 
States (AfC.l /352). The alleged facts which had 
been used as a basis for the accusations did not 
exist. The Special Committee was aware of this 
weakness and for this reason had resorted to 
general phrases and such statements as : " The 
Committee considers " or " presumes " or " thinks 
probable". Accusations could not be built on that 
basis, and in using such methods the Special 
Committee had shown that it was unable to cope 
with its work in any way. 

It was unfortunate that this aspect of the 
reports, which was their principal failing, was being 
ignored by some delegations which paid no 
attention to the falseness of the assertions. It 
was wrong to believe that because a few facts were 
true, all of them were true. That was an in
correct approach. It was impossible to build 
accusations on the basis of guess-work and assump
tions. The procedure of resorting to hearsay 
evidence spoke for itself. The USSR delegation 
was of the opinion that the Special Committee had 
proved unequal to its task. 

Mr. Vyshinsky drew attention to the records of 
various meetings in order to make clear the proce
dure followed by the Special Committee. In the 
summary record of the 45th meeting held on 
4 March 1948, the Committee was discussing the 
question of assistance to the partisans by Yugo
slavia. The record showed that the Australian 
representative had observed that of the three 
available witnesses only one claimed to have seen 
mine-throwers operating from Yugoslav territory 
and that this had taken place at night. The 
Australian representative had been of the opinion 
that the evidence did not confirm the accusation, 
although the accompanying letter from the Greek 
authorities claimed that it did so. Again, at the 
49th meeting, the Australian representative had 
remarked that no direct evidence of border
crossing by the partisans had been presented and 
conclusions could not be drawn from the testimony 
that had been received. Of the six witnesses 
only one had said that he had seen partisans 
crossing the Yugoslav-Greek border and that was 

Gouvernement yougoslave, a exprime a l'ambas
sadeur ses meilleurs vreux pour l'avenir de 
ce pays. 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des Rep·ubliques socia
Iistes sovietiques) observe que certaines delegations 
ont tente d'etayer les conclusions formulees par 
la Commission speciale, et les accusations portees 
contre les voisins septentrionaux de Ia Grece. 
Le parti-pris dont sont entachees ces tenta,tives 
est si flagrant que Ia delegation de l'URSS tient 
a protester contre une telle violation des faits. 
Certains representants nient que les conclusions 
de Ia Commission speciale soient contraires aux 
faits et doivent done etre rejetees, mais ils ne 
nient pas qu'il y ait, dans les rapports des groupes 
d'observation, beaucoup de deformations de Ia 
verite et d'arguments sans fondement. Ils affirment 
aussi que le rapport de la Commission speciale 
contient d'autres faits dignes de foi, ce qui lui 
donne de l'autorite. II est vrai que les rapports 
des groupes d'observation contiennent certains 
faits, mais ceux-ci n'ont rien a voir avec les 
conclusions que ces rapports pretendent en tirer, 
ni avec Ie projet de resolution qu'ont presente Ia 
Chine, Ia France, le Royaume-Uni et les Etats
Unis (A/C.l/352). Les pretendus faits sur lesquels 
on veut fonder les accusations n'existent pas. 
La Commission speciale connait la faiblesse de 
sa position ; aussi a-t-elle eu recours a des gene
ralites et a des formules telles que : <<La Com
mission estime n ou «suppose>> ou << croit probable"· 
On ne peut pas ectifier des accusations sur ces 
bases et la Commission speciale, en ayant recours 
a de t elles methodes, a prouve qu'elle etait 
absolument incapable de remplir sa tache. 

II est regrettable que !'aspect des rapports 
des groupes d'observation qui constitue leur 
principal defaut soit deliberement ignore par 
certaines delegations, que Ia faussete des assertions 
laisse indifferentes. On ne saurait croire que tous 
les faits sont exacts, parce que quelques-uns le 
sont. C'est la une maniere incorrecte d'aborder une 
question. On ne saurait edifier des accusati~n~ 
sur des conjectures et des suppositions. Le procede 
qui consiste a avoir recours, comme temoigna~es, 
a des on-dit, se condamne lui-meme. La delegatwn 
de l'URSS estime que la Commission speciale ne 
s'est pas montree a Ia hauteur de sa ta~he. . . 

Pour faire ressortir la procedure qm a ete 
suivie a Ia Commission speciale pour les Balkans, 
M. Vychinsky attire !'attention sur les co?I~tes 
rendus de diverses seances de cette Commission. 
Le compte rendu analytique de la 45e s~a~ce, 
tenue le 4 mars 1948, indique que la Commissw.n 
examinait la question de !'aide de Ia Yougoslav1e 
aux partisans. D'apres ce compte rendu, le 
representant de I' Australie a fait remarquer qu~, 
sur les trois temoins entendus, un seul pretendmt 
avoir vu des lance-mines operant du territoi:e 
yougoslave, et encore cela avait-il eu lieu Ia nmt. 
Le representant de l'Australie a juge. que !es 
preuves ne confirmaient pas l'accusatwn, ~~e.n 
que Ia Iettre d'envoi, ema?ant des .auto~ttes 
grecques, pretendit le contraue., De me~e, a ~a 
49e seance, Ie representant de l Austrahe a fait 
observer que l'on n'avait presente aucune pr~uve 
directe que des parti.san~ eussent fr~n.ch1 .~~ 
frontiere et que des temmgnages recueJlhs, I 
ne saurait tire; ces conclusions. Un seul. des 
six temoins a declare avoir vu des partisans 
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during the night ; he had identified them as 
partisans, although he could only see them by the 
light of storm lanterns. Mr. Vyshinsky drew 
attention to the fact that he was quoting from the 
records of the Special Committee and that it had 
been the considered opinion of the Australian 
representative that any conclusions should be 
approached with caution. At that same mee.ting 
the opinion of the Australian representative was 
that deductions based on topographical conditions 
were an inadequate basis for conclusions concern
ing the movement of the partisans. 

Mr. Vyshinsky turned to the summary record 
of the 18th meeting of Sub-Committee 1, held on 
3 February 1948. According to that record, the 
representative of Pakistan had said that the Sub
Committee was faced with an important decision, 
namely, whether to affirm that on a certain 
occasion Greek territory had been shelled from 
Albanian territory. The Sub-Committee had 
found that incident very probable but it had not 
been proven and an accusation based on probabi
lities was likely to lay it open to criticism. Clearly 
the representative of Pakistan did not consider 
that the matter had been proved and conse
quently he opposed inclusion of the incident in the 
report without qualifications. The represen
tative of Pakistan not only feared that the Special 
Committee might be compromised but he thought 
that the inclusion of the incident might be intended 
to show public opinion that Albania had artillery 
emplacements on its borders, although the Balkan 
Committee was far from convinced of that. 

It was evident that both the observation groups 
and the Special Committee were doing their best 
to blackguard Albania. This was further evi
denced by the suggestion of the United Kingdom 
representative on the Special Committee who 
had thought up the phrase " strong assumptions " 
to give more weight to their baseless accusations. 
In the course of the 101st meeting, the United 
Kingdom representative had been concerned 
about the inclusion of evidence to support the 
" strong assumption " of guerrillas crossing the 
Greek border from Yugoslavia. Mr. Vyshinsky 
pointed out that whether they were strong or not 
they remained assumptions and were unproved 
and offered no basis for conclusions. However, 
the Special Committee had made use of them. 
The Australian representative had protested at the 
time against such tricks and called for more proofs 
although at present he was silent. At the 30th 
meeting of Sub-Committee 1, held on 15 February, 
the Australian representative had said that the 
observation groups had tried to catch the right 
witnesses and had questioned them only concern
ing partisan activity. 

Mr. Vyshinsky drew attention to the interro
gation records which indicated that out of a group 
of 90 witnesses there were a number of Greek army 
officers ; out of three or four dozen witnesses, two 
dozen were well-to-do peasants who had grievances 

passer la frontiere greco-yougoslave, et cela 
pendant la nuit ; il les a identifies comme etant 
des partisans alors qu'il ne les voyait qu'a la 
lumiere de lampes-tempete. M. Vychinsky note 
que c'est dans les comptes rend us de la Commission 
speciale qu'il prend ses citations, ct il rappelle 
que le representant de l'Australie a estime fina
lement que les conclusions ne devaient et:re 
prises en consideration qu'avec des reserves. 
Au cours de cette meme seance, le representant 
de l'Australie a exprime !'avis que les deductions 
tirecs des conditions topographiques ne suffisaient 
pas pour tirer des conclusions concernant le 
mouvement des partisans. 

M. Vychinsky passe ensuite au compte rendu 
analytique de la 18e seance de la Sons
Commission 1, qui s'est tenu le 3 fevrier 1948. 
D'apres ce compte rendu, le representant du 
Pakistan a declare que la Sous-Commission devait 
se prononcer sur un point important, a savoir : 
declarer si, certain jour, le territoire grec avait 
ete bombarde du territoire albanais. La Sons
Commission a estime que ce fait etait proba
blement exact, mais qu'il n'y avait pas de preuves 
et qu'elle risquait de susciter des critiques en 
portant une accusation fondee sur des probabil1tes. 
De toute evidence, le representant du Pakistan 
n'a pas juge que la preuve flit faite ; aussi s'est-il 
oppose a ce que l'on fit etat de cet incident dans 
le rapport sans formuler des reserves. Le repre
sentant du Pakistan craignait non seulement que 
Ia Commission speciale n'en flit compromise, 
mais il a pense que le fait meme de rapporter 
cet incident pouvait temoigner d'une intention 
de faire apparaltre devant !'opinion publique 
que l'Albanie avait instalJe des positions 
d'artillerie a ses frontieres, alors que la Commission 
pour les Balkans etait loin d'en etre convaincue. 

II est certain que, tant les groupes d'observation 
que la Commission speciale elle-meme, font de 
leur mieux pour discrediter 1' Albanie. Une autre 
preuve en est dans l'idee qu'a eue le representant 
du Royaume-Uni a la Commission speciale, 
d'apporter la formule murement elaboree de 
<< fortes presomptions » pour donner plus de poids 
a ses accusations mal fondees. Au cours de la 
101 e seance, le representant du Royaume-Uni 
s'est inquiete des preuves a fournir a l'appui de 
la « forte presomption >> que des partisans venant 
de Yougoslavie auraient franchi la frontiere 
grecque. M. Vychinsky fait remarquer que ces 
presomptions, qu'elles soient fortes ou non, n'en 
restent pas moins des prcsomptions, qu'elles 
sont sans preuves et qu'elles ne permettent pas 
de tirer des conclusions. La Commission speciale, 
cependant, s'en est servie. Le representant de 
l'Australie s'est eleve, a l'epoque, contre de telles 
supercheries et a demande d'autres preuves, mais 
aujourd'hui il garde le silence. A la 30e seance 
de la Sous-Commission 1, le 15 fevrier, le repre
sentant de l'Australie a declare que les groupes 
d'observation avaient cherche a prendre comme 
temoins les hommes qu'il fallait, et ne les avaient 
interroges que sur l'activite des partisans. 

M. Vychinsky appelle !'attention sur les proces
verbaux des interrogatoires, qui montrent que, 
sur 90 temoins, il y avait nombre d'officiers de 
l'armee grecque ; sur trois ou quatre douzaines 
de temoins, plus de deux douzaines etaient des 
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against the partisans ; two dozen witnesses were 
not identified except by number and about 20 of 
them were captured guerrillas, who, as a rule, gave 
very general and self-contradictory testimony. 
The report stated, in paragraph 131, that up to 
the end of May 1948 about 500 witnesses had been 
interrogated. It might be seen from the report 
that the majority of these witnesses were pre
sented by the Greek Liaison Service ; that for the 
most part they were examined in the presence 
of a Greek liaison officer ; and that most of the 
evidence relating to material aid to the Greek 
partisans from Greece's northern neighbours came 
from surrendered or captured guerrillas who were 
under detention by the Greek authorities. It 
was easy to understand what evidence could be 
given by those witnesses, for the Special Com
mittee itself had noted that they had been starved 
by the Greek authorities. One witness, examined 
by Observation Group No. 2, stated that he had 
been given no food during the entire previous day. 
The Greek officers present had protested when this 
part of his statement was translated. Mr. Vysh
insky called this a remarkable case ; no one could 
expect good faith from such witnesses. Obser
vation Group No. 3, in its fifth report, stated that 
it had interviewed witnesses who were under death 
sentences. Such witnesses could give very conve
nient evidence. 

The conclusions of the Special Committee's 
report spoke of the responsibility of Albania and 
said that it had been established. Mr. Vyshinsky 
asked what was meant by this and whether it was 
the responsibility of the Albanian Government, of 
the civil authorities, of the army or of the frontier 
guards which had been determined. He also 
wondered what the evidence was. The Special 
Committee's report said nothing about that. It 
also did not say exactly who was responsible and 
merely offered a general formulation which was 
open to any interpretation, despite the fact that 
the question was of the utmost importance. The 
recommendations and conclusions of the report 
and the draft resolution presented by the four 
Powers hinged upon this question for it was 
manifest that unless border violations could be 
attributed to Governments or authorities respon
sible to them, there was no basis for the demands 
made in the draft resolution. Accordingly, the 
USSR delegation believed it would be negligent to 
tolerate the omission of any mention of which 
organs of the three Governments were alleged to 
be responsible. In the passages [paragraph 63 of 
the supplementary report (A/644) to which the 
Australian representative had referred, Albania 
was accused of aiding the Greek partisans and 
that this was unpardonable ; but the very im
portant question of who could not be pardoned 
had been evaded. It was alleged in paragraph 63 
that the partisans along the borders depended 
upon supplies from the outside and that the 
positions they had taken up were designed to 
defend their supply lines from Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia. However, no evidence was 
given of any connivance on the part of the three 

paysans mses qui avaient a se plaindre d~s 
partisans ; deux autres douzaines de temoins n'ont 
pas ete identifies, si ce n'est en groupe, et pres 
de 20 d'entre-eux etaient des partisans faits 
prisonniers qui, dans !'ensemble, ont fait des 
depositions les plus vagues et les plus incoherentes. 
On peut lire au paragraphe 131 du rapport que 
jusqu'a Ia fin du mois de mai 1948, 500 temoins 
ont ete interroges. Le rapport indique que la 
majorite de ces temoins ont ete presentes par le 
Service de liaison grec, que la plupart d'entre eux 
ont ete interroges en la presence d'un officier de 
liaison grec, et que Ia plupart des depositions 
concernant I' aide materielle apportee aux partisans 
grecs par les voisins septentrionaux de la Grece 
viennent de francs-tireurs qui s'etaient rendus 
ou qui avaient ete faits prisonniers et etaient 
detenus par les autorites grecques. On comprend 
aisement queUes depositions ont pu faire ces 
temoins, si l'on sait que la Commission speciale 
elle-meme a note qu'ils avaient ete prives de 
nourriture par les autorites grecques. Un de ces 
temoins, interroge par le !groupe d'observation 2, 
a declare qu'il n'avait re<;u aucune nourriture 
pendant toute la journee precedente. Les officiers 
grecs qui assistaient a l'interrogatoire ont proteste 
lors de la traduction de cette partie de leur 
declaration. M. Vychinsky estime que c'est h\ un 
exemple frappant et que personne ne saurait 
ajouter foi a de tels temoins. Le groupe d'obser
vation 3, dans son cinquieme rapport, declare 
qu'il a interroge des temoins qui etaient condamnes 
a mort. Ces temoins pouvaient faire des depositions 
convenant fort bien a certaines personnes. 

Le rapport de la Commission speciale parle 
en ses conclusions de la responsabilite de l'Albanie 
et dit que cette responsabilite a ete etablie. 
M. Vychinsky demande ce qu'on entend par Ia, 
et veut savoir si ce qui a ete etabli est la respon
sabilite du Gouvernement albanais, celle des 
autorites civiles, celle de l'armee ou celle des 
gardes-frontieres. II ~demande aussi queUes sont 
les preuves. Le rapport de la Commission special~ 
n'en parle pas ; il ne precise pas davantage qm 
est responsable et ne contient que des formules 
generales laissant place a toutes les interpretations, 
encore que la question flit de la plus haute 
importance. Les conclusions et les recomman
dations contenues dans le rapport et dans le 
projet de resolution presente par les quatre 
Puissances sont centrees sur cette question, car 
il est manifeste que, si on ne peut attribuer les 
violations de frontiere a des gouvernements ou 
a des autorites responsables envers eux, les 
demandes qui sont formulees dans le projet de 
resolution manquent de tout fondement. ~ 
deleaation de l'URSS pense done que ce sera1t 
une "'impardonnable negligence que de tolerer 
qu'il ne soit fait aucune mention de ~eux_ des 
organismes des trois Gouvernements qm preten
dument sont responsables. Dans les passages du 
rapport supplementaire (A/644, par~graphe 6~) 
qu'a cites Ie representant de l'Austrahe, I Al~ame 
est accusee de preter assistance aux partisans 
grecs, ce qui est considere comme impard~nnabl~. 
Mais on omet de repondre a cette questwn tres 
importante : a qui ne peut-on pas pardon~er ? 
II est allegue au paragraphe 63 que les partisans 
qui se trouvent le long des frontiere~ ~e peuvent 
f.Ubsister que grace a des apprOVISlOnnementS 
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· Governments although a great deal depended 
upon this question. 

_ The same was true of the allegations concern
mg the crossing1 of the border by partisans. 
There was no evidence of complicity in any way 
on ~he part of the Albanian Government or any 
of 1ts organs. In dealing with the retreat of 
part_isan forces into Albania, Bulgaria and Yugo
slavia, the report said nothing about what sub
seguently happened to the partisans and gave no 
eVIdence of responsibility on the part of the 
Governments of those countries. Indeed, in 
connexion with alleged shooting by frontier guards, 
the report stated that there was no evidence of 
orders from higher military authority for such 
action. The report further stated that the pro
bable cause of such actions was the tense situation 
on the border rather than deliberate provocation. 
The Special Committee had taken note of border 
violations by the Greek army but had explained 
these by the conditions in which they were oper
ating. Mr. Vyshinsky believed that ;the Special 
Committee would have done well to realize that 
the partisans were operating under similar 
conditions. 

These circumstances had caused some concern 
to the representatives of Australia and Pakistan 
on the Special Committee. In the supplementary 
report (A/644), the Australian representative had 
said that in the circumstances it would have been 
more reasonable to make no recommendations and 
to leave the task of finding a solution to the 
General Assembly, This was a cautious approach 
based on the consideration that the available data 
were contradictory. It was felt that it would be 
better not to submit the very recommendations· 
which were now presented in the four-Power draft 
resolution. Such well-advised caution might 
well be rejected by those who controlled the 
majority vote in the First Committee. However, 
the moral impression created by a decision taken 
despite the existing facts, would be a blot on the 
record of the Committee and indeed on that of the 
United Nations. 

The Australian representative had suggested 
that there might be a meeting of the represen
tatives of Greece, Albania, Bulgaria and Yugo
slavia in Paris with the object of seeking a solution. 
The USSR delegation felt that the suggestion made 
by the Australian representative was worthy of 
careful consideration. The USSR delegation 
went further and insisted that the Assembly 
should have nothing to do with the Special Com
mittee's report. It should throw it away like the 
garbage it was. The facts which had been quoted 
and the criticisms which had been offered showed 
that no proof existed for the conclusions in the 
report or the recommendations in the four-Power 
draft resolution. The Committee should draw 
its conclusions after mature consideration of the 
available data, taking into account the legitimate 

venant de l'exterieur, et qu'ils sont postes de 
maniere a defendre leurs voies de ravitaillement 
en provenance de l'Albanie, de la Bulgarie et 
de la Yougoslavie. Mais aucune preuve n'est 
donnee . d'une complicite quelconque de Ia part 
des trms Gouvernements en question bien que 
la question soit lourde de consequences. 

On peut en dire autant des allegations selon 
Iesquelles des partisans traverseraient la frontiere. 
II n'existe aucune preuve d'aucune sorte de 
complicite de la part du Gouvernement albanais 
ou de ses autorites. Quand le rapport indique 
que des groupes de partisans se sont retires en 
Albanie, en Bulgarie et en Yougoslavie, il ne 
precise pas ce qu'ils sont devenus par la suite et 
ne donne aucune preuve de la responsabilite des 
Gouvernements interesses. A la verite, a propos 
des allegations selon lesquelles des gardes-frontiere 
auraient ouvert le feu, le rapport declare que l'on 
ne saurait prouver quel ordre en a ete donne par 
une autorite militaire superieure. Le rapport 
dit encore que ces actes sont probablement dus 
a la situation tendue qui regne aux abords de la 
frontiere plutot qu'a une provocation deliberee. 
La Commission speciale pour les Balkans a note 
des violations de frontiere par l'armee grecque, 
mais elle les explique en invoquant les conditions 
oil cette armee opere. M. Vychinsky pense que 
Ia Commission speciale aurait bien du se rendre 
compte que les partisans operent dans des 
conditions semblables. 

Ces considerations ont provoque quelques 
inquietudes chez les representants de 1' Australie 
et du Pakistan a la Commission speciale. Dans 
le rapport supplementaire (A/644) le representant 
de l'Australie a declare qu'il eut ete preferable 
dans ces conditions de s'abstenir de formuler 
des recommandations, et de laisser a I' Assemblee 
generale le soin de trouver une solution. C'est la 
une maniere prudente d'aborder le probleme, qui 
s'explique par le fait que les informations dont 
on dispose sont contradictoires. On a juge qu'il 
vaudrait mieux ne pas formuler de recom
mandations de la nature meme de celles que 
contient le projet actuel de resolution des quatre 
Puissances. Cette attitude prudente et bien 
avisee risque fort d'etre combattue par ceux qui, 
a la Premiere Commission, menent la majorite. 
l\tlais 1' efiet psychologique d'une decision qui 
serait prise a l'encontre des faits reels, seraient 
une tache dans l'histoire de la Commission et, 
aussi en verite, dans celle de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

Le representant de l'Australie a propose que 
les representants de la Grece, de l'Albanie, de la 
Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie se reunissent des 
maintenant a Paris en vue de rechercher une 
solution. La delegation de l'URSS estime que 
cette proposition merite d'etre etudiee avec soin. 
La delegation de l'URSS a ete plus loin dans 
ce sens ; elle a demande avec insistance que 
l'Assemblee ne tienne aucun compte du rapport 
de Ia Commission speciale : tout ce qu'on peut 
faire de ce rapport, c'est de le jeter aux ordures. 
Les faits qui out ete cites et les critiques qui ont 
ete presentees montrent qu'il n'existe aucune 
preuve a I'appui des conclusions du rapport, ou 
a l'appui des recommandations enoncees dans le 
projet de resolution des quatre Puissances. La 
Premiere Commission devrait etablir ses conclu-
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criticisms of the work of the Special Committee 
which had been made by various delegations. 

Mr. Vyshinsky suggested that careful study 
should be given to the statement made by the 
Australian representative on 30 October (179th 
meeting). This confirmed much of the criticism of 
the USSR delegation. The Australian represen
tative could not refrain from saying that it was 
clear that the partisans were not receiving military 
training in the territory of Greece's northern 
neighbours. Thus, one of the grave accusations 
against those three Governments, namely that 
they maintained special military training camps 
for partisans, fell to the ground. 

Mr. Vyshinsky noted the statement by Colonel 
Hodgson that the Special Committee's reports 
gave no evidence of Albanian, Bulgarian or 
Yugoslav soldiers actually participating in the 
struggle in Greece. Those countries therefore 
were being blamed only for their moral sympathy 
with the Greek partisans ; this was not mentioned 
in the four-Power draft resolution because it 
would make it even more ridiculous. As Colonel 
Hodgson had stated, the reports did not give a 
complete picture of the situation in the Balkans 
and could not therefore possibly give a clear 
indication of the situation in the border areas 
concerning which it drew conclusions. Colonel 
Hodgson had also pointed out that while there had 
undoubtedly been some instances of Greek 
partisans crossing the borders into the northern 
countries, they might easily be explained by the 
negligence of the border guards and their inabi
lity to patrol the long mountainous borders. It 
was easy to see, for example, that it was impossible 
for the Bulgarian armed forces effectively to guard 
the Greco-Bulgarian border which was 400 kilo
metres in length, when their armed forces had 
been cut down by the Peace Treaty to a point 
where they could maintain only one guard post per 
7 kilometres. 

Colonel Hodgson's conclusions had been based 
on the objective data in the reports of the Special 
Committee and fully cleared Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia of the charges against them. 
Perhaps he did not mean it to be so, but his 
conclusions were a grave and serious condem
nation of the work of the Special Committee. 

Mr. Vyshinsky referred to a number of state
ments made by the representative of Greece during 
his speeches in the Committee on 28 and 30 Octo
ber which he considered had been designed to 
justify the actions of the Greek Government and 
its attitude towards Albania, Bulgaria and Yugo
slavia. Mr. Pipinelis had said that the establiss
ment of an international commission to observe 
the situation in Northern Greece should not 
jeopardize the prestige of any of the nations 
concerned and cited several examples of such 
commissions including the Mosul Commission 
established in the early 1920s to investigate the 

sions apres avoir examme avec soin les rensei
gnements dont elle dispose, et en tenant compte 
des critiques justifiees que les differentes dele
gations ont emises a l'egard des travaux de la 
Commission speciale. 

M. Vychinsky voudrait que l'on examine avec 
soin Ia declaration faite par le representant de 
l' Australie le 30 octobre (179e seance). Cette 
declaration confirme dans une large mesure Ie 
bien-fonde des critiques formulees par Ia dele
gation de l'URSS. Le representant de l'Australie 
n'a pu s'empecher de dire qu'il est certain que 
les partisans ne re<;oivent pas un entrainement 
militaire sur Ie territoire des Etats qui sont les 
voisins septentrionaux de Ia Grece. Ainsi tombe 
l'une des graves accusations adressees aux 
Gouvernements de ces trois Etats, a savoir qu'ils 
donnent aux partisans une instruction militaire 
dans des camps speciaux. 

M. Vychinsky remarque que le colonel Hodgson 
a declare que les rapports de la Commission 
speciale ne prouvent nullement que des troupes 
albanaises, bulgares ou yougoslaves combattent 
reellement en Grece. Les pays en question ne 
sont done accuses que de donner un appui moral 
aux partisans grecs, mais cela, le projet de reso
lution des quatre Puissances evite de le dire, car 
il en deviendrait plus ridicule encore. Comme le 
colonel Hodgson l'a note, ces rapports ne donnent 
pas un expose complet de Ia situation dans les 
Balkans ; ils ne peuvent done pas eclaircir Ia 
situation qui regne dans les regions frontieres, 
au sujet de laquelle ils presentent pourtant 
certaines conclusions. Le colonel Hodgson a 
signale aussi qu'il y a eu certainement des cas 
oil les partisans grecs ont franchi les frontieres 
du nord et penetre en territoire des pays limi
trophes, mais que cela pouvait s'expliquer 
facilement par un defaut d'attention de Ia part 
des gardes-frontieres ou par l'impossibilite oil ils 
se trouvaient d'efiectuer des patrouilles tout 
au long d'une frontiere etendue, qui traverse des 
regions montagneuses. II est facile de se rendre 
compte, en efTet, que les forces armees bulgares 
ne peuvent pas monter une garde effective tout au 
long de Ia frontiere greco-bulgare qui s'etend sur 
400 kilometres, car ces forces ont ete reduites par Je 
traite de paix dans une proportion telle qu'il n'y a 
qu'un poste de gardepour7kilometresdefrontie:e. 

Les conclusions du colonel Hodgson, fondees 
sur les donnees de fait contenues dans les rapports 
de la Commission speciale, detruisent comp~e
tement les accusations lancees contre l'Albame, 
Ia Bulgarie et Ia Yougoslavie. Peut-etre le colonel 
Hodgson n'a-t-il pas prevu ni desire ce resul~t, 
mais ses conclusions constituent une condamnation 
tres grave de l'reuvre de la Commissio.n spec~ale. 

M. Vychinsky fait mention de certames de~la
rations que Ie representant de la Grece a fa1tes 
devant la Commission Ie 28 et le 30 octobre en 
vue de justifier Ia politique suivie par le Gouv~r
nement grec et son attitude envers !'-:vb~me, 
la Bulgarie et Ia Yougoslavie. l\1 .. P~pm~hs a 
declare que la creation d'une Com~IUSSI?n mter
nationale chargee d'observer la situation ~ans 
le nord de la Grece ne peut pas porter attemte 
au prestige des pays interesses ; il a cite l'exemple 
de nombreuses commissions de ce genre, 
notamment de Ia Commission de Mossoul, instituee 
peu apres 1920 en vue de faire une enquete sur 
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conflicting claims of the United Kingdom and 
Turkey in this area. It was well known that 
under pressure from the United Kingdom, the 
Council of the League of Nations had fully justi
fied the former's claims in this area and that war 
was averted only by the capitulation of the 
Turkish Government. This Commission was a 
good example of how international commissions 
were used to camouflage the aggressive plans of 
powerful States against weaker States and should 
serve as a caution in the present situation. 

The Greek representative had tried to interpret 
General Assembly resolution 109 (II) of 21 October 
as giving the Special Committee the right to carry 
out investigations, but the words " investigation " 
and " observation " should not be confused. The 
Commission of the Security Council had been an 
investigating body but the Special Committee had 
only been empowered to make observations ; 
that was not the same thing as the Greek repre
sentative contended. The argument of the repre
sentative of El Salvador that the Special Com
mittee could investigate facts since it had the 
power to call for a special session of the General 
Assembly did not stand up, for if the Special 
Committee had needed to make investigations 
before calling a special session the Assembly's 
resolution would have said so. 

The representative of Greece had tried to 
discredit the Greek Army of Liberation which had 
fought so valiantly against the Germans. He had 
referred to an alleged agreement with the Germans 
concerning the evacuation of Salonika and was 
now trying to blamej the army of liberation for 
carrying out its task of freeing the country from 
the Germans. To show that this was the con
sistent policy of the monarcho-fascist Greek 
Government and its Anglo-American allies, 
Mr. Vyshinsky quoted from a report by the chief 
of the British Mission dated 12 October 1943 
stating that he was carrying out his instructions 
to undermine ELAS and EAM. The report 
represented the Greek chief of staff as believing it 
better to liquidate these organizations even if 
it would harm the cause of the Allies in Greece 
and would postpone the liberation of Greece by 
six months or even by one year, rather than to 
leave the country in the power of the EAM. This 
report threw light on the policy of the Anglo
Americans in Greece who were represented as 
being there at the request of the Greek people. If 
the First Committee had dared to grant a hearing 
to Miltiades Porphyrogenis, it would have learned 
more about such matters. Mr. Vyshinsky also 
quoted paragraph 7 of a communique issued by 
the British commander after the meeting at 
Caserta in September 1944 during which the EAM 
and ELAS had protested the proposal of the 
Greek Government to allow the British forces to 
liberate Greece. The communique stated that the 
aims of the leaders of the resistance in Greece were 
to restore order and legality in Greece and that 
these leaders had drawn attention to the fact that 
this question was exclusively within the compe
tence of the Greek Government. He added that 
the Caserta Agreement itself made it clear that 

les revendications contradictoires du Royaume
Uni et de la Turquie dans cette region. On sait 
que, par suite de Ja pression britannique le Conseil 
de la Societe des Nations a donne entierement 
raison au Royaume-Uni et que la guerre n'a ete 
evitee que parce que le Gouvernement turc a 
cede sur tous les points. Ainsi, ce cas montre 
fort bien comment certaines commissions inter
nationales ont servi a camoufler les agressions 
commises par des Etats puissants contre des 
nations plus faibles, et ii y a la un precedent qui 
invite a la prudence dans les circonstances actuelles 

Le representant de Ia Grece a voulu interpreter 
Ia resolution 109 (II) de l'Assemblee generale 
du 21 octobre comme donnant a la Commission 
Speciale le droit de proceder a des enquetes, 
mais « enquete » et « observation )) sont deux 
mots qu'il ne faut pas confondre. La Commission 
instituee par le Conseil de securite avait ete chargee 
d'enqueter, mais Ia Commission speciale a 
seulement le pouvoir d'observer Ia situation, ce 
qui n'est pas la meme chose, quoi qu'en dise le 
representant de la Grece. Le representant du 
Salvador a pretendu que la Commission speciale 
pouvait faire une enquete sur les faits, parce 
qu'elle a le pouvoir de demander la reunion d'une 
session extraordinaire de l' Assemblee generale. 
Mais cet argument ne tient pas, car s'il avait cte 
necessaire que la Commission speciale fasse une 
enquete avant de demander la convocation d'une 
session extraordinaire, la resolution del' Assemblee 
aurait precise ce point. 

Le representant de Ia Grece a voulu discrediter 
l'armee grecque de liberation qui a combattu les 
Allemands avec tant de vaillance. Il a parle d'un 
pretendu accord avec les Allemands au sujet de 
!'evacuation de Salonique et il reproche a l'armee 
de liberation d'avoir accompli sa tache, qui 
consistait a chasser les Allemands hors du pays. 
Pour demontrer que telle est bien Ia politique 
que poursuit le Gouvernement grec monarcho
fasciste, ainsi que ses allies anglo-americains, 
M. Vychinsky cite des extraits d'un rapport date 
du 12 octobre 1943, dans lequel le chef de Ia 
mission britannique declare qu'il execute les 
instructions re~ues, qui sont de saper l'ELAS et 
l'EAM. Ce rapport etablit que le chef de !\\tat
major grec estimait alors qu'il valait mieux 
supprimer ces organisations, meme si Ia position 
des Allies en Grece devait en sou!Irir, et meme si 
la liberation de la Grece s'en trouvait retardee 
de six mois ou d'un an, plutot que de laisser le 
pays au pouvoir de l'EAM. Ce rapport devoile 
le sens de la politique des Anglo-Americains en 
Grece, de ces Anglo-Americains que I'on dit etre 
venus ala demande du peuple grec. Si la Premiere 
Commission avait ose faire comparaitre M. Mil
tiades Porphyrogenis, elle aurait obtenu a ce 
sujet plus d'informations encore. M. Vychinsky 
cite le paragraphe 7 du communique publie par 
le commandant britannique apres l'entrevue de 
Caserte en septembre 1944, entrevue au cours 
de laquelle l'EAM et l'ELAS ont proteste contre 
la proposition du Gouvernement grec de permettre 
aux forces britanniques de liberer Ia Grece. Ce 
communique fait connaitre que Ie but des chefs 
de Ia resistance grecque etait de retablir l'ordre 
et la legalite en Grece et que ces chefs ont declare 
alors que cette tache etait de la compe.tence 
exclusive du Gouvernement grec. M. Vyclunsky 
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EAM and ELAS would carry on military oper
ations in those parts of Greece where there were 
no British troops and would bear the responsi
bility for the maintenance of law and order in 
territory which they liberated. These facts 
exposed the slanderous nature of the statements 
that the Greek Army of Liberation collaborated 
with the Germans. 

The Greek representative had sought to justify 
the terror of the present Greek regime and in this 
connexion had spoken of the law in Bulgaria in 
defence of the People's Republic. Mr. Vyshinsky 
pointed out that this law had been adopted not in 
1946 as stated by Mr. Pipinelis, but at the 
beginning of 1945 in order to carry out the Armis
tice Agreement which made Bulgaria responsible 
for taking every possible measure against fascist 
organizations. The law was repealed in April 
1948 since the reasons for its passage no longer 
existed and in the meantime the parliament had 
relaxed the punishment for treason from death to 
imprisonment. If the Greek representative had 
not known these important facts he was ignorant, 
and if he had known them he had deliberately 
falsified the situation. 

Another example of the falsification employed 
by the Greek representative was his reference to a 
statement of Mr. Molotov as confirming his 
reasoning that the Council of Foreign Ministers 
was competent to deal with Greece's territorial 
claims to Northern Epirus and to certain Bul
garian and Albanian territory. Mr. Pipinelis had 
quoted Mr. Molotov's statement that the Council 
of Foreign Ministers had the task of settling terri
torial questions which were pending in connexion 
with the termination of the war in Europe ; but 
the borders of Northern Epirus had been finally 
established in 1913 and this question could not 
therefore be considered as pending as a result of 
the war in Europe. Furthermore Mr. Molotov 
had clearly stated the attitude of the USSR 
Government to the Greek claims in August 1946, 
pointing out that they were invented in order to 
level threats at Albania which was not a former 
enemy State and to justify the aggressive claims 
of the Greek Government. The analogy 
Mr. Pipinelis had drawn with the claims of Poland 
and Czechoslovakia was unfounded since those 
countries had made claims against an ex-enemy 
State and the Greek claims were being presented 
as a prerequisite for the re-establishment of 
normal diplomatic relations between Greece and 
Albania. 

In connexion with the remarks of the Greek 
representative on the alleged free elections in 
Greece, Mr. Vyshinsky quoted statements made 
by Mr. Sophoulis at the time, and by two of his 
deputies, to the effect that the plebiscite had been 
a machination geared in advance and that the 
elections were being transformed into a parody. 
Yet Mr. Pipinelis now said that the elections 
expressed the will of the Greek people. As for 
the democratic character of the present Greek 
Government, Mr. Pipinelis had boasted that it 
had killed not 2,500 patriotes, but only 1,500 

ajoute que !'Accord de Caserte etablit clairement 
que l'EAM et L'ELAS devaient poursuivre les 
operations militaires dans les regions de la Grece 
oil il n'y avait pas de forces britanniques, et que 
ces organisations devaient etre responsables du 
maintien de l'ordre et de la legalite dans les zones 
qu'elles allaient liberer. Voila des faits qui 
demontrent que la pretendue collaboration de 
l'armee grecque de liberation avec les Allemands 
n'est qu'une calomnie. 

Le representant de la Grece a tente de justifier 
le regime de tcrreur qui regne en Grece, et a 
fait allusion, a ce propos, a une loi bulgare 
pour la defense de la Republique populaire 
M. Vychinsky signale que cette loi n'a pas ete 
adoptee en 1946 comme l'a declare M. Pipinelis 
mais bien au debut de 1945, en execution de 
!'accord d'armistice de 1944, aux termes duquel 
Ia Bulgarie devait prendre toutes les mesures 
possibles contre les organisations fasciste. Cette 
loi a ete abrogee en avril 1948, parce qu'elle 
n'avait pas de raison d'etre, et, ala meme epoque, 
le Parlement bulgare a substitue l'emprisonnement 
a la peine de mort qui avait ete prevue pour les 
traitres. Si le representant de la Grece ne connait 
pas ces faits, il est mal informe, et, s'il les connait, 
il a deliberement commis un faux. 

Le representant de la Grece a ~galement 
falsifie les faits lorsqu'il a pretendu trouver dans 
une declaration de M. Molotov !'affirmation que 
le Conseil des Ministres des Afiaires etrangeres 
etait competent en ce qui concerne les visees 
territoriales de la Grece sur le Nord de l'Epire et 
sur unc partie dn territoire de la Bulgarie et de 
l'Albanie. M. Pipinelis a cite une declaration de 
M. Molotov, ou celui-ci disait que le Conseil des 
Ministres des affaires etrangeres est charge de 
regler les questions territoriales qui sont en suspens 
depuis la fm de la guerre en Europe : or, les 
frontieres de l'Epire du Nord ont ete defini
tivement etablies en 1913 et cette question n'est 
done en rien liee aux consequences de la dernier~ 
guerre en Europe. De plus, M. Molotov a expose 
clairement le point de vue du Gouvernement 
de l'URSS a l'egard des visees territoriales de 
la Grece lorsqu'il a declare, en aout 1946, que le 
Gouvernement grec ne presentait ces reven
dications que pour menacer I'Albanie, qui pourtant 
n'est pas un :Etat ex-ennemi, . ainsi que pour 
justifier ses propres visees d'agression. La compa
raison que M. Pipinelis veut etablir entre ces 
visees et les revendications de la Pologne et de 
la Tchecoslovaquie n'est pas fonde.e, . car ~es 
revendications portent sur le terntolfe dun 
Etat ex-ennemi, alors que les demandes d.e. Ia 
Grece ant ete presentees comme une. cond~twn 
prealable au retablissement des relatiOnS dtp~o
matiques normales entre la Grece et I' Albame. 

A propos des remarques du representant grec 
au sujet de la pretendue liberte electorale. ell 
Grece, M. Vychinsky cite le£ declarations fa1tes 
a l'epoque par M. Sophoulis et par deux ?e ~e: 
adjoints, selon lesquelles le plebiscite avatt ete 
une machination preparee a l'avance et les 
elections etaient devenues une parodic. Pourtant, 
l\1. Pipinelis nous dit maintcnant que les elections 
ont exprime la volontc du peuple grec. Quant 
au caractere democratique du Gouvernement 

. p· . r s'est grec actuellement au pouvmr, M. Ipllle lS • 
· · · ' · t tue' non powt vante que les autontes n avmen 
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patriots, yet even the first figure had been mini
mized since, according to a statement by the Greek 
Minister of Information of 14 May 1948, there had 
been a total of almost 5,000 death sentences for 
1945 alone. On the other hand there had been 
no information published on the imaginary figure 
of 58,000 persons alleged by Mr. Pipinelis to have 
been murdered by revolutionaries. The death 
of the American newspaperman Polk who had 
described the situation in Greece objectively had 
also been ascribed to revolutionaries although the 
blame lay with the agents of Mr. Sophoulis or of 
his conspirators. In addition to the executions 
there were some 50,000 Greeks now in concen
tration camps dying of torture, yet Mr. Pipinelis 
had dared to talk about democracy under the 
present monarcho-fascist regime in Greece. 

Several representatives had noted the increased 
activity of partisans in Greece and the Australian 
representative in particular had drawn attention 
to the link between the struggle in the northern 
border regions and the partisan movement in the 
Peloponnesus and other regions. The Australian 
representative had shown that only one aspect of 
the complicated situation in the Balkans had been 
considered, but he had supported the establish
ment of a conciliation committee. Such a 
proposal could succeed only if foreign troops were 
first evacuated from Greece, for no matter what 
snch a committee was called, the Greek problem 
would not be solved until the Greek people itself 
was allowed to take a direct part. It was in this 
spirit that the USSR delegation had submitted 
its draft resolution (A/C.1 /358 jCorr.1) '\Vhich 
called for the liquidation of the Special Committee, 
the evacuation of all foreign troops from Greece 
and the encouragement of the efforts of the Greek 
people. The Anglo-American forces could riot 
support the present Greek Government for any 
length of time and if the Greek people were 
allowed to express their will freely the question 
of normal relations between Greece on the one 
hand and its northern neighbours on the other 
would be solved in twenty-four hours. He appeal
ed to the Committee to reject the resolution of 
the four Powers and adopt the USSR resolution. 

Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) stated that 
the question under discussion was of grave concern 
to the valiant Greek people whose contributions 
to the philosophical and cultural fields were well 
known. An impartial examination of the facts 
showed that Greece did not enjoy full independ
ence and was not in full control of its own 
destiny. Greece was unable to solve her own pro
blems until the present " cold war " was brought 
to an end for she was the victim of opposed 
concepts of international and national life which 
were clashing both in the political and economic 
fields. Greece was also the victim of her stra
tegic position at the crossroads of four continents, 

2.500, mais seulement 1.500 patriotes, mais meme 
le premier chiffre ne correspond pas a la rt~alite, 
car selon une declaration du Ministre grec de 
!'information en date du 14 mai 1948 il y a eu 
pres de 5.000 condamnations a mort au cours 
de la seule annee 1945. D'autre part, aucune 
information n'a ete publiee au sujet des 58.000 
personnes qui, selon M. Pipinelis, auraient ete 
assassinees par les revolutionnaires ; il s'agit la 
d'un chiffre purement imaginaire. Le meurtre 
du journaliste americain Polk, qui avait decrit la 
situation en Grece d'une fat;on impartiale, a 
egalement etc attribue aux revolutionnaires, bien 
que la responsabilite en revienne aux agents de 
M. Sophoulis ou a ses complices. En plus des 
executions, il y a a l'heure actuelle environ 
50.000 Grecs qui meurent dans les camps de 
concentration par suite des tortures qu'on leur 
inflige ; pourtant M. Pipinelis a ose parler de 
democratic a propos du regime monarcho-fasciste 
qui est actuellement au pouvoir en Grece. 

Plusieurs representants ont note l'activite 
accrue des partisans en Grece et, en particulier, 
le representant de l'Australie a attire !'attention 
de la Commission sur la relation qui existe entre 
la lutte qui se deroule dans les regions frontieres 
du nord et le mouvement des partisans du Pelo
ponnese et d'autres regions. Le representant de 
l'Australie a montre que l'on s'etait borne a 
considerer un seul aspect de la situation 
compliquee qui existe dans les Balkans ; il s'est 
egalement prononce en faveur de I'etablissement 
d'un comite de conciliation. Un tel comite ne 
pourrait fonctionner que si les troupes etrangeres 
etaient evacuees de Grece, car quel que soit le 
nom donne a ce comite, la question grecque ne 
sera pas resolue tant qu'on ne permettra pas au 
peuple grec lui-meme de s'occuper de ses propres 
afiaires. C'est dans cet esprit que la delegation 
de l'URSS a presente son projet de resolution 
(AJC.l/358, Corr. 1) qui demande la liquidation 
de la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans, ]'evacuation de toutes les 
troupes etrangeres de Grece et !'encouragement 
des efforts du peuple grec. Les forces anglo
americaines ne pourront pas continuer tres long
temps a soutenir le Gouvernement grec actuel
lement au pouvoir, et si le peuple grec etait 
autorise a exprimer librement sa volonte, des 
relations normales entre la Grece et ses voisins 
septentrionaux pourraient etre retablies en 
24 heures. M. Vychinsky invite la Commission 
a rejeter le projet de resolution presente par les 
quatre Puissances et a adopter la resolution 
de l'URSS. 

M. VxTERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) declare que 
la question faisant I' objet de la discussion interesse 
au plus haut degre le vaillant peuple grec, dont 
chacun connait les contributions au tresor de 
I'humanite dans le domaine philosophique et 
culture!. Un examen impartial des faits montre 
que la Grece ne jouit pas d'une entiere inde
pendance et ne controle pas entierement sa 
destinee. Mais la Grece est incapable de resoudre 
ses propres problemes tant que dure la « guerre 
froide », car ce pays est victime de conception5 
opposees sur le plan international et sur le plan 
national, conceptions qui se heurtent dans !es 
domaines politique et economique. La . Grece 
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where the interests of the United States and the 
United Kingdom met those of the USSR, as repre
sented by Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. 
One side sympathized with the legitimate govern
ment of Greece while the other supported the 
revolutionary forces which had not been recog
nized as a legitimate government. 

He thought there was no need to analyze the 
past history or the many documents on the 
Greek question, for its first and foremost aspect 
was the reality of the present civil war which was 
clearly related to the whole of Europe and the 
peace of the world. The statements by both 
sides on such questions as the many thousands 
of people killed in Greece only increased the 
intensity of the Greek problem and the loss of 
life contained the seeds of future vengeance 
which might lead to a social and political war 
similar to that which had divided the Spanish 
people. 

It was not necessary to analyze the documents 
and statements further to discover that the 
problem was more fundamental and serious than 
appeared from the facts and conclusions of the 
Special Committee report. Furthermore it was 
not certain that the adoption of the four-Power 
draft resolution would hasten the solution of 
the problem although he hoped this might be 
the case. He thought the various draft reso
lutions, amendments, and verbal suggestions 
should be referred to a sub-committee which 
would be asked whether such matters as threats 
and executions should be considered, whether 
the Special Committee should be given certain 
additional functions or whether its membership 
should be reduced or changed. The suggestion 
by the representative of Australia that direct 
agreement between the four Powers concerned 
might be possible with the help of the distin
guished Chairman of the First Committee should 
be further considered. A sub-committee might 
be able to work out an acceptable draft reso
lution which would serve as a useful factor in 
reaching a temporary solution. 

A lasting solution of the problem could not 
be reached along the lines already suggested. 
The aspiration of the Greek people was for 
independence of outside aid no matter how 
friendly and a great portion of the Greek people 
desired a situation where Greece was no longer 
the bone of contention· between two great forces. 
As a contemporary philosopher had recently 
written, even welfare could not be imposed upon 
a people. While various States were trying to 
help the Greek Government and others were 
helping its opponents, there were many people 
outside Greece who sincerely desired a solution 
which would enable the Greek people to build 
their own institutions and laws. No one wished 
this more than the people and Government of 
the United States which had gone to the aid of 
the Greek people in response to their desperate 
appeals. not only in a spirit of understanding but 

est egalement victime de sa position strategique, 
car elle est situee au carrefour des continents, 
a un endroit oil les interets des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni s'opposent a ceux de l'URSS, qui 
est representee par l'Albanie, la Bulgarie etla 
yougoslavie. Le premier groupe de pays soutient 
le gouvernement legitime de la Grece, tandis que 
!'autre appuie les forces revolutionnaires qui n'ont 
pas ete reconnues comme gouvernement legitime. 

M. Viteri Lafronte estime qu'il est inutile de 
faire l'historique de la question grecque ou 
d'analyser les nombreux documents qui s'y 
rapportent : il faut avant tout considerer la 
presente guerre civile, qui interesse directement 
!'ensemble de !'Europe et menace la paix du 
monde. Les declarations des deux parties au 
sujet des milliers de personnes tuees en Grece ne 
font qu'accroitre la tension en Grece, et les pertes 
de vies humaines donneront lieu a des vengeances 
futures qui pourraient aboutir a une guerre sociale 
et politique semblable a celle qui a divi5e le peuple 
espagnol. 

II n'est pas necessaire de pousser plus loin 
!'analyse des declarations et des documents pour 
se rendre compte que le probleme est plus fonda
mental et plus serieux que cela ne ressort des 
faits cites dans le rapport de la Commission 
speciale pour les Balkans et des conclusions 
auxqueUes arrive ce meme rapport. En outre, 
il n'est pas certain que !'adoption du projet de 
resolution presente par les quatre Puissances 
puisse contribuer a resoudre le probleme, lilien 
que lVI. Viteri Lafronte veuille esperer que cela 
soit possible. II estime que les divers projets de 
resolutions, amendements et propositions orales, 
devraient etre renvoyes devant une sons-com
mission qui serait chargee de determiner si les 
questions ayant trait aux menaces et aux 
executions devraient etre examinees, s'il faut 
conferer des fonctions supplementaires a la Com
mission speciale des Nations Unies pour les 
Balkans, si le nombre de ses membres doit etre 
reduit ou si sa composition doit etre modifiee. 
La declaration du representant de I' Australie, 
selon laque11e un accord entre les quatre Puissances 
interessees pourrait intervenir avec !'aide d.u 
President de la Premiere Commission, devrait 
etre examinee avec attention. Une sons-com
mission pourrait elaborer un projet de resolution 
acceptable a tous, qui permettrait de trouver 
une solution temporaire. 

Les methodes qui ont ete proposees jusqu'a 
present ne permettront pas d'apporter une 
solution durable a ce probleme. Le peuple grec 
voudrait etrc in dependant de toute aide etrangere, 
quel que so it son desinteressement; une forte 
proportion du peuple grec desire que la Grece 
cesse d'etre un objet de litige entre deux grandes 
forces antagonistes. Comme un philosophe con~e~: 
porain l'a ecrit recemment, meme la prospente 
ne saurait etre imposee a un peuple. Tand1s que 
plusieurs Etats essayent d'aider le Gouvernen:ent 
grec, tandis que d'autres aident ses adversatres, 
nombreuses sont les personnes etrangeres au 
conflit qui desirent sincerement que l'on puisse 
arriver a une solution permettant au peuple gr:c 
d'etablir ses propres institutions et ses propres l01s. 
Personne ne le desire davantage que le peuple 
et le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis, qui s'est 
porte au secours du peuple grec en reponse a son 
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because it was in their own interest to see that 
this strategic area did not become a hostile base 
in case of war. The United States had learned 
from experience that it inevitably became 
involved in European wars and that to fulfil its 
~esponsibilities it must use its great power by 
mtervening for peace. This was the explanation 
for the desire of certain Governments that United 
States forces should be withdrawn and the 
problem could not really be solved until an 
understanding had been reached between the 
United States and the USSR. Like the Greek 
representative, the delegation of Ecuador declared 
its hope for and faith in a final solution of the 
Greek question which would bring peaceful and 
progressive life to the Greek people. 

The meeting rose at 5.55 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-THIRD 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, on Friday, 
5 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

49. Continuation of the discussion on the 
threats to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMISSION ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644, 
AND A/692). 

Discussion on a point of order 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) wished to bring 
certain facts to the notice of the First Committee. 
The Government of Yugoslavia had had a film 
made on the Greek child refugees in Yugoslavia. 
It was therefore a documentary film relating 
to the question under discussion, and was really 
a memorandum in pictures. 

The fllm had been given to the Secretariat to 
be shown in one of the rooms at the Palais de 
Chaillot. The time had been fixed for 10 a.m. 
on Friday 5 November, and all delegations had 
been invited. At the last moment, however, 
the Secretary-General had forbidden the showing 
of the film. 

The Yugoslav delegation protested against that 
discriminatory measure. The attitude of the 
Secretariat was the more surprising because the 
rooms at the Palais de Chaillot were regularly 
put at the disposal of the various delegations 
who used them for Press conferences which were 
less objective manifestations of opinion than the 
showing of a documentary film. 

That very regrettable incident might well lead 
to the belief that the Secretary-General was 
influenced by certain delegations. The Yugoslav 
delegation therefore requested the Secretary-

eneral to reconsider his decision. 

The CHAIRMAN declared the inciden closed. 

appel desespere; le Gouvernement des :Etats-Unis 
a agi ainsi dans un esprit de comprehension, et 
aussi parce qu'il est de son interet de veiller a ce 
que cette region strategique ne devienne pas une 
base ennemie en cas de guerre. L'experience a 
montre aux Etats-Unis qu'ils sont inevitablement 
entraines dans les guerres europeennes et que 
pour faire face a leurs responsabilites, ils doivent 
employer leur enorme puissance pour intervenir 
en faveur de la paix. C'est la raison pour laquelle 
certains Gouvernements desirent que les forces 
armees des Etats-Unis soient retirees ; le probleme 
ne peut etre resolu tant qu'il n'y a pas d'accord 
entre les Etats-Unis et l'URSS. Tout comme le 
representant de la Grece, le representant de 
l'Equateur espere que l'on trouvera a ce probleme 
une solution definitive qui puisse apporter la 
paix et la prosperite au peuple grec. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 55. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT-TROISIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 5 novembre 1948, d 10 h. 30. 

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

49. Suite de la discussion sur les menaces 
a l'independance politique eta l'inte
grite territoriale de la Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 ET A/692). 

Discussion sur un point d'ordre. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) desire porter certains 
faits a la connaissance de la Premiere Commission. 
Le Gouvernement de Ia Yougoslavie a fait tourner 
un film sur les enfants grecs refugies dans ce pays. 
Ce film a done le caractere d'un document relatif 
a la question en cours de discussion et constitue 
un veritable memorandum filme. 

Ce film confie au Secretaire general en vue d'une 
presentation dans une des salles du Palais de 
Chaillot, devait etre projete a 10 heures ce 
vendredi 5 novembre. Toutes les delegations 
avaient ete conviees. Or, au dernier moment, 
le Secretaire general a interdit la projection. 

La delegation de la Yougoslavie proteste contre 
la mesure discriminatoire dont elle a ete l'objet. 
Cette attitude du Secretaire general est d'autant 
plus surprenante que les locaux du Palais de 
Chaillot sont couramment mis a la disposition des 
differentes delegations pour des conferences de 
presse qui constituent des manifestations moins 
objectives que la projection d'un Ulm 
documentaire. 

Le fait est si regrettable qu'il tendrait a faire 
croire que le Secretaire general subit !'influence de 
certaines delegations. La delegation de la Yougos
Iavie demande done que le Secretaire general 
revienne sur cette decision. 

Le PRESIDENT declare !'incident clos. 
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1\Ir. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the facts which had just 
been stated were so serious that the First 
Committee should be provided with the necessary 
clarification. 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that it was a matter 
which should be settled between the repre
sentative of Yugoslavia and the Secretary
General. 

lllr. VYSHI::-lSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) emphasized that the First Committee, 
which was one of the most important organs 
of the United Nations, could not be content 
simply to have the question referred to the 
Secretary-General. The Yugoslav representative 
had made a statement concerning a gross breach 
of the principle of freedom of information : 
the First Committee should therefore request the 
Secretary-General to make a statement or submit 
observations in writing, or else should express 
the hope that the Secretary-General would take 
steps to see that the freedom of information was 
observed. 

Some members of the First Committee had 
intended to see the film lent by the Yugoslav 
delegation in connexion with the present 
discussion. The First Committee was therefore 
directly interested in seeing that the ban was 
removed and a solution found to the question 
in keeping with the dignity of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations. 

l\Ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland) recalled that the 
incident was not the first of its kind. On the 
day the First Committee had begun to examine 
the Greek question, the Secretariat had obtained 
possession of memoranda emanating from General 
I\larkos which had been distributed to the members 
of the First Committee. 

Believing that there might have been a misun
derstanding, the Polish delegation had not drawn 
conclusions from what was then only an isolated 
occurrence. But the two incidents taken together 
threw a disquieting light on their origin. He 
suggested that the Chairman of the First 
Committee should get in touch with the Secretary
General with a view to collecting all the necessary 
information for transmission to the First 
Committee. 

l\Ir. McNEIL (United Kingdom) said he was 
prepared to sympathize with Mr. Behler's anxiety 
and perhaps his indignation, but he did not know 
the facts. No document and no motion had been 
submitted to the First Committee. In the 
circumstances a discussion could hardly be 
opened in the dark. The Chairman of the First 
Committee could discuss the matter with the 
Secretary-General to decide whether a debate 
would be necessary. In any case no debate 
could usefully be begun without some provision 
on the agenda and some kind of documentation 
and pertinent proposals. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that it might be 
advisable to postpone to the next meeting, or 
perhaps to the meeting on the following morning, 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que les faits qui viennent 
d'etre relates sont si graves que la Premiere 
Commission doit recevoir les eclaircissements 
necessaires. 

Le PRI~SIDENT indique qu'il s'agit d'une question 
a regler entre le representant de la y ougoslavie et 
le Secretaire general. 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) souligne que la Premiere 
Commission, qui est l'un des organes les plus 
importants de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
ne pent se contcnter du renvoi pur et simple de 
la question au Secretaire general. Le representant 
de la Yougoslavie a fait une declaration relative 
a une grossiere violation du principe de la liberte 
de !'information. La premiere Commission doit 
done demander au Secretaire general de faire 
une declaration ou de presenter des observations 
par ecrit, ou bien exprimer l'cspoir que le Secre
taire general fasse en sorte que la liberte de 
!'information soit respectee. 

Un certain nombre de membres de la Premiere 
Commission comptaient assister a la projection 
du film presente par la delegation de la Yougo
slavie, en liaison avec la discussion en cours. La 
Premiere Commission est done directement inte
rcssee a ce que !'interdiction soit levee pour que 
la question rec;oive une solution conforme a la 
dignite de l'Assemblce generale des Nations Unies. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) rappelle que 
!'incident qui vient de se produire n'est pas le 
premier de son espece. Le jour oi1 la Premiere 
Commission abordait l'examen de la question 
grecque, le Secretariat s'est empare de memo
randums emanant du general Markos et qui 
avaient ete distribues aux membres de la Premiere 
Commission. 

Pensant qu'il pouvait s'agir d'un malentendu, 
la delegation de la Pologne s'etait abstenue de 
tirer des conclusions de ce qui n'etait alors qu'un 
fait isole. Mais le rapprochement des deux incidents 
jette une lumiere facheuse sur leur origine. 
M. Katz-Suchy suggere que le President de la 
Premiere Commission prenne contact avec le 
Secretaire general afin de recueillir, aux fins de 
transmission a la Premiere Commission, tous les 
elements d'information necessaires. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare qu'il serait 
pret a partager !'inquietude et peut-etre !'indi
gnation de M. Bebler, mais que les donnees du 
probleme font defaut. En efiet, aucun document 
n'a ete soumis a la Premiere Commission, aucune 
motion n'a ete presentee. II ne convient done pas, 
dans ces circonstances, de s'engager dans un 
debat a l'aveuglette. Le President de la Premiere 
Commission pourrait s'entretenir avec le Secre
taire general afin d'etablir l'eventuelle necessite 
d'un debat. Mais de toute maniere, celui-ci ne 
pourrait utilement s'ouvrir que lorsque l'ordre 
du jour l'aurait prealablement annonce, avec 
indication des documents et propositions qui s'y 
rap portent. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il pourrait etre 
opportun de remettre a la prochaine seance, ou 
peut-etre a celle du lendemain matin, la discussion 
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the discussion on the Yugoslav representative's 
statement so as to enable the Secretary-General 
to provide the appropriate explanations. 

:rv1r. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), while approving in principle the 
procedure suggested by the Chairman of the 
First Committee, declared that the delay proposed 
appeared to him unjustified. The matter might 
be speedily disposed of if the incident described 
had actually taken place, and still more speedily 
if it had not. 

All those who advocated freedom of information 
were bound to feel real anxiety. \Vhat, indeed, 
was more objective than a film ? They were 
at a loss to find the reasons why the film was 
banned, because the Secretary-General could 
not possibly be against the freedom of information. 

; Whatever indignation· might be felt at the 
statement of the facts that had been reported, 
it must be hoped that it was only a misunder
standing which would be speedily cleared up. 
Perhaps the Assistant Secretary-General in charge 
of Security Council Affairs, who was present, 
might inform the First Committee before the 
end of the meeting. That would prevent 
unnecessary delay. 

Mr. SoBOLEV (Assistant Secretary-General in 
charge of Security Council Affairs) said that he 
would certainly obtain the necessary information 
in the course of the day. A statement could 
therefore be made that day by the Secretary
General or his representative. 

Continuation of the general discussion 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) referred 
to the diversion which the Soviet Union had 
tried to create by charging the United States 
with wishing to establish a military base in 
Greece in pursuance of a plan for world mastery. 
The United States delegation declared empha
tically that that was a false and malicious 
interpretation of the facts. Facts spoke more 
clearly than any denial, however clear it might be. 
Within the past thirty years the United States 
had twice been one of the principal victors in 
world wars with a vast military power extending 
far beyond its borders, but it had not attempted 
to expand its territory. On the contrary, the 
national domain had actually contracted. After 
the First World War the United States had 
desired neither territory nor reparations, but had 
been satisfied to have helped to save the free 
institutions of Europe. Again, of the three 
million men, 17,000 aircraft, 14,000 tanks, 
and 5,000 vessels which made up the American 
forces in Europe at the end of the Second World 
War, there remained today in Europe perhaps 
3 per cent. In Greece itself, there were only 
some 500 men, and none of those were combat 
soldiers. 

The withdrawal of United States forces had 
been all the more remarkable because it had 
not been accompanied by the organization of 

sur la declaration faite par le representant de la 
Yougoslavie afin que Ie Secretaire general puisse 
fournir ses explications. 

M. VrcHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) tout en approuvant en principe 
la procedure suggeree par le President de la 
Premiere Commission, declare que les delais 
envisages lui paraissent injustifies. L'incident est 
susceptible d'une solution rapide s'il a effecti
vement eu lieu ; et d'une solution plus rapide 
encore s'il n'a pas eu lieu. 

Tous ceux qui sont en faveur de la liberte de 
!'information ne peuvent manquer d'eprouver une 
reelle anxiete. Qu'y a-t-il en effet de plus objectif 
que l'image filmee ? On se perd en conjectures 
sur les motifs qui ont pu presider a la decision 
d'interdiction, car on ne peut soup<;onner le 
Secretaire general d'etre un ennemi de la liberte 
de !'information. 

Quelque indignation que l'on puisse ressentir 
a l'enonce des faits qui ont ete rapportes, il faut 
done souhaiter qu'il ne s'agisse que d'un malen
tendu susceptible d'une solution rapide. Or, le 
Secretaire general adjoint charge du Departement 
des affaires du Conseil de securite, est present et 
pourrait sans doute fournir certaines informations 
a la Premiere Commission au plus tard a la fin 
de la presente seance. Ainsi eviterait-on des delais 
injustifies. 

M. SoBoLEV (Secretaire general adjoint, charge 
du Departement des affaires du Conseil de securite) 
declare qu'il sera certainement en possession des 
elements d'information necessaires dans le courant 
de la journee. Une declaration pourra done etre 
faite ce jour meme par le Secretaire general ou 
par son representant. 

Reprise de la discussion generale. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) se refere 
a la diversion que l'URSS a tente d'operer en 
accusant les Etats-Unis de vouloir etablir une 
base militaire en Grece dans le cadre d'un plan 
de domination mondiale. La delegation des Etats
Unis proclame categoriquement qu'il s'agit la 
d'une interpretation fausse et malicieuse des faits. 
Or, ceux-ci parlent plus haut encore que tout 
dementi, aussi net qu'il puisse etre. En effet, les 
Etats-Unis qui, au cours des dernieres trente 
annees, se sont trouves deux fois au premier rang 
des vainqueurs d'un conflit mondial, avec une 
vaste puissance militaire debordant largement 
les limites de leur territoire, n'ont pas essaye 
d'agrandir leur territoire. Au contraire, les 
frontieres nationales des Etats-Unis n'ont fait que 
se contracter. D'une part, apres la premiere 
guerre mondiale, les Etats-Unis n'ont voulu ni 
territoire ni reparations, contents d'avoir sau-:e 
les libertes de l'Europe. D'autre part, des tro1s 
millions d'hommes, des 17.000 avions, 14.000 tanks 
et 5.000 vaisseaux que comptaient les forces 
americaines en Europe, a l'issue de la deuxieme 
guerre mondiale, il ne reste plus aujourd'hui en 
Europe que 3 pour 100 peut-etre. En Grece meme, 
il n'y a que 500 hommes et, parmi cux, aucun 
combattant. 

II s'cst agi d'une evacuation d'autant .plus 
remarquable qu'elle ne s'est pas accompagnee ~e 
la constitution d'unc cinquieme colonne chargee 
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a fifth column to impose the will of the United 
States after the departure of its armed forces. 
The action taken by the United States catego
rically disposed of the charge of alleged American 
aims at world domination. It was true that 
disarmament in the United States had been 
checked, but that was due to the fact that the 
victory over Germany and Japan had not put 
an end to the fears of the free peoples. Those 
fears were caused partly by the present impotence 
of the international Organisation, due to the 
crippling effects of the abuse of the veto in the 
Security Council, which, moreover, lacked military 
power. Another cause of those fears was to 
be found in the tortuous means which were used 
to frighten free countries. 

Until that situation had been remedied, the 
United States would continue to remain strong ; 
it had no apology to make for being strong, 
because its strength was not to be used for selfish 
interests, but in the interests of freedom and of 
all who renounced violence and terrorism and 
adhered to the principles proclaimed in the 
Atlantic Charter. No doubt that strength of 
the United States was displeasing to some. But 
who could say he feared it ? 

Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia had expressed 
their dissatisfaction with the military assistance 
sent by the United States to Greece. But they 
had a very simple means of putting an end to that 
assistance : they had only to comply with the 
solemn recommendations of the General Assembly 
and stop encouraging and giving shelter, aid and 
comfort to the Greek partisans and Communist 
rebels ; finally, they had only to re-establish 
good-neighbourly relations with the Greek Govern
ment. For their part, after eight years of violence, 
the Greek people desired only to devote themselves 
to the tasks of reconstruction. Any Greek govern
ment which based its policy, in respect of military 
expenditure, on considerations other than those of 
independence, territorial integrity and interna 
security, would forfeit for the country the support 
and sympathy it now enjoyed. 

Turning to the four-Power draft resolution 
(A/C.l /352), Mr. Dulles said that attempts had 
been made to discredit its conclusion concerning 
the assistance given to the Greek partisans and 
rebels by Greece's northern neighbours. But the 
unanimity shown in the Special Committee on the 
Balkans over its findings should cut short any 
argument, particularly as both the General Assem
bly and the First Committee had too large a 
membership and were too busy to act as a court 
.of justice and weigh all the evidence. 

Throughout a whole year the Special Com
mittee had undertaken factual observations and 
had questioned hundreds of witnesses. It was 
better qualified than any other other body to 
evaluate the nature and reliability of the evidence 
it had heard. It was particularly inadmissible 
to speak contemptuously of the report of the 
Special Committee, which was a competent, hard
working and conscientious organ, whose members 
had endured much personal risk and hardship 
in order that the Assembly should acquire a 
knowledge of the facts through an agency of its 
.own choosing. 

de faire respecter la volonte des Etats-Unis apres 
le depart de ses forces armees. Les mesures prises 
par les :Etats-Unis dementent formellement I' accu
sation relative a de soi-disant aspirations ameri
caines a Ia domination mondiale. Sans doute, le 
desarmement americain a-t-il ete suspendu, mais 
cela est du au fait que la victoire sur l'Allemagne 
et le Japan n'a pas mis fin au sentiment de crainte 
eprouvee par les peuples libres. Cette crainte 
provient en partie de !'impuissance actuelle de 
!'Organisation internationale, en raison de Ia 
paralysie dont l'exercice abusif du droit de veto 
a frappe le Conseil de securite qui, d'autre part, 
ne dispose pas de forces militaires. Une autre 
cause de ce sentiment de crainte peut etre trouvee 
dans les moyens tortueux dont on se sert pour 
effrayer les pays libres. 

Tant qu'il n'aura pas ete porte remede a cette 
situation, les Etats-Unis ne renonceront pas a 
rester forts et ils n'ont pas a s'excuser d'etre 
puissants, car leur puissance n'est pas au service 
d'interets ego!stes mais des forces de la liberte 
et de quiconque renonce aux methodes de violence 
et de terreur, et se conforme aux principes enonces 
notamment dans Ia Charte de !'Atlantique. Sans 
doute, cette puissance des Etats-Unis deplait-elle 
a certains. Mais qui pourrait dire qu'il en a peur ? 

L'Albanie, Ia Bulgarie et Ia Yougoslavie ont 
exprime leur mecontentement de !'aide militaire 
apportee par les Etats-Unis a la Grece. Mais elles 
ont un moyen bien simple pour mettre fin a cette 
aide : ils n'ont qu'a se conformer aux recomman
dations solennelles de l' Assemblt!e generale et 
a cesser d'encourager, d'abriter, d'aider et de 
reconforter les partisans grecs et les rebelles 
communistes ; elles n'ont enfin qu'a retablir des 
relations de bon voisinage avec le Gouvernement 
grec. De son cote, le peuple grec, apres huit annees 
de violence, n'aspire qu'a se consacrer aux taches 
de Ia reconstruction. Un Gouvernement grec, 
dont la politique en matiere de budget militaire 
s'inspirerait de considerations autres que l'inde
pendance etl'integriteterritoriale d'une part, etl'or
dreinterieur d'autre part, alieneraitaupays l'appui 
et les sympathies dont il beneficie actuellement. 

En ce qui concerne le projet de resolution des 
quatre Puissances (A/C.l/352), on s'est evertue a 
ruiner ses conclusions relatives a !'aide apportee 
aux partisans et aux. rebelles grecs par les voisins 
du nord. Mais l'unanimite qui s'est manifestee 
au sein de la Commission speciale pour Ies Balkans 
sur ses conclusions de fait ne devrait-elle pas 
couper court a toute discussion, d'autant que ni 
I' Assemblee generale, ni Ia Premiere Commission, 
trop nombreuses et trap occupees, ne peuvent 
jouer Ie role d'un tribunal et peser tous les 
temoignages ? 

La Commission speciale, au cours d'un an 
d'efforts, s'est livree a des observations proprement 
dites eta interroge des centaines de temoins. Elle 
est mieux qualifiee que quiconque pour apprecier 
Ia qualite et le bien-fonde des temoignages qu'elle 
a entendus. Il est particulierement inadmissible 
d'user de termes meprisants a l'egard du rapport 
de Ia Commission speciale, qui est un organisme 
competent, laborieux et consciencieux do~t _Ies 
membres ·ont couru bien des dangers, sub1 bien 
des epreuves a fin que I' Assemblee ait connaissa~ce 
des faits par l'entremise d'un organe de son chorx. 



In view of the paragraph in the Special Com
mittee's report (A/574) concerning the assistance 
provided by Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia 
to the Greek partisans, it only remained for the 
Committee to decide upon the action required. 
Everyone regretted that there was no quick 
remedy for the situation, but the prolongation 
of the powers of the Special Committee appeared 
to be the only possible course, and was, moreover, 
in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Special Committee itself. 

If the northern neighbours of Greece were 
willing to co-operate with the Assembly and with 
the Special Committee, a more constructive task 
might be given to the latter. But, in spite of 
moving appeals, those countries persisted in their 
attitude of non-co-operation. As that attitude 
might change, however, the four Powers were 
willing to include in their draft resolution an 
additional provision authorizing the Special 
Committee to have recourse to the good offices of 
one or more persons, who would attempt to 
promote the co-operation of Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia with Greece. Thus some possi
bilities of reconciliation would have been created, 
in accordance with the views expressed by the 
representatives of Pakistan and Brazil, and with 
the spirit of the Australian draft resolution 
(A/C.l /362). 

The Assembly, however, would have to rely 
especially upon its power to establish the facts, 
and in this way to influence public opinion and 
the policies of the various countries. As it was, 
if the United States was able to assist Greece 
to the extent it did at present, that was partly 
due to the fact that the Special Committee's 
work had helped to enlighten; American public 
opinion. Even the efforts of certain delegations 
to discredit the findings of the Special Committee 
only emphasized the importance of that means 
which the General Assembly had of exposing 
all threats to peace. 

The United States delegation considered that 
the four-Power draft resolution, which might have 
to be modified to take into account such construc
tive efforts as those of the Australian delegation, 
was the wisest course to adopt. That draft 
resolution was based mainly upon the reports of 
the Special Committee, which had emerged 
unscathed from the violent attacks made on them. 
The United States adhered, for its own part, to 
the course recommended by the Special Com
mittee and proposed to indicate its position later 
regarding the various amendments which had 
been proposed. 

Mr. BELT (Cuba) noted the length and sterile 
nature of the debate. Moreover monstrous 
accusations had been made ; two great Powers, 
for example, had been accused of intervention in 
the internal affairs of Greece by the represen
tative of a third great Power, which had itse1.f 
ntervened in the internal affairs of its neighbour 

However, the essential task was to find a conci
liatory solution of the delicate problem of ~reece. 
As a prominent statesman had recently smd, the 
world resembled a nervous patient, whose com-

En presence du paragraphe du rapport de fa: 
Commission speciale, relatif a l'aide apportee aux 
partisans grecs par l'Albanie, la Bulgarie et la 
Yougoslavie (A/574), il ne reste plus qu'a decider 
de !'action appropriee. Que l'on ne puisse apportel: 
un prompt remede ala situation, c'est ce que tout 
le monde deplore, mais la prorogation des pouvoirs 
de la Commission speciale constitue le seul parti 
possible et elle est d'ailleurs conforme aux 
recommandations de la Commission speciale 
elle-meme. 

Si les voisins septentrionaux de la Grece' 
consentaient a cooperer avec l' Assemblee et avec 
le Commission speciale, celle-ci pourrait se voir 
attribuer une tache plus constructive. Mais, 
malgre d'emouvants appels, ces pays persistent. 
dans leur attitude de non-cooperation. En vue~ 
toutefois d'une modification eventuelle de cette 
attitude, les quatre Puissances acceptent d'inserer 
dans leur projet de resolution une disposition 
supplementaire permettant a la Commission 
speciale de recourir aux bons offices d'une ou 
plusieurs personnalites qui chercheraient eventuel
lement a faciliter la cooperation de 1' Albanie, de 
la Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie avec la Grece. 
Ainsi, se trouveraient offertes certaines possibilites 
de reconciliation conformes aux vues exprimees 
notamment par les representants du Pakistan et 
du Bresil et a !'esprit du projet de resolution de 
1' Australie (A/C.l/362). 

Toutefois, l' Assemblee devra surtout compter 
sur son pouvoir d'etablir les faits et d'agir ainsi 
sur !'opinion publique et sur la politique des 
differents pays. Deja, si les Etats-Unis peuvent 
aider la Grece dans la mesure oil ils le font actuel
lement, cela est du en partie au fait que les efforts 
de la Commission Speciale ont contribue a eclairer 
!'opinion amencaine. Et les efforts memes 
accomplis par certaines delegations en vue 
d'ebranler les conclusions de .la Commission 
speciale ne font que souligner !'importance de 
cette faculte qu'a I' Assemblee generale de denoncer 
toutes les menaces a la paix. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis considere que Ie 
projet de resolution des quatre Puissances, auquel 
pourraient etre apportees certaines modifications 
destinees a tenir compte par exemple des efforts 
constructifs de la delegation de l' Australie, 
constitue le parti le plus sage. Ce projet de reso
lution repose pour l'essentiel sur les rapports de 
la Commission speciale qui sont sortis indemnes 
des violentes attaques dont ils out ete !'objet. La 
delegation des Etats-Unis s'en tient, en •ce qui 
la concerne, a la ligne de conduite recommandee 
par la Commission speciale et elle precisera 
ulterieurement sa position a l' egard des differents 
amendements qui ont ete presentes. 

M. BELT (Cuba) souligne la longueur et la 
sterilite des debats. De plus, des accusations 
monstrueuses ont ete formulees ; deux grandes 
Puissances ont ete accusees d'intervention dans 
les affaires interieures de la Grece par le repre
sentant d'une autre grande Puissance qui, elle
meme, est intervenue dans les affaires interieures 
de ses voisins. 

L'essentiel, toutefois, c'est de trouver une 
solution de conciliation au probleme delicat de 
la Grece. Car, ainsi qu'un eminent homme d'~tat 
le disait recemment, le monde est semblable a un 
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plaint, namely the cold war, might drive him to 
suicide. 

The recommendations of the General Assembly 
did not even carry any moral authority. Had 
not a mediator sent off to supervise the execution 
of a decision by the General Assembly been 
murdered by a group of t errorists ? 

Two draft resolutions were at present before 
the First Committee. The delegation of Cuba 
would no doubt vote for the draft resolution put 
forward by the four great Powers. But, if that 
resolution were adopted, the General Assembly 
would find itself almost in the same position as 
a year before. The Special Committee had 
undoubtedly accomplished a magnificent task 
within the scope of its terms of reference. But, 
in adopting the draft resolution of the four 
Powers, in connexion with which the United 
States representative had announced his willing
ness to accept amendments and suggestions, 
particular attention should be paid to the sugges
tion made by the representative of Ecuador, 
subsequently taken up by the representative of 
Australia in the form of a proposal. In view of 
the restricted scope of the General Assembly's 
recommendations, its aim should be rather to 
become a centre of conciliation for parties involved 
in an international dispute. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) observed that 
a number of delegations had indulged in violent 
language, not on the present occasion against 
Mr. Markos, but against members of the First 
Committee, including a distinguished soldier, 
prominent diplomats and loyal servants of the 
United Nations, who had been described as 
lackeys and instruments of certain Powers. 
Attempts had been made to confuse the debate. 
Thus, in the criticisms levelled by some dele
gations against the members of the Special 
Committee, the Australian delegation had been 
placed on a pedestal. While Australia might 
frequently be regarded in that light, Mr. Vyshinsky 
was well aware that the Australian was not the 
only delegation to question the evidence in the 
present case ; Australia, like France and the 
United Kingdom, had upheld the principle that 
the evidence should only be considered when 
clearly established. Furthermore, it must be 
emphasized that the weakness of certain witnesses 
was known to Mr. Vyshinsky only through the 
information provided by the Special Committee 
itself, to whose honesty and impartiality he had 
paid an implicit and unwitting tribute. Like an 
honest witness, the Special Committee had been 
careful to point out the obstacles encountered in 
the execution of its task. 

Nor was it only the Special Committee which 
Mr. Vyshinsky attempted to discredit, but 
Mr. McNeil himself. In the case of Protocol M, 
to which Mr. Vyshinsky had referred, it was abso
lutely untrue to say that he, Mr. McNeil, had 
first stated without any reservations that it was 
authentic, Qnly to admit later that it was a 
complete forgery. He had in fact stated at the 
outset in the House of Commons that, on the basis 
of the information which the Foreign Office then 

malade des nerfs que son etat de sante, en !'occur
rence la guerre froide, pourrait bien amener au 
suicide. 

Les recommandations de l'Assemblee generale 
n'ont meme pas de force morale. N'a-t-on pas 
vu un mediateur envoye pour presider a la mise 
en reuvre d'une decision de l'Assemblee generale 
assassine par un groupe de terroristes ? 

La Premiere Commission se trouve en presence 
de deux projets de resolution. La delegation de 
Cuba votera sans doute pour le projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances. Mais si cette resolution est 
adoptee, l'Assemblee generale se trouvera presque 
ramenee a la situation de l'an dernier. Sans doute 
la Commission speciale a-t-elle accompli une 
tache magniftque dans le cadre des instructions 
qui lui avaient ete donnees. Mais, en adoptant 
le projet de resolution des quatre Puissances, au 
sujet duquel le representant des Etats-Unis a 
declare qu'il accepterait certains amendements 
ou certaines suggestions, il conviendrait de prendre 
en consideration toute particuliere la suggestion 
faite par la dch~gation de l'Equateur et reprise 
sous la forme d'une proposition par le representant 
de l'Australie. Eu egard a la portee limitee des 
recommandations de I' AssemblCe generale, celle-ci 
doit plutot s'attacher a devenir un centre de 
conciliation pour les parties a un differend 
international. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) constate que 
certaines delegations se sont livrees a des violences 
de langage non plus cette fois contre M. Markos, 
mais contre des membres de la Premiere 
Commission parmi lesquels, un valeureux soldat, 
des diplomates distingues, et de fideles serviteurs 
de !'Organisation, que l'on a qualifies de laquais 
et d'instruments de certaines Puissances. D'une 
maniere generale, l'on s'est efforce d'introduire 
la confusion dans les debats. C'est ainsi que dans 
le jugement que certaines delegations ont porte 
sur les membres de la Commission speciale, on 
a place la delegation de I' Australie sur un piedestal. 
Sans doute ce jugement est-il frequemment 
justine; mais en !'occurrence M. Vychinsky 
n'ignorc pas que 1' Australie n'a pas ete la seule 
delegation a mettre en doute certains temoignages.: 
l'Australie, comme la France et le Royaume-Um, 
a pose en principe que les temoignages ne seraient 
pris en consideration que lorsqu'ils etaient 
clairement etablis. D'ailleurs, il faut souligner 
que les faiblesses de certains temoins ne sont 
connues de M. Vychinsky que par les indications 
fournies a cet cgard par la Commission Speciale 
elle-meme, a l'honnetete et a l'impartialite de 
laquelle M. Vychinsky rend ainsi un hommage 
implicite et bien involontaire. De fait, la 
Commission Speciale, en temoin fidele, a tenu a 
indiquer les obstacles auxquels elle s'est heurtee 
dans l'accomplissement de sa tache. 

Ce n'est pas seulement la Commission speciale 
que M. Vychinsky s'est efforce de deconsiderer 
mais aussi M. McNeil lui-meme. Mais, dans le 
cas du Protocole auquel M. Vychinsky a fait 
allusion il est absolument inexact de dire que 
M. McNeil n'a tout d'abord affirme sans reserve 
qu'il etait authentique que pour recon~~tr.e 
ensuite qu'il s'agissait d'un faux total. En reahte, 
M. McNeil avait declare tout d'abord a Ia Chambre 
.des Communes que, sur la base des renseignements 
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possessed, there were no concrete reasons to 
believe that the document was not authentic. 
But he had gone on the say that it had been 
decided to make the most exhaustive investi
gations, which eventually led to the discovery 
that the author of the document was a German 
national, not employed by the Government of the 
United Kingdom. He had added that the 
statements made by that individual were by no 
means convincing and that the question of the 
authenticity of the document remained in doubt. 

Whether the document was authentic or not, 
its prophetic value was undeniable and events 
not only in Germany but in other countries of 
Western Europe had coincided most closely with 
what the document had predicted. Mr. McNeil 
went on to deal with a reference made by 
Mr. Vyshinsky, in his second speech on the Greek 
question in the First Committee (176th meeting), 
to a statement by Mr. McNeil on the United 
Kingdom's strategic interests in Greece. What 
Mr. McNeil had in fact said was : " It is said that 
my Government has a strategic interest in this 
country. That may be so ". 

l\Ir. VYSHINsi-:Y (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that it was" certainly" so. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) asserted .he had 
said " That may be so. It certainly is true that 
my Government hopes to have in this country 
of Greece, a friendly Government, as we hope 
indeed to have friendly Governments in all 
countries. " The purpose of his statement at 
that time had been to show that it mattered little 
whether or not the Government of the United 
Kingdom had strategic interests in Greece. What 
mattered was that the United Kingdom, like other 
countries following a similar policy in Greece, had 
proved that it gave primary consideration not to 
its own interests, but to those of Greece and of 
the Greek people. The Government of the United 
Kingdom had accordingly attempted to ensure 
that fair elections were held in Greece in March 
1946, whereas the Government of the USSR had 
declined to take any part in their supervision. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had also alleged that he, 
Mr. McNeil, had kept in his own pocket a docu
ment dealing with directives issued by General 
Markos. It was actually an official document, 
the number of which could be easily ascertained. 

Direct observation had established beyond all 
doubt that certain actions had been directed 
against Greece from outside. Even if 70 per 
cent of the 700 interrogations of witnesses and 90 
reports of the Special Committee were set aside, 
the substantial charges were proved. The 
observers of the Special Committee had acutally 
seen for themselves guerrillas crossing the fron
tiers between Greece and Albania on ten different 
occasions ; on thirteen occasions they had observed 
firing into Greece from the Albanian frontier ; on 
three occasions guerrillas had been observed 
crossing the Greek-Yugoslav border, and shots 
had been fired from Yugoslavia in the direction 

alors a la disposition du Foreign''COffice, il n'y 
avait pas de raisons positives pour penser que 
le document ne flit pas authentique. Toutefois 
M. McNeil avait ajoute que la decision avait ete 
prise de se livrer a l'enquete la plus complete. 
Cette enquete aboutit finalement a la decouverte 
du fait que l'auteur de ce document etait une 
personne de nationalite allemande, qui n'etait pas 
au service du Gouvernement britannique. 
M. McNeil avait encore ajoute que les declarations 
de cette personne n'etaient nullement convain
cantes et que la question de l'authenticite du 
document restait en doute. 

Quoi qu'il en soit de l'authenticite du document, 
sa valeur prophetique demeure indeniable, tant 
le deroulement des evenements dans differents 
pays europeens a coincide avec ses predictions. 
Le representant de la Grande-Bretagne se refere 
ensuite a !'allusion faite par M. Vychinsky, dans 
sa deuxieme intervention a la Premiere Com
mission sur la question grecque (176e seance) a 
une declaration de M. McNeil relative aux interets 
strategiques du Royaume-Uni en Grece. En fait, 
void ce qu'a dit M. McNeil : << L'on dit que mon 
Gouvernement a un interet strategique dans ce 
pays. Peut-etre en est-il ainsi. >> 

M. VvcHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare qu'il en est << certai
nement >> ainsi. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) affirme avoir dit 
« Peut-etre en est-il ainsi. >> Mais ce qui est 
certain c'est que mon Gouvernement espere que 
la Grece, comme d'ailleurs tous les pays, aura un 
Gouvernement anime de sentiments amicaux a 
son egard. >> Le but meme de !'intervention 
de M. McNeil a ce moment-la etait de montrer 
que peu importait de savoir si le Royaume-Uni 
avait ou non des interets strategiques en Grece ; 
ce qui importait, c'etait que le Royaume-Uni, 
parmi d'autres pays qui se sont associes a une 
meme politique en Grece, avait prouve qu'il plac;ait 
au premier plan non ses propres interets mais les 
inten~ts de la Grecc et ceux du peuple grec. C'est 
ainsi que le Gouvernement du R~yau~e-U~i s:est 
efforce de faire en sorte que des electwns smceres 
aient lieu en Grece en mars 1946, alors que le 
Gouvernement de l'URSS a refuse de participer 
au controle de ces elections. 

M. McNeil rappclle que M. Vychinsky lui a 
aussi reproche d'avoir garde dans sa poche le 
document relatif a certaines instructions donnees 
par M. Markos. II indique qu'en realite, il s'agit 
d'un document officiel dont la cote peut etre 
facilement retrouvee. 

M. McNeil constate que des observations 
directes ont etabli indubitablement que certaines 
actions ont ete dirigees de l'exterieur contre la 
Grece. A supposer meme que l'on reje~te 70 
pour 100 des 700 intcrrogatoires de temoms et 
des 90 rapports de la Commission speciale, les 
observateurs de la Commission speciale ont pu 
constater de visu a dix reprises que des par~isan~ 
ont traverse la frontiere, venant d'Albame; a 
treize reprises, que des tirs ont ete .effectues 
d'Albanie contre la Grece; a trois repnses, que 
la frontiere yougoslave a ete franch.ie. ~m: les 
partisans et que des coups de feu ont ete ti~es de 
Yougoslavie vers le territoire grec. Une fOis, les 
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of Greece. On one occasion observers had been 
under fire from a Yugoslav frontier post. On the 
Bulgarian frontier observers had noted three 
instances of guerrillas crossing the Greek-Bul
garian frontier, while two observers had been 
wounded by shell fire from Bulgaria. Those 
observations did not relate to isolated incidents but 
to a series of incidents witnessed up to the middle of 
October, which proved direct intervention against 
Greece on the part of Albania, Bulgaria and Yugo
slavia. No useful purpose would be served by 
pretending that the Governments of those States 
were not aware of the facts, since under interna
tional law, a Government was responsible for what 
took place within its borders and particularly for 
what took place on its borders. None of the 
arguments used by Mr. Vyshinsky had refuted 
the above-mentioned facts which had been 
established by direct observation. 

Furthermore, the non-co-operation of Greece's 
northern neighbours, and the non-co-operation 
of General Markos with the Special Committee, 
in respect of the observation groups, provided 
indirect corroboration of such aid, since, if those 
three States and the guerrillas had had nothing to 
hide, they would not have refused to co-operate. 

Moreover, none of the delegations supporting 
the USSR delegation had said or even implied 
that if intervention were proved, it would deplore 
it. Nor had they said that they disapproved of 
the principle of intervention. That was not 
surprising, since non-intervention would be con
trary to their general policy. There was no need 
to be a great prophet to forecast that neither 
Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Poland, the Byelo
russian SSR, the Ukrainian SSR, Bulgaria nor 
Albania would ever admit their disapproval of the 
above-mentioned border incidents, if proved, 
since those incidents were in fact instruments of 
the foreign policy of certain States, which had 
an interest in undermining the economic inde
pendence of Greece and in overthrowing the 
present Greek Government. 

As Mr. Dulles had observed, the difficulty 
confronting the Special Committee had not been 
so much to find proof of intervention by Greece's 
three northern neighbours, but to bring those 
activities to an end, with the unfortunate conse
quences they involved for Greece. 

There were three points to be borne in mind : 
(1) if the First Committee considered that inter
vention in Greece's internal affairs had been 
established, it had an obligation to give at least 
moral support to Greece ; (2) if there was any 
hope of reconciliation, some means must be 
found of realizing that hope. While the United 
Kingdom delegation had not yet studied the 
Australian draft resolution (A/C.1 /362), it fully 
understood its purpose, but it was of the opinion 
that the resolution should be considered after the 
joint four-Power draft resolution. As regards 
the New Zealand draft resolution, which proposed 
the setting up of two distinct bodies, one an 
observing body and the other a committee of 
good offices, the United Kingdom delegation 
considered such a proposal undesirable, since the 
members of the Special Committee should be men 
of sufficiently high calibre to ensure the Committee 

observateurs ont ete sous le feu d'un poste 
frontiere yougoslave ; a Ia frontiere bulgare, les 
observateurs ont remarque trois fois que les 
partisans franchissaient Ia frontiere et deux 
observateurs ont ete blesses par des eclats d'obus 
tires de Bulgarie. Ces observations n'ont pas trait 
a des incidents isoles, mais portent sur une serie 
d'incidents observes jusqu'a Ia mi-octobre. Ils 
sont done la preuve d'un intervention directe 
contre la Grece de la part de I' Albanie, de la 
Bulgarie et de la Yougoslavie. II ne sert a rien 
de pretendre que les Gouvernements de ces 
Etats ne sont pas au courant des faits, car il va 
sans dire que, en droit international, un Gouver
nement doit repondre de ce qui se passe sur son 
territoire et particulierement a ses frontieres. 
Aucun des arguments utilises par M. Vychinsky 
n'a refute ces faits d'observation directe. 

De plus, Ia non-cooperation des trois Etats 
septentrionaux de la Grece et du general Markos 
avec la Commission speciale, en ce qui concerne 
les groupes d'observations, constitue une preuve 
indirecte de cette aide car, si ces trois Etats et les 
partisans n'avaient rien a cacher, ils n'auraient 
pas refuse leur cooperation. 

En outre, aucune des delegations qui appuient 
la delegation de l'URSS n'a declare ou laisse 
entendre que, si un acte d'intervention etait 
etabli, elle le deplorerait. Elles n'ont pas non plus 
declare qu'elles desapprouveraient le principe 
meme de !'intervention. Cela n'est pas etonnant 
car la non-intervention serait contraire a leur 
politique. II ne faut pas etre grand prophete pour 
affirmer que ni la Yougoslavie, ni la Tchecos
lovaquie, ni la Pologne, ni la RSS de Bielorussie, 
ni la RSS d'Ukraine, ni la Bulgarie, ni l'Albanie, 
ne diront jamais qu'elles n'approuvent p~s ces 
incidents de frontiere, a les supposer etabhs, car 
ces incidents constituent en n~alite les instruments 
de la politique etrangere de certains pays ~ont 
!'interet est de miner I'independance econom1que 
de la Grcce et de renverser le Gouvernement 
grec actuel. 

Comme l'a fait remarquer M. Dulles, la difficulte 
qu'a rencontree la Commission spec~ale n'a ~as 
consiste a trouver des preuves de I'mterventwn 
des trois voisins septentrionaux de Ia Grece ; elle 
est de mettre fin a ces activites regrettables pour 
la Grece. 

Il y a trois facteurs a ne pas perdre de vue : 
1) si la Premiere Commission conside~e q~e l_a 
preuve de !'intervention dans les affmre~ m.te
rieures de la Grece est faite, elle a l'obhgatwn 
d'apporter, pour le moins, son appui I??r~l a I~ 
Grece ; 2) s'il reste un espoir de conc1hahon, 11 
faut que I'on trouve un moyen de do~ner ~orps 
a cet espoir. A ce sujet, la delegation bntan?1que, 
tout en n'ayant pas encore etudie le pro3et de 
resolution de I'Australie (A/C.1/362), en c?mpr~nd 
les raisons, mais est d'avis que cette r~solut~on 
devrait etre examinee apres le projet de resolutl?n 
commun des quatre Puissances., Quant au p~o]et 
de resolution de la Nouvelle-Zelande, suggerant 
la creation de deux organes distincts - un corps 
d'observateurs et un comite de bons offices - la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni estime que cette 
proposition n' est pas souhaitable ca: les I?embres 
de la Commission speciale devrment etre des 
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s~~cient prestige to engage in diplomatic nego
tlatwns whenever the need arose. The United 
Kingdom delegation did not share the doubts 
expressed by other delegations about the dual 
functions of the Special Committee for the Balkans 
since it was by basing itself on its own observ~ 
ations that the Committee was best able to 
fulfil its mission of conciliation. Those two 
functions were complementary. It should be 
noted, however, that there was no hope of the 
differences between Greece and her northern 
neighbours being settled, so long as Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia declined to co-operate 
with the Committee ; (3) if the Commission 
were to be continued, it should be made to have 
a deterrent effect upon Greece's northern neigh
bours. In that regard, the United Kingdom 
delegation was persuaded that, however unfa
vourable the situation in Greece, it would have 
been much worse if the observer groups had not 
been there. It was for that reason, as the 
Australian representative had pointed out, that 
the headquarters of the Commission should not 
be confined to a too-limited area, as had been 
the case the previous year. 

It was inconceivable that the representatives 
of Yugoslavia, the USSR and other countries 
should be completely unaffected by the expression 
of world opinion voiced in the First Committee, 
an opinion which was almost unqualified in its 
hostility to their attitude towards Greece. If, 
even at that moment, the three Governments of 
the countries on Greece's northern frontiers were 
to display the least desire to re-establish normal 
diplomatic relations with that country, the 
Committee would consider such action as a great 
service to the Greek people and to the cause of 
peace. That was why the United Kingdom 
delegation believed that the Australian draft 
resolution should not be put aside. Whatever the 
attitude of the various States towards the present 
Greek Government, a vote should be taken 
taking note that the facts reported by the Special 
Committee had been established, and sympathy 
for Greece should be expressed in the hope that 
normal relations would be restored in that part 
of Europe. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated that, 
because of the nature of the subject matter of the 
two proposals submitted by his delegation, he 
would first give the reasons for submitting the 
second draft resolution (AJC.l/362), and reserve 
the right to revert to the first draft resolution 
(A/C.l/361). 

Recalling the preamble to the Mexican reso
lution (A/662) calling upon the great Powers to 
compose their differences, Colonel Hodgson consi
dered that the principles set out in the first two 
paragraphs of that resolution should be applied at 
the present stage of the discussion on the Greek 
question. 

He also referred to a recent address by Mr. Evatt 
to the Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace, and said that the middle and smaller 
Powers could play an active part in favour of 
mediation and conciliation, as had been shown 
by the discussions in the First Committee in 

personnalites d'une telle reputation qu'ils conferent 
a la Commission assez de prestige pour lui 
permettre d'entrer eventuellement dans des nego
ciations diplomatiques. La delegation du Royaume 
Uni ne partage pas les doutes exprimes par 
d'autres delegations sur la dualite des fonctions 
de la Commission speciale pour les Balkans, car 
c'est en se fondant sur ses propres observations 
que la Commission est le mieux a meme de 
remplir sa mission de conciliation. Ces deux 
missions sont complementaires. II faut noter 
cependant, qu'aucun espoir de resoudre les 
differends entre la Grece et ses voisins septen
trionaux n'est permis tant que l'Albanie, la 
Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie se refuseront a cooperer 
avec la Commission ; 3) si la Commission continue 
ses travaux, il faut faire en sorte qu'elle exerce 
a l'egard des voisins septentrionaux de la Grece 
un effet preventif. La delegation du Royaume-Uni 
est persuadee a ce sujet que, quoique la situation 
en Grece ne soit pas brillante, elle etlt ete bien 
pire sans la presence d'observateurs. C'est pour
quai, comme l'a fait remarquer le representant 
de l'Australie, il ne faudrait pas, comme cela a 
ete le cas l'an passe, que la Commission soit 
obligee de maintenir son quartier general dans 
une zone etroitement limitee. 

II est inconcevable que les representants de la 
Yougoslavie, de l'URSS et d'autres pays ne soient 
nullement touches par I' opinion publique mondiale 
qui s'exprime au sein de la Premiere Commission, 
opinion qui, presque sans reserve, est hostile a 
leur attitude a l'egard de la Grece. Si les trois 
Gouvernements des voisins septentrionaux de 
la Grece manifestaient meme a ce moment le 
moindre desir de reprendre des relations diplo
matiques normales avec la Grece, la Commission 
considererait que cet acte constitue un grand service 
ala cause de la Grece et de la paix. C'est pourquoi 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni croit qu'il ne 
faudrait pas repousser le projet de resolution de 
l' Australie. Toutefois, quels que soient les sen
timents que l'on puisse eprouver a l'egard du 
Gouvernement grec actuel, il faudrait, constater 
par un vote que les faits d'intervention rapportes 
par la Commission Speciale sont etablis, et 
formuler une motion de sympathie a l'egard de 
la Grece dans l'espoir que des relations normales 
seront retablies dans cette region de !'Europe. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) declare que, 
etant donne le contenu des deux propositions 
presentees par sa delegation, il exposera d'abord 
les raisons pour lesquelles elle a presente le 
second pro jet de resolution (A/C.l /362), se 
reservant le droit de revenir sur le premier 
projet (A/C.l/361). 

Rappelant le preambule de la resolution 
mexicaine (A/662) invitant les grandes Puissances 
a resoudre leurs differends, le colonel Hodgson 
estime que les principes enonces aux deux premiers 
paragraphes de cette resolution devraient etre 
appliques a ce stade de la discussion sur la question 
grecque. 

Rappelant egalement une allocution recente 
de M. Evatt a la Fondation Carnegie pour la 
paix, il fait remarquer que les petites et moyennes 
Puissances peuvent jouer un rMe actif e~ f~veur 
de la mediation et de la conciliation, ams1 que 
les debats de la Premiere Commission l'ont 
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connexion with the first three items on its agenda. 

The essence of the General Assembly resolution 
109 (II) of 1947 had been an appeal to Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia on the one hand, and 
to Greece on the other, to co-operate in the 
settlement of their disputes by peaceful means 
and, in particular, to re-establish normal diplo
matic and good-neighbourly relations among 
themselves. That recommendation, which was 
also contained in the draft resolution of the four 
Powers, had unfortunately so far remained a 
dead letter, for the four Governments concerned 
had not met to discuss their dificrences. Unless 
the problem were considered from another point 
of view, the deadlock was likely to continue. As 
the four Governments concerned had delegations 
in Paris during the General Assembly session and 
as no delegation had objected to the Australian 
delegation's suggestion, the representatives of the 
four States concerned might meet to try to reach 
agreement. The representatives of the United 
States and Cuba had issued an appeal for co
operation that morning ; many other represen
tatives had asked the Australian delegation to 
pursue its efiorts in that direction. It would, 
indeed, be difficult to oppose that proposal, 
inasmuch as everyone was speaking of co
operation but no one had as yet advanced any 
practical proposals. 

It was hardly necessary to point out that the 
Special Committee itself recommended that the 
General Assembly should consider ways and 
means of obtaining the co-operation of Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia with the Special 
Committee. 

Should the Australian proposal be adopted it 
would be preferable for the meetings of the four 
Powers concerned to be held in private, so as to 
obviate any possibility of propaganda and ensure 
that a real attempt would be made to secure 
agreement. If those meetings did not produce 
agreement they might at least facilitate a gradual 
settlement of differences and clarify some of the 
points. That would be a starting point for the 
Special Committee in its work of mediation. 

The Australian delegation felt sure that if the 
President of the Assembly and the Secretary
General of the United Nations attended those 
meetings, the First Committee would be in a better 
position to submit to the General Assembly a 
draft resolution which might help to advance the 
cause of peace in the Balkans. 

Colonel Hodgson pointed out that that proposal 
was not an amendment to, or in substitution of, 
any other proposal. It was a new proposal which 
should be considered first. Indeed, if it were 
adopted, the suggested meetings of the four 
States concerned might take place while the 
First Committee was still discussing the Greek 
question. The results of those meetings might 
influence the attitude of delegations in regard to 
the various draft resolutions before the First 
Committee. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated that, as his 
country was the one mainly interested in the 

montre au cours de la discussion des trois premiers 
points de son ordre du jour. 

La resolution de l'Assemblee generale 109 (II) 
de l'an passe demandait essentiellement a l'Albanie 
Ia Bulgarie et Ia Yougoslavie d'une part, eta la 
Grece d'autre part, de cooperer dans Ie reglement 
de leurs differends par des moyens pacifiques 
et en particulier de retablir des relations diplo
matiques et de bon voisinage normales. Mais, 
cette recommandation, qui se trouve egalement 
dans le projet de resolution des quatre Puissances, 
est malheureusement restee lettre morte jusqu'a 
present parce que les quatre Gouvernements 
interesses ne se sont pas rencontres pour discuter 
de leurs differends. L'impasse risque de persister 
si on n'etudie pas le probleme d'un autre point de 
vue. Comme les quatre Gouvernements interesses 
ont une delegation presente a Paris pendant Ia 
dun~e de la session de l'Assemblee generale et 
qu'aucune delegation ne s'est opposee a cette 
suggestion de la delegation australienne, les 
representants des quatre Etats en question 
pourraient se reunir pour rechercher un accord. 
Les representants des Etats-Unis et de Cuba ont 
lance ce matin un appel ala cooperation; nombre 
d'autres representants ont demande ala delegation 
australienne de continuer ses efforts en ce sens. ll 
serait d'ailleurs difficile de s'opposer a cette 
proposition etant donne que chacun parle de 
cooperation mais que personne n'a encore presente 
de proposition concrete. 

Faut-il souligner que la Commission speciale 
recommande, elle aussi, que l' Assembh~e generale 
examine les moyens d'obtenir Ia cooperation ~e 
l'Albanie, de Ia Bulgarie et de Ia Yougoslav1e 
avec la Commission speciale. 

Si la proposition australienne etait adoptee, il 
serait preferable que les reunions des quatre 
Puissances en question aient lieu a huis clos, ~e 
favon qu'on ne s'y livre pas a Ia propagande maiS 
a la recherche reelle d'un accord. Si ces reunions 
n'aboutissaient pas a un accord, tout au moins 
pourraient-elles faciliter un regleJ?ent . des 
differends par etapes et elucider certams pomts, 
ce qui constituerait une base de depart, P.ou~ la 
Commission speciale dans sa tache de med1at~on. 

La delegation de l' Australie esti~e. que. s1. le 
President de I' Assemblee et le Secreta1re general 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies assistaie~t 
a ces reunions la Premiere Commission pourra~t 
ensuite plus ;isement presenter a I' Assemble~ 
generale un projet de resolution de nature a 
faciliter l'etablissement de la paix dans les 
Balkans. 

Le colonel Hodgson fait remarquer que. cette 
proposition n'est ni un amendement ill une 
substitution a aucune autre proposition. C'est une 
proposition nouvelle, mais qui devrait _et~e 
examinee en premier lieu. En effet, si elle ~ta1t 
adoptee, la reunion envisagee des quatre Etats 
interesses pourrait avoir lieu pendant que. la 
Premiere Commission discute encore Ia questlon 
grecque. Les resultats de ces entrevues pourraient 
influencer !'attitude des delegations a l'egard des 
differents projets de resolution actuellement 
soumis a la Premiere Commission. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare que son ~ays 
etant le principal interesse a l'examen du probleme 
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consideration of the Greek problem, he would like 
to submit certain entirely new facts and evidence 
to the Committee. His statement would take 
about two hours. He therefore asked permission 
not to speak for the moment, and said he would 
make a statement later in the discussion. 

Thee·- CHAIRl\fA.N said he would· ascertain the 
views of the Committee on the request made by 
the Yugoslav representative. After a discussion 
between the latter and the Chairman on the uoint 
of procedure involved, General RoMuLo (Philip
pines) stated that he was prepared to address the 
Committee in place of the Yugoslav representative. 

General RoMuLo (Philippines) desired to make 
a brief reply to the personal attacks made on him 
in his absence by Mr. Vyshinsky at an earlier 
meeting. He was astonished that the USSR 
representative should thus have misused his 
great gifts of oratory, especially as the whole 
world was following the discussions. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had taken offence because the 
representative of the Philippines had said that the 
USSR resolution was cynical, impertinent and an 
insult to the intelligence of the Committee. 
Mr. Vyshinsky's sensitiveness on that occasion 
did not appear to go well with the violent language 
which he had himself used when he said more than 
once that the report was " garbage " fit only to be 
thrown into th,e garbage can. 

The report of the Special Committee (A/644, 
Chapter IV) found that the partisans had received 
assistance from Greece's three neighbour States 
and recommended (A/644, paragraph. 69) that the 
General Assembly should issue a serious warning 
to th.e above-mentioned three States on the 
matter of that assistance. What did th.e USSR 
proposal do ? It declared that th.e Greek 
Government was anti-democratic, that it should 
not resist the rebels, that Greece was responsible 
for the situation in the Balkans, and that the 
Special Committee should put an end to its 
activities. 

It was not therefore too much to say that that 
proposal was cynical, that was to say, ironical, 
sarcastic and contemptuous, for its object was 
nothing less than to propose that the General 
Assembly should leave one of its Members in a 
desperate situation. That proposal was also 
impertinent in both senses of the word : first, 
because it was irrelevant, and also because it 
took no account of the conclusions of the Special 
Committee. Finally, it was an insult to the 
intelligence of the members of the Committee ; 
that purely personal opinion probably reflected 
the views of most of the other delegations. 
Undoubtedly General Romulo had used vigorous 
language, but he had never employed any expres
sion of that kind ad hominem. His delegation 
had spoken warmly on the Greek question because 
it felt special sympathy for Greece and a general 
concern for justice. The Philippines, as a small 
nation, was aware of the limits of its power, 
but would not hesitate to act whenever justice 
required it to do so. 

grec, il voudrait presenter a la'"tommission des 
faits et des preuves entierement nouveaux, ce 
qui lui demandera environ deux heures. Il demande 
en consequence a pouvoir renoncer momen
tanement a son tour de parole quitte a intervenir 
dans les debats ulterieurement. 

LE PRESIDENT declare qu'il consultera la 
Commission sur la demande formulee par le 
representant de la Yougoslavie. Apres line 
discussion entre le representant de la Yougoslavie 
et le President sur ce point de procedure, le 
general Ro::vmw (Philippines) declare qu'il est 
pret a parler a la place du representant de la 
Yougoslavie. 

Le general RoMULO (Philippines) tient a 
repondre briEwement aux attaques personnelles 
formulecs contre lui, en son absence, a une 
seance precedente par l\1. Vychinsky. II s'etonne 
que le representant de l'URSS ait ainsi avili son 
grand talent d'orateur, alors que le monde entier 
a les yeux fixes sur ces debats. 

M. Vychinsky s'est offusque de ce que le repre
sentant des Philippines ait pu dire que la resolution 
sovietique etait cynique, impertinente et cons
tituait une insulte a !'intelligence de la Commission. 
La sensibilite dont M. Vychinsky a fait preuve a 
cette occasion ne semble pas aller de pair avec 
le langage violent que lui-meme a employe 
lorsqu'il a dit a plusieurs reprises que le rapport 
etait une (( ordure )) tout au plus bonne a jeter 
ala boite a ordures. 

Le rapport de la Commission speciale (A/644, 
chapitre IV) conclut que les partisans ont rec;u 
de l'aide des trois Etats voisins de la Grece 
et recommande (A/644, paragraphe 69) que 
1' Assemblee generale adresse un serieux avertis
sement aux trois Etats susmentionnes au sujet 
de cette aide. Or, que pretend la proposition 
de I'URSS ? Elle affirme que le Gouvernement 
grec est antidemocratique, qu'il ne doit ~as 
opposer de resistance aux rebelles, que la Grece 
est responsable de la situation dans les Balkans 
et que la Commission speciale doit cesser ces 
activites. 

Il n'est done pas exagere de dire que cette 
proposition est cynique, c'est-a-dire. iro~iq~e, 
sarcastique, meprisante car elle ne vise a nen 
moins qu'a proposer que I'Assemblee generale 
abandonne un de ses membres dans une situation 
desesperee. Cette proposition est aussi imper
tinente dans les deux sens du mot : d'abord parce 
qu'elle manque de pertinence, et ensuit~ parce 
qu'elle ne tient aucun compte des conclu.swns de 
la Commission speciale. Enfin, elle constitue une 
insulte a !'intelligence des membres de la Com
mission, et cette opinion purement personnelle 
reflete peut-etre celle de la plupart des a~tres 
delegations ; sans doute, le langage employ~ par 
le representant des Philippines a-t-il ete energique, 
mais jamais il n'a use d'expression ?~ c~ genre 
ad hominem. Si la delegation des Phihppmes est 
intervenue avec chaleur dans l'affaire grecqu~, 
c'est parce qu'elle eprouve une sympathi~ pa~ti
culiere pour la Grece et par sentiment d~ ~us~Ice. 
En tant que petite nation, les Phihppmes 
connaissent les limites de leur pouvoir mai.s el~es 
n'hesiteront pas a agir chaque fois que la JUStiCe 
le requerra. 
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Mr. ANDERSEN (Denmark) said that his dele
gation had not taken any final decision on the 
various amendments and on the Australian draft 
resolution, but that, in principle, it would vote 
for the joint resolution of the four Powers. 
However, it desired to support the observations 
made some days previously on the Greek problem 
by Mr. Rey, the Belgian representative. 

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-FOURTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 5 November 1948, at 3.00 p.m. 

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

50. Continuation of the discussion on the 
threats to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMISSION ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
AND A/692) 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) recalled that the 
Rapporteur of the Special Committee, Mr. Castillo 
Najera, had made a great effort to disprove his 
statement that no Greek children had been taken 
forcibly from their homes by guerrillas. 
Mr. Castillo Najera had, however, been unable 
to quote any Greek mother as saying that her 
child had been forcibly abducted. He had endeav
oured to prove his case by citing annex II of 
document A/574 which contained the factual 
findings of the Special Committee in the matter. 
But the evidence contained therein did not 
support Mr. Castillo Najera's assertion. Pa
ragraph 1 merely contained declarations by 
several witnesses, mainly village mayors appointed 
by the monarchist Government, that children 
had been forcibly carried off. But there was not 
one statement to that effect by the parents 
concerned. Paragraph 2 stated that parents of 
three villages were either opposed to letting 
their children go or had taken their children away 
into hiding in order that they should not be 
carried off. There was no mention of any 
children having been forcibly abducted. On the 
contrary, paragraph 3 contained abundant 
evidence, from five villages, that children had 
been taken across the border only at the desire 
of their parents and that most of those who had 
gone had been the children of guerrillas 

It was noteworthy that the Special Committee's 
report had omitted to mention the principal 
cause of the children's flight. In paragraph 4 
of the annex to which Mr. Castillo Najera had 
referred, it was said that parents had sent their 
children out of Greece, either out of sympathy 
for the guerrillas, or because of poverty and 
lack of educational facilities, or thirdly, in order 
to preserve them from the dangers of the fighting. 
However, the real cause, which the Special 

M. ANDERSEN (Danemark) declare que sa 
delegation n'a pas pris de decision finale au sujet 
des divers amendements et du projet de resolution 
de l'Australie mais que, en principe, elle votera 
pour la resolution commune des quatre Puissances. 
Cependant, elle tient a s'associer aux observations 
presentees il y a quelques jours au sujet du 
probleme grec par M. Rey, representant de la 
Belgique. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 50. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT-QUATR!.EME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 5 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

50. Suite de la discussion surlesmenaces 
a l'independance politique eta l'inte
grite territoriale de la Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES 

NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574. 
A/644 ET A/692). 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) rappelle que le 
Rapporteur de la Commission speciale, M. Castillo 
Najera, s'est donne beaucoup de mal pour refuter 
sa declaration, etablissant qu'aucun enfant grec 
n'avait ete arrache de force a son foyer par les 
partisans grecs. M. Castillo Najera a toutefois ete 
incapable de citer une seule mere grecque qui eflt 
declare que son enfant avait ete emmene de force. 
II a voulu prouver ses dires en citant l'annexe 2 du 
document A/574, qui contient les faits etablis par 
la Commission speciale en matiere. Or, les 
temoignages que contient ce document ne corro
borent nullement !'assertion de M. Najera. Au 
paragraphe 1, on trouve simplement plusieurs 
declarations de temoins, principalement des 
maires de villages, nommes par le Gouvernement 
monarchiste, selon lesquelles des enfants auraient 
ete emmenes de force. Mais il n'existe pas une 
seule declaration analogue cmanant des parents 
interesses. Au paragraphe 2, il est dit que dans 
trois villages les parents se seraient opposes au 
depart de leurs enfants ou les auraient caches 
pour eviter qu'ils ne fussent enleves. II n'y est 
fait nulle mention d'enfants emmenes de force. 
Par contre, le paragraphe 3 contient une abon
dance de temoignages, recueillis dans cinq 
villages, attestant que l'on n'a fait passer la 
frontiere a des enfants que sur le desir de leurs 
parents, la plupart des evacues, d'ailleurs, etant 
enfants de partisans. 

II convient de noter que le rapport de la 
Commission speciale passe sous silence la princi
pale cause de la fuite des enfants. Au paragraphe 4 
de l'annexe citee par M. Castillo Najera, il est 
dit que des parents ont envoye leurs enfants a 
l'etranger soit par sympathie pour les partisans, 
soit en raison de leur pauvrete et du manque des 
moyens necessaires a leur instruction, soit, enfin. 
pour les preserver des dangers de la guerre. Mais 
la vraie cause que la Commission speciale a omis 
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Committee had failed to mention, was the 
terrorism indulged in by Government forces 
against the civil population, and even against 
the children. It was remarkable that the Com
mittee had failed to utter a word concerning 
that real reason, although it must be well aware 
that the Greek army, in addition to bombing, 
machine-gunning and burning villages and ab
ducting children, was also guilty of using them 
as shields against the democratic forces, and 
for clearing landmines. Yet the Special Com
mittee was not only silent about those facts, 
it was doing its utmost to prevent Greek parents 
from sending their children where they would 
be safe from destruction. 

The Rapporteur of the Special Committee had 
expounded before the First Committee a novel 
theory that the children should not be allowed 
to leave Greece, even with their parents' consent 
and accompanied by the latter, because they 
were " the heritage of the nation " and their 
emigration would constitute a " violation of 
umvritten law ". If that was the case, then the 
Franco Government would presumably be 
justified in demanding that France and Mexico 
return all Spanish refugee children on their 
territories. Mr. Behler hoped that the Rapporteur 
of the Special Committee would retract his 
statement as he had withdrawn the earlier 
assertion that the majority of emigre Greek 
children had been forcibly abducted. It would 
be a good thing, indeed, if he withdrew the 
entire scandalous report of the Special Com
mittee. 

In spite of the declarations of the Yugoslav 
delegation to the contrary, the majority of the 
speakers in the First Committee continued to 
support the impartiality of the Special 
Committee's report and its conclusions. It was 
not astonishing that the majority of speakers 
did not attempt to analyze the report but merely 
referred to the assertions of tbe Special Committee. 
In that way they participated in the responsi
bility of the Committee. Examination of the 
documents of the Special Committee brought to 
light proof of activity which was partial in the 
highest degree. 

The accusations which the Special Committee 
had levelled against Greece's northern neighbours 
corresponded item by item to the accusations of 
the Greek Government, a fact which was not 
surprising since the majority of witnesses were 
brought forward either by the Greek liaison 
officer or by the Greek military police. In 
certain cases the witnesses were either British 
or United States army officers. All the wit
nesses had been considered as trustworthy by 
the Committee and as a general rule, all who 
were not themselves Greek policemen were 
interrogated by the Greek Government author
ities before they gave their evidence. In 
document AJAC.16JOG.1j3jAnnex B a witness 
was quoted as saying that he had already given 
his report to the Greek information officer. 

The Special Committee had been aware that 
the preliminary examination of witnesses by the 
Greek Government constituted a serious draw
back, but had endeavoured to prepare for future 
criticism by stating that the guerrilla . witnesses 

de mentionner est le terrorisme que les forces 
gouvernementales font peser sur la population 
civile et meme les enfants. II est singulier que la 
Commission speciale ne dise pas un mot de cette 
veritable raison ; elle a pourtant bien du se rendre 
compte que I'armee grecque, non contente de 
bombarder, mitrailler et incendier des villages, 
et d'enlever des enfants, est aussi coupable de 
s'etre servie d'enfants comme de boucliers contre 
les forces democratiques; ou en les employant au 
deminage. Or, non seulement la Commission 
speciale passe ces faits sous silence, mais encore 
elle fait tout son possible pour empecher les 
parents grecs d'envoyer leurs enfants la oil ils 
seraient a l'abri de la mort. 

Le Rapporteur de la Commission speciale a 
expose devant la Premiere Commission une 
theorie singuliere, selon laquelle il ne faudrait 
pas autoriser les enfants a quitter la Grece, meme 
avec le consentement et en compagnie de leurs 
parents, parce qu'ils sont « !'heritage de la nation >> 

et que leur emigration constituerait « une viola
tion de la loi morale >>. S'il en est ainsi, le Gouver
nement de Franco serait probablement fonde a 
exiger que la France et le Mexique renvoient tous 
les petits refugies espagnols qui se trouvent sur 
leurs territoires. M. Behler espere que le Rappor
teur de la Commission speciale retirera sa decla
ration, comme il a deja retire son affirmation 
anterieure, selon laquelle la majorite des enfants 
grecs emigres auraient ete emmenes de force. En 
verite, ce qui serait bon c'est qu'il retirat le 
scandaleux rapport de la Commission speciale 
dans son entier. 

Malgre les declarations en sens contraire de la 
delegation yougoslave, la majorite des orateurs, 
a la Premiere Commission, persistent a affirmer 
l'impartialite du rapport de la Commission 
speciale, ainsi que de ses conclusions. II n'y a, 
toutefois, rien d'etonnant a ce que la majorite 
des orateurs, au lieu de chercher a analyser le 
rapport, se contentent d'invoquer les alle~ati.ons 
de la Commission speciale. lis partagent ams1 sa 
responsabilite. L'etude des documents de cette 
Commission revele une activite partiale au plus 
haut degre. 

Les accusations que la Commission speciale a 
portees contre les voisins septentrionaux de Ia 
Grece correspondent point par point aux accu
sations formulees par le Gouvernement grec ; 
cela n'a rien de SUrprenant, etant donne que la 
plupart des temoins ont ete produits, soit par 
l'officier de liaison grec, soit par le prev6te 
grecque. Dans certains cas, les temoins etaie~t 
des officiers de l'armee britannique ou de I'armee 
americaine. Tous les temoins ont ete consideres 
par la Commission speciale comme dignes de foi, 
et, en regie generale, tous ceux qui n'etaient p~s 
eux-memes des policiers grecs ont ete interroges 
par les autorites gouvernementales grecques 
avant de faire leur deposition. Le d?CUJ?~nt 
AfAC.16fOG.1f3, annexe B, cite une depositiOn 
selon laquelle le temoin avait deja fait son rapport 
a l'officier d'information grec. 

La Commission speciale s'est bien ren?u compte 
que l'interrogatoire prealable des temoms. par les 
autorites grecques etait dans la questiOn, un 

' h' ' se element facheux · mais elle a cherc e a 
' '· en premunir contre des critiques ulteneures 
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would have no reason to give false testimony 
since they all expected to be executed. However, 
since all the captured guerrillas had accused the 
northern neighbours of Greece in accordance 
with the desire of the Greek Government, it was 
apparent that they had done so in an attempt 
to save their lives, and the reasoning of the 
Special Committee was absurd. As an instance, 
Mr. Behler cited the bombardment of Salonika 
on 10 February 1948. Although Salonika was 
not a frontier town and the incident was therefore 
outside the jurisdiction of the Special Committee, 
the latter had established an ad hoc committee 
which had interrogated nine prisoners brought 
before it by the Greek police. The committee 
was aware that the witnesses had been publicly 
maltreated by Greek officials, a fact which had 
been widely reported in the Press. Nevertheless, 
and although the witnesses had offered no 
specific evidence and had not stated that the 
cannon which fired upon Salonika had been 
brought from Yugoslavie, the ad lzoc committee 
was fully convinced that the military equipment 
used came from Yugoslavia. In other words, the 
ad hoc committee had considered that the 
absence of proof was sufficient reason to reach a 
verdict of guilty. In another instance, namely 
that of the witness 28/1 fA of whom Mr. Vyshinsky 
had already spoken, an observation group had 
acknowledged that the statements made by the 
witness did not have great value, but had 
concluded on the basis of those statements that 
frontier violations had taken place. 

However, it was apparent that the continued 
one-sided distortion of testimony had sometimes 
caused concern to some of the members of the 
Special Committee itself. On one occasion, the 
representative of Pakistan had said that most 
of what had been stated could not stand any 
serious cross - examination. Nevertheless, that 
distortion had taken place. Mr. Behler cited 
two cases in which, although the observation 
group concerned had found that the evidence 
given by witnesses was insufficient, the Special 
Committee had all but accepted the evidence as 
conclusive. There was a progressive distortion 
of the facts as information was passed from the 
observation groups to the Sub-Committee and 
then to the Special Committee. Thus, in one 
case, on the basis of exactly the same testimony, 
the various organs of the Special Committee had 
reached three different and contradictory 
conclusions. The Committee's report, in order 
to cover up the lack of basis for its conclusions, 
had concealed the testimony of witnesses from 
the General Assembly as well as the names of 
the witnesses themselves. So long as there was 
no satisfactory explanation for such concealment, 
it could only be supposed that the evidence had 
been withheld in order not to reveal the guilt 
of the Special Committee. 

Mr. Behler drew attention to a memorandum 
from the Deputy Principal Secretary to the 
Chairman of the Special Committee in which 

in diquant que les partisans, pris comme temoins, 
n'auraient aucune raison de porter de faux temoi
gnages puisqu'ils s'attendent tous a etre executes. 
Cependant, etant donne que tous les partisans 
faits prisonniers ont accuse les voisins septen
trionaux de la Grece, conformement aux desirs 
du Gouvernement grec, il est evident que s'ils 
ont agi ainsi, c'est pour cssayer d'avoir la vie 
sauve ; le raisonnement de la Commission speciale 
est done absurde. A titre d'exemple, M. Behler 
cite le bombardement de Salonique du 10 fevrier 
1948. Saloniquc n'est pas une ville frontiere; 
!'incident en question ne relevait done pas du 
mandat de la Commission speciale ; cela ne l'a 
pas empechee de creer un Comite ad hoc, qui a 
interroge 9 prisonniers, amenes devant lui par la 
police grecque. La Commission speciale savait 
que ces temoins avaient ete publiquement 
maltraites par des fonctionnaires grecs, la presse 
ayant donne a ce fait une large publicite. Malgre 
cela, et bien que ces temoins n'eussent apporte 
aucun temoignage precis, qu'ils n'eussent pas, 
en particulicr, declare que le canon qui avait tire 
sur Salonique avait ete amene de Yougoslavie, 
le Comite ad hoc s'est declare absolument 
convaincu que le materiel militaire utilise venait 
de Yougoslavie. En d'autres termes, le Comite 
ad hoc a estime que !'absence de preuves etait 
une raison suffisante pour entraincr un verdict 
de culpabilite. Dans un autre cas, celui du temoin 
28/1/A, dont M. Vychinsky a deja parie, un groupe 
d'observation a reconnu que les declarations du 
temoin etaient sans grande valeur, mais s'est 
fonde tout de meme sur ses declarations pour 
conclure qu'il y avait eu des violations de 
fronticre. 

II apparait bien, ccpendant, que la deformation 
continuelle, et toujours dans le meme sens des 
temoignages ne laisse pas d'avoir parfois preoc
cupe certains membres de la Commission speciale 
elle-mcme. Dans un cas, le representant du 
Pakistan a declare que la majeure partie des 
temoignages cnregistres ne saurait resister a un 
contre-interrogatoire serieux. La Commission n'en 
a pas moins accepte cette deformation des faits. 
M. Behler cite deux cas oil, bien que le Groupe 
d'observation interesse eilt juge les depositions 
des temoins insuffisantes ou peu concluantes, la 
Commission speciale a presque accepte lesdit~ 
temoignages comme concluants. Au fur et a 
mesure que les renseignements passen~ .des 
groupes d'observation a ]a Sous-CommiSSIOD, 
puis a ]a Commission Speciale, les faits subissent 
une deformation progressive. C'est ainsi que da~s 
un cas particulier, les divers organes de la CommiS
sion speciale, se fondant exactement sur les memes 
temoignages, ont abouti a trois conclusions diffe
rentes et contradictoires. Afm de masquer le 
manque de fondement de ses conclusions, le 
rapport de la Commission Speciale a dissimul.e a 
1' Assembh~e generale des depositions d~ temoms, 
ainsi que les noms memes de ces d~rmers. ~ant 
qu'il n'aura pas ete fourni d'explicahon plausible 
de cette dissimulation, on ne peut que supposer 
que ces temoignages ont ete passes sous s~le1_1ce 
pour ne pas reveler la culpabilite de la CommiSSIOn 
speciale. 

M. Behler attire !'attention sur un memo
randum adresse au President de la Commission 
speciale' par Ie Premier secretaire suppleant, 
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it was explained that a number of witnesses had 
asked that their names should be kept secret. 
Presumably, that was for fear of the vengeance 
of. t?e Greek people. But did it apply to the 
Bntish officer who had testified under the hidden 
identity of W /66 ? It might be that the Greek 
officials and the British forces in Greece were 
completely demoralized, but it could not be 
fear of public vengeance in the case of the 
guerrillas who were in prison under sentence of 
death. Mr. Behler suspected that the identities 
of witnesses had been concealed either because 
they were fictitious or because they were of such 
low character that the Special Committee was 
ashamed of having given them credence. 

It was well known that among the witnesses 
heard by the Commission of Investigation had 
been common law criminals and quislings such 
as Pisoyanovitch and Djordjevitch who were 
now serving as Greek police agents. It was a 
scandal for the United Nations that the Yugoslav 
delegation, despite its efforts, had been unable 
to learn the name of a single witness or to examine 
a single piece of original testimony on the basis 
of which the Special Committee had made such 
grave accusations against Yugoslavia and the 
other northern neighbours. of Greece. 

J.\1r. Behler also criticized the evidence which 
had been adduced by the observation groups on 
their own account. That evidence included the 
fact that an unidentified individual wearing 
black clothes characteristic of the guerrillas had 
been seen entering and leaving a Yugoslav 
frontier post. It also included the discovery 
of footpaths covered with dust, and biscuits 
found on the corpses or on the persons of prisoners. 
On one occasion the observation group concerned 
had deduced from the examination of footprints 
four days old that the occupants of a Bulgarian 
frontier post had helped a group of guerrillas 
to cross the Greek frontier. On yet another 
occasion an observation group had based its 
conclusions upon the discovery of a guerrilla 
wearing a grey vest said to have been of 
Roumanian origin. To base conclusions on such 
evidence as he had cited was, in Mr. Behler's 
opinion, frivolous and unfounded. 

That certain members of the Special Committee 
had felt embarrassment at the manner in which 
the Committee had drawn its conclusions was 
apparent from the records of its meetings. On 
19 July the representative of Australia, 
Mr. Glasheen, had regretted that the Special 
Committee had too often reached decisions 
based on presumption and not on facts. Again, 
on 2 February, Mr. Rahim, India, had joined 
with Mr. Glasheen in stating that the conclusions 
of the observation group at Konitza that the 
guerrillas had received support from across the 
border could not stand serious cross-examination. 
Mr. Glasheen had stated that the conclusion was 
based on circumstantial evidence. He had 
objected that evidence had not been heard on 
behalf of the accused States and he had described 
the report as " somewhat irresponsible " in view 

expliquant que nombre de temoins ont tenu a 
garder l'anonymat. On peut penser que c'est 
parce qu'ils craignaient la vengeance du peuple 
grec. Mais cette interpretation s'applique-t-elle 
aussi a l'officier britannique qui a depose en 
cachant son identite so us l'indicatif W /66 ? II se 
peut que les fonctionnaires grecs, ainsi que les 
forces britanniques de Grece soient completement 
demoralises, mais on ne saurait invoquer la 
crainte de la vengeance populaire a propos des 
partisans qui sont en prison sous le coup d'une 
condamnation a mort. M. Behler soup<;onne, que, 
si l'identite des temoins a ete dissimulee, c'est ou 
bien parce qu'il s'agit de temoins fictifs, ou bien 
parce que ces temoins etaient si sujets a caution 
que la Commission speciale a honte d'avoir ajoute 
foi a leurs depositions. 

C'est un fait bien connu que, parmi les temoins 
entendus par Ia Commission d'enquete, se trou
vaient des criminels de droit commun et des 
quislings tels que Pisoyanovitch et Djorjevitch 
qui sont aujourd'hui au service de Ia police 
grecque. C'est un scandale pour !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies que la delegation de la Yougo
slavie n'ait pu parvenir, malgre ses efforts, a 
connaitre le nom d'un seul des temoins, ni a avoir 
en mains la plus petite partie d'un des temoignages 
originaux sur lesquels la Commission speciale 
s'est fondee pour porter de si graves accusations 
contre la Yougoslavie et les autres voisins septen
trionaux de la Grece. 

M. Behler critique egalement les temoignages 
que les groupes d'observation ont eux-memes 
fournis. Au nombre de ces temoignages il y a celui 
selon lequel un individu non identifie, portant 
des vetements noirs caracteristiques des partisans, 
aurait ete aper<;u, entrant dans un poste frontiere 
yougoslave et en sortant ; on aurait egalement 
trouve des traces de pas recouvertes de poussiere ; 
on aurait trouve des biscuits sur des cadavres ou 
sur des prisonniers. Dans un cas, le groupe d'obser
vation a conclu, apres avoir examine des 
empreintes de pas qui dataient de quatre jours, 
que les occupants d'un poste frontiere bulgare 
avaient aide un groupe de partisans a traverser 
la frontiere grecque. Dans un autre cas, un des 
groupes d'observation a fonde ses conclusions 
sur le fait qu'un partisan portait un sous-vetement 
gris, pretendument d'origine roumaine. M. Behler 
estime qu'il n'est pas serieux, qu'il est sans fonde
ment de tirer des conclusions de preuves du genre 
de celles qu'il vient de citer. 

Les comptes rendus de seance de la Commission 
speciale montrent que certains de ces membres 
ont ete genes de la maniere dont la Commission 
a etabli ses conclusions. Le 19 juillct, M. Glasheen, 
representant de l' Australie, a exprime le regret 
que la Commission speciale ait trop souvent fonde 
ses conclusions sur des presomptions, et non sur 
des faits. Le 2 fevrier, M. Rahim, representant 
de l'Inde, s'est joint a M. Glasheen, declarant que 
les conclusions du groupe d'observation de 
Konitza, selon lesquelles des partisans auraient 
re<;u une aide venant de I' autre cote de la frontiere, 
ne sauraient resister a un examen contradictoire 
serieux. M. Glasheen a declare que les conclusions 
etaient fondees sur des preuves par presomption. 
Il a·eleve !'objection qu'aucune deposition n'avait 
ete entendue de la part des :Etats accuses et il ~ 
qualifie le rapport d' '' assez leger », etant donne 
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of the seriousness of the accusation and of the 
fact that the Committee's mandate was to 
observe and not to investigate. Later, Colonel 
Hodgson had warned against too hasty conclusions 
in view of the nature of the evidence and the 
conditions in which it had been submitted. 
Such declarations from three representatives 
who belonged to the majority in the United 
Nations should give cause for serious reflection 
by every delegation which was conscious of 
its responsibilities. 

Mr. Behler insisted that the Special Committee 
had consistently upheld the point of view of 
the Athens Government and of the countries 
which were intervening in Greek affairs. He 
quoted from an order given by Colonel Miller 
of the United States to the observation groups 
in which it was stated that the latter's " im
pressions as to the extent of foreign aid would 
be very useful". That showed how United 
States policy worked. Some of the questions 
which the Special Committee put to captured 
guerrillas were not only tendentious but were 
unrelated to the real task of the Special Committee 
which was to establish normal diplomatic relations 
between the parties. Mr. Behler asked whether 
it was not propaganda in favour of the Greek 
Government to say that children had been 
kidnapped by the partisans and to declare, as 
the Committee had done, that the morale of the 
partisans was on a decline. There was no doubt 
that the Special Committee had permitted itself 
to be mobilized on the side of the wrong party 
in the Greek civil war. Mr. Behler drew attention 
to the great number of official banquets and 
visits lavished upon the Special Committee by 
Greek Government officials. 

He also criticized the model questionnaire 
which the Committee had sent to its military 
observers engaged in examining captured guer
rillas. It included questions such as how the 
witness became a guerrilla, which had no bearing 
upon the problem of frontier incidents and 
could only be described as pressure exercised by 
the Committee on the freedom of conscience and 
the political sympathies of Greek citizens. The 
other questions related to the organization of 
the guerrilla groups, their operations and plans. 
Such questions characterized the observation 
groups as information agents of the Greek 
Government and the foreign interventionists. 
The observers, most of whom were officers of the 
British and United States Military Missions, 
were in day-to-day contact with the commanders 
of Government units as well as the Greek liaison 
officers and were able, rapidly, to inform them 
of information elicited through the interrogation 
of prisoners. On one occasion, in connexion 
with information taken from prisoners at Salonika, 
the Special Committee had gone so far as to 
decide formally to transmit the information 
which it had received to the Greek Government. 
That attitude was in strange contrast with the 
position taken by the United States represen
tative on the Special Committee, at a Press 
conference held on 27 October, when, replying 
to the question why the Committee had not 
attempted to contact General Markos, he had 

la gravite de !'accusation lancee et aussi Ie fait 
que la Commission speciale avait une mission 
d'observation et non d'enquete. Plus tard, le 
colonel Hodgson a signale le danger de conclu
sions trop h.atives, etant donne Ia nature des 
preuves et les circonstances dans lesquelles elles 
ont ete fournies. De telles declarations de Ia part 
de trois representants appartenant aux Etats 
qui constituent a !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, la majorite, dcvraient inspirer de serieu5es 
reflexions a toute delegation consciente de ses 
responsabilites. 

M. Behler insiste sur ce que la Commission 
speciale a constamment soutenu les theses du 
Gouvernement d'Athenes et des pays qui s'inge
rent dans les affaires de la Grece. II cite un passage 
d'un ordre donne aux groupes d'observation par 
le colonel americain Miller, ou il est dit que les 
cc impressions des groupes concernant !'impor
tance de I' aide etrangere seraient des plus utiles ll. 

Cela montre !'attitude des Etats-Unis. Certaines 
des questions que la Commission speciale a po~ees 
aux partisans prisonniers non seulement etaient 
tendancieuses, mais n'avaient aucun rapport 
avec les veritables fonctions de la Commission 
Speciale, qui etaient de retablir des relati?ns 
diplomatiques normales entre les part1es. 
M. Behler demande si ce n'est pas faire de la propa
gande au benefice du Gouvernement grec que de 
declarer que des enfants ont ete enleves par l.es 
partisans, et d'affirmer, comme I' a fait la Comrrus
sion spcciale, que le moral des partisans e.st. en 
baisse. II est hors de doute que la CommiSSion 
speciale s'est laissee mobiliser du mauvais cote, 
dans la guerre civile de Grece. M. Behler appelle 
!'attention sur le grand nombre de banquets 
officiels, de visites officielles, genereusement 
organises par les fonctionnaires du Gouvernement 
grec en l'honneur de la Commission speciale .. 

Il critique egalement le modele de questiOn
naire que la Commission speciale a envoye a ses 
observateurs militaires qui procedaient a l'in~er
rogatoire des partisans prisonniers. Ce questlO~
naire comprend des questions comme celle-ct : 
Comment le temoin est-il devenu partisan ? 
Une telle question n'a aucun rapport avec le 
probleme des incidents de frontierc ; on ne. p~ut 
y voir qu'une atteinte de la part de la Comm!ssto~ 
Speciale a la liberte de conscience et a la hberte 
qu'ont ies citoyens grecs d'avoir, en politique, 
leurs sympathies. Les autres questions concernent 
!'organisation des groupes de partisans, leurs 
operations et leurs plans. Le fait de poser de telles 
questions est caracteristique ; il montre que les 
groupes d'observation sont nettement des agents 
de renseignements du Gouvernement grec et des 
Puissances etranaeres qui interviennent dans Ia 
situation. Les ob~ervateurs qui, pour la plupar!, 
sont des officiers appartenant aux missions mih
taires britannique et americaine, sont constam
ment en rapport avec les commandants de~ forces 
gouvernementales, ainsi qu'avec des officie~s de 
liaison grecs, et sont a meme de leur commumquer 
rapidement les renseignements obtenus au cours 
de l'interrogatoire des prisonniers: Dans u~ ~as, 
la Commission speciale est allee 3usqu'a decider 
officiellement de communiquer au Gouvernement 
grec les renseignements qu'elle avait obtenus de 
prisonniers a Salonique. Ces procede~ contraste~t 
etrangement avec l'attitude qu'a pnse un repre-
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said that any contact with General Markos would 
be interference in the internal affairs of Greece 
and would be contrary to the instructions of the 
~pecial. Committee. That was an example of the 
Iml_lart!ality and objectivity of the Committee; 
while 1t freely interfered in the internal affairs 
of Greece on behalf of the Greek Government 
it was not prepared to contact the democrati~ 
~eaders because that might be considered as 
Interference. 

Mr. Behler turned to the problem of Macedonian 
and Albanian national minorities in Greece. 
The Greek Government was following a policy 
of forced hellenization, persecuting the national 
~inorities, or compelling them to take sanctuary 
lll the neighbouring countries. That, Mr. Behler 
considered to be part of the hostile policy directed 
against the northern democratic neighbours of 
Greece whose people were linked to the victims by 
ties of blood and common language. Mr. Behler 
cited st at ements in Greek newspapers to show 
the antagonism of the Greek Government toward 
the l\1acedonian and Albanian minorities in 
Greece. In the newspaper Embros of 24 April 
1948, for instance, the Greek deputy liaison 
officer with the Special Committee had written 
that the national minorities were the perpetual 
enemies of Greece and must no longer be permitted 
to remain in the frontier regions. Yet, the 
Specia l Committee's report made no comment 
on that situation and stated that the question 
of the Albanian minority in Greece had been 
largely solved through the emigration of the 
~1oslem Chams into Albania. 

A comparison of the statement published by 
the Greek deputy liaison officer with the st atement 
in the Committee's report showed that the 
Committee's approach to the emigration problem 
favoured the Greek Government's solution of 
its minority problem by driving the minorities 
out of Greece. The Special Committee had not 
asked the Greek Government what was the cause 
of the emigration nor how it had taken place. 
Apparently the Committee did not wish to raise 
that question before the United Nations and 
world public opinion for fear that it would give 
rise to the most grave accusations against the 
Greek Government. It did not wish to investigate 
a situation which would cast an unfavourable 
light on the Greek Government, yet, as Marshal 
Tito had stated on 16 October 1946, it was 
intolerable that, at the same time that the United 
)rations was expressing concern for the rights of 
small countries and minorities, there existed in 
Greece the most inhuman persecution of mino
rities. The persecution of national minorities 
in Greece had persisted for years and, far from 
approaching a solution, it was t ending to become 
more acute. However, while on the one hand 
it had avoided examination of that situation, 
on the other hand, the Committee expressed 
concern about the fate of war criminals and 
quislings from the northern States who were 
being granted sanctuary by the Greek Govern-

sentant des Etats-Unis a la Commission Speciale, 
lors d'une conference de presse qui s'est t enue 
le 27 octobre ; comme on lui demandait pourquoi 
Ia Commission speciale n'avait pas essaye de se 
mettre en relation avec Ie general Markos, ii a 
repondu que tout rapport avec ce dernier aurait 
constitue une ingerence dans les affaires inte
rieures de la Grece et aurait ete incompatible avec 
les instructions que la Commission speciale avait 
re<;ues. Voila un exemple de l'impartialite et de 
l'objectivite de cette Commission ; alors qu'elle 
s'ingere ouvertement dans les affaires interieures 
de Ia Grece au nom du Gouvernement grec, elle 
n'est pas disposes a se mettre en rapport avec les 
chefs democrates, sous pretexte que ce serait la 
commettre un acte d'intervention. 

M. Behler passe a la question des minorites 
macedonienne et albanaise en Grece. Le Gouver
nement grec poursuit une politique d'helleni
sation forcee, persecutant les minorites etran
geres, ou les contraignant a chercher refuge dans 
les pays voisins. C'est la, selon M. Behler, une 
mesure qui participe de la politique hostile 
dirigee contre les pays democrat iques septen
trionaux de Ia Grece, dont les habitants sont lies 
aux victimes par les liens du sang et du langage. 
M. Behler cite des declarations parues dans Ia 
presse grecque qui temoignent de l'hostilite du 
Gouvernement grec envers les minorites macedo
nienne et albanaise de Grece. L'officier de liaison 
suppleant grec, attache a la Commission Speciale, 
a ecrit, par exemple, dans le numero du journal 
Embros du 24 avril 1948, que les minorites 
etrangeres sont les ennemis eternels de la Grece 
et ne doivent plus etre autorisees a vivre dans Ies 
regions frontieres. Or, le rapport de la Commission 
speciale passe cette question sous silence et 
declare que le probleme de Ia minorite albanaise 
de Grece a ete resolu en grande partie par I' emi
gration des musulmans Tchams en Albanie. 

En faisant un parallele entre Ie declaration de 
l'officier de liaison suppleant et la declaration 
contenue dans le rapport de la Commission 
speciale, on constate que cette derniere par son 
attitude dans la question de !'emigration, .est 
favorable a la solution que le Gouvernement grec 
donne au probleme de ces minorites, c'est a dire 
leur expulsion hors de Grece. La Commission 
speciale n'a pas demande au Gouvernement grec 
quelle etait Ia cause de cette emigration ni 
comment elle s'etait produite. Apparemment, elle 
n'a pas voulu soulever cette question devant 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, ni devant 
!'opinion publique mondiale, car elle pourrait 
conduire a porter les plus graves accusations 
contre le Gouvernement grec. La Commission 
speciale n'a pas voulu mener une enquete sur une 
situation qui discrediterait le Gouvernement grec 
et pourtant , comme le marechal Tito l'a ctecJare 
le 16 octobre 1946, il est intolerable que Ia Grece 
persecute des minorites de la maniere la plus 
inhumaine au moment meme oil !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies se penche sur Ia question des 
droits des petits pays et des minorites. La perse
cution des minorites etrangeres de Grece dure 
depuis des annees, et loin d'etre reglee Ia situation 
s'aggrave de plus en plus. Cependant, Ia Commi~
sion speciale evite d'aborder cette question, mms 
s'inquiete, par contre, du sort des criminels de 
guerre et des quislings venant des pays du nord, 
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ment. For them it had reserved a special place 
in its report. In spite of the campaign of open 
hostility towards Greece's neighbours which was 
being carried on by the quislings in Greece, the 
Special Committee's report stated that it had 
found no important political and military acti
vities on the part of the emigrants. It was 
concealing the facts of the situation and 
supporting the Greek Government in its policy 
of encouraging the activities of emigrants against 
their own countries. 

The hypocrisy of the Special Committee was 
manifested in all its activities. The military 
observers were in daily contact with the Greek 
Government and, as their minutes showed, they 
had accompanied the Government forces in 
their operations. Mr. Behler cited several 
instances of visits by military observers to Greek 
army units. On one occasion the observers had 
watched the encirclement of a village and the 
capture of its partisan defenders. The observ
ation groups even went so far as to attend the 
conferences of the Greek commanders. 

The question then arose how such a flagrant 
violation of the authority of the United Nations 
could take place without the Governments 
represented on the Special Committee disavowing 
and recalling their representatives. 

The tendency of the Special Committee to 
participate in the war against the Greek people 
became clear immediately after its arrival in 
Greece. During the first month the Committee 
discussed the establishment of military observer 
groups and what their duties should be. The 
United States representative insisted on their 
establishment and, with regard to the competence 
of the Committee to do so, referred to the views 
given by the United States delegation during 
the second session of the General Assembly. 
The United States statement in the Special 
Committee was to be found in document AJAC.l6/ 
W.ll dat ed 20 January 1948. The United States 
point of view prevailed and observer groups 
were formed. Of the 40 official observers, 
36 were officers and, of these, 2.5 were either 
American or English. Mr. Behler proceeded to 
name a number of these officers and noted that 
most of them had previously held military and 
other positions in Greece. He drew particular 
attention to Brigadier Saunders-Jacobs whose 
Indian troops had massacred democrats in 
December 1944. The observers thus were ins
tructed and controlled by the representatives 
of the United Kingdom and the United States. 
Their orders were given, and their reports first 
received, by a British officer who headed the 
" Executive Office of Observation Groups ". 
Included in the observation groups were intel
ligence officers who were no doubt useful for 
drawing up questionnaires to get operational 
information about the democratic army but were 
of questionable value for promoting the re
establishment of diplomatic relations in the 
Balkans. 

auxquels le Gouvernement grec donne l'hospi
talite. La Commission speciale a reserve a ceux-d 
une place speciale dans son rapport. En depit de 
la campagne ouverte d'hostilite dirigee contre les 
voisins de la Grcce, campagne qui est menee en 
Grece par les quislings en question, le rapport de Ia 
Commission speciale declare qu'il n'a pas constate 
d'activites politiques et militaires notables de la 
part des emigres. La Commission Speciale dissimule 
la vraie situation et donne son appui ala politique 
du Gouvernement grec qui consiste a encourager 
les mences des emigres contre leur propre pays. 

Dans toutes les actions de la Commission 
specialc sa duplicite eclate. Les observateurs 
militaires sont constamment en rapport avec 
le Gouvernement grec et leur journal montre 
qu'ils accompagnent les forces armees du Gouver
nement au cours de leurs operations. M. Behler 
cite plusieurs cas oit des observateurs militaires 
se sont rendus aupres d'unites de l'annee grecque. 
Dans un cas, Ies observateurs ont assiste a l'encer
clement d'un village et a Ia capture des partisans 
qui le dcfendaicnt. Les groupes d'observation 
sont alles jusqu'a assister a des conferences 
d'officiers supcrieurs de l'armee grecque. 

La quest ion se pose done de savoir comment 
l'on a pu abuser aussi nettement de l'autorite de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies sans que les Gou
vernements representes a la Commission speciale 
dcsavouent leurs representants et les rappellent. 

Des que la Commission speciale est arrivee en 
Grece, clle a clairement marque une t endance a 
participer a Ia lutte contre le peuple grec. Le 
premier mois, la Commission speciale a discute 
Ia question de la creation de groupes d'obser
vateurs militaires et des fonctions qu'ils auraient 
a remplir. Le representant des Etats-Unis a 
insistc pour que ces groupes soient crees et, en 
ce qui concerne la competence de la Commission 
speciale en la matiere, ce representant s'est 
refere aux declarations de la delegation des 
Etats-Unis au cours de la seconde session de 
l'Assemblee generale. La declaration du repre
sentant des Etats-Unis a la Commission speciale 
figure au document A/AC.16jW.11, en date du 
20 janvier 1948. C'est le point de vue des Et~ts
Unis qui l'a emporte, et les groupes d'observation 
ont ete formes. Sur un total de 40 observateurs, 
36 etaient des officiers et, parmi eux, 25 etaient 
americains ou britanniques. M. Behler cite les 
noms de certains officiers et signale que la plupart 
d'entre eux avaient deja occupe des postes en 
Grece soit a titre militaire soit a un autre titre. Il 
signale particulierement le general de brigade 
Saunders-J acobs dont les troupes indiennes ont 
massacre les democrates en decembre 1944. Les 
observatcurs recevaient done leurs instructions 
des representants du Royaume-Uni et des Etats
Unis sous le controle desquels ils etaient places. 
C'etait un officier britannique, le chef de la 
« Direction des groupes d'observation », qui 
donnait ses ordres aux observateurs et qui etait 
le premier a recevoir leurs rapports. Les groupes 
d'observation comprenaient des officiers du service 
des renseignements, qui, certes, savaient etablir 
des questionnaires pour recueillir des informations 
sur les operations de l'armee democrate, mai~ 
dont on peut mettre en doute la valeur en ce qu1 
concerne le retablissement des relations diplo
matiques entre les pays balkaniques. 
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Besides this executive office there was the 
Co-or?inates Section which ~as directed by 
Amencan officers and which prepared maps. 
Then there was the Working Committee of 
Experts which was really the general staff of 
the Special Committee. This Committee of 
Experts, under Brigadier Saunders-Jacobs and 
Colonel Miller of the United States furnished 

.1. , 

mi.lltary advice which was followed by the entire 
Special Committee. The procedure for making 
reports thus became clear. Observers were sent 
out by the British, maps were prepared by the 
Amencans, and the ·working Committee provided 
the explanations. Indeed sometimes in important 
questions the Working Committee itself went 
out in the field. 

This was what had become of the Special 
Committee which had seemed so harmless on 
paper and the establishment of which the First 
~ommittee had approved the previous year. An 
Instrument of war had been created. The 
Special Committee had gone further and without 
a-waiting new instructions from the Assembly, 
had drawn up a plan for its reorganization ; 
this plan wou!d make the Committee better 
able to accomplish the tasks given it without 
the knowledge of the Assembly. Document 
A/AC.16JW.57 dated 16 October 1948 indicated 
the intention of purging the observer groups of 
United Nations political officers and giving them 
a purely military character. The only object 
of this complete militarization of the Special 
Committee on the Balkans was to encourage the 
enemies of the Greek people and worsen the 
relations between Greece and its neighbours. 

A few examples would suffice to show that 
the Special Committee had not forgotten that 
the maximum tension between Greece and its 
neighbours was just as important an objective 
as the maintenance of the anti-democratic regime 
in Athens. Mr. Behler recalled that he had 
previously made reference to the expansionist 
propaganda and aggressive policies ()f the Greek 
regime. The Special Committee which had been 
in Greece should be well informed on these 
questions ; yet one could search its reports in 
vain for the slightest trace of criticism or even 
any notice of this matter. 

The attitude of the Special Committee was 
manifested not only by its silence but by its 
action. The Greek Government, on 21 August 
1948, had sent the Special Committee a letter 
following a previous memorandum repeating that 
the question of the Albanian frontier had not 
been settled and that the southern areas of 
Albania were still claimed. It was pointed out 
that this question was linked with the resumption 
-of relations with Albania. It was further noted 
that the Greek Government considered itself 
still at war with Albania. This latter attitude 
was h<ised upon the alleged participation of 
Albania in the Italian invasion of Greece, Never
theless the Greek representative, a few days 
before, had said in the General Assembly that 
an agreement in principle for the restoration of 
friendly relations with Italy had been reached. 
The ~.mly explanation for this two-faced policy 
V.'tl.s to be found in the expansionist pretensions 

En plus de cette direction des groupes' d'obser
vation, il existait une section de coordination 
chargee d'etablir les cartes et qui etait dirigee 
par des officiers americains. II y avait encore un 
Comite d'experts qui constituait en n~alite l'etat
major de la Commission. Ce comite, dirige par 
le general de brigade Saunders~Jacobs et Ie 
colonel Miller de l'armee americaine, donnait des 
avis du point de vue militaire, et ces avis etaient 
suivis par !'ensemble de la Commission. L'on voit 
ainsi clairement comment les rapports etaient 
etablis : les observateurs etaient envoyes par les 
Britanniques, Ies cartes etaient preparees par les 
Americains et le Comite d'experts fournissait des 
explications ; quelquefois meme, lorsqu'il s'agissait 
de questions importantes, le Comite d'experts 
se rendait sur place. 

Voila done ce qu'est devenue la Commission 
speciale qui semblait si inoffensive a en juger 
d'apres Jes documents, et dont la Premiere 
Commission a approuve l'an dernier les travaux ; 
or, c'est un outil de guerre qu'on a cree Ia. La 
Commission speciale a fait mieux et, sans attendre 
de nouvelles instructions de l'Assemblee, elle a 
etabli un programme de reorganisation grace 
auquel elle sera mieux en mesure d'accomplir 
les taches qui lui ont ete confiee a l'insu de 
l'AssemblCe. Dans le document A/AC.l6JW.57, 
en date du 16 octobre 1948, se manjfeste une 
tendance a eliminer des groupes d'observation des 
Nations Unies le personnel politique, et a donner 
a ces groupes un caractere exclusivement militaire. 
Cette militarisation complete de Ia Commission 
speciale ne peut servir qu'a encourager les 
ennemis du peuple grec et a aggraver l'etat des 
relations entre la Grece et ses voisins. 

Quelques exemples suffiront a montrer que la 
Commission speciale n'oublie pas qu'il est tout 
aussi important de prolonger l'etat de tension 
qui existe entre la Grece et ses voisins que de 
maintenir a Athenes un regime anti-democratique. 
M. Behler rappelle qu'il a deja parle de la politique 
d'expansion et d'agression du Gouvernement 
grec et de la propagande menee a cet effet. La 
Commission Speciale, ayant sejourne en Grece, 
ne peut manquer d'etre parfaitement informee a 
ce sujet ; pourtant, c'est en vain que l'on cher
cherait dans ses rapports Ia moindre trace de 
critique, ou meme une simple mention de la 
question. 

L'attitude de la Commission speciale ne se 
manifeste pas seulement par le silence qu'elle 
observe sur certains points, mais par !'action 
qu'elle a entreprise. Le Gouvernement grec a 
envoye ala Commission speciale un memorandum, 
puis une lettre datee du 21 aout Hl48, ou il 
rappelle que la question de Ja frontiere avec 
l'Albanie n'a pas ete reglee, maintient sa reven
dication sur l'Albanie meridionale et declare que 
ces revendications sont liees a la question de la 
reprise des relations entre !a Grcce et l'Albanie ; 
il precise en outre qu'i.l se considere toujours en 
guerre avec I' Albanie, et cela -en raison de la 
pretendue participation des Albanais a !'invasion 
de Ia Grece par les Ualiens. Tout cela n'a pas 
empeche le representant de la Grece de dire, il y a 
quelques jours, devant l'Assembh~e generale, 
qu'un accord de principe avait ete atteint en vue 
de la reprise de relations amicales avec l'Italie. 
La seule explication que l'on puisse donner des 
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Df Mr. Tsaldaris. Faced with this situation, 
the Special Committee reproduced the expan
sionist demands in its report, thus giving them 
an appearance of legitimacy and reviving the 
idea that the alleged continuing state of war 
was well-founded. However, the Committee 
-could not openly endorse expansionism and so 
add fuel to the flames. The extent to which 
it was willing to go could be found in the minutes 
of Sub-Committee 1 where, at the meeting of 
22 July 1948, the French representative said 
that they should be careful when referring to 
the Albanian-Greek frontier because the line 
was still being challenged. This was scarcely 
the language of those who wished to contribute 
to the improvement of relations between the 
two States. 

Another means employed for the same end 
was the attempted justification by the Special 
Committee of violations by Greek Government 
forces of the territories of Greece's northern 
neighbours. Despite their frequency they were 
treated as events of minor importance arising 
out of unpremeditated acts. For example, 
referring to paragraph 56 of the supplementary 
report (A/644), Mr. Behler noted that only those 
who had actually directed the artillery fire in 
this incident were in a position to say whether it 
had been accidental. However, there was no trace 
.of any inquiry or any sworn statement in the 
Special Committee's files. This was not the only 
case in which a violation by the Greek forces had 
not been investigated. Evidently although the 
Committee would accept the evidence of an 
unnamed witness who said that his neighbour's 
wife had seen some mules passing over the border 
as proof that Yugoslavia was guilty, it took no 
notice of the violations on the part of the 
Government army. \Vhen those troops were 
guilty, they tried to hide the information in the 
Committee's files. \Vhen the secret was out, 
their only justification of the act of aggression 
was that it had been involuntary. 

The Special Committee went further. In 
paragraph 65, sub-paragraph 5, of the supple
mentary report, it was said that incidents would 
probably continue to occur, that is, that provo
cation by the Government troops would continue. 
Thus the famous Special Committee had noti.fied 
Yugoslavia in advance that there would be no 
peace on its frontiers and that the frontiers 
would continue to be violated but that this 
would not be the fault of the Greek Government. 
The Committee had resorted to every means 
which might throw a false light upon the reasons 
for the tension between Greece and its neighbours 
and to hide the true causes of that tension. 
Thus it was stated in document A/574, para-

volte-face de cette politique, c'est Ia politique 
expansionniste de M. Tsaldaris. En presence de 
cette situation, la Commission speciale a repris, 
dans son rapport, l' en once de ces revendications, 
leur donnant ainsi une apparence de Iegitimite et 
etayant l' argument selon lequel Ia prolongation 
de l'etat de guerre se justifie. Toutefois, la 
Commission ne pouvait pas, ouvertement, faire 
siennes les visees expansionnistes et jeter ainsi 
de I'huile sur le feu. Si l'on veut savoir jusqu'a 
quel point la Commission speciale desire aller 
dans ce sens, il n'y a qu'a consulter les comptes 
rendus de Ia Sous-Commission 1 ; on y trouvera 
Ia declaration du representant de la France lors 
de la seance du 22 juillet 1948, ou il est dit qu'il 
convient d'etre prudent lorsqu'on parle de la 
frontiere albano-grecque, etant donne que le 
trace en demeure conteste. L'on ne peut guere 
pretendre qu'une telle declaration puisse etre 
faite par quelqu'un qui desire favoriser une 
amelioration des relations entre les deux :Etats 
dont il s'agit. 

Aux memes fins, la Commission speciale a 
use d'un autre moyen : elle a essaye de justifier 
les incursions des forces du Gouvernement grec 
sur le territoire de ses voisins septentrionaux. 
Bien que ces violations de frontieres fussent 
frcquentes, Ia Commission a estime qu'il s'agissait 
Ia d'evcnements d'importance minime et d'actes 
non premedites. Le paragraphe 56 du rapport 
supplcmentaire (A/644) fournit un exemple de 
cette attitude. M. Behler fait observer que, lors 
de !'incident dont il s'agit, seuls ceux qui ont 
dirige le tir de I'artillerie peuvent savoir si 
vraiment une erreur avait ete commise. Mais il 
n'y a dans Ie dossier de la Commission speciale, 
pas trace d'une enquete ni d'une deposition sous 
serment a ce sujet. Et ce n'est pas Ia le seul cas 
ou l'on a neglige de proceder a une enquete sur 
les violations de frontieres commises par les 
forces grecques. Alors que Ia Commission speciale 
etait disposee a accepter comme preuve de la 
culpabilite de Ia Yougoslavie le temoignage d'un 
individu non denomme qui avait declare que Ia 
femme de son voisin avait vu quelques mules 
traverser la frontiere, cette meme Commission n'a 
pas voulu relever les violations de frontieres 
commises parIes forces gouvernementales grecques. 
Et lorsque ces forces etaient coupables, la Co~
mission s'efforgait de faire disparaitre les rensei
gnements correspondants en les enterrant . dans 
ses dossiers ; mais lorsque le secret n'avaJt pu 
etre garde, Ia Commission justifiait purement et 
simplement l'agression declarant qu'elle etait 
involontaire. 

La Commission speciale a ete plus loin. On 
peut lire au paragraphe 65, alinea 5, du rapport 
supplementaire, que des incidents de. frontiere: 
continueront probablement a se prodmre, ce qm 
signifie que les actes de provocation auxquels se 
livrent les troupes gouvernementales ne cesseront 
point. Ainsi, cette fameuse Commission speciale 
a averti Ia Yougoslavie que Ia paix ne regnerait 
pas sur ses frontieres, que ses frontieres conti
nueraient d'etre violees, mais que neanmoins, le 
Gouvernement grec ne serait pas fautif. La 
Commission Speciale a use de tous les moyens 
pour presenter sous un faux aspect les motifs de la 
tension qui existe entre Ia Grece et ses voisins et 
ponr en dissimuler la cause veritable. C'est 
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grap~1 77, that an important problem in Yugoslav 
relatwns was the question of an outlet for 
Yugoslavia to the Aegean. The report stated 
that ~his question had been resolved by the 
estabhshment of a free Yugoslav zone in Salonika. 
The _question arose as to what had impelled the 
Special Committee to deal with a matter which 
hitherto had not been raised by the Government 
of Yugoslavia. Surely the Committee already 
had . enough material for aggravating Balkan 
relatiOns. 

The Special Committee had most clearly 
revealed its political leanings when it had stated 
that one of the reasons for tension was the 
ideological difference between Greece and its 
neighbours. By setting forth this argument in 
its official report, the Committee attacked the 
fundamental principles of the Charter which 
·were that the co-existence of peace-loving States 
was possible despite ideological differences or 
differences in methods of government. The 
Committee added that the ideological tension 
had been increased by the alliance between 
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Albania. Here then 
was what the Special Committee was trying to 
prove. The true reasons for the tension appa
rently were the system of people's democracies 
governing Yugoslavia and Greece's other northern 
neighbours and a defensive treaty of alliance 
between them. Thus a committee of the United 
:::\ations had found it necessary to add its voice 
to the propaganda concerning the necessity for 
another war, against the USSR and the people's 
democracies. 

In order to give a complete picture of the 
work of the Special Committee, Mr. Bebler said 
he would describe the Committee in action and 
show how it had produced its reports. He would 
give three illustrations. 

The first example related to a serious incident 
which took place on 4 April 1948 on the Greco
Bulgarian frontier. The Sofia radio broadcast 
a bulletin to the effect that Greek Government 
troops had entered Bulgarian territory and 
captured three Bulgarian soldiers on the island 
of Gornia in the River Maritsa. The Greek 
liaison officer with the Special Committee, on 
the other hand, stated that the Bulgarian soldiers 
had entered Greek territory and fired on a Greek 
patrol. The Committee decided to make an 
inquiry and an observation group arrived on 
the spot on 9 April. The island on which the 
incident had taken place was clearly Bulgarian 
according to the Treaty of Neuilly and to the 
protocols of the mixed Greco-Bulgarian Com
mission for the delimination of frontiers after 
the First World War and also according to all 
military maps, including that used by the 
observers. Clearly it was impossible to accuse 
Bulgaria of provoking an incident on Greek 
territory. However, there was a possibility of 
showing that it had taken place on the Greek side 
of the river. Unfortunately the Greek officer 
on the spot had signed a statement two days 
previously that the Greek patrol had been on 
the island. A second catastrophe followed. 

ainsi que l'on declare, au paragraphe 77 du 
document A/574, que Ia question d'un debouche 
yougoslave sur Ia mer Egee constitue un probleme 
important pour les relations avec la Yougoslavie. 
Le rapport affirme que cette question a ete 
resolue par la constitution d'une zone franche 
yougoslave a Salonique. On peut se demander 
ce qui a pousse la Commission speciale a aborder 
une question qui jusqu'ici n'a pas ete soulevee 
par le Gouvernement yougoslave ; la Commission 
ne disposait-elle pas deja d'un nombre suffisant 
d'elements pouvant servir a aggraver l'etat des 
relations entre les pays balkaniques ? 

C'est quand elle a declare que la tension entre, 
la Grece et ses voisins etait due pour une part 
a leurs differences ideologiques que la Commission 
Speciale a revele SeS preferences politiques de 
la fa~ton la plus manifeste. En exposant cette· 
these en des rapports officiels, la Commission a 
porte atteinte aux principes fondamentaux de 
la Charte, selon Iesquels des Etats pacifiques 
peuvent exister cote a cote quand bien meme ils
ont des ideologies differentes ou des regimes 
politiques differents. En outre, Ia Commission 
speciale a declare que, sur le plan ideologique, 
Ia tension s'est accrue du fait de !'alliance conclue 
entre la Yougoslavie, la Bulgarie et l'Albanie. 
Voila bien ce que la Commission speciale essaie 
de demontrer. La veritable cause de Ia tensiorrr 
c'est done ce regime de democratie populaire qui 
prevaut en Yougoslavie et chez les autres voisins 
septentrionaux de la Grece, ainsi que !'existence 
d'un traite d'alliance defensive entre ces pays. 
Ainsi, une commission de !'Organisation des. 
Nations Unies a juge bon de participer a la 
campagne de propagande en vue d'une nouvelle· 
guerre, d'une guerre contre l'URSS et les demo
craties populaires. 

Pour donner un tableau complet de !'oeuvre
de la Commission speciale, M. Behler va peindre· 
sur le vif quelques episodes de son activite et. 
montrer comment elle a produit ses rapports. Il: 
en donnera trois exemples. 

II s'agit, premierement, d'un incident grave 
qui a eu lieu Ie 4 avril 1948 a Ia frontiere greco
bulgare. Le poste emetteur de Sofia diffuse un 
communique oil il est dit que les troupes gouver
nementales grecques sont entrees en territoire 
bulgare et ont fait prisonniers trois soldats 
bulgares dans l'ile de Gornia, sur Ia Maritza. 
L'officier grec qui assure Ia liaison avec la Com
mission Speciale declare de son cote que les 
soldats bulgares ont penetre en territoire grec et 
tire sur une patrouille grecque. La Commission 
speciale decide de faire une enquete et un groupe 
d'observation arrive sur le terrain le 9 avril. L'ile 
sur laquelle !'incident a eu lieu fait partie du 
territoire bulgare, aux termes du traite de Neuilly 
et des protocoles de la Commission mixte greco
bulgare pour Ia delimitation des frontieres a Ia 
suite de Ia premiere guerre mondiale, et toutes 
les cartes militaires, y compris celles qu'avaient 
les observateurs, portent cette indication. Il est 
evident que I' on ne pouvait pas accuser Ia Bulgarie 
d'avoir provoque un incident en territoire grec ; 
tout ce que l'on pouvait tenter de demontrer, 
c'est que cet incident avait eu lieu sur la rive 
grecque du fleuve. Malheureusement, l'o~cier 
grec qui etait sur place avait signe deux ]OUTS 

plus tot une declaration selon laquelle une 
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Doubtless anticipating a refusal, the Special 
Committee asked the Bulgarian Government for 
permission to conduct an inquiry across the 
frontier in Bulgarian territory. Unfortunately 
the request was granted. Then Observation 
Group N° 6 had to proceed to the Bulgarian 
island in question and has since stated hundreds 
of times that its observers, when proceeding to 
the island, had gone into Bulgaria. On this 
island there were additional proofs awaiting the 
observers. There were the bodies of two of the 
soldiers one of them bearing suspicious marks 
on his neck but no wounds from fire-arms. The 
Bulgarian story that they had been strangled by 
Greek soldiers became probable ; moreover, all 
the local indications made even more incontest
able the fact of Bulgarian sovereignty over the 
island. 

Later the Australian representative had 
remarked that when the Bulgarian case had been 
heard, a situation differing radically from the 
Greek version had been revealed. This was to 
be found in document A/AC.l6fSC.5/16 and there 
were similar sentiments expressed in the seventh 
report of Observation Group No 6 which stated 
that the group was convinced that the Bulgarians 
had not violated Greek territory. Inasmuch as 
the incident had received so much publicity, the 
Special Committee could not remain silent. On 
the other hand, the principle of making a public 
accusation against the Greek Government was 
inadmissible. A straw was thrown to the 
drowning Committee by Greek officers who 
alleged that the island was not Bulgarian but 
Greek. It made no difference that the Greek 
Government had never before claimed it nor 
protested against Bulgarian control. However, 
the General Assembly would not be aware of 
these minor details and there was another island 
not far away bearing the similar name of Dolnia 
Island which was in fact claimed by Greece. 
This was why the First Committee read in the 
report that the sovereignty of the island was 
disputed. The Special Committee had not only 
justified violation of Bulgarian territory by Greek 
troops and the assassination of Bulgarian soldiers 
but also had created a territorial dispute which 
had never existed. This was truly a valuable 
contribution towards good-neighbourly relations 
in the Balkans. 

The second incident to which Mr. Behler 
wished to refer had taken place during the 
Grammos operations. The Government troops, 
under the high command of United States General 
Van Fleet, had planned to clear the partisans 
out of the Grammos area in a fortnight. After 
two weeks no progress had been made and a few 
Greek generals were fired for incompetence. 
Then the Special Committee appeared upon the 
scene and first of all increased the number of 
observers in that sector. Brigadier MacDonald 
of the United Kingdom and Colonel Deans of 
the United States turned up. Their main 

patrouille grecque s'etait rendue dans l'ile. 
La-dessus, deuxieme catastrophe : prevoyant sans 
doute un refus, Ia Commission speciale demanda 
au Gouvernement bulgare l'autorisation de 
proceder a une enquete au dela de la frontiere, 
en territoire bulgare ; malheureusement, cette 
demande rec;ut satisfaction. Le groupe d'obser
vation n° 6 eut alors a se rendre dans l'ile bulgare 
en question ; et d'ailleurs, ce groupe a declare 
depuis, bon nombre de fois, que ses observateurs, 
en se rendant dans l'ile, avaient penetre en 
territoire bulgare. Dans cette ile, les observateurs 
ont pu decouvrir quantite de nouvelles preuYes. 
II y avait la les corps de deux des soldats sus
mentionnes dont l'un portrait des traces suspectes 
au cou, mais aucune trace de blessure par arme 
a feu. La version donnee par la Bulgarie, a savoir 
que ces soldats avaient ete etrangles par des 
soldats grecs, devenait vraisemblable ; de plus, 
toutes les indications trouvees sur place rendaient 
encore plus incontestable le fait de la souve
rainett~ de Ia Bulgarie sur cette ile. 

Le representant de l'Australie devait faire 
observer par la suite que, lorsque l'on prit con
naissance de la version bulgare de !'affaire, une 
situation s'etait revelee qui differait entierement 
de la version qu'en avait donnee la Grece. Cela 
est mentionne dans le document AJAC.16/SC.5Jl6, 
et l'on trouve dans le septieme rapport du groupe 
d'observation no 6 des opinions analogues : ce 
dernier rapport declare que le groupe est con
vaincu que les Bulgares n'avaient pas viole la 
frontiere grecque. Cet incident avait rec;u tant de 
publicite que la Commission speciale ne pom·ait 
garder le silence. D'autre part, pour des raisons 
de principe, il etait impossible d'accuser ouver
tement le Gouvernement grec. Des officiers grecs 
vinrent au secours de la Commission speciale qui 
se trouvait en mauvaise posture, en affirmant 
que l'ile n'etait pas bulgare mais grecque. Peu 
importait que le Gouvernement grec n'eut jama!s 
revendique cette ile ni proteste contre le _fait 
que le Gouvernement bulgare la controlmt : 
l'Assemblee generale ne serait pas au courant ~e 
ces petits details et il y avait du reste, non lam 
de la, une autre fie qui portait un nom similaire, 
I'ile Dolnia qui, celle-la, etait revendiquee par la 
Grece. Et voila pourquoi la Premiere Commission 
a pu lire dans le rapport que la souverainete sur 
cette lie est I'objet d'une contestation. La Com
mission Speciale ne s'est pas bornee a justifier 
!'incursion des troupes grecques en territoire 
bulgare et le meurtre de soldats bulgares : elle 
a cree de toutes pieces un differend portant sur 
un territoire. Et voila certes une belle contribution 
au retablissement de bonnes relations de voisinage 
entre Ies pays balkaniques. . 

Le second incident que M. Behler ctes1re 
mentionner a eu lieu au cours des operations 
dans la region du Grammos. Les troupes gouver
nementales, placees sous le haut commande~e~t 
du general americain Van Fleet, avaient proJetee 
de chasser les partisans de la region du Grammos 
en l'espace de deux semaines. Aucun progres ne 
fut realise au cours de cette periode et plusieurs 
generaux grecs furent releves de leurs fonctions 
pour cause d'incapacite. C'est alors qu'entra en 
scene la Commission speciale qui commenc;a par 
augmenter le nombre des observateurs dans le 
secteur du Grammos. Le general de brigade 
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attention was devoted to the Mount Kamenik 
sector on the Albanian frontier. The Government 
army :vas sustaining heavy losses and Mount 
Kamemk ~as strongly defended by the partisans. 
In the circumstances, the obvious conclusion 
was that the mountain from which the nartisans 
were firing machine-guns and mortars' was in 
Albani_an territory. A series of reports on these 
operations then began to flow in to the Committee 
from Observation Group No 1. Reports 13 and 
14 were accompanied by sketch maps which 
::\Ir. Behler distributed to the members of the 
First Committee. The reports and sketches 
purp?rted to show that the partisans' positions 
were m Albanian territory. The Special Committee 
then stated that the Government army had been 
help up by partisans making use of Albanian 
territory. The curious situation which was 
discovered when one read the reports to the 
Special Committee was that Colonel Deans cited 
as authority a report made by Brigadier Saunders
Jacobs and in turn the latter cited the report 
of Colonel Deans. These two very interesting 
documents were A/AC.16JSC.1/0G.1/14 and 
OG.l j13.S-1. 

According to the minutes of the meeting of 
5 August 1948 Brigadier Saunders-Jacobs stated 
that there was no doubt that Mount Kamenik was 
astride the frontier with its summit in Albania. 
It was in this connexion that the sketch maps 
circulated by Mr. Beblerwere of particular interest 
because it was on the basis of those sketches that 
the Special Committee was to recommend active 
measures to be taken by the United Nations. 
However, the Committee hesitated since the only 
proofs were a couple of sketch maps and the 
statements of two or three Greek officers. \Vhen 
certain members of the Committee went so far as 
to doubt the accuracy of the sketches, Brigadier 
Saunders-Jacobs declared that his military repu
tation was being slighted and demanded that his 
report be adopted and his sketch accepted. The 
opposition wavered and after three full meetings 
the Committee decided that the sketches were 
accurate, that the statements of the Greek officers 
were convincing, that the summit of Kamenik and 
the partisan positions were in Albania. 

In the beginning of August, the partisans 
withdrew from Kamenik and it was taken by the 
Government troops. With them went an observ
ation group. Yet the Committee had decided 
that the greater part of Kamenik was in Albania. 
However, the Special Committee did not decide 
that the Government troops and observers had 
violated the Albanian frontier. The Committee 
remained silent in the embarrassing situation. 
A meeting was held and the minutes of the session 
of 10 August reported that it was decided to send 
en officer to examine the ground. No further 
action would be taken pending a further report. 

britannique MacDonald et le colonel amencain 
Deans, apparurent a ce moment. lis concen
trerent leur attention sur le secteur du mont 
Kamenik, situe a Ja frontiere albanaise. L'armee 
gouvernementale subissait de lourdes pertes et 
le mont Kamenik etait fortement defendu par 
les partisans. Dans ces conditions, la conclusion 
qui s'imposait etait que cette montagne, du haut 
de Jaquelle Ies partisans tiraient avec des mitrail
leuses et des mortiers, devait se trouver en 
territoire albanais. C'est alors que la Commission 
speciale commen<;a a recevoir au sujet de ces 
operations la serie des rapports du groupe d'obser
vation no 1. Les rapports nos 13 et 14 etaient 
accompagnes de croquis queM. Behler a distribues 
aux membres de la Commission. Les rapports 
et les croquis visaient a montrer que les positions 
des partisans se trouvaient en territoire albanais. 
La Commission speciale declara alors que l'armee 
gouvernementale avait ete arretee par des 
partisans qui operaient sur le territoire albanais. 
En lisant les rapports de cette commission on 
constate une chose curieuse : le colonel Deans 
invoque l'autorite du general de brigade Saunders
Jacobs, et ce dernier cite a son tour le rapport 
du colonel Deans. Ces deux rapports qui sont 
extremement interessants, figment aux documents 
A/AC.16JSC.l.OG/1/14 et OG.1/13.S-1. 

Au cours de !a reunion du 5 aout 1948 le general 
de brigade Saunders Jacobs a declare - comme 
on pent le lire au proces-verbal - que le mont 
Kamenik etait sans aucun doute a cheval sur la 
frontiere et que son sommet se trouvait en 
territoire albanais. C'est a ce sujet que les croquis 
distribues par M. Behler sont d'un interet tout 
particulier, car c'est a la suite de la distribution 
de ces croquis que la Commission speciale a 
recommande a !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
de prendre des mesures effectives. Cependant 
la Commission hesita, car les seules preuves dont 
elle disposait etaient quelques croquis, ainsi que 
les declarations de deux ou trois officiers grecs. 
Lorsque certains membres de la Commission 
allerent jusqu'a mettre en doute !'exactitude des 
croquis, le general de brigade Saunders Jacobs 
declara que l'on portait atteinte a sa reputation 
militaire et demanda que son rapport flit adopte 
et ses croquis acceptes. L'opposition ceda peu a 
pen et apres trois seances plenieres, Ia Commission 
decida que les croquis etaient exacts, que les 
declarations des officiers grecs etaient convain
cantes et que le sommet du mont Kamenik, tout 
comme les positions des partisans, se trouvait en 
territoire albanais. 

Au debut du mois d'aout, Ies partisans se 
retirerent du mont Kamenik et celui-ci fut 
occupe par les troupes gouvernementales. Ces 
troupes etaient accompagnees par un groupe 
d'observation. Pourtant la Commission avait 
decide que la plus gTande partie du mont Kamenik 
se trouvait en Albanie. Cependant la Commission 
speciale se garda de decider que les troupes 
gouvernementales et les observateurs avaient 
viole la frontiere albanaise. Dans cette situation 
embarrassante, elle se borna a ne rien dire. On 
peut lire au proces-verbal de Ia seance du 10 a~frt 
qu'ii fut decide d'envoyer sur place un offic1er 
afin qu'il examinat le terrain. II fut egalement 
decide de ne rien entreprendre tant qu'un no~lV;er 
rapport ne serait pas parvenu a Ia Commissit 
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Meanwhile the observation group on the moun
tain sent in its first report, dated 18 August. In 
this the thunderstruck Committee read that most 
of the partisan trenches appeared to be in Greek 
t erritory except a few which might be in Albania. 
Although the report was a bit of a surprise, it 
made the useful suggestion that they might adjust 
the frontier a little so that the Government troops 
would still be in Greece but the machine-gun nests 
and mortar positions of the partisans could be in 
Albania. 

Then came the report of the special observer, 
Captain Gauthier, who noted that previously there 
had been an incorrect idea as to the location 
of the frontier. He enclosed photographs and 
concluded that the machine-gun positions of the 
partisans were in Greek t erritory. 

It was worth looking into the subsequent action 
t aken by the Special Committee to make public 
the true situation and to place the blame where 
it belonged, namely, upon the British and Amer
ican military experts whose sket ch maps and 
advice had given a completely false idea of the 
frontier. The Committee apparently lacked the 
necessary moral courage to take any appropriate 
action. However, there was a sad sequel to this 
incident. It was recounted in the supplementary 
report (A/644) in paragraph 37 and the footnote 
thereto. Paragraph 37 stated that from the 
beginning of June 1948 the operations in the 
Grammos area had been closely followed by 
observation groups who had gathered convincing 
proof of the way in which the partisans had 
used Albanian territory. The footnote furnished 
references to documents and the ones cited were 
none other than the reports with the inaccurate 
sketches and others of the same character. 
However, one could search in vain for any 
reference to the report of Captain Gauthier which 
was the only honest report. Evidently it was 
intended to conceal this report and for this reason 
Mr. Behler was distributing it to the First 
Committee (A/AC.16 /SC.l f32). 

As his third example Mr. Behler referred to an 
incident which took place on 8 September 1948 
on Kaimakchalan, a mountain on the Greco
Yugoslav frontier over 2,500 metres high. On the 
night of 6 September two units of the Greek 
Government army entered Yugoslav territory a 
few kilometres apart. They were a company of 
the 514th Battalion and the 3rd Company of the 
566th Battalion. Both took up battle positions 
and entrenched themselves apparently with the 
intention of ambushing Yugoslav frontier patrols. 
The first patrol to arrive warned the Greek troops 
that they were on Yugoslav territory and demand
ed their withdrawal. The Greek unit paid no 
attention. On 8 September a Yugoslav detach
ment found the unit in the same position where it 

. i been for two days and demanded its with
u, .. :;J. This time the Greek troops retired. A 
i-l-

Entre t emps, le groupe d'observateurs se 
trouvant sur le mont Kamenik envoya son premier 
rapport, en date du 18 aout. La Commission, 
siden\e, put lire dans ce rapport que la plupart 
des tranchees des partisans semblaient etre en 
t erritoire grec, a !'exception d'un petit nombre 
d'entre elles qui pouvaient se trouver en Albanie. 
Bien que les conclusions du rapport fussent 
quelque peu inattendues il contenait une sug
gestion interessante : en effet, ses auteurs pro
posaient d'effectuer un Ieger ajustement de 
frontiere, de fa<;on a pouvoir situer les troupes 
gouvernementales en Grece et a pouvoir placer 
les nids de mitrailleuses et les positions de 
mortiers des partisans en Albanie. 

C'est alors que la Commission re~;ut le rapport 
d'un observat eur special, le capitaine Gauthier, 
qui indiquait que l'on s'etait fait une idee fausse 
du trace de la frontiere. Le capitaine Gauthier 
joignait des photographies a son rapport et 
concluait que les posit ions de mitrailleuses des 
partisans se t rouvaient en territoire grec. 

Les mesures prises ulterieurement par la 
Commission speciale meritent d'etre examinees. 
Cela permettra de preciser la situation veritable 
et de faire ressortir le role peu louable qu'ont 
joue les experts britanniques et americains, 
dont les croquis et les informations avaient 
donne une idee completement fausse du trace 
de la frontiere. II semble que la Commission 
n'ait pas eu le courage moral de prendre les 
mesures qui s'imposaient. Cependant, cet inci
dent a eu des consequences fort malheureuses. 
II faut se rapporter au paragraphe 37 du Rap
port supplementaire ( A/644 ) et a Ia note qui 
se trouve en bas de page. Il est dit au para
graphe 37 que, depuis le debut de juin 1948, 
les operations dans la region du Grammos ont 
etc suivies de pres par les groupes d'observa
tion qui ont recueilli des preuves convaincantes 
sur la maniere dont les partisans avaient fait 
usage du territoire albanais. La note donne 
la cote de certains documents ; or, il s'agit preci
sement des rapports qui contiennent les croquis 
inexacts mentionnes par M. Bebler, ainsi que 
d'autres rapports du meme genre. Cependant, 
c'est en vain que l'on chercherait une reference 
au rapport du capitaine Gauthier, qui se trouve 
etre le seul rapport honnete. On a voulu, dt; 
toute evidence, le dissimuler, et c'est pourquOJ 
M. Behler l'a distribue a la Premiere commission 
(A/AC.16 /SC.1 /32). 

A titre de troisieme exemple, M. Behler men
tionne !'incident qui a eu lieu le 8 septembre 1948 
a la frontiere greco-yougoslave, sur le mont 
Kaimaktchalan, dont !'altitude depasse 2.500 
metres. Dans la nuit du 6 septembre, deux 
formations de l'armee gouvernementale grec9ue 
penetrerent en Yougoslavie, a qulques .kil~
metres de distance l'une de l'autre. Il s'agiSSaJt 
d'une compagnie du 514e bataillon et de l~ 3e 
compagnie du 566e bataillon. Les deux formatw~s 
occuperent des positions de combat et s'y fo.rti
fierent, dans !'intention, semble-t-il, d'attmr 
les patrouilles frontalieres yougoslaves dans une 
embuscade. La premiere patrouille qui arriva 
sur place avertit les troupes grecques qu'~lles 
se trouvaient en territoire yougoslave et ex.Igea 
qu'elles se retirassent. La formation wecque 
ne fit aucune attention a cett e sommatwn. Le 
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second Yugoslav battalion which was coming up 
from another direction was suddenly swept by the 
fire of the other Greek unit. After the ensuing 
engagement the Greek unit was forced to with
~raw leaving one prisoner from the 514th Batta
h?r:'· .. Meantime a dense fog had fallen and 
Ylsrbrhty was reduced to a few dozen metres. The 
Yu~oslav detachment lost its way and involun
tanly crossed the frontier. Suddenly and without 
any warning that it was on Greek territory, which 
:muld be normal on any frontier in peace-time, 
rt was fired upon by machine-guns and artillery. 
C~nsiderable Greek forces had been lying in wait 
With armament which would not be expected 
among frontier guards particularly at that alti
tude. They were ready to open immediate fire 
on the sector where the Greek units had prepared 
an ambush. It was clearly a carefully-prepared 
large-scale provocation designed to ensure a 
serious incident. 

The maniacal hatred of Yugoslavia was further 
illustrated by subsequent events. Eight woun
ded Yugoslav soldiers fell into the hands of the 
Greek aggressors. It was subsequently discov
ered through an enquiry conducted among 
Greek deserters that the eight soldiers had been 
executed. No doubt a motive for this hideous 
crime was the fear of allowing such a large number 
of witnesses to survive because they might be 
heard by the Special Committee. 

An observation group of the Special Committee 
undertook an immediate enquiry into the incident 
of Kaimakchalan. It could only agree with the 
facts as they were. The Committee's documents 
confirmed all the essential circumstances which 
sho·wed that the incident was a provocation 
against Yugoslavia. The reports of Observation 
Group No. 3 and the Committee itself agreed that 
Greek units penetrated Yugoslav territory on 
6 September and remained there until 8 Sep
tember. The Committee's report also confirmed 
that the Greek unit at the top of the mountain had 
been properly warned by the Yugoslav patrol that 
it was on Yugoslav territory and had failed to 
retire. According to the Committee's report two 
captured Yugoslav soldiers who survived the 
massacre of the wounded prisoners stated that 
the purpose of their detachments was to drive the 
Greek units out of Yugoslav territory. 

In view of this most serious incident the Com
mittee was quite unable to make an accusation 
against the Yugoslav army. All i~ stated was 
that nothing justified the conclusiOn that the 
Yugoslav Government had deliberately planned 

8 septembre, un detachement yougoslave trouva 
cette formation sur ces memes positions qu'elle 
occupait depuis deux jours et exigea son retrait. 
Cette fois-ci, les troupes grecques se retirerent. 
Un deuxieme bataillon yougoslave, qui s'avan
<;ait d'une autre direction, se trouva soudai
nement sons le feu de l'autre formation grecque. 
A la suite du combat qui s'ensuivit, la formation 
grecque fut forcee de se retirer ; les troupes 
yougoslaves firent un prisonnier qui appartenait 
au 514e bataillon. Entre temps, un epais 
brouillard s'etait forme et la visibilite se trouva 
reduite a quelques douzaines de metres. Le 
detachement yougoslave s'egara et franchit la 
frontiere sans avoir eu !'intention de le faire. 
Soudain, et sans qu'on l'eut averti qu'il se trou
vait en territoire grec, chose qui eut ete normale 
sur n'importe quelle frontiere en temps de 
paix, le detachement essuya un tir de mitrail
leuses et d'artillerie. D'importances forces 
grecques se trouvaient en embuscade ; elles 
avaient un armement dont ne disposent pas 
normalement des gardes-frontierc, surtout a 
cette altitude. Les forces grecques furent a 
meme d'ouvrir immediatement le feu sur le sec
teur ou elles avaient prepare leur guet-apens. 
II s'agissait visiblement d'une provocation de 
grande envergure, soigneusement preparee, dans 
!'intention de creer un incident grave. 

Les evenemcnts qui se sont derouies par la 
suite montrent que la Grece nourrit une haine 
hysterique a l'egard de la Yougoslavie. Huit 
soldats yougoslaves blesses etaient tombes entre 
les mains des agresseurs grecs. On decouvrit 
plus tard, a la suite d'une enquete menee parmi 
les deserteurs grecs, que ces huit soldats avaient 
ete executes. II n'y a aucun doute que ce crime 
abominable a ete motive en partie par la crainte 
que ces prisonniers relativement nombreux pou
vaient, si on les epargnait, apparaitre en tant 
que temoins devant la Commission speciale. 

Un groupe d'observation de la Commission 
speciale se livra immediatement a nne enquete 
au sujet de l'incident de Kaimaktchalan. II ne 
put que reconnaitre les faits. Les documents 
de la Commission confirment les principales 
circonstances et permettent d'etablir que !'inci
dent etait une provocation dirigee contre la 
Yougoslavie. Les rapports du groupe d'obser
vation n° 3 et de la Commission elle-meme 
constatent que des formations grecques ont 
effectivement pcnetre en territoire yougoslave 
et y sont restees jusqu'au 8 septembre. Le rapport 
de la Commission Speciale confirme egalement 
que !'unite grecque qui avait pris position au 
sommet de la montagne avait ete dumcnt avertie 
par la patrouille yougoslave qu'elle se trouvait 
sur le territoire de la Yougoslavie. Le rapport 
constate que neanmoins cette unite ne s'etait 
pas retiree. Le rapport mentionne egalcment 
que deux soldats yougoslaves captures et qui 
avaient survecu au massacre des prisonniers 
blesses ont declare que leur detachement avait 
eu pour mission de chasser les formations grecques 
du territoire yougoslave. 

Dans le cas de cet incident extremement 
grave, la Commission n'a pu formuler aucune 
accusation contre l'armee yougoslave. Elle s'est 
bornee a declarer que rien ne justifiait la concl~
sion que le Gouvernement yougoslave ava1t 
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an invasion. Here was a fine example of the 
Committee's objectivity ; it had been included 
to make more acceptable a much more important 
malfeasance. For while it was impossible to 
accuse Yugoslavia, there was no desire to accuse 
the Greek Government, and the acquittal of 
Yugoslavia, according to the Committee, per
mitted the acquittal of the Athens regime as well. 

Of primary interest in this provocation was 
the fact revealed by a careful analysis of the Com
mittee's documents, namely, that the group of 
observers which made the inquiry was on the 
spot not only on the very day of the invasion by 
the Greek units, but actually on the preceding 
day, not because of any superior orders but on 
their own initiative. They were travelling with 
the advanced elements of the Greek army to 
inspect the ground where the most serious provo
cation against Yugoslavia that had ever taken 
place was to occur. Since it was known that the 
observation groups were everywhere in close 
touch with the high command of the army and 
participated in the planning of operations, one 
might well draw the conclusion that this time the 
observation group was not only the witness but 
also the author of the plan. 

In the Greek question there were several guilty 
parties who were all accomplices in the monstrous 
plot against the Greek people, against the peaceful 
countries of the Balkans, and against peace. One 
of the guilty parties, although a subordinate one, 
was the Special Committee on the Balkans. It 
was the more guilty because it was acting in the 
name of the United Nations which had been 
created to maintain peace. This could not be 
overlooked. This demanded action by the 
Assembly to defend the honour of the United 
Nations. For the consideration of the First 
Committee, Mr. Behler presented a draft reso
lution (AJC.l/368). 

Mr. vVILSON (New Zealand), on a point of order, 
proposed that, in accordance with rule 68 of the 
rules of procedure, the Chairman's list of speakers 
should be considered closed and that after their 
statements were heard the debate should be 
termL'lated. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) said that a reso
lution was before the Committee in the name of 
the Australian delegation (A/C.l /362) which he 
had not yet had an opportunity of explaining. 
He would like to be added to the Iist of speakers. 

Mr. WILSON (New Zealand) modified his pro
posal to include the representative of Australia 
on the list. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that after statements had 
been heard from the representatives of Poland, 
Greece, USSR, Sweden, Norway and Australia the 
general debate would be closed. He stated also 
that at the next meeting there would be a state-

deliberement projete !'invasion. Voila un bel 
exemple d'impartialite de la part de la Commis
sion ; si on en a fait etat dans le rapport c'est 
pour dissimuler des agissements autrement graves. 
En effet, la Commission se trouvait dans 
l'impossibilite d'accuser la Yougoslavie, mais 
n'avait aucun desir d'accuser la Gouvernement 
grec: l'acquittcment de la Yougoslavie permet
tait done l'acquittemcnt du regime d'Athenes. 

Une etude attentive des documents de Ia 
Commission pcrrnet de decouvrir un point parti
culiercment intcrcssant dans cette affaire de 
provocation. En diet, on constate que la groupe 
d'observation qui avait fait l'enquete se trou
vait sur place non seulement le jour ou les for
mations grecques avaicnt effectue leur incur
sion, mais qu'il s'y trouvait deja la vieille. Il 
s'y trouvait non pas a la suite d'ordres re~us, 
mais de sa propre initiative. Ces observateurs 
accompaanaient lcs elements avances de l'armee 
grecque "'ann d'inspecter le terrain ou devait 
se produire l'incident le plus grave qui eut jamais 
etc crec pour provoquer la Yougoslavie. Chacun 
sait que les groupes d'observation sont partout 
en contnct Ctroit avec le haut commandement 
de l'armee, et qu'ils participent a !'elaboration 
des plans d'operations ; on peut en conclure que 
cettc fois-ci Ie groupe d'observation n'a pas 
seulement etc tcmoin d'un incident mais qu'il 
a dressc le plan destine a le provoquer. . . 

Dans cette question grecquc, il y a plus1~urs 
groupes de coupablcs ; ils sont tous compbces 
dans un complot monstrueux dirige contre le 
peuple grec, contre les pays pacifiques des Balkans 
et centre la paix. Un des coupables, c'est la 
Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour 
Ies Balkans, bien qu'elle ne joue qu'un role 
subordonne. Cette Commission est d'autant plus 
a blamer qu'elle aait au nom de !'Organisation 5 . 

des Nations Unies, qui a ete etablie pour mam-
tenir la paix. On ne peut negliger cet aspe?t 
du probleme. La situation exige que l'Assemblee 
generale intervienne et protege l'honneur de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. lVL Be~ler 
soumet un pro jet (A/C.l f368 ) a l'attentwn 
de la Premiere Commission. 

M. WILSON (Nouvelle-Zelande) present~ une 
motion d'ordre. II demande que, conformement 
a !'article 68 du reglement interieur, la liste 
des orateurs soit declaree close et que Ia 
discussion prenne fin apres les interventions 
des orateurs inscrits. 

Le Colonel HoDGSON (Australie) declare 
que la delegation de I' Australie a pres.ente ~? 
projet de resolution (A/C.l/362) mms qu ~I 
n'a pas encore eu !'occasion de donner des exp~
cations a son sujet. II desire que son nom smt 
porte sur la liste des orateurs. 

M. WILSON (Nouvelle-Zelande) ne s'oppose 
pas a ce que le nom du representant de l'Aus
tralie soit ajoute a la liste des orateurs. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la discussion gen~
rale prendra fin apres !'intervention des repre
sentants de la Pologne, de la Grece, de l'URSS, 
de la Suede de la Norvege et de l'Australie. 
Il ajoute q~'au cours de la prochaine reunion 
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m_ent from the Secretary-General in connexion 
With the remarks made by the representatives of 
Yugoslavia and the USSR. 

The meeting rose at 6.20 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday, 6 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. CosTA DU RELS (Bolivia). 

51. Programme of future meetings of 
the Committee 

The CHAIRMAN announced that he had received 
from the General Committee a notice informing 
him that, from the following week, the Main 
Committees would hold one additional evening 
meeting per week. The First Committee would 
hold an evening meeting on Wednesday, 10 No
vember, from 8 p.m. to 11 p.m.; as Thursday 
morning, 11 November, was a holiday, the First 
Committee would also hold an evening meeting 
that. day. 

SHOWING OF DOCUMENTARY FILMS 

The SECRETARY-GENERAL stated that on 4 No
vember the Yugoslav delegation had issued 
invitations to members of the delegations and the 
Secretariat to be present at the showing of a 
documentary film on Greek children in Yugo
slavia. The film was to be shown in the United 
X ations cinema. Shortly afterwards, a dele
gation had protested against the showing of the 
film on the ground that it would constitute an 
abuse of privileges on the part of the Yugoslav 
delegation, because it was an attempt to influence 
the discussion of the Greek question in the First 
Committee. 

In the past, the Secretariat had allowed the 
use of its facilities for the presentation of docu
mentary films by delegations. That was the 
first time that it had been termed an abuse of 
privilege. In the circumstances, the Secretary
General had reached the conclusion that it would 
be wise for the Secretariat to decide what rules 
should be laid down to avoid a repetition of such 
incidents in the future. Meantim~, it had appear
ed advisable to suspend immediately the showing 
of any documentary film coming from a dele
gation until the Secretariat had had time to 
examine the question of principle, and if it thought 
necessary, to submit its conclusions to the appro
priate organ of the United Nations for a final 
decision. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland), after thanking the 
Secretary-General for the statement he had just 
made, considered that the protest of the Greek 
delegation was unjustified, . for the Yugoslav 
delegation had not abused its rights. The film 

la Commission entendra une declaration du 
Secretaire general au sujet des observations 
faites par les representants de la Yougoslavie 
et de I'URSS. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 20. 

CENT-QUATRE-YINGT-CINQUIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 6 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

51. Programme des prochaines seances 
de la Commission 

LE PRESIDENT annonce a la Commission qu'il 
a re9u du Bureau de l'Assemblee un avis 
l'informant que a partir de la semaine prochaine 
les Grandes Commissions tiendraient une seance 
supplementaire de nuit par semaine. La Premiere 
Commission tiendra une seance de nuit le mercredi 
10 novembre, de 20 heures a 23 heures ; comme 
il y aura conge le jeudi matin 11 novembre, la 
Premiere Commission tiendra egalement une 
seance de nuit a cette date. 

PROJECTION DE FILMS DOCUMENTAIRES 

Le SEcRETAIRE GENERAL declare que la dele
gation yougoslave avait distribue, le 4 novembre, 
des invitations aux membres des delegations et 
du Secretariat, pour la presentation d'un film 
documentaire sur les enfants grecs en Yougoslavie. 
La projection de ce film devait avoir lieu au 
cinema de }'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Peu apres une delegation a proteste contre la 
projection de ce film en declarant que cette 
projection constituerait, de la part de la delegation 
yougoslave, un abus de ses privileges car il 
s'agissait Ia d'une tentative d'influencer Ia 
discussion de Ia question grecque au sein de 
la Premiere Commission. 

Dans le passe, le Secretariat a permis I' utilisation 
de ses salles pour la presentation de films docu
mentaires par des delegations nationales. C'est 
la premiere fois que l'on allegue que I'exercice de 
ce privilege constituerait un abus. Dans ces 
conditions, le Secretaire general est arrive a la 
conclusion qu'il serait sage, pour le Secretariat, 
de rechercher queUes regles devraient etre suivies 
afin d'eviter la repetition de tels incidents a 
I'avenir. Entre temps, il a paru opportun de 
suspendre immediatement la projection de tout 
film documentaire emanant de delegations natio
nales, et ce, jusqu'a ce que le Secretariat general 
ait le temps d'examiner la question de principe 
et, s'il le juge necessaire, de soumettre se~ 

conclusions a l'organe competent de !'Orga
nisations des Nations Unies, qui prendrait la 
decision definitive. 

M. KATz-SucnY (Pologne) apres avoir remercie 
le Secretaire general pour la declaration qu'il 
vient de faire, estime que la protestation de la 
delegation grecque n'etait pas justiftee, car la 
delegation yougoslave n'avait pas abuse de ses 
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on Greek children in Yugoslavia was, indeed, a 
document of interest to the First Committee. 
No one could prevent the distribution by a dele
gation of printed or mimeographed documents, 
or even of a film. The Greek delegation's asser
tion was valueless since the purpose of each inter
vention in a debate was precisely to influence 
the opinion of delegations. 

The film was connected with the question under 
discussion, since the Special Committee on the 
Balkans and the Greek Government had mentioned 
the abduction of Greek children. Moreover, 
there would be no reason either for opposing the 
showing of Greek films if the Greek delegation 
presented any. 

While recognizing that the Secretary-General 
probably had been unable to act otherwise on 
account of the Greek protest, the Polish dele
gation proposed that the First Committee should 
express its opinion on the point and that the 
Secretary-General should allow the showing of 
the Yugoslav documentary film on Greek children. 

l\Ir. BEnLER (Yugoslavia) remarked that the 
Secretary-General's reply was not complet e. It 
was, in fact, only after the Secretariat, through 
Mr. Benjamin Cohen, Assistant Secretary-General 
in charge of the Department of Public Infor
mation, had authorized the showing of the film 
that his delegation had issued its invitations. 
At the last moment, on the eve of the presentation 
of the film, the Secretary-General had prohibited 
it as a result of a protest from the Greek dele
gation. That protest was naturally to be ex
plained by the Greek delegation's desire not to 
bring to the knowledge of members of the Com
mittee a document which might cast a new light 
on the Greek question. Thus, if there had 
been an abuse of privilege, it was not his dele
gation, but the Greek delegation, which should 
be accused of it. He also noted that the argument 
according to which the showing of the film might 
embitter the discussion was absolutely baseless. 
If such reasoning were followed members would 
be obliged to be silent and to issue no papers, 
since any documents or any interventions in the 
debate might also embitter the discussion. 
Moreover, some of the films so far shown in the 
United Nations Cinema were more or less closely 
related to the political situat ion : for example, 
the film Italy Rebuilds, produced by an American 
film company, was obviously propaganda for the 
Marshall Plan. Consequently, the decision to 
ban the Yugoslav film was proof of partiality. 

H e therefore asked the Secretary-General how 
he intended to ensure for his delegation the t ech
nical collaboration of the Secretariat in order 
to bring to the knowledge of the First Committee 
the document presented to it in the form of a film. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) thought 
the Secretary-General's decision was wise. The 
question whether the United Nations could put 
its facilities at the disposal of a delegation for the 

droits. En effet, le film sur les enfants grecs en 
Yougoslavie est un document qui interesse la 
Premiere Commission. Personne ne peut empecher 
la distribution de documents par une delegation, 
qu'il s'agisse d'ouvrages imprimes ou polycopies 
ou encore d'un film. L'assertion de la delegation 
grecque n'a pas de valeur puisque toute inter
vention dans un debat a precisement pour but 
d 'influencer I' opinion des delegations. 

Ce film a trait a la question en cours d'examen 
puisque la Commission speciale pour les Balkans 
et le Gouvernernent grec ont fait mention de 
l'enlevement des enfants grecs. D'ailleurs, il n'y 
aurait pas de raison non plus de s'opposer a Ia 
proj ection de films grec si Ia delegation grecque 
en presentait. 

Tout en reconnaissant que le Secretaire general 
n'a sans doute pas pu agir autrement, en raison 
de la protestation grecque, la delegation de Ia 
Pologne propose que la Premiere Commission 
exprime son opinion sur ce point et que le Secn~
taire general permette la projection du film 
documentaire yougoslave sur les enfants grecs. 

M. BEnLER (Yougoslavie) fait observer que Ia 
reponse au Secretaire general n'est pas complete. 
En efiet, c'est seulement apres que le Secretariat 
eut, par le truchement de M. Benjamin Cohen, 
Secrctaire general adjoint charge du Departement 
de !'information, donne l'autorisation de projeter 
ce film que la delegation yougoslave a distribue 
ses invitations. Au dernier moment, la veille de 
Ia presentation du film, le Secretaire general l'a 
interdite a la suite d'une protestation de la dele
gation grecque. Cette protestation s'explique 
naturellement par le desir de Ia delegation grecque 
de ne pas porter a la connaissance des membres de 
la Commission un document qui pourrait jeter 
un jour nouveau sur la question grecque. Ainsi 
s'il y a eu abus de droit, il ne faut pas en accuser 
la delegation yougoslave mais la delegation 
grecque. L'orateur constate en outre que 
!'argument scion lequel Ia projection de ce film 
pourrait envenimer Ia discussion manque de tout 
fond ement. Si I'on devait suivre pareil raison
nement, il faudrait se taire et ne plus distribuer, 
aucun document puisque tous les documents et 
toutes les interventions dans les debats peuvent 
egalement envenimer Ia discussion. De plus, 
certains des films projetes jusqu'ici dans Ia salle 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies touchaient 
de pres ou de loin a Ia situation politique : par 
exemple, Ie film L' Italie reconstruil, produit par . 
une compagnie cinematographique americaine, 
est evidemment de Ia propagande pour le plan 
Marshall. Par consequent, la decision d'interdire 
le film yougoslave est une manifestation de 
partialite. 

En consequence, M. Behler demande au Secre .. 
taire general comment il entend assurer, au profit 
de Ia delegation yougoslave, la collaboration 
technique du Secretariat afin de permettre a la 
Premiere Commission de prendre connaissance 
d'un document qui lui est presente sons forme 
de film. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estime 
que la decision du Secretaire general est sage. 
En effet, Ia question de savoir si !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies peut mettre a la disposition 
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presentation of a supposedly documentary film 
presented some difficulty, for it was not easy to 
draw a distinction between what was documen
tary and what was pure propaganda. 

Since the question had been raised for the first 
time, the showing of the Yugoslav film would 
have to be postponed until a decision had been 
taken on the principle. At all events, if in addi
tion to the improper language which was used in 
the Assembly and in Committee there was also 
to be a battle of propaganda films it was to be 
feared that the United Nations might entirely 
cease to be a harmonizing centre. He was sure 
that if, for example, his delegation wished to 
show at the United Nations the film Behind the 
Iron Curtain which showed the evidence collected 
by the Royal Canadian Commission of certain 
spy activities conducted in Canada, that would 
not be at all to the liking of some delegations. 
For that reason his delegation supported the 
position taken by the Secretary-General. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) said he quite 
understood Mr. Behler's point of view but warned 
the Committee he would not support any reso
lution charging the Secretary-General with partial
ity, for the latter had taken a wise decision in 
dealing with an unprecedented situation. 

H e thought that Mr. Behler was lacking in 
objectivity when he claimed that the majority 
of films presented in the United Nations Cinema 
reflected the political positions of the various 
Governments. He then gave a list of films shown 
which had absolutely no political significance. 
He hoped that every facility might continue to 
be given to enable delegations to see non-contro
versial films. 

It was true, as the Yugoslav representative 
had pointed out, that a delegation could not be 
prevented from presenting documents ; however, 
the right to submit a draft resolution could not 
be compared with the showing of a film, for up 
to the present there had been no precedent for 
such a showing. 

His delegation thought the Secretary-General 
right in requesting a little time to enable him to 
consult the appropriate organs of the United 

· Nations. Although his delegation could not be 
suspected of attacking the right of delegations 
to present their documentation, he thought that 
all delegations should for the time being forego 
the right to exhibit their national films until the 
Secretary-General had presented his point of 
view on the matter. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) remarked that the 
question under discussion had two aspects. The 
first was to determine whether the Yugoslav dele
gation could, in the form of a documentary film, 
present evidence showing the condition of Greek 
child refugees in Yugoslavia. His delegation 
therefore proposed that the First Committee 

d'une delegation son equipement pour la presen
tation d'un film dit documentaire presente une 
certaine difficulte, car il n'est pas aise de faire 
la distinction entre ce qui est documentaire ou 
pure propagande. 

Puisque la question a ete soulevee pour la 
premiere fois il faudrait que la projection du 
film yougoslave soit suspendue jusqu'a ce qu'une 
decision de principe soit prise. De toute fac;on, 
si en plus des ecarts de langages qui se produisent 
a l'Assemblee et en Commission, il fallait encore 
assister a une bataille de films de propagande, 
il serait a craindre que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies cesse tout a fait d'etre un centre d'harmo
nisation. II est certain par exemple que, si la 
delegation des Etats-Unis voulait projeter a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies le film Derriere 
le rideau de fer, qui montre les preuves recueillies 
par la Commission royale canadienne concernant 
certaines activites d'espionnage qui se sont 
produites au Canada, cela ne serait pas du gout 
de certaines delegations. C'est pourquoi la dele
gation des Etats-Unis appuie la position prise 
par le Secretaire general. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare qu'il 
comprend parfaitement le point de vue de 
M. Behler mais previent la Commission qu'il ne 
s'associera a aucune resolution tendant a accuser 
le Secretaire general de partialite car celui-ci 
en presence d'un probleme nouveau a pris une 
decision sage. 

L'orat eur estime queM. Behler manque d'objec
tivite lorsqu'il pretend que la plupart des films 
presentes dans la salle de projection de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies refletent la position 
politiques des divers Gouvernements. Il donne 
ensuite la liste de certains films qui ont ete 
presentes et qui ne presentent absolument aucun 
caractere politique. II souhaite que toutes facilites 
continuent a etre accordees aux delegations pour 
leur permettre de voir des films qui ne sont pas 
sujet a controverse. 

II est vrai, comme l'a fait remarquer le repre
sentant de la Yougoslavie que l'on ne peut 
empecher une delegation de presenter des docu
ments. Toutefois, le droit de presenter un projet 
de resolution ne peut etre assimile a Ia presentation 
d'un film car cette presentation jusqu'a present 
n'a ete l'objet d'aucun precedent. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni estime que le 
Secretaire general a raison de demander un certain 
delai pour lui permettre de consulter les organes 
competents de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Sans que l'on puisse suspecter la delegation 
britannique de porter atteinte au droit des dele
gations de presenter leur documentation, celle-ci 
estime que toutes les delegations devraient 
abandonner momentanement leur droit de 
presenter des films nationaux, tant que le 
Secretaire general n'aura pas expose son point de 
vue a ce sujet. 

M. KATz-SucuY (Pologne) fait remarquer que 
la question debattue presente deux. aspects. Le 
premier point consiste a determiner si la dele
gation yougoslave peut presenter des preuves 
sous la forme d'un film documentaire montrant 
dans quelles conditions se trouvent les enfants 
grecs refugies en Yougoslavie. La delegation 
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should decide that the film in question should 
be shown in the United Nations Cinema exclusively 
for members of the Committee. The position of 
the Greek delegation could only be explained by 
fear : it did not wish evidence to be produced 
which would show how Greek children, escaping 
death, had been received abroad. 

The second aspect of the problem was concerned 
with the principle of the presentation by dele
gations of documentary films in the United 
Nations cinema. His delegation thought it 
would be useful to present such films. 

Although the reference made by Mr. Dulles to 
the vulgar American propo.ganda picture Behind 
the I ron Curtain was not pertinent, the Polish 
delegation would not object to the United States 
delegation sho·wing documentary films in United 
Nations projection rooms. For that reason the 
Secretary-General should lay down a ruling 
granting all delegations equal facilities for the 
presentation of documentary films. 

l\Ir. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socin.list Republics) 
pointed out that the question under discussion 
was of 2.n exceptional kind, since, if measures 
were taken in regard to a delegation which had 
attempted to present a documcntnry film, it 
\voulcl be because another delegation had raised 
objections because it feared the showing of that 
document. The measures t aken by the Secre
tariat appeared all the more abnormal since there 
had been a steady stream of accusations made by 
Greece and the Special Committee on the Balkans 
against Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia in the 
Committee. A discriminatory measure had there
fore been taken against Yugoslavia. 

:\Ioreover, now there was a question of banning 
the presentation of all films. Mr. Dulles, who 
wished to utilize the United Nations for his propa
ganda, had mentionned a film Behind the Iron 
Curtain which was well known for its hostility 
to the USSR. It was obvious that the United 
Nations could not agree to show calumniatory 
and provocative films. 

On the other hand, so far as the Yugoslav docu
mentary film was concerned, the Polish proposal 
to show it for members of the First Committee 
appeared reasonable, since it had been considered 
that the film could be shown to the public. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) said his delegation was 
not opposed to the actual showing of the Yugoslav 
film. However, so-called documentary films 
could, of course, readily be made to serve propa
ganda purposes. His delegation, moreover, would 
be perfectly able to show films which, although 
documentary in appearance, were designed for 
other purposes. 

The question which must be settled was whether 
the services of the Secretariat could be used for 
aims which, in fact, threatened the independence 
and impartiality of an international organ. For 
that reason the First Committee ought to decide 

polonaise propose, en consequence, que la Premiere 
Commission decide que le film en question sera 
projete dans le cinema de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies exclusivement a !'intention de 
ses membres. La position de la delegation grecque 
ne peut s'expliquer que par la peur qu'elle eprouve 
de voir etablir comment les enfants grecs, 
echappant ala mort, ont ete recueillis a l'etranger. 

Le second aspect du probleme a trait au 
principe de la presentation de films documentaires 
par les delegations dans des salles de projection 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. La dehi
gation polonaise estime qu'il serait utile de 
presenter des films de ce genre. 

Bien que la reference faite par M. Dulles au 
film americain de basse propagande Derriere le 
rideazz de fer nc soit pas pertinente, la delegation 
polonaise ne s'opposerait pas a ce que la dele
gation des Etats-Unis, presente des films docu
mentaires dans les salles de projection de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. C'est pourquoi le 
Secretaire general devrait etablir un reglement 
accordant a toutcs les delegations des facilites 
egales pour la presentation de films documentaires. 

M. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovieiiqnes) bit remarquer que la question en 
discussion nrcsente un caractere anormal, etant 
donne que· si des mesures sont prises a l'egard 
d'une delegation qui a tente de presenter un 
film documentairc, c'est parce qu'une autre 
delegation a souleve des objections en raison 
de la crainte que lui donne ce document. Les 
mesures prises par le Secretariat paraissent 
d'autant plus anormales qu'on n'a cesse d'entendre 
ici les accusations proferees par la Grece et Ia 
Commission spccialc pour les Balkans contre 
I' Albanie, la Bulgaric et la Yougoslavie. II s'agit 
done d'une mcsure discriminatoire contre la 
Yougoslavie. 

En outre, on voudrait maintenant interdire 
la presentation de tous les films. M. Dulles qui 
voudrait utiliscr !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
pour developper sa propagande a fait mention 
d'un film, Derriere le rideau de fer qui est bien 
connu pour son caractere hostile a l'egard de 
l'URSS. II est evident que !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies ne pent accepter de projeter des 
films de provocation et de calomnies. 

Par contre, en ce qui concerne le film do~u
mentaire yougoslave, la proposition polonaise 
tendant a le projeter a l'intention des membres 
de Ia Premiere Commission parait raisonnable, 
puisque l'on avait estime que ce fUm pouvait 
etre montre au grand public. 

M. PrPINELIS (Grece) declare que sa delegation 
ne s'oppose pas a Ia projection meme du film 
yougoslave. Toutefois, il va sans dire que l~ 
films dits documentaires peuvent aisement serv1r 
a des fins de propagande. La delegation grecque 
d'ailleurs serait parfaitement en mesure de 
presenter des films qui, sous une apparence docu
mentaire, viseraient un autre but. 

La question qu'il importe de trancher est de 
savoir si Ies services du Secretariat peuvent etre 
utilises a des buts qui, en fait porteraient 
atteinte a l'independance et a l'obj~ctivite ~·.un 
organe .international. C'est pourqumla Prem1ere 
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whether it considered it useful to pursue on the 
screen the oral discussion in which it was engaged. 

_He added that the film was designed for a 
"lnder public than the members of the First 
Committee, and that consequently its aim was 
not to shed light on the question but to serve as 
a means of propaganda. 

::\Ir. LORIDAN (Belgium) noted that the debate 
ha_d ~one beyond a specific case to a question of 
pnnCiple. The Secretary-General , in acting as 
he had done, had applied certain criteria for the 
showing of films presented by delegations on 
"Cnited Nations screens. He had admitted that 
only films which did not give rise to any political 
controversy should be shown. 

The question for the First Committee, therefore, 
was whether that criterion should be retained or 
whether, on the contrary, the showing of contro
Yersial films should not also be allowed. But 
if the criterion were accepted, it would also be 
necessary to decide who could apply it. Since the 
Secretariat would find itself in a very embarras
sing position, his delegation would be inclined to 
be fairly liberal in the matter. 

However, it was not for the First Committee 
but for an appropriate organ of the United Nations 
to settle the question of principle. After rules 
had b een laid down, the First Committee could 
decide whether the Yugoslav film should be shown. 

:\Ir. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said the refusal to show the Yugoslav 
film w as not justifiable. The United Nations 
cinema programme was, in fact, drawn up more 
than a week in advance. The sudden banning 
of the Yugoslav film alone, as a result of an 
obj ection by the Greek delegation, was all the less 
understandable since the Greek question was 
engaging world political opinion, the ' problem 
of the removal of Greek children had been raised 
in the First Committee, and in the presence of 
differing opinions the film would shed new light 
on the problem. For that reason his delegation 
supported the Polish proposal that the film should 
be shown to the members of the First Committee. 

Mr. Dulles proposed that they should abandon 
the showing of all films. But not hing proved 
that the Yugoslav film was a propaganda film. 
In reality the United States representative had 
merely m ade an attempt to prevent light being 
shed on the Greek question. 

Freedom of speech and information must be 
guaranteed and therefore his delegation proposed 
that the Polish proposal be put to the vote. 

Mr. LoRIDAN (Belgium) formally proposed that 
the examination of the question be referred to the 
General Committee so that general rules might 
be laid down. 

Commission dcvrait decider si elle estime utile 
de poursuivre sur l'ecran la discussion orale dans 
laquelle elle est engagee. 

L'orateur ajoute que ce film etait destine a un 
public plus large que les membres de la Premiere 
Commission ; son but est done non point de jeter 
de la lumiere sur la question, mais de servir de 
moyen de propagande. 

M. LoRmAN (Belgique) constate que la discussion 
est passec d'un cas particulier a une question 
de principe. Le Secretaire general, en agissant 
comme il l'a fait, a applique certains criteres 
pour la proj ection sur les ecrans de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies des films presentes par des 
delegations. II a admis que seuls les films ne 
soulevant aucune controverse po1itique devraient 
etre projetes. 

La question qui se pose pour la Premiere 
Commission est done de savoir si ce critere doit 
etre maintenu ou si, au contraire, il ne faudrait 
pas admettre egalement la projection de films 
controverses. Mais si le critere est admis, il faudra 
en outre determiner qui pourra l'appliquer. Etant 
donne que le Secretariat se trouverait dans une 
situation tres embarrassante, Ia delegation beige 
serait t entee de se montrer assez liberale dans 
ce domaine. 

Cependant, ce n'est pas a la Premiere Com
mission mais a un organe competent de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, qu'il appartient de 
trancher cette question de principe. Apres que des 
regles auront Cte etablies, la Premiere Commission 
pourra determiner si le film yougoslave doit etre 
presente. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) declare que Ie refus de projeter le 
film yougoslave ne se justifie pas. En effet le 
programme des seances cinematographiques de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies est etabli plus 
d'une semaine a l' avance. L'interdiction soudaine 
du seul film yougoslave a Ia suite d'une objection 
de la delegation grecquc est d'autant moins 
comprehensible que la question grecque preoccupe 
!'opinion politique mondiale, que le probleme 
du transfert des enfants grecs a ete souleve a 
la Premiere Commission, et que, en presence 
d'opinions divergentes, cette projection aurait 
jete une lumiere nouvelle sur le problcme. C'est 
pourquoi la delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie 
appuic la proposition polonaise tendant a ce que 
ce film soit projete a !'intention des membres 
de la Premiere Commission. 

M. Dulles a propose de renoncer ala projection 
de tous les films. Mais rien ne prouve que le film 
yougoslave soit un film de propagande. En 
realite, le representant des Etats-Unis a 
simplement fait une tentative pour empecher que 
la lumiere se fasse sur la question grecque. 

La Iiberte de parole et d'information doit etre 
garantie ; c'est pourquoi la delegation de la 
RSS de Bielorussie propose de mettre aux voix 
Ia proposition polonaise. 

M. LoRIDAN (Belgique) propose formellement 
de renvoyer l'examen de la question au Bureau 
de I' Assemblee generale, a fin que des regles 
d'ensemble soient etablies. 
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Mr. BELT (Cuba), invoking rule 106 of the rules 
of procedure, asked for the debate to be closed. 

The SECRETARY-GENERAL, recalling the last 
part of the statement he had made at the begin
ning of the meeting, said the Belgian proposal 
was not necessary and asked to be given a little 
time to reach a decision. 

Mr. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) supported 
the two Polish proposals. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) asked the Secr:,etary
General, before the closing of the debate, to 
answer the following two questions : (1) why 
had he said that Yugoslavia had abused its privi
lege since it had obtained the Secretariat's autho
rization before issuing its invitations ? (2) how 
did the Secretary-General intend to give the 
Yugoslav delegation the necessary technical 
assistance to present part of its documentation 
to the First Committee in the form of a film ? 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Cuban pro
posal to close the debate. 

A vole was taken by show of hands. The proposal 
was adopted by 38 votes lo 6, with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN announced that he would put 
to the vote in turn the Polish proposal that the 
Yugoslav film should be allowed to be shown 
only to the members of the First Committee in 
the United Nations cinema, and the Belgian 
proposal to refer to an appropriate organ of the 
United Nations the question of principle relating 
to the showing of films. 

Mr. LoRIDAN (Belgium) requested that his 
proposal should be put to the vote first, as it 
concerned a preliminary matter. The Belgian 
delegation would be unable to reach a decision 
on a given case until the question of principle 
had been settled. He further pointed out that 
the matter was an urgent one. 

Mr. KATZ - SucHY (Poland), supported by 
Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia), expressed the opinion 
that the Belgian proposal should not be voted 
on first, as the two proposals concerned separate 
questions, and whereas one dealt with the question 
of showing films to the public, the other concerned 
the showing of a Yugoslav film to the First 
Committee only. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
that the Belgian proposal should be voted upon 
first. 

A vole was taken by a show of hands. The 
proposal was rejected by 23 voles to 22, with 
8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Polish 
proposal that the Yugoslav film should be shown 
to the First Committee. 

A vote was iaken by show of hands. The proposal 
was rejected by 19 votes to 8, with 21 abstentions. 

Mr. STOLJ{ (Venezuela) explained that he had 
abstained because the question of principle had 
not been settled first. He considered it was 

M. BELT (Cuba) s'appuyant sur !'article 106 
du reglement interieur, demande la CUlture des 
debats. 

Le SECRETAIRE GENERAL, rappelant la derniere 
partie de Ia declaration qu'il a faite au debut de 
la seance, estime que la proposition beige n'est 
pas necessaire et demande qu'on lui laisse un 
peu de temps pour prendre une decision. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) appuie les 
deux propositions polonaises. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) demande que le 
Secretaire general reponde avant la clOture des 
debats aux deux questions suivantes : 1) pourquoi 
a-t-il dit que la Yougoslavie a abuse de son 
privilege, puisqu'elle avait obtenu une autorisation 
du Secretariat avant de lancer ses invitations ? 
2) comment le Secretaire general envisage-t-il 
de donner a la delegation yougoslave l'aide tech
nique necessaire pour presenter une partie de sa 
documentation a la Premiere Commission sous 
forme de film ? 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
cubaine de cloture des debats. 

Le vole a lieu a mains levees. Par 38 voix conlre 6, 
avec 5 abstentions, la proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce qu'il va mettre succes
sivement aux voix la proposition polonaise tendant 
a permettre Ia presentation du film yougoslave 
exclusivement aux membres de la Premiere 
Commission, en utilisant Ia salle de proj ection 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies et Ia propo
sition beige tendant a renvoyer la question de 
principe de Ia presentation de films a un organe 
competent de !'Organisation. 

M. LoRIDAN (Belgique) demande que sa propo
sition ait prioritc car elle constitue une questiOn 
prealable. La delegation beige ne pourrait pren?re 
position sur un cas particulier sans que Ia question 
de principe ait etc tranchee. II attire en outre 
!'attention de Ia Commission sur l'urgence du 
probleme. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) appuye par 
M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare que la propo
sition beige ne doit pas avoir priorite, car les 
deux propositions traitent de questions differentes, 
l'une ayant trait a Ia presentation de films au 
public, !'autre a Ia presentation d'un film 
yougoslave exclusivement a Ia Premiere Com
mission. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
tendant a ce que Ia proposition beige soit examinee 
en premier lieu. 

Le vote a lieu a mains levees. Par 23 voix contre 22, 
avec 8 abstentions, la proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
polonaise tendant a presenter le film yougoslave 
a Ia Premiere Commission. 

Le vote a lieu a mains levees. Par 19 voix conlre 8, 
avec 21 abstentions, la proposition est rejetee. 

M. STOLK (Venezuela) explique son abstention 
par le fait que Ia question de pri~cipe n:~vait 
pas ete resolue prealablement. II estime qu Il est 
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unsuitable for the First Committee to set itself 
up as a court of law. 

At the request of the CHAIRMAN, and after an 
explanation by the SEcRETARY-GENERAL, Mr. Lo
RIDAN (Belgium) defined his proposal as follows : 
~hat t~e. question of the standards to be adopted 
~n dec1dmg whether or not a film might be shown 
m one of the halls of the United Nations should 
be referred to the General Committee for a decision 
as to what body was competent to deal with it. 

~ir. McNEIL (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that that proposal would reverse the normal 
procedure. The General Committee's task was 
to decide what items should be on the agenda of 
the Assembly and to which Committees they 
should be referred. The question at issue was 
not on the Assembly's provisional agenda. It 
had been discussed in the First Committee before 
being put to the General Committee. A decision 
to refer the question to the General Committee 
would be delicate and might create a dangerous 
precedent. It would therefore be better for the 
Committee to take note of the Secretary-General's 
suggestion and ask him to examine the question 
as quickly as possible. 

Mr. LoRmAN (Belgium) supported the United 
Ki~gdom proposaL 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The United 
Kingdom proposal was adopted by 43 votes to none, 
with 9 abstentions. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) requested the Secre
tary-General to withdraw the accusations he 
had made against the Yugoslav delegation. 

The SECRETARY-GENERAL said, in reply, that 
on reading the verbatim report of the meeting, 
Mr. Behler would find that he had made no 
accusation against the Yugoslav delegation, and 
had only cited an argument which a delegation 
had used in its protest. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the question was 
settled and that the Committee would resume the 
general discussion. 

52. Continuation of the discussion on 
threats to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
and A/692). 

:Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) recalled that at the 
previous morning's meeting, the Chairman had 
requested the various delegations not to enter 
into subjects which were not directly connected 
with the question on the agenda. Hardly had 
the President made that request than Mr. Dulles 
had embarked on one of his not-very-successful 
excursions into the field of United States and 
world politics. 

Referring to Mr. Dulles' statement that the 
United States had gained no territorial advantage 
from the two world wars, Mr. Katz-Suchy quoted 
a declaration by President Truman on 9 August 

peu convenable que Ia Premiere Commission 
s'erige en tribunal. 

Sur une demande du PRESIDENT et apres une 
explication du SECRETAIRE GENERAL, M. LoRIDAN 
(Belgique) precise ainsi les termes de sa propo
sition : renvoi de la question des criteres selon 
lesquels il sera decide que des films pourront etre 
projetes dans l'une des salles de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, au Bureau de l'Assemblt~e 
generale, afin que ce dernier determine l'organe 
competent en la matiere. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer que 
cette proposition tendrait a renverser la procedure 
normale. En effet, le role du Bureau de l'Assemblee 
est de decider quelles questions figureront a 
l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee et a quelles com
missions elles seront renvoyees. La question en 
cours de discussion ne figure pas a I'ordre du 
jour provisoire de l'Assemblee. Elle a ete discutee 
a la Premiere Commission avant d'avoir ete 
posee au Bureau. La decision de renvoyer cette 
question au Bureau serait delicate et constituerait 
un precedent dangereux. Il vaut done mieux 
que Ia Commission prenne note de la suggestion 
du Secretaire general et lui demande d'examiner la 
question le plus rapidement possible. 

M. LoRmAN (Belgique) declare qu'il se rallie 
a la proposition du Royaume-Uni. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Par 43 voix conlre zero, 
avec 9 abstentions, la proposition du Royaume-Uni 
est adoptee. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) demande au Secre
taire general de retirer les accusations qu'il a 
portees contre la delegation yougoslave. 

Le SECRETAIRE GENERAL repond a M. Behler 
que la lecture du proces-verbal de la seance 
montrera qu'il n'a porte aucune accusation contre 
la delegation yougoslave, et qu'il s'est borne a 
citer un argument dont une delegation a fait 
etat dans sa protestation. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la question est reglee 
et que la Commission va reprendre Ia discussion 
generale. 

52. Suite de la discussion surlesmenaces 
a l'independance politique eta l'inte
grite territoriale de la Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/57-!, 
A/644 et A/692). 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) rappelle que la 
veille, a la seance du matin, le President avait 
demande aux differentes delegations de ne pas 
aborder de sujets qui ne fussent pas en relation 
directe avec la question a l'ordre du jour. Or, a 
peine le President avait-il formule cette requete 
que M. Dulles se lan<;ait dans une de ses incursions, 
d'ailleurs couronnees de peu de succes, dans le 
domaine de la politique americaine et aussi 
mondiale. 

Se referant a !'affirmation de M. Dulles selon 
laquelle les Etats-Unis n'auraient retire des deux 
guerres mondiales aucun benefice territorial, 
M. Katz-Suchy cite une declaration du President 
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1945, from which it appeared that, if the Ame
rican experts considered certain military bases 
essential for the defence of the United States, 
they should be maintained or, if necessary, 
acquired, when they were not already in the 
possession of the United States. American 
motives were, therefore, by no means disinter
ested ; and in fact there was only one country 
which had come out of the last world war richer 
and with more possessions : the United States. 
To be convinced df that it was only necessary 
to consider the picture of the destruction in 
Europe, and to contrast with it the profits and 
advantages of every kind secured by the United 
States not only industrially but also militarily. 
Today the economic pressure exerted by the 
United States reached far beyond its frontiers, 
and dollar diplomacy aimed at establishing an 
empire with bases from the United Kingdom 
to Spain, North Africa, the Pacific and Greenland. 

There was no need for Mr. Dulles to offer 
excuses for the development of American power. 
Poland had, in fact, welcomed the increase of 
American power at a time when Mr. Dulles and 
his political friends were thinking only of weak
ening their own country and preventing its 
taking part .in the Second World War while hun
dreds of millions of men were suffering in concen
tration camps in Europe. What might be 
feared, however, was that Mr. Dulles and those 
who shared his ideas might use that American 
power to launch a new war against the peaceful 
forces of Europe. In speaking of certain dele
gations, Mr. Dulles had called them "Communist
controlled ". If he meant by . that that they 
represented countries like Poland, where the 
Communist party took part in the Government, 
he was right. But let Mr. Dulles not forget 
that the Communists in Europe had been the 
first to oppose the fascist war, and that theirs 
had been the greatest number of victims. More
over, the term used by Mr. Dulles could easily be 
used in the contrary sense by speaking of dele
gations controlled by the United States, or 
rather by such powerful financial groups, as 
Dupont, Morgan or Rockefeller. If Mr. Dulles, 
who was travelling round the world organizing 
a fascist movement called plan X, financed by 
the United States Treasury, preferred fascist 
countries to communist countries, that was, of 
course, a matter of personal preference. 

Had not the President of the United States 
himself, speaking recently in Chicago, pointed 
out certain similarities between the policy of 
the war profiteers of the Republican party and 
the Hitler movement ? 

It was not, therefore, the democratic nations 
of Europe which were a threat to peace and 
which were afraid to have their actions exposed ; 
those nations were thinking only of their task 
of reconstruction. 

Mr. Dulles was also concerned about the alleged 
abuse of the veto. But it was impossible not to 
recognize the wisdom of the decision taken by 
Stalin Churchill and Roosevelt concerning voting 
procedure in the Security Council, since it was 

Truman en date du 9 aoiit 1945, de laquelle il 
n\sulte que si les experts americains considerent 
comme essentielles a Ia defense des Etats-Unis 
certaines bases militaires, elles devront etre 
maintenues ou au besoin acquises, si elles ne 
sont pas encore en la possession des Etats-Unis. 
Ainsi, les mobiles americains ne sont nullement 
desinteresses. Et de fait, il n'y a qu'un pays qui 
soit sorti de Ia derniere guerre mondiale, enrichi 
et agrandi : les Etats-Unis. Pour s'en convaincre, 
il suffit de considerer le spectacle de !'Europe et 
de ses destructions et de le mettre en balance avec 
les profits et les avantages de toutes sortes retires 
par les Etats-Unis non seulement dans le domaine 
industriel, mais aussi dans le domaine militaire. 
Aujourd'hui, la pression economique exew\e 
par les Etats-Unis s'etend bien au deJa des 
frontieres de cet Etat et la diplomatie du dollar 
vise a l'etablissement d'un empire disposant 
d'un reseau de bases allant du Royaume-Uni a 
l'Espagne, a !'Afrique du Nord, au Pacifique, au 
Groenland. 

M. Dulles n'a pas a presenter d'excuses pour 
le developpement de la puissance americaine. A 
cet egard, il faut noter que la Pologne s'est rejouie 
de l'accroissement de la puissance americaine a 
une epoque oil M. Dulles et ses amis politiques 
ne songeaient qu'a afiaiblir leur propre pays et 
a l'empecher de participer a Ia deuxieme gu~rre 
mondiale pendant qu'en Europe, des centames 
de milliers d'hommes soufiraient dans des camps 
de concentration. Mais ce que l'on peut craindre, 
c'est que M. Dulles et ceux qui partagent ses 
idees ne se servent de cette puissance americaine 
pour dechainer une nouvelle guerre contre les 
forces pacifiques de l'Europe. M. Dulles, pa:l~nt 
de certaines delegations, les qualifie de« controlees 
parIes communistes ». S'il veut dire par Ia qu'elles 
representent des pays ou, comme Ia Pologne, le 
parti communiste participe au Gouvern~ment, 
cela est juste. Mais que M. Dulles n'oubhe pas 
que les communistes en Europe ont ete les premiers 
a s'opposer a la guerre fasciste et qu'ils ont 
compte le plus grand nombre de victimes. 0~ 
pourrait d'ailleurs aisement reprendre Ia quali
fication employee par M. Dulles, et parl~r de 
delegations controlees par les ~tats-U~is ou 
plutot par certains groupes financiers puissant.;, 
comme Dupont, Morgan ou Rockefeller •. par 
exemple. Sans doute, M. Dulles prefere-t-il les 
pays fascistes aux pays communistes ; . c'es~ 
matiere de preference personnelle pour lm 9m 
voyage a travers le monde pour mettre sur pie~ 
un mouvement fasciste, appele le plan X finance 
par le Tresor americain. 

Le President des Etats-Unis lui-meme ne 
soulignait-il pas recemment a Chicago certaines 
analogies entre Ia politique des profiteurs de 
guerre du parti republicain et le mouvement 
hitlerien. 

Ce ne sont done pas les nations democra~iques 
d'Europe qui menacent Ia paix et .craignent 
que l'on fasse la lumiere sur leurs actions, elles 
qui, d'ailleurs, ne songent qu'aux taches de Ia 
reconstruction. 

M. Dulles s'inquiete aussi de l'exercice preten
dument abusif qui aurait ete fait du droit de veto. 
Mais comment ne pas reconnaitre Ia sages~e de 
la decision prise par MM. Staline, Churchill et 
Roosevelt relativement a la procedure de vote 
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that very rule of unanimity of the great Powers 
that held in check the promoters of an anti
communist crusade, which the friends of Fascism 
and the firms of Rockefeller or Morgan sought to 
promote. The new crusaders, however, would 
meet the same fate as the signatories of the famous 
anti-Komintern Pact. 

Mr. Dulles was naturally setting great store 
at present by the recommendations of the General 
Assembly, with which he asked the northern 
neighbours of Greece to comply. But his was 
the zeal of a tiro for had he ever been known to 
rush to the rostrum in order to inveigh against 
the attitude of those delegations which did not 
conform to the resolution concerning Franco 
Spain ? 

Certain delegations had been reproved for 
making lengthy speeches, and it had been said 
that their criticism of the report of the Special 
Committee on the Balkans was an insult to that 
Committee. Mr. Dulles position was, of course, 
much easier ; he had only to present the Special 
Committee's report and ask the majority to ap
prove its conclusions and to adopt the draft 
resolution of the four Powers (AJC.1J352). It 
was recognized by the whole world, however, 
that the formula proposed by the four Powers, 
condemning Greece's northern neighbours and 
maintaining the Special Committee in operation, 
could in no way solve the Greek problem and 
could certainly not encourage a mission of conci
liation. Some delegations had striven to offer 
constructive criticism, but the United States and 
United Kindgom delegations could not be moved 
from their attitude of hostility towards any 
attempt at conciliation. 

Such an attitude on the part of Mr. McNeil 
was no surprise when his part in the affair of 
Protocol M was remembered. Mr. McNeil had 
tried to deny the statements attributed to him, 
but he had only given a paraphrase of his speech 
in the House of Commons. It was both regret
table and surprising that he had not had the 
verbatim text of his speech available to quote 
from. The fact remained, however, that the 
Foreign Office had given all possible publicity 
to that bogus story, which was quite in the tradi
tion of the Zinoviev letter, which incidentally 
had once helped to defeat Mr. McNeil's own 
party, and of the forged agreement between 
Greek and Bulgarian Communists which had been 
made use of by Mr. Pipinelis. 

Mr. McNeil was constantly repeating that such 
and such a fact had been definitely established by 
the Special Committee. The representatives of 
the USSR, Yugoslavia and Poland, however, had 
proved conclusively that_ the statements of the 
witnesses heard by the Special Committee, most 
of whom had been brought in by the Liaison 
Service of the Greek Government, were either 
false or contradictory. Would any serious lawyer 
dare to produce such feeble evidence before a 
court? 

The true origin of the present situation in 
Greece had been indicated by such organizations 
as the Royal Institute of International Affairs, 
which in 1948 had laid stress on the fact that the 
renewed outbreak of partisan activity in 1946 

au Conseil de securite, puisque c'est justement 
cette regie de I'unanimite des grandes Puissances 
qui tient en echec les promoteurs d'une croisade 
anti-communiste, chere aux amis du fascisme 
et des firmes Rockefeller ou Morgan. Mais les 
nouveaux croises auront le meme sort que les 
signataires du fameux pacte anti-komintern. 

Sans doute, M. Dulles fait-il aujourd'hui grand 
cas des recommandations de I' Assemblee generale 
auxquelles il demande aux voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece de se soumettre. Mais c'est la le zele 
d'un neophyte, car a-t-on vu M. Dulles bondir a 
la tribune pour stigmatiser !'attitude des dele
gations qui ne se sont pas conformees a Ia n!so
lution relative a I'Espagne de Franco ? 

L'on a, d'autre part, reproche a certaines 
delegations la longueur de leurs interventions et 
l'on a dit que les critiques formulees contre le 
rapport de la Commission speciale pour les Balkans 
constituaient une insulte adressee a cette Com
mission. La position de M. Dulles est, ii est vrai, 
plus aisee ; il n'a qu'a soumettre le rapport de 
la Commission Speciale et a demander a la majorite 
d'en approuver les conclusions et d'adopter le 
projet de resolution des quatre Puissances 
(AJC.1J352). Mais tout le monde reconnait que 
la formule que proposent les quatre Puissances 
- a savoir Ia condamnation des voisins septen
trionaux de Ia Grece et le maintien en fonctions de 
la Commission speciale - ne peut en aucun cas 
constituer une solution du probleme grec et ne 
peut certes favoriser une mission de conciliation. 
Certaines delegations s'efforceqt de produire des 
critiques constructives. Mais les delegations des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni restent inebran
lables dans leur attitude d'hostilite a toute 
tentative de conciliation. 

Comment une telle attitude pourrait-elle 
surprendre de la part de M. McNeil dont on sait 
le role dans !'affaire du protocole M ? M. McNeil a 
tente de dementir les declarations qu'on lui a 
pretees. Mais il s'est borne a paraphraser son 
intervention devant la Chamhre des Communes. 
II est -regrettable et surprenant qu'il n'ait pas eu 
sous la main le texte stenographie de son discours, 
ce qui lui aurait permis d'en citer des extraits 
textuels. Le fait reste que le Foreign Office a 
donne toute la publicite possible a ce faux histo
rique, bien dans la ligne de la lettre Zinoviev 
- qui naguere avait contribue a la defaite du 
propre parti de M. McNeil - et du faux accord 
entre les communistes grecs et bulgares dont a 
fait usage M. Pipinelis. 

M. McNeil repete constamment que tel ou tel 
fait a ete manifestement etabli par la Commission 
speciale. Mais les representants de l'URSS, de 
la Yougoslavie et de la Pologne ont prouve de 
fa~ton peremptoire le caractere mensonger ou 
contradictoire des declarations faites par les 
temoins entendus par Ia Commission speciale, la 
plupart presentes par le Service de liaison du 
Gouvernement grec. On peut se demander si un 
avocat serieux oserait produire devant un tribunal 
des moyens de preuve aussi faibles. 

L'origine veritable de Ia situation actuelle 
en Grece a ete indiquee par des organismes tels 
que le Rqyal Institute for International Affairs qui, 
en novembre 1948, soulignait que la recrudescence 
de l'activite des partisans en 1946 etait due a la 
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had been due to the violation of democratic 
liberty by elements of the extreme Right. The 
Royal Institute was undoubtedly acquainted 
with the Special Committee report, but the 
conclusions it reached were not exactly those 
of Mr. McNeil. 

The June 1948 issue of the Reader's Digest 
contained an article by Mr. Drew Middleton, an 
American journalist, according to whom the 
United States had been forced to support, in 
Greece as in many other countries, a Government 
which was rotten and corrupt. 

Nevertheless, it had been said in defence of 
the Special Committee that it was to its credit 
that it had indicated in the report the reasons 
why the statements of certain witnesses were not 
to be trusted. But the only thing in the favour 
of the Committee's witnesses, whose quality 
left much to be desired, was their quantity. It 
had of course never been difficult to find any 
number of false witnesses in Greece. Colonel 
Woodhouse, who commanded the British Military 
lVIission in Greece, in his book The Apple of Discord, 
related how twelve witnesses had been found to 
describe the torture and assassination of a priest 
who was alleged to have been killed by members 
of ELAS. Eleven of them had described the 
tortures that had been inflicted on him ; the 
twelfth was none other than the priest himself. 
Yet those witnesses had been produced by the 
same Right-wing group which now participated 
in the Greek Government. 

Besides, Mr. McNeil did not need to have the 
Special Committee set up to find out that its 
accusations corresponded to the truth. The 
resolution submitted by the United States dele
gation in the preceding year and subscribed to 
immediately by the United Kingdom had con
tained those very charges, which had had to be 
investigated later. 

Mr. McNeil was trying to make an impression 
by making such statements as that the observer 
group " ten times... saw guerrillas crossing the 
Albanian border ; three times they saw firing 
from Albania ; three times they saw guerrillas 
crossing the Yugoslav frontier ; three times they 
saw guerrillas cross the Bulgarian frontier ; twice 
they saw them firing from Albanian territory. " 
That was the evidence on the basis of which 
Mr. McNeil concluded that the civil war in Greece 
had been provoked by Greece's northern neigh
bours, who supplied the partisans with munitions 
and dispatched them across the frontier. But 
how could a Government be accused of helping 
partisans by supplying arms and ammunition 
simply on the basis of ten, or even fifty, frontier 
crossings ? Mr. McNeil had stated that the com
plicity of Greece's northern neighbours was defi
nitely established by those facts. For that to 
be so, the Albanian Government would have had 
to know at what points the partisans had crossed 
its frontiers, and for that purpose, it would have 
had to watch the frontier. To prevent partisans 
from crossing the frontier, the Albanian Govern
ment would have had to place frontier guards at a 
distance of one yard from each other. Such 
reasoning was strikingly reminiscent of the 
conclusions drawn by Observer Group No 1. In 
effect, the report of the Special Committee stated 

violation des libertes democratiques par I' extreme 
droite. Sans doute, le Royal Institute avait-il eu 
connaissance du rapport de la Commission speciale; 
mais les conclusions auxquelles il arrivait n'etaient 
pas precisement celles de M. McNeil. 

Dans le numero de juin 1948 du Reader's Digest, 
on pouvait lire un article de M. Drew Middleton, 
journaliste americain, selon lequel les Etats-Unis 
s'etaient trouves dans la necessite de soutenir en 
Grece, comme dans beaucoup d'autres pays, 
un Gouvernement qui n'etait que pourriture et 
corruption. 

Pour defendre neanmoins la Commission 
speciale, l'on a dit qu'il etait tout a son honneur 
d'avoir indique, dans son rapport, les raisons 
qu'il y avait de se mefier des declarations de 
certains temoins. Mais en fait, les temoins de Ia 
Commission, dont la qualite laisse a desirer, n'ont 
pour eux que leur nombre. Or, il n'a jamais ete 
difficile en Grece de trouver tous les faux temoins 
que l'on veut. Le colonel Woodhouse qui se 
trouvait a Ia tete de la mission militaire britan
nique en Grece, raconte dans son livre The Apple 
of Discord que l'on avait trouve douze temoins 
pour decrire la torture et l'assassinat d'un pretre 
pretendument massacre par des membres de 
l'ELAS : onze d'entre eux decrirent les tortures 
qu'on lui avait fait subir. Quant au douzieme, 
il n'etait autre que cet ecclesiastique lui-meme. 
Or ces temoins avaient ete presentes par les 
memes groupes de droite qui participent 
maintenant au Gouvernement grec. 

Pour sa voir que les allegations de la Commission 
Speciale ctaient conformes a la verite, M. McNeil 
n'a d'ailleurs pas eu besoin que cet organisme 
flit cree. En effet, deja l'an passe, la resolution 
soumise par la delegation des Etats-Unis, que 
le Royaume-Uni avait immediatement fait sienne, 
enonr;ait les accusations memes sur lesquelles 
on a du plus tard enqueter. 

M McNeil essaie decreer une certaine impression 
en disant par exemple : « A dix reprises, le groupe 
d'observation a vu des partisans franchir Ia 
frontiere albanaise ; trois fois, il les a vus tirer 
du territoire albanais ; trois fois, les observateurs 
ont vu les partisans traverser la frontiere 
yougoslave ; trois fois ils ont vu les parti:ans 
traverser la frontiere bu]gare ; a deux repriSeS, 
ils les ont vus tirer du territoire albanais. u C'est 
sur la base de tels temoignages que M. McNeil 
conclut que la guerre civile en Grece a et~ 
provoquee par les voisins septentrionaux qUI 
approvisionneraient les partisans en munitions 
et les laisseraient passer la frontiere. Mais comment 
peut-on done, sur la base de dix ou meme de 
cinquante passages de frontiere, accuser un 
Gouvernement d'aider les partisans par la four
niture d'armes et de munitions ? M. McNeil 
declare que la complicite des voisins sept~n
trionaux est formellement etablie par ces faitS. 
Or, il faudrait pour cela que le Gouvernement 
albanais slit a quel endroit les partisans tr~versent 
les frontieres. Et pour empecher les partisans ~e 
traverser la frontiere, le Gouvernement albana1s 
devrait placer des gardes-frontieres de metre ell 
metre. Ce genre de raisonnement rappelle de 
far;on frappante les conclusions tirees . par le 
groupe d'observation 1. On peut en effet hre dans 
le rapport de la Commission speciale que le groupe, 
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that, having heard the evidence of two captured 
guerrillas and one deserter from the Albanian 
gendarmerie, that group had reached the 
conclusion that Albania furnished the guerrillas 
with supplies. 

Furthermore, Mr. McNeil had noted that the 
observer group had seen fortifications on Albanian 
territory. vVas Mr. McNeil attempting to forbid 
the Albanian Government to fortify its frontiers 
and to man them with guards? Mr. Katz-Suchy 
referred in that connexion to the article in the 
Economist which he had already quoted in 
connexion with attempts to convince Mr. Marshall 
that Albania should be attacked from the sea. 
Mr. McNeil's latest speech seemed to indicate 
that the United Kingdom was also interested in 
the land frontiers of Albania, which, incidentally, 
had every reason to fear Greece, as Mr. Pipinelis 
had never denied that his country claimed 
Northern Epirus. He had never stated that his 
country was ready to enter into diplomatic 
relations with Albania. He had never repudiated 
the previous statements of his Government to the 
effect that there was a state of war between Greece 
and Albania. Moreover in a statement issued in 
September 1948, Special Committee observers had 
been informed that the Greek authorities inter
preted legitimate defense as meaning that they had 
the right to send troops across the frontier to 
pursue Greek guerrillas. Consequently, it was 
the royal Greek army, the interests of which were 
so near to the hearts of Mr. McNeil and the authors 
of the four-Powers draft resolution, which had 
threatened to cross the frontier and to violate 
international obligations. 

In an attempt to improve matters a little, 
Mr.McNeil stated that the British members of the 
observer groups had thrown some doubt on the 
evidence gathered. He added that, even if 
70 per cent of the evidence had to be rejected, the 
remainder would be sufficient. But if 70 per cent 
of ten frontier crossings and three cases of firing 
across the frontier were discounted, what 
remained ? And, speaking generally, what self
respecting committee of investigation would 
submit evidence 70 per cent of which had to be 
rejected ? 

Mr. McNeil, who had several times admitted 
that the United Kingdom had strategic interests 
in Greece, asked what was wrong with those 
strategic interests. They did, in point of fact, have 
the advantage of serving to throw light on British 
intentions in Greece. As for the strategic interests 
of the United States, the New York Herald 
Tribune had stated that Mr. Marshall's recent visit 
to Greece had constituted the first on-the-spot 
inspection of" a strategic Balkan country ". 
That was fully in keeping with the spirit of the 
Truman Doctrine. More specifically, however, 
what were the strategic aims of the United States 
in the Mediterranean which made the Greek base 
so necessary ? Mr. Dulles was not easily moved. 
Neither poverty in Greece, nor deportations, nor 
executions, nor assassinations moved him to pity ; 
not even the assassination of George Polk, mur
dered by Greek Royalists in spite of the completely 
forged evidence of the Greek Government, which 
neither the United States press nor certain organs 

ayant entendu deux partisans faits prisonniers 
et un gendarme albanais deserteur, est arrive a la 
conclusion que l'Albanie ravitaillait les partisans. 

M. McNeil a note, d'autre part, que le groupe 
d'observation avait vu des travaux de forti
fications en territoire albanais. M. McNeil 
essaierait-il d'interdire au Gouvernement albanais 
de fortifier ses frontieres et d'y placer des gardes ? 
M. Katz-Suchy se refere a ce propos a la citation 
qu'il a precedemment faitc d'un article de 
!'Economist relatif a certaines pressions exercees 
sur M. Marshall en vue de la convaincre que 
l'Albanie devait etre attaquee par mer. La 
recente declaration de M. McNeil semble montrer 
que le Royaume-Uni s'interesse aussi aux 
frontieres terrestres de l' Albanie qui a, d'ailleurs, 
toutes raisons pour craindre la Grece, car 
M. Pipinelis n'a jamais nie que son pays reven
diquat l'Epire du Nord. II n'a jamais dit que son 
pays flit pret a entrer en relations diplomatiques 
avec l'Albanie.Il n'a jamais renie les declarations 
precedentes de son Gouvernement selon lesquelles 
la Grece serait en etat de guerre avec l'Albanie. 
De plus, par une declaration de septembre 1948, 
les observateurs de la Commission speciale furent 
informes du fait que les autorites grecques 
donnaient a la legitime defense une interpretation 
selon laquelle ils auraient le droit d'envoyer des 
troupes de l'autre cote de la frontiere pour 
poursuivre les partisans grecs. C'est done l'armee 
royale de Grece, dont M. McNeil et les auteurs 
du projet de resolution des quatre Puissances 
ont les interets si a cceur, qui a menace de franchir 
la frontiere et de violer les engagements inter
nationaux. 

Pour attenuer quelque peu les choses, M. McNeil 
declare que les membres britanniques des groupes 
d'observation ont mis en doute les temoignages 
recueillis. M. McNeil ajoute que meme si l'on 
devait rejeter 70 pour 100 des temoignages, ce 
qui resterait serait suffisant. Mais si l'on ote 
70 pour 100 de dix franchissements de frontiere 
et de trois cas de tirs d'un cote de la frontiere a 
l'autre, que reste-t-il ? Et d'une maniere generale, 
quel est l'organisme d'enquete qui se respecte 
qui presenterait des temoignages dont 70 pour 100 
doivent etre rejetes. 

M. McNeil, qui a reconnu a plusieurs reprises 
que le Royaume-Uni avait des interets strategiques 
en Grece demande ce qu'il y a d'illegal dans 
ces interets strategiques. De fait, ils ont au mains 
l'avantage de servir a eclairer les intentions 
britanniques en Grece. Et quant aux interets 
strategiques americains, le New York Herald 
Tribune a ecrit que la recente visite de M. Marshall 
en Grece constituait la premiere inspection sur 
les lieux d'un (( pays balkanique strategique ». 

Cela est bien dans l'esprit de la Doctrine Truman. 
Mais quels sont plus precisement les buts 
strategiques des Etats-Unis en Mectiterranee qui 
rendent si necessaire l'etablissement d'une base 
en Grece ? M. Dulles ne se laisse pas facilement 
emouvoir : ni la misere en Grece, ni les depor
tations, ni les executions, ni les assassinats ne 
l'apitoyent, pas meme celui de George Polk, 
assassine par les royalistes grecs en depit des 
temoignages forges de toutes pieces par le Gouver
nement grec, que n'acceptent ni la presse arne-
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of the Greek Right-wing press accepted. Neither 
was Mr. Dulles moved by the appeals made by the 
Greek democratic forces for a peaceful settlement 
of the question which would spare the country 
further destruction. What weight could consider
ations such as those carry, however, against the 
strategic considerations which inspired Mr. Dulles 
and Mr. McNeil ? 

Mr. McNeil had asked whether Poland deplored 
the Greek civil war. Yes, Poland had always 
deplored the sufferings of Greece, the execution of 
patriots, the torture chambers and the concen
tration camps, some of which were situated on 
Polish soil, where the Nazis had exterminated 
Greek patriots. Poland deplored all those horrors, 
just as she mourned the Greek patriots killed by 
British troops in December 1944, to the great 
shame of all self- respecting Englishmen. Poland 
also deplored the fact that United States inter
vention prevented the conclusion of an agreement 
in spite of the Greek democrats' desire for peace. 

The Polish delegation was therefore opposed to 
the British action and to the four-Power draft 
resolution, and shared the Greek people's desire to 
see foreign troops and military advisers leave 
Greece so that the Greeks might settle their own 
problems and set up a government of their choice 
controlled only by the Greeks. 

The Security Council's Commission of Investi
gation had visited many prisons in Greece and had 
been able to see that, in every possible way, poli
tical prisoners had shown the indignation that the 
British occupation aroused in them. To-day 
" take the British out of Greece " was not the 
only cry of the Greek people in the towns, the 
concentration camps, the prisons and the islands 
to which 60,000 people had been deported. 
" Take the foreign intervention out of Greece ". 
had become the rallying cry of a whole nation. It 
would be betraying that expression of the popular 
will to give a blank cheque to the United States to 
further its intervention. 

The First Committee should attempt to solve 
the problem by conciliation. Some moves had 
already been made by the Greek democratic forces. 
The Australian delegation had also taken an 
initiative in favour of conciliation. Mr McNeil, 
however, had immediately requested that the 
four-Power resolution should be voted upon first 
before deciding whether the conference of Balkan 
countries should take place or not. Moreover, to 
make doubly sure, the four Powers had submitted 
an amendment authorizing the Special Committee 
to use persons outside the Committee for mediation 
or for investigation purposes. It was therefore 
clearly evident that that amendment aimed 
solely at thwarting the Australian draft resolution 
(A/C.l/362). Mr. McNeils' plan was first of all 
to condemn the Albanians, the Bulgarians and the 
Yugoslavs, to insult them, and then to ask them 
to sit at the same table as the Greeks in order to 
find a satisfactory basis for agreement. In point 
of fact, that amounted to trying to provoke a 
refusal on the part of Greece's northern neighbours. 

ricaine, ni certains agents de Ia presse de droite 
grecque. M. Dulles ne se Jaisse pas non plus 
emouvoir par les appels lances par les forces 
democratiques grecques en vue d'un reglement 
pacifique de Ia question, qui epargnerait au pays 
de nouvelles destructions. Mais de quel poids 
peuvent etre de semblables considerations aupres 
des considerations strategiques qui inspirent 
M. Dulles et M. MeN eil ? 

M. McNeil a demande si Ia Pologne deplorait 
Ia guerre civile grecque. Oui, Ia Pologne a toujours 
deplore les souffrances de Ia Grece, !'execution 
des patriotes, Ies chambres de torture et les camps 
de concentration dont certains avaient ete situes 
en territoire polonais oil les nazis avaient fait 
perir des patriotes grecs. La Pologne deplore 
toutes ces horreurs, de mem~ qu'elle pleure Ies 
patriotes grecs tues par les troupes britanniques 
en decembre 1944, a Ia plus grande honte de tout 
Anglais qui se respecte. La Pologne deplore 
egalement que !'intervention americaine ne per
mette pas Ia conclusion d'un accord malgre Ia 
volonte de paix des democrates grecs. 

En consequence, Ia delegation de Ia Pologne 
s'oppose a !'action britannique et au projet de 
resolution des quatre Puissances et elle se joint 
au peuple grec dans son desir de voir les troupes 
et Ies Conseillers militaires etrangers quitter Ia 
Grece pour que Ies Grecs puissent regler leurs 
propres problemes et etablir un Gouvernement 
de leur choix, controle par Ies seuls Grecs. 

En Grece, Ia Commission d'enquete du Conseil 
de securite a visite bien des prisons et a pu 
constater que, de toutes Ies manieres possibles, 
les prisonniers politiques signifiaient !'indignation 
que leur causait !'occupation britannique. Aujour
d'hui, ce n'est plus seulement « A Ia porte les 
Anglais I » que erie tout le peuple grec, celui des 
villes, des camps de concentration, des prisons et 
des villes oil se trouvent 60.000 deportes. C'est 
(( A bas !'intervention etrangere en Grece! >> qui 
est Ie cri de ralliement de tout un peuple. Ce serait 
done trahir cette volonte populaire que de donner 
un cheque en blanc aux Etats-Unis pour qu'ils 
developpent leur intervention. 

La Premiere Commission doit s'efforcer d'arriver 
a une conciliation. Certaines demarches ont deja 
ete faites par les forces democratiques grecques. 
De meme, Ia delegation de l'Australie a pris une 
initiative favorable a Ia conciliation. Mais aussitot 
M. McNeil a demande que I'on votat d'abord 
sur Ie projet de resolution des quatre Puissances 
pour ne decider qu'ensuite si Ia conference des 
pays balkaniques aurait lieu ou non. De plus, 
pour plus de surete, les quatre Puissances 
ont soumis un amendement qui autorise Ia 
Commission Speciale a utiliser des person.nes 
ne faisant pas partie de Ia Commission spec1a~e 
a des fins de mediation ou d'enquete. II est cla1r 
comme le jour que cet amendement ne vise qu:a 
faire echec au projet de resolution de l'Austrahe 
(AJC.2j362). Le plan de M. McNeil est le su!vant : 
I'on condamnerait d'abord les Albana1s, les 
Bulgares et Jes Yougoslaves. On les .ins~ltera~t 
et ensuite on leur demanderait de vemr s asseo1r 
a la meme table que les Grecs a fin de. tr?u~~r 
une formule d'accord satisfaisante. En reahte·, 
ce que I'on cherche, c'est de provoquer un r~fus 
de Ia part des voisins septentrionaux de Ia Grece. 
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Several delegations, even among those who had 
stated their approval of the four-Power draft 
resolution, had expressed their concern as to the 
fate of Greece and as to the results of that draft 
resolution, but it might well be asked if an attempt 
was not being made to close the discussion so that 
the four-Power draft resolution might be voted 
upon as quickly as possible and so that it could 
be said the following year that another violation 
had been committed and that the situation had 
not improved. 

The concern shown by a large number of dele
gations proved that there was still a possibility of 
reaching a settlement on the basis of the Charter 
and in a spirit of mutual collaboration. Conci
liation would thus be brought about inside Greece 
and that martyred land would be freed from all 
foreign intervention. The Polish delegation would 
welcome any move which would favour 
conciliation. 

lrir. DuLLES (United States of America) stated 
that it was not the first time that he had been 
subjected to personal attack, vilification and 
innuendo in the General Assembly. He had 
abstained from replying hitherto and would 
continue to do so, believing that it was the duty 
of representatives of the various Members of the 
Organization to have enough self-control not to 
indulge in personal disputes which would merely 
injure the prestige and the usefulness of the 
General Assembly as an organ of the United 
Nations. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday, 6 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A. CosTA DU REi.s (Bolivia) 

53. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political independ
ence and territorial integrity of 
Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMISSION ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
and A/692) 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) said that he wished to 
draw certain conclusions from the various state
ments made but first he would like to reply to 
attacks made against him. The representative 
of the USSR had made some personal remarks 
concerning him but he would deal in his answer 
only with accusations of substance. The repre
sentative of the USSR had alleged that Mr. Pipi
nelis was incorrect in stating that the Left wing 
leaders, and especially Mr. Porphyrogenis, had 
participated in the invitation to British troops 
to enter Greece at the time ofliberation. Mr. Pipi
nelis pointed out that Mr. Porphyrogenis and 
others had been members of the Papandreou 
Government until December 1944. Consequently, 

De nombreuses delegations, meme parmi celles 
qui se sont prononcees en faveur du projet de 
resolution des quatre Puissances, ont exprime 
leur inquietude sur le sort de Ia Grece et sur le 
resultat qu'aurait ce projet de resolution, mais 
on peut se demander si l'on ne songe pas a cMre 
le debat pour que le projet de resolution des 
quatre Puissances soit vote le pius tot possible 
et que l'on puisse, l'an prochain, dire qu'une 
nouvelle infraction a ete commise et que Ia 
situation ne s'est pas amelioree. 

L'inquietude manifestee par un grand nombre 
de delegations montre qu'il existe encore une 
possibilite d'arriver a un accord sur la base de 
la Charte et dans un esprit de collaboration 
mutuelle. Ainsi, une reconciliation s'opererait-elle 
en Grece et ce pays martyr serait-il debarrasse 
de toute intervention etrangere. La delegation de 
Ja Pologne se prononcera en faveur de toute 
initiative propice a la conciliation. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis) declare que ce n'est 
pas la premiere fois que, au sein de 1' Assemblee 
generale il a ete soumis a certaines attaques d'un 
caractere personnel, a des allusions et a des 
calomnies. II s'est toujours abstenu et s'abstiendra 
toujours de repondre, estimant que les repre
sentants des differents Membres de !'Organisation 
ont le devoir d'etre assez maitres d'eux-memes 
pour ne pas se preter a des polemiques person
nelles qui ne pourraient etre que prejudiciables 
au prestige et a I'efficacite de l'Assemblee generale 
comme organe de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT-SIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
· le samedi 6 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

53 . .Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grace 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 et A/692). 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) dit qu'avant de tirer 
certaines conclusions des diverses declarations 
qui ont ete faites, il veut repondre aux attaques 
dirigees contre lui. Le representant de l'URSS 
s'en est pris personnellement a lui, mais 
M. Pipinelis ne retiendra de ce qu'il a dit que les 
accusations portant sur le fond de la question. 
Le representant de l'URSS a pretendu que 
M. Pipinelis avait tort d'affirmer que les chefs 
politiques de gauche, en particulier, M. Porphy
rogenis, avaient ete de ceux qui avaient invite 
les troupes britanniques a entrer en Grece au 
moment de la liberation. M. Pipinelis fait observer 
que M. Porphyrogenis a ete, avec d'autres 
personnes membre du Gouvernement Papandreou 
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they were aware of all important decisions made 
by the Cabinet and it would have been quite 
possible for them to resign in protest. However, 
on 6 September 1944, the Caserta Agreement 
was approved by the Cabinet. Apart from 
placing all Allied troops under British command 
in Greece, the Agreement included a clause 
making it a punishable crime for the guerrillas to 
try to gain power by force. 

The representative of the USSR had further 
accused Mr. Pipinelis of failing to mention 
statements by Greek leaders concerning the 
elections of 31 March 1946. Mr. Pipinelis 
pointed out that the democratic system in Greece 
allowed critical statements to be made and he 
could, if necessary, quote some of them. How
ever, he wished to draw attention to the conclu
sions of the inter-Allied mission which had observed 
the elections. In their report, the mission had 
concluded that, despite the tense conditions, the 
election procedures on the whole were free and 
fair and the results were a true reflection of 
popular opinion. This finding seemed to be 
of much greater importance than the statements 
of party leaders, yet Mr. Vyshinsky had failed 
to refer to it. 

The representative of the USSR had accused 
Mr. Pipinelis of inaccurate references to the 
decree by which crimes against the security of the 
State of Bulgaria were made punishable by 
death. Mr. Vyshinsky apparently considered it 
important to note that this decree was passed 
in 1945 and not in 1946. Mr. Pipinelis said that 
he had before him the decree of 27 April 1946 
signed by the President of the Bulgarian Republic 
and he agreed that it was a modification of the 
pri6r decree. He pointed out, however, that this 
did not prevent the rigorous application of both 
laws to tens of thousands of victims including 
the agrarian leader, Petkov. If the 1945 law had 
been abrogated as Mr. Vyshinsky maintained, 
it would be a great relief for the Bulgarian people. 
As an example of the democratic system pre
vailing among Greece's northern neighbours, 
Mr. Pipinelis wished to draw attention to the 
Bulgarian law dated 5 August 1947 which declared 
that the Agrarian party, which was the main 
opposition party and had secured one-quarter of 
the votes in the last election, was outlawed. 
Recent enactments affecting higher education in 
Bulgaria and in Czechoslovakia were interesting 
too. Mr. Pipinelis said he could quote passages 
from correspondence between the Communist 
party in the USSR and the Communist party in 
Yugoslavia which would cast a strange light upon 
the democratic system in Yugoslavia. However, 
he considered it unnecessary to enter into the 
details of how democracy operated in countries 
where there was only one party. With regard 
to the alleged terrorism in Greece, Mr. Pipinelis 
pointed out that there existed protective measures 
in Greece but these were used not against the 
legal opposition but only against those engaged 
in armed rebellion. Moreover, he wished to 
remind the Committee of the amnesty decrees. 
A further point was that the restrictive measures 

jusqu'en decembre 1944. lis etaient done au 
courant de toutes les decisions importantes 
prises par le Cabinet, et auraient pu, s'ils l'avaient 
voulu, demissionner pour marquer leur desap
probation. Le 6 septembre 1944, cependant, 
le Cabinet a approuve !'accord de Caserte qui, 
outre qu'il pla<;ait toutes les forces alliees en 
Grece sous le commandement britannique, 
contenait une clause portant que toute tentative 
des partisans pour se saisir du pouvoir par la 
force, serait consideree comme un crime et punie 
comme telle. 

Le representant de l'URSS a, d'autre part, 
accuse M. Pipinelis d'avoir passe sons silence 
des declarations de chefs politiques grecs 
concernant les elections du 31 mars 1946. 
M. Pipinelis fait observer que, sans doute, le 
systeme democratique applique en Grece prete 
a critiques; il pourrait au besoin citer quelques
unes de celles qui ont ete faites. Mais il tient 
a attirer !'attention sur les conclusions de Ia 
mission interalliee qui a observe les elections : 
la mission, dans son rapport, a conclu que, en 
depit de l'etat de tension qui regnait, les elections 
ont eu lieu dans !'ensemble, d'une maniere 
entierement libre et loyale, et que leurs resultats 
refletent veritablement !'opinion publique. Voila 
une conclusion qui parait bien plus importante 
que les declarations de chefs de parti. Pourtant, 
M. Vychinsky s'est abstenu d'y faire allusion. 

Le representant de l'URSS a accuse 1\L Pipinelis 
de donner des indications inexactes sur le decret 
qui, en Bulgarie, punit de mort les crimes contre 
Ia sfrrete de l'Etat. M. Vychinsky semble attacher 
de !'importance au fait que ce decret a ete signe 
en 1945 et non en 1946. M. Pipinelis a entre les 
mains le texte du decret du 27 avril 1946, signe du 
President de Ia Republique bulgare, et il convient 
que ce decret modifie bien Ie decret anterieur. 
II n'en est pas moins vrai note-t-il toutefois, 
que l'un et l'autre decrets ont ete rigoureusement 
appliques et ont fait perir des dizaines de milliers 
de personnes, y compris le chef du parti agrarien 
Petkov. Si Ia mesure de 1945 avait ete abrogee, 
comme l'a dit M. Vychinsky, cela aurait ete 
pour le peuple bulgare un grand soulagement. 
Comme exemple, de ce qu'est le regime demo
cratique qui regne dans les pays situes au nord 
de Ia Grece. M. Pipinelis attire !'attention sur ce 
qu'une loi bulgare du 5 aout 1947 a _mis hor~ 
Ia loi le parti agrarien qui etait le princ1pal pa~1 
d'opposition et avait obtenu un quart des vo1x 
aux elections precedentes. Dans le meme ordre 
d'idee, il juge interessant de signaler des mesures 
recemment prises en Bulgarie et en Tcheco
slovaquie relativement a l'enseignement superie~r. 
M. Pipinelis dit qu'il pourrait citer des extra1t~ 
de la correspondance echangee entre le part! 
communiste de l'URSS et le parti communiste 
yougoslave qui jetteraient une singuliere lumiere 
sur le systeme democratique en vig~eur ~~ 
Yougoslavie. II ne croit pas, toute~ms, qu 1! 
soit utile d'exposer en detail le fonctwnne~e~t 
du systeme democratique dans les pays ou 11 
n'y a qu'un seul parti. En ce qui concern~ Ia 
pretendue terreur qui regnerait en . Grece, 
M. Pipinelis souligne qu'il existe en Grece des 
mesures de protection mais qu'elles ne sont pas 
employees contre !'opposition legale ; e~les. ne 
Ie sont que contre Ia rebellion armee. Et II tlent 
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~n Greece were carried out publicly and not veiled 
m secrecy as was usual among Greece's northern 
neighbours. 

The representative of the Byelorussian SSR had 
accused Mr. Pipinelis of falsification when he 
referred to an agreement reached on 1 September 
1944 between the German authorities and ELAS. 
This was a matter of fact and the Greek 
Government possessed proofs which anybody 
might check. 

\Vith regard to the conclusions which might 
be drawn from the debate, Mr. Pipinelis observed 
that the discussion had had two phases. First, 
the First Committee had considered past history 
and the work of the Special Committee and 
secondly, there had been some discussion of 
what decisions should be taken. With regard to 
the facts, it seemed beyond doubt that the 
conclusions of the Special Committee were 
correct. An attempt had been made to cast 
doubt upon them and to show that they were 
put forward only hesitantly and with reservations. 
Such dialectics merely emphasized the impartiality 
of the Special Committee which had taken note 
of all the evidence before it but had not accepted 
all of it. Consequently, it was wrong to deal 
with all Special Committee documents as though 
they had the same character. An attempt had 
been made to show that the Committee's con
clusions were based on hearsay evidence. This 
was true in part but there had also been a great 
deal of direct evidence. Moreover, the few 
observation groups were quite unable to cover 
ever a thousand kilometers of frontier directly. 
As an example of direct evidence, Mr. Pipinelis 
drew attention to the existence near the capital 
of Yugoslavia of a radio system of the rebel 
forces. He had asked for an explanation of 
this direct intervention and had received no 
reply. Rather, the long speeches from Greece's 
neighbours and their supporters offered the best 
proof of their own intervention for their repetition 
of the Markos propaganda showed co-ordination 
of effort. 

The representative of the USSR had attempted 
to make distinctions between the responsibilities 
of a State for the activities of its subjects in 
various circumstances, outside its territory and 
within the scope of its territorial authority. 
In this connexion, the opinion of Professor 
Oppenheim was worth noting. This opinion, 
which had never been contested, said that it 
was the duty of all States to prevent their subjects 
from committing activities directed against other 
States and that if they failed to prevent them 
through culpable negligence, they remained 
responsible internationally. 

With regard to the allegations made by the 
representative of Yugoslavia concerning the 
action of Greek authorities in the case of certain 
wounded Yugoslav soldiers, Mr. Pipinelis drew 
attention to the statement of the Greek liaison 

a rappeler a la Commission les decrets d'amnistie· 
II y a autre chose encore, c'est qu'en Grece les 
mesures restrictives sont appliquees publiquement 
et non pas dans le secret comme c'est de regie 
dans Ies Etats situes au nord de la Grece. 

Le representant de la RSS de Bielorussie a 
accuse M. Pipinelis de falsifier la verite quand 
il a fait mention d'un accord conclu le 
1 er septembre 1944 entre les auto rites allemandes 
et l'ELAS. Or, cet accord est un fait, le Gouver
nement grec en a des preuves que chacun peut 
verifier. 

Quant aux conclusions a tirer du debat, 
M. Pipinelis note qu'il y a eu dans la discussion 
deux phases. Les debats de la Premiere 
Commission ont porte en premier lieu sur l'histo
rique des evenements et l'activite de la 
Commission speciale ; on a discute ensuite des 
decisions a prendre. En ce qui concerne les 
evenements, il parait incontestable que les 
conclusions de la Commission speciale sont 
justes. On a bien essaye de jeter le doute sur ces 
conclusions, en pretendant qu'elles n'ont ete 
avancees qu'avec des hesitations et des reserves ; 
mais cette argumentation ne fait que mettre 
en valeur l'impartialite de la Commission speciale, 
qui a fait etat de tous les temoignages qu'on 
lui apportait sans toutefois les retenir tous. 
II n'est done pas juste de mettre sur le meme 
pied taus les documents qu'a reunis la Commission 
Speciale, comme s'ils etaient tous de }a meme 
nature. On a pretendu que les conclusions de la 
Commission Speciale etaient fondees sur des 
oui-dire ; en certains cas, cela est vrai, mais la 
Commission speciale a recueilli aussi quantite 
de temoignages directs. Au surplus, les groupes 
d'observation etaient trop peu nombreux pour 
pouvoir inspecter par eux-memes une frontiere 
de mille kilometres. M. Pipinelis cite un fait 
patent: !'existence au voisinage de Ia capitale 
yougoslave d'une station d'emission des forces 
rebelles. Voila une preuve directe d'intervention, 
mais, quand M. Pipinelis a demande une expli
cation a ce sujet, il n'a pas re~;u de reponse. 
Les longs discours des voisins de Ia Grece et de 
ceux qui les soutiennent constituent la meilleure 
preuve de leur intervention, car Ia maniere 
dont ils reproduisent les theses de la propa
gande de Markos sont la preuve d'une action 
concertee. 

Le representant de l'URSS a essaye d'etablir 
des distinctions entre la responsabilite qu'un 
Etat encourt du fait des activites de ses ressor
tissants lorsque ces activites se produisent hors 
du territoire de cet Etat, et sa responsabilite 
lorsque les activites en question se produisent 
dans le territoire place sous son autorite. Il 
convient, a ce sujet, de noter l'opinion du 
professeur Oppenheim, laquelle n'a jamais ete 
contestee. Le professeur Oppenheim declare que 
tout Etat a le devoir d'empecher ses ressor
tissants de se livrer a des activites dirigees contre 
d'autres :Etats, et que, s'il a, par negligence 
coupable, manque de les empecher, il en sera tenu 
pour responsable du point de vue international. 

En ce qui concerne les declarations du repre
sentant de la Yougoslavie touchant les 
agissements des Autorites grecques a l'egard de 
certains soldats yougoslaves blesses, M. Pipinelis 
signale la deposition de l'officier grec charge de 
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that it was doubtful. From another section 
of Mr. McNeil's statement it would appear that 
an ordinary investigation resulted in the fact 
that the Protocol was genuine and that a special 
investigation had been necessary to prove it 
was false. Mr. McNeil, without saying who was 
the actual author of this Protocol, had merely 
stated that he was a German citizen who was 
considered trustworthy. According to Mr. Vysh
insky's information, the author was the notorious 
Hans Fritzche who had been Goebbels' assistant. 
In order to cover up the falsity of the Protocol, 
Mr. McNeil invented a new usc for it as a prophecy 
saying that its predictions of workers' clashes 
had come to pass. Mr. Vyshinsky pointed out 
that this had not been the main prediction. It 
was that the German Communists would create 
disorders in order to wreck the Marshall Plan 
and that the hand of Moscow was seen in that. 
Mr. Vyshinsky believed that Mr. McNeil would 
have been better advised simply and honestly 
to concede the falsity of the Protocol. 

On another occasion Mr. McNeil had made 
reference to a document which Mr. Vyshinsky 
had understood at the time to be a private docu
ment and he had criticized Mr. McNeil for 
referring to material which was not available to 
all delegations. It appeared that the document 
referred to was among the Special Committee's 
papers although not published in its reports. 
The point was not one of great importance but 
he believed that references should only be .made 
to documents which were available or could be 
made available. 

Mr. McNeil had tried in his last intervention 
to show that the strategic interest of the United 
Kingdom in Greece was not of the usual sort, 
as implied by common usage of that term. This 
was rather puzzling to Mr. Vyshinsky but it had 
been quite clear from his exchange with Mr. Mc
Neil that the United Kingdom did have strategic 
interests in Greece according to Mr. McNeil's own 
admission. Mr. McNeil had then tried to get 
out of his difficulty by declaiming eloquently 
about Britain's love for Greece. It seemed to 
Mr. Vyshinsky that it was a strategic love and 
the whole affair was rather curious. One of 
the witnesses of the strategic flirtation, namely 
Mr. Porter of the United States Mission, had 
written an interesting article in Colliers concerning 
the amorous relations between the United King
dom and Greece. Mr. Porter had stated that the 
United Kingdom formula was one of co-operation 
with the ruling classes in their exploitation of the 
masses. It was quite clear from this article 
by Mr. Porter, the head of the United States 
Mission in Greece, who was by no means a member 
of the USSR delegation, that the love affair 
of the United Kingdom was not with the Greek 
people but with the ruling clique of financiers 
and commercial magnates who were willing to 
sell thei r country down the rive~. and remained 
in po\ver by oppressing people with gendarmerie 
and force. The United Kingdom policy in fact 
\Yas to perpetuate the exploitation and oppression 

que le document etait douteux. D'une autre 
partie de la declaration de M. McNeil, il ressort 
que c'est une simple enquete qui a etabli l'authen
ticite du protocole alors qu'il a fallu nne enquete 
speciale pour prouver qu'il s'agissait d'un faux. 
M. McNeil, sans. dire le nom du veritable auteur 
du protocole, s'est borne a declarer que c'etait 
un citoyen allemand considere comme digne 
de foi. D'apres les renseignements de M. Vychinsky 
cet auteur est le fameux Hans Fritzche, ancien 
collaborateur de Gcebbels. Afin de dissimuler 
lc caractere apocryphe du protocole, M. McNeil 
a invente unc nouvelle fac;on de l'utiliser : il en a 
fait une prophetic, en indiquant que les 
predictions qui s'y trouvent, de bagarres 
dans les milieux ouvriers se sont realisees. 
M. Vychinsky souligne que Ia principale 
prediction portait non sur cela, mais sur le fait 
que les communistes allemands creeraient des 
troubles afin de torpiller le plan Marshall et 
qu'on pouvait y dcceler la main de Moscou. 
M. Vychinsky pense que M. McNeil aurait ete 
mieux avise de reconnaitre simplement et honne
tement que le protocole n'etait qu'un faux. 

Une autre fois, M. McNeil a fait etat d'un 
document que M. Vychinsky a pris a l'epoque 
pour un document prive et a propos duquel 
il a reprochC a M. McNeil de faire etat d'une 
piece qui n'avait pas ete mise a la disposition de 
toutes les delegations. II s'est avere que le 
document en question se trouvait parmi les 
pieces de la Commission speciale, bien qu'il 
n'ait pas ete public dans les rapports de cette 
Commission. Il ne s'agissait pas en verite d'une 
question de grande importance ; neanmoins 
M. Vychinsky cstime qu'on ne doit faire etat 
que de documents que toutes les delegations 
possectent ou peuvent se procurer. 

M. McNeil s'est efforce, dans sa derniere 
intervention, de montrer que les interets stra
tegiques du Royaume-Uni en Grece n'etaient 
pas de l'espece habituelle, suivant le sens 
ordinaire de ce mot. Cela a etonne quelque pen 
M. Vychinsky mais, de sa discussion ayec 
M. McNeil, il est ressorti clairement que le 
Royaume-Uni , de l'aveu meme de M. McN~il! 
a bien des inten~ts strategiques en Grece. Celm-er 
a voulu se tirer d'affaire en proclamant sur un 
ton d'eloquence l'amour que la Grande-Bretagn_e 
a pour la Grece. Il semble a M. Vychinsky qu'Il 
s'agisse la d'un amour strategique et que toute 
cette affaire soit plutot etrange. L'un des temoins 
de ce flirt strategique, en l'espece M. Por~er, 
de la mission americaine, a ecrit un article 
interessant dans le magazine Colliers au sujet 
des relations amoureuses du Royaume-Uni et 
de la Grece. M. Porter a declare que la formule 
du Royaume-Uni ctait celle d'une coop~rat~on 
avec les classes dirigeantes dans leur explortatwn 
des masses. A lire !'article de M. Porter, chef 
de la mission americaine en Grece, et qui n'est 
nullement membre de la delegation de l'URSS, 
ii est clair que !'intrigue amoureuse du Royaume
Uni n'est pas avec le peuple grec, mais avec la 
clique dirigeante des financiers et des magnats 
du commerce, disposes a vendre leur pays _en 
Ie laissant aller a vau-l'eau, et qui se mam
tiennent au pouvoir en _opprimant le peu~le 
avec l'aide de ]a gendarmene et de la force armee. 
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of the people ; that was scarcely a manifestation 
of love. . 

Mr. Vyshinsky said he had read recently a 
~opy ~f a confidential report by Brigadier Eddy 
m whrch he had issued instructions that the 
guerrillas should be destroyed, even if it were to 
delay the liberation of Greece from the Nazi yoke. 
Mr. Vyshinsky suggested that Mr. McNeil might 
try to deny the genuineness of that document. 
The British had undertaken the responsibility 
of " restoring order " in Greece and now were 
faced with the consequences of that inhuman 
policy carried out against the Greek people. The 
United Nations would face similar consequences 
if its decision followed similar lines and be an
swerable for the further development of the 
inhuman methods which are now being practiced 
in the struggle. 

Sometime ago the one-time leader of the 
Liberal party, Mr. Sophoulis, had stated that the 
only result of the policy of the Tsaldaris Govern
ment had been the martyrdom of the unarmed 
population and the devastation of the country. 
However, Mr. Sophoulis had turned his coat and 
joined the Government. Mr. Tsaldaris' news
paper on 30 August 1948 advocated using all 
means, taking examples from the British and the 
Americans, to destroy the partisans mercilessly, 
if necessary by resorting to the use of toxic 
gases. The Greek leaders apparently were pre
pared to resort to measures of this kind and as 
they were supported by the British and the 
-"mericans, the United Kingdom and the United 
States would bear part of the responsibility. 

Mr. McNeil had claimed that things were 
going very nicely in Greece. He had to do so 
since the United Kingdom had undertaken the 
responsibility for the maintenance of order. The 
democratic conditions there were highlighted by 
the cablegram just received by the Yugoslav 
delegation with regard to the condemnation of 
ten trade-union leaders. It appeared to be a 
democracy of hanged, shot and tortured people. 
~Ir. McNeil also asserted that the Special Com
mittee and its accomplishments were satisfactory. 
He could not deny the facts, however, and so had 
resorted to rhetorical dodges ; while he admitted 
that 70 per cent of the evidence before the Special 
Committee might be garbage, he maintained 
that the remaining 30 per cent provided good 
grounds for the accusations which were made. 
With regard to the stupidity of some of the wit
nesses, Mr. McNeil claimed that they should be 
grateful to the Special Committee for indicating 
which ones were feeble-minded morons. Mr. Vysh
insky agreed that it was useful to know when 
evidence had been given by the village idiot, 
but he would like to draw attention to the rest 
of the statement in the report concerning witness 
6W110. The Special Committee said that this 
witness was quite stupid but that it had no 
reason for not believing his testimony. Mr. Vysh
insky suggested that if the Committee members 
considered morons to be credible witnesses, their 
intelligence might fairly be called in question. 
This witness was far from being the only case. 
'No. Wl12 was another and it almost seemed at 

La politique du Royaume-Uni consiste, en fait, 
a perpetuer !'exploitation et !'oppression du 
peuple, ce qui n'est guere une preuve d'amour. 

M. Vychinsky signale qu'il a lu recemment 
un exemplaire d'un rapport confidentiel du 
general de brigade Eddy, qui montre que ce 
dernier a donne des ordres pour que les partisans 
fussent aneantis, meme si cela devait retarder 
le jour ou la Grece serait liberee du joug nazi. 
M. Vychinsky se demande si M. McNeil essayera 
de nier l'authenticite de ce document. Les 
Anglais ont pris Ia responsabilite de '' retablir 
l'ordre » en Grece et ils se trouvent maintenant 
face a face avec les consequences de cette politique 
inhumaine a I'egard du peuple grec. L'Organisation 
des Nations Unies se trouverait devant des 
consequences analogues si elle decidait de suivre 
une ligne de conduite anaogue, et elle serait 
responsable des developpements que prendraient 
dans l'avenir ces methodes inhumaines de brutalite 
qui sont appliquees au cours de la lutte actuelle. 

II y a quelque temps, !'ancien chef du parti 
liberal, M. Sophoulis, a declare que le seul n\sultat 
de la politique du Gouvernement Tsaldaris avait 
ete le martyre de la population non armee et 
la devastation du pays. M. Sophoulis toutefois, 
a tourm\ casaque et s'est rallie au Gouvernement. 
Le journal de M. Tsaldaris du 30 aout 1948 
recommandait de faire fleche de tout bois, a 
l'exemple des Anglais et des Americains, et de 
detruire impitoyablement les partisans en 
recourant meme, s'il le fallait, aux gaz toxiques. 
Les chefs grecs, manifestement, sont prets a 
recourir a de telles mesures et comme ils sont 
appuyes par les Anglais et les Americains, le 
Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis en partageront 
avec eux la responsabilite. 

M. McNeil a pretendu que tout allait a souhait 
en Grece. II ne pouvait faire autrement, puisque 
le Royaume-Uni s'etait charge du maintien de 
l'ordre. Les conditions democratiques qui regnent 
en Grece viennent d'etre illustn\es par un tele
gramme qu'a revu la delegation yougoslave au 
sujet de la condamnation de dix chefs syndicalistes. 
La Grece semble etre une democratic ou I'on 
pend, fusille et torture les citoyens. M. McNeil 
pretend aussi que la Commission speciale donne 
satisfaction, de meme que ses travaux. II ne peut 
cependant pas nier les faits ; aussi a-t-il recours 
a des artifices de rhetorique et, tout en recon
naissant que 70 pour 100 des depositions faites 
devant la Commission speciale pouvaient ne 
rien valoir du tout, il soutient que les 30 pour 100 
restants fournissent une base solide aux 
accusations que l'on a formulees. En ce qui 
concerne la stupidite de certains temoins 
M. McNeil pretend qu'on devrait savoir gre a la 
Commission speciale d'indiquer lesquels, parmi 
les temoins, sont des anormaux, des faibles 
d'esprit. M. Vychinsky reconnait qu'il est utile 
de savoir que telle deposition a ete faite par 
!'idiot du village, mais il tient a attirer !'attention 
sur le reste de la declaration figurant au rapport 
qui concerne le temoin 6Wl10. La Commission 
Speciale dit que ce temoin etait visiblement 
stupide, mais qu'elle n'a aucune raison de ne 
pas ajouter foi a son temoignage. M. Vychinsky 
suggere que si la Commission speciale considere 
les faibles d'esprit comme des temoins dignes 
de foi, on serait fonde a mettre en doute l'intel-
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times that only moronic evidence could be ob
tained. Some accusations were made on the 
basis of strong presumptions. What sort of a 
law accepts presumptions as evidence and leaves 
it to the accused to prove that they are innocent? 

In this connexion Mr. Vyshinsky observed 
that it was a disgrace to cloak the witnesses in 
anonymity and prevent any possibility of check
ing the facts. The First Committee should 
be enabled to check their identities, particularly 
when the evidence apparently was so muddled 
with misrepresentations. Mr. Vyshinsky accused 
the Special Committee of falsifying evidence since 
it had not offered any opportunity for checkin~ it. 

If it was found necessary to reject 70 per cent 
of the reports of the observation groups, how 
could one believe the remaining 30 per cent ? 
Mr. Vyshinsky could hardly think that what was 
said to be good would be any better than what had 
already been rejected. Either it was honest or 
dishonest. If a part of the testimony gathered 
by the Special Committee was found to be untrust
worthy, then any honest man would not only 
doubt the validity of the remainder and the good 
faith of the Special Committee, but would also 
assume that the accused was not guilty. The 
burden of proof did not lie on the accused. 
Mr. Vyshinsky considered that the accusations 
levelled against Greece's northern neighbours 
were based on data which could not be accepted, 
and the testimony was so vitiated that it was 
incompatible with human conscience to build any 
accusations on it. However, he did not accuse 
the Special Committee because its witnesses were 
no good. The Committee's fault lay in choosing . 
to believe the witnesses after having admitted 
their untrustworthiness. It would have been 
logical in the case of witness 6W116 to say that 
since the witness was stupid and drunk, his 
testimony could not be believed. But the Special 
Committee did the opposite. It violated its 
elementary duty of objective investigation. 

Mr. McNeil had also said that the report must 
be believed because the Special Committee had 
based its conclusions on the personal observations 
of the observation groups. It was impossible 
to tell what percentage of the information sub
mitted by those groups had been gleaned by 
direct observation and what was based on second
hand reports. Mr. Vyshinsky drew attention 
to the minutes of the 45th meeting of the Special 
Committee in which it was stated that the observ
ations submitted by Group N° 1 were not direct 
observations by the observers themselves, but 
second-hand reports. That evidence should there
fore have been discounted since, as was well 
known, most of the witnesses had been presented 
by the police authorities or by the Greek liaison 
officers. Mr. Vyshinsky had already shown how 

ligence de ses membres. Or, le cas de ce temoin 
est loin d'etre 'isole. Le cas du temoin Wl12 est 
tout a fait analogue et il semblerait presque 
que la Commission n'a pu entendre que le 
temoignage de faibles d'esprits. Certaines des 
accusations sont basees, dit-on, sur de fortes 
presomptions. Qu'est-ce done que ce droit qui 
accepte des presomptions comme preuves et 
laisse aux accuses le soin de demontrer leur 
innocence? 

A ce propos, M. Vychinsky souligne qu'il 
est peu honorable de couvrir les temoins du 
voile de l'anonymat, ce qui supprime toute 
possibilite de contr6ler les faits. La Premiere 
Commission devrait pouvoir veriffier l'identite 
des temoins, surtout lorsqu'il s'agit de depo
sitions visiblement confuses et tendancieuses. 
M. Vychinsky accuse la Commission speciale 
de falsifier les tcmoignages, puisqu'elle ne fournit 
aucun moyen de les verifier. 

Si !'on juge necessaire de rejeter 70 pour 100 
des rapports presentes par les groupes d'obser
vation, comment peut-on croire aux 30 pour 100 
qui restent ? II est difficile de croire que ce qu'on 
declare bon puisse etre rneilleur que ce qu'on 
a deja rejete. De deux choses l'une : ou bien les 
depositions sont honnetes, ou bien elles ne le 
sont pas. Si une partie des ternoignages recueillis 
par la Commission speciale se trouve etre sujette 
a caution, tout esprit honnete doit non seulement 
douter de la validite du reste des depositions, 
ainsi que de Ia bonne foi de la Commission 
speciale, mais il doit conclure aussi en outre que 
l'accuse est innocent. Ce n'est pas a !'accuse 
qu'il incombe de faire la preuve de son innocence. 
M. Vychinsky estime que les accusations portees 
contre les voisins septentrionaux de la Grece 
sont fondees sur des donnees inacceptables ; 
les temoignages sont a ce point fausses qu'il 
est impossible, en toute conscience, d'edifi:r 
Ia-dessus des accusations quelconques. Toutef01s, 
ce n'est pas parce que les temoins de la Commission 
speciale ne valent rien que l'orateur accuse cette 
Commission. Sa faute consiste en ceci qu'elle 
s'est decidee a croire les temoins, apres avoir 
reconnu que leurs depositions ne meritaient 
guere qu'on y ajoute foi. Dans le cas du tem~in 
6W116, par exemple, il eut etc logique de dm 
que, puisque le ternoin etait stupide et ivre, on 
ne pouvait accorder creance a son temoigna.ge. 
Or, la Commission speciale a fait tout le contra1re. 
Elle a neglige son devoir elementaire, qui etait 
d'enqueter d'une fa<;on impartiale. . 

M. McNeil a dit encore qu'il faut ajouter fo1 
au rapport, parce que Ia Commission speciale 
a fonde ses conclusions sur les observations 
personnelles faites par les membres des gro~pes 
d'observation. Or, il est impossible de determmer 
que! est le pourcentage des renseignements 
fournis par les groupes qui a etc recueilli a la 
suite de constatations directes, et que! pourcentage 
se fonde sur des rapports indirects. M. Vychinsky 
souligne que, d'apres le compte rendu de la 
45e seance de la Commission Speciale, les obser
vations fournies par le groupe n° 1 ne sont pas 
des constatations directes, faites par les 
observateurs eux-memes, mais des renseignements 
de seconde main. Par consequent, on aurait du 
ecarter ces temoignages, d'autant plus qu'on 
savait fort bien que Ia plupart des temoins· 
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little ~redit could be given to the testimony of 
the Witnesses which the Special Committee had 
heard. He challenged the representative of the 
United Kingdom to cite any instance in the 
record of the Special Committee's debates in 
which evidence had been based on direct observ
ation. It was now admitted that a large part 
of the testimony which the Special Committee 
had received had had to be rejected. Why 
had the Committee not been more careful in 
its work and why had it not treated facts 
with a greater sense of its responsibility ? 

Mr. Vyshinsky was convinced that, if the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom found time to 
examine carefully the documents of the Com
mittee in a spirit of true friendship for the Greek 
people, he would understand why the USSR 
opposed the measures recommended by the 
United Kingdom and the United States. The 
USSR could not act on the basis of the untrust
worthy evidence which had been submitted to 
the Special Committee a large part of which had 
already been rejected as incorrect. Mr. Vyshinsky 
wished to warn the Committee against a tremen
dous risk they would take by basing themselves 
upon at least 70 per cent vitiated material. 

Mr. Vyshinsky proceeded to criticize the posi
tion taken by Mr. Dulles. The representative of · 
the United States had denied that his country 
sought world domination. He had cited as 
evidence that the United States had gone far in 
the direction of disarmament since the end of the 
world war. However, he had suddenly contra
dicted himself by admitting that the United 
States had lately decided to rearm. In other 
words, he had admitted that United States policy 
had turned towards world domination since ; that 
was the logical conclusion from Mr. Dulles argu
ment that disarmament was evidence of the 
peaceful intentions of the United States. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had already drawn attention to 
the fact, by quoting official published sources, 
that the United States was still maintaining the 
overwhelming majority of the military bases 
which it had built during the Second World War 
and which, according to the same sources, had 
amounted to about 650. It would be tedious to 
list those bases, which covered the entire world and 
of which 228 were in the former Atlantic theatre of 
operations. The Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
at a Press conference in 1945 had declared that 
after the war, the United States must have a 
huge network of naval bases all over the Pacific, 
including one which formerly was owned by the 
British. The Secretary of War, Mr. Royall, had 
recently admitted that the offensive bases which 
the United States was to use with the agreement 
of other countries must be situated outside the 
American continent and closer to the enemy. 
Did not that statement show which Government 
it was that sought world domination ? 

Mr. Vyshinsky also recalled an agreement which 
the United States had concluded with France in 

avaient ete fournis par la police ou par les officiers 
de liaison grecs. M. Vychinsky a deja montre 
qu'on ne pouvait guere accorder de credit aux 
depositions des temoins entendus par la 
Commission speciale. II met le representant du 
Royaume-Uni au deft de citer, dans le compte 
rendu de la Commission speciale qui fait l'objet 
du debat, un seul exemple de temoignage base 
sur !'observation directe. On admet maintenant 
qu'une grande partie des temoignages recueillis 
par la Commission speciale a du etre rejetee. 
Pourquoi la Commission n'a-t-elle pas travaille 
avec plus de soin, et pourquoi n'a-t-elle pas traite 
les faits avec un sens plus net des responsabilites 
qui lui incombent ? 

M. Vychinsky est convaincu que si le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni voulait se donner la 
peine d'etudier avec soin les documents de la 
Commission Speciale et s'il etait anime de 
sentiments d'amitie veritable envers le peuple 
grec, il comprendrait pourquoi l'URSS s'oppose 
aux mesures que recommandent le Royaume-Uni 
et les Etats-Unis. Il est impossible a l'URSS 
d'agir en se fondant sur les temoignages suspects 
qui ont ete fournis a la Commission Speciale 
et dont une grande partie a deja ete rejetee 
comme etant controuvee. M. Vychinsky tient 
a mettre Ia Commission en garde contre les risques 
tres graves qu'clle assumerait en se basant sur 
des materiaux fausses a 70 pour 100. 

M. Vychinsky passe ensuite a la critique de 
la position qu'a prise M. Dulles. Le representant 
des Etats-Unis a nie que son pays cherchat 
a dominer le monde. A titre de preuve, il a cite 
le fait que les Etats-Unis, depuis la fin de la 
guerre mondiale, sont alles loin dans la voie 
du desarmement. Il s'est toutefois nettement 
contre dit en reconnaissant que les Etats-Unis 
avaient recemment decide de rearmer. En d'autres 
termes, il a reconnu que la politique des Etats-Unis 
s'etait modifiee et s'orientait desormais vers 
la domination du monde ; c'est la, en effet, la 
conclusion logique a tirer de !'argument de 
M. Dulles, selon lequel le desarmement auquel 
avaient procede les Etats-Unis etait une preuve 
de leurs intentions pacifiques. 

D'ailleurs, M. Vychinsky a deja signale, en 
citant des sources officielles, que les Etats-Unis 
conservent la plupart des bases militaires qu'ils 
ont etablies pendant la guerre mondiale et dont 
le nombre, selon les memes sources, se montait 
a environ 650. II serait fastidieux d'enumerer 
ces bases, dont le reseau couvre le monde entier 
et dont le nombre atteint 228 dans la seule zone 
d'operations de !'Atlantique. A une conference 
de presse tenue en 1945, le Sous-Secretaire a la 
marine des Etats-Unis a declare que, apres la 
guerre, il faudrait a son pays un vastc reseau 
de bases navales couvrant tout le Pacifique et 
comprenant une base qui etait autrefois possession 
britannique. De l'aveu meme du Secretaire a la 
guerre M. Royall, il faudra que les bases offensives 
a utiliser par les Etats-Unis avec le consentement 
d'autres pays soient situees en dehors du continent 
americain et plus pres de l'ennemi. Cette decla
ration ne montre-t-elle pas quel est aujourd'hui 
le Gouvernement qui cherche a dominer le 
monde? 

M. Vychinsky rappelle egalement que les Etats
Unis ont conclu un accord avec la France, en mars 

431 



March 1948 for the use of air bases in the French 
Empire as well as in France itself. Only recently 
there had been Press reports of the increased 
operations of United States forces in Europe with 
particular reference to the establishment of repair 
bases in the British Isles. The London Evening 
News had asserted that those forces would be a 
contribution from the United States to the 
\Vestern bloc. According to the Press reports, it 
'vas proposed to increase the United States bomber 
strength in the United Kingdom from 90 to 340 
machines. It was to be noted that all the United 
States air bases in the United Kingdom were 
attack bases. Since 1942 the total number of 
military bases of the United States had been 
multiplied threefold. Was that not proof that 
the intentions of that nation were to be feared ? 

It had been said that the United States was 
always out to do what was right. Perhaps it 
would also be said that there was no need to fear 
the atomic bomb ? The State which was build
ing new bases and had even made the granting 
of Philippine independence conditional upon 
conclusion of a 99-year treaty for the establish
ment of military bases, could not camouflage its 
warlike preparations. The United States insisted 
that it did not seek world mastery. Then what 
was the purpose of the bases ? Who was threat
ening the United States ? If it was the USSR 
which was feared, then where were the USSR 
armies outside the boundaries of their own land ? 
The USSR was withdrawing its army in Korea 
and, on 18 September, had requested the United 
States to do the same. Regrettably, the latter 
had refused to do so. Under the circumstances 
it was childish for Mr. Dulles to state that there 
was no question of world domination. 

Mr. Vyshinsky referred to the criticisms which 
Mr. Pipinelis had directed towards his earlier 
statement. Mr. Pipinelis had cited Professor 
Oppenheim's work on international law in support 
of his accusation that Greece's northern neigh
bours were guilty in respect of the alleged frontier 
incidents. He had quoted Professor Oppen
heim's statement that a State was reprehensible 
if it deliberately failed to hinder the actions of 
its nationals against another State. However, 
paragraph 65 of the supplementary report 
of the Special Committee showed (A/644) 
that the incidents were not the result of 
deliberate provocation. It disproved the assertion 
that the partisans had received any military 
training from the northern States or that 
the forces of those States had taken part 
in the conflict It stated the opinion of the 
Special Committee that any assistance gi':"en to 
the partisans was either the result of negligence 
on the part of the northern States or of the diffi
culty of effectively controlling the moun~ainous 
border regions. Those were the conclusiOns of 
the Committee itself to which could be added 
that the frontier incidents arose not out of any 
deliberate intent by Greece's neighbours but out 
of the tense situation. Thus the statement of 
Professor Oppenheim to which Mr. Pipinelis 
had referred did not apply to the northern States 
and refuted Mr. Pipinelis' logic and arguments. 

1948, en vue d 'utiliser des bases aeriennes dans 
!'empire fran<;ais aussi bien qu'en France meme. 
Tout recemment encore, la presse a parle de 
l'activite accrue des forces nord-americaines en 
Europe; les journaux signalaient tout particu
lierement la creation de bases de reparations 
dans les lies britanniques. Le journal Evening 
News de Londres a aflirme que ces forces repre
sentaient 1 a contribution que les Etats-Unis 
apporteraient au bloc occidental. Selon les 
informations de presse, les Etats-Unis se proposent 
de porter de 90 a 340 le nombre de leurs 
bombardiers stationnes dans le Royaume-Uni. 
n convient de noter que toutes les bases aeriennes 
des Etats-Unis dans le Royaume-Uni sont des 
bases d'offensive. Depuis 1942, les Etats-Unis 
ont triple le nombre de leurs bases militaires. 
Cela ne prouve-t-il pas qu'H y a lieu de redouter 
les intentions de ce pays ? 

On a dit que les Etats-Unis se donnent toujours 
pour tache de faire ce qui est juste. Peut-etre 
dira-t-on aussi qu'il est inutile de redouter Ia 
bombe atomique ? Un Etat qui construit toutes 
ces nouvelles bases et qui n'a pas craint de poser 
comme condition a l'independance des Philippines 
la conclusion, pour la duree de 99 ans, d'un 
traite prevoyant l'etablissement de bases 
militaires, ne saurait camoufler ses preparatifs 
guerriers. Les Etats-Unis proclament avec insis
tance qu'ils ne cherchent pas a dominer le monde. 
Alors a quoi bon ces bases ? Qui menace les 
Etats-Unis ? Si c'est l'URSS qu'on craint, oil 
voit-on des armees de l'URSS qui soient 
stationnees ailleurs que dans leur propre pays ? 
L'URSS est en train de retirer les troupes de la 
Coree et, le 18 septembre, elle a demande aux 
Etats-Unis d'en faire autant. II est regrettable 
que ceux-ci s'y soient refuses. Dans ces conditions, 
i1 est pueril de la part de M. Dulles de prete~dre 
qu'il n'est pas question de domination mondmle. 

M. Vychinsky rappelle les critiques dont sa 
declaration anterieure a fait !'objet de Ia part 
de M. Pipinelis. Ce dernier avait cite des passages 
de l'ouvrage du professeur Oppenheim su: le 
droit international, a l'appui des accusatiOnS 
qu'il porte contre !es voisins septentrionau.x 
de la Grece, qui soot responsables a son a~t~ 
des pretendus incidents de !rontieres ; il a ctte 
une declaration de ce professeur selon laquelle 
un Etat est reprehensible s'il omet deliberement 
de s'opposer a toute action de ses ressortissants 
diricree contre un autre Etat. Toutefois, le para
graphe 65 du rapport supplementaire de la 
Commission spcciale (A/644) montre que .les 
incidents ne sont pas dus a une provocatt?~ 
deliberee, dement que les partisans aient ete 
formes militairement par les voisins septentrion~ux 
de la Grece et que les forces armees de ces dermers 
aient pris part au conflit. II est dit dans ce rapp~rt 
que, de l'avis de la Commission special~, l'assts
tance qui a pu etre fournie. ~ux parhsa.ns est 
due soit a la negligence des VOlSIOS septentnon.aux 
de la Grece, soit a la difficulte de survetller 
efficacement une frontiere qui passe a travers 
des regions montagneuses. Telles soot les 
conclusions de la Commission speciale elle
meme ; on pourrait ajouter que l~s in~~d~n~s 
defrontieres ne sont pas dus a une actwn dehberee 
des Etats voisins de la Grece, mais au fait que 
la situation est tendue. Ainsi, !'opinion du 
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That the Bulgarian Government had difficulty 
m effectively guarding its frontier with Greece 
arose from the provisions of the Peace Treaty 
which limited Bulgaria's military forces so that 
in places it was possible to provide only one guard 
to seven or eight kilometres. 

~fr. Pipinelis had also objected to that part of 
the USSR draft resolution (A/C.l/358/Corr.l) 
which said that no committee of the United 
:\'ations could solve the Greek question unless 
the internal affairs of Greece were managed in 
the interests of the Greek people and were con
trolled by the representatives of the Greek people. 
It was striking that the Greek representative 
objected to a basic democratic principle which 
was generally accepted. Mr. Pipinelis had said 
that he was glad for the sake of Bulgaria that the 
temporary law of 1945 for the suppression of 
v,-ar criminals had been rescinded and the law 
flf 1946, although based on that of 1945, was a 
new and modiHed one. He had little right to 
make such statements ·while Greece still maintain
rd a repressive law which, as the Yugoslav 
l'fprescntative had pointed out at this very meet
ing, permitted the Greek Government to main
tain a state of terror in Greece and to shoot 
hundreds and thousands of its citizens. The 
Greek representative had no right to speak of 
(temocracy. Neither did he have the right to 
criticize Czechoslovakia or the Communist Party 
of the USSR ; if he wished to say something about 
those matters he had better say it plainly and 
then be prepared to answer for his statements. 

2\Ir. Yyshinsky then turned to the speech of 
the Philippine representative. General Romulo 
lwd objected to the epithets which Mr. Vyshinsky 
had used on 2 November. However, the repre
sentative of the USSR reminded General Romulo 
that the latter had himself described the USSR 
draft resolution as full of cynicism and an act 
of impudence, and at the previous meeting he had 
used similar epithets on several occasions. 
-:\fr. Vyshinsky could not accept such insulting 
language. Apparently General Romulo had been 
following the example of Mr. Osborn who, in 
Sub-Committee 12, had first used the intolerable 
·word "impudent" to describe a USSR proposaL 
Since then it had been heard in several committees 
and sub-committees. :\-Ir. Vyshinsky objected 
strongly to such insults and asserted his right 
to defend himself against such expressions in 
terms he considered appropriate. 

Mr. S.\:-.:DLER (Sweden) recalled that at the 
previous session of the First Committee his dele
gation had stated its opinion that the Special 
Committee should be given more extensive terms 
of reference. The Swedish delegation still consid
ered that an extension of the Special Committee 
mandate would offer the best possibility of 
bringing about a general pacification in the Bal
kans together \Yith an improvement in the internal 
~ituation in Greece. However, under existing 

professeur Oppenheim, que cite l\1. Pipinelis, 
ne s'applique pas aux voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece, et milite contre l'argument meme 
de M. Pipinelis. Si le Gouvernement de la Bulgaric 
eprouve des difficultes a garder efficacement 
la frontiere grcco-bulgare, c'est que le traite de 
paix contient des dispositions qui limitent les 
forces armees de la Bulgarie, si bien que dans 
certains endroits on ne dispose que d'un garde 
pour sept on huit kilometres de frontiere. 

M. Pipinelis a egalement formule des obj ections 
contre la partie du projet de resolution de l'URSS 
(A/C.1/358jCon.1) ou il est dit qu'aucune 
commission de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
ne pourra rcsoudre la question de la Grece si les 
afiaires interieures de ce pays ne soot pas dirigees 
dans l'interet du peuple grec et ne sont pas 
controlces par les representants du peuple grec. 
Il est remarquable que le representant de la 
Grece formule des objections contre un principe 
democratique generalement reconnu. M. Pipinelis 
s'est declare heureux pour la Bulgarie de ce que 
la loi provisoire de 1945 prevoyant le chatiment 
des criminels de guerre ait etc abrogee ; quant 
a la loi de 19-JG, bien qu' elle so it fondce sur celle 
de 1945, elle constitue une disposition difierente 
et nouvelle. l\I. Pipinelis avait bien tort de faire 
cette declaration, alors que la Grece maintient 
en vigueur nne loi de repression permettant a 
son Gouvernement d'exercer un regime de terreur 
et de fusiller des miUiers de citoyens, ainsi que 
le representant de la Yougoslavie l'a fait 
remarquer au courant de la presente seance. 
Le representant de la Grecc n'a pas le droit de 
parler de democratic. II n'a pas davantage le 
droit de critiquer Ia Tchecoslovaquie ou le parti 
communiste de l'URSS ; toutefois s'il a quelque 
chose a dire a ce sujet, il ferait mieux de le dire 
ouvertement et d'etre pret a repondrc de ses 
paroles. 

M. Vychinsky passe ensuite au discours du 
representant des Philippines. Le general Romulo 
a proteste contre les expressions que 1\1. Vyehinsky 
a employees le 2 novemhre. Or, le representant 
de l'URSS rappelle que le general Romulo lui
mcme a reproche au projet de resolution de 
l'URSS d'etre cynique et impudent, et a parle 
plus d'une fois sur ce ton, au cours de la prece
dente seance. M. Vychinsky ne saurait tolerer 
de tels exces de langage. Apparemment, le 
general Romulo a suivi l'exemple de lVJ. Osb~rn 
qui, a la Sons-Commission 12, a ete (le prermer 
a parler d'impudence au sujet d'nne proposition 
de l'URSS, ce qui est inadmissible. Depuis lors, 
ce mot a etc employe dans plusieurs commissions 
et sous-commissions. 1\f. Vychinsky proteste 
energiquement contre de telles insultes et il 
pretend conserver lc droit de se defendre comme 
il I 'entcnd. 

lVI. SANDLER (Suede) rappelle que, lors. d~ la 
prccedente session de la Premiere Com_missw.n, 
sa delegation avait declare qu'il conv1endrait, 
a son avis, d'elargir le mandat de la Commis~ion 
speciale. La delegation de Ia Suede estimc 
toujours que ce serait la le meilleur moyen ~e 
faciliter le retablissement general de la pa1x 
dans les Balkans et cl'ameliorer la situation 
interieure de la Grece. Toutefois, etant donne 
les circonstances actuelles, la de!Cgation de la 
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conditions it was prepared to accept the joint 
draft resolution with the incorporation of the 
amendment suggested by the United States. 

Mr. LANGHELLE (Norway) explained that, at 
the previous session of the Assembly, his dele
gation had been reluctant to accuse the northern 
neighbours of Greece of assisting the Greek 
guerrillas on the basis of insufficient evidence 
then available. Now, however, the report of 
the Special Committee seemed to otTer conclusive 
evidence that such accusations were justified. 
It was to be regretted that a Member of the 
United Nations and two States which had applied 
for membership were disregarding the provisions 
of the Charter and the recommendations of the 
General Assembly, and refused to co-operate 
with the Special Committee. That lack of co
operation could not prevent the United Nations 
from carrying out its duty to ensure that the 
situation on Greece's northern frontiers did not 
endanger the maintenance of international peace. 
For that reason the Norwegian delegation would 
vote in favour of the joint draft resolution 
(A/C.l /352) so that the work of the Special Com
mittee might continue. However, it also favoured 
the Australian proposal (A/C.l /362) for a further 
attempt at reconciliation. If the proposal were 
adopted then it would be up to the parties to 
work out a solution in accordance with the obli
gations and in the spirit of the Charter. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) said that some of 
the statements which his delegation had made 
in the meetings of the Special Committee had been 
cited by the representatives of the States bordering 
on Greece's northern frontier in an attempt to 
justify their position. Those statements had 
clearly been misused and the representatives 
had ignored the fact that Australia not only 
approved entirely of the Special Committee's 
conclusions and recommendations but had played 
an active part in drafting them. 

As an example of how the Australian statements 
had been taken out of their context, Colonel 
Hodgson referred to Mr. Vyshinsky's reference to 
one occasion on which the Australian delegation 
had rejected a Greek charge as unfounded. 
Mr. Vyshinsky had implied that the remaining 
members of the Special Committee had accepted 
the evidence. Apparently Mr. Vyshinsky was 
not properly informed of the facts because he 
had not mentioned that the Committee had 
unanimously endorsed the Australian view. So 
little importance had been attached to the incident 
by the Committee that it had not even been 
mentioned in any of the reports. It was true 
that the Australian delegation had adopted a 
critical attitude during the Committee's work. 
That was because it knew in advance that there 
would be an attack on the credibility of the 
witnesses when the reports were discussed by 
the United Nations. Mr. Vyshinsky and 
Mr. Behler had spoken of such evidence as the 
finding of chocolate paper, !etc., but that was 

Suede est disposee a accepter le projet de reso
lution commun, avec l'amendement propose 
par les Etats-Unis. 

M. LANGHELLE (Norvege) souligne que, a la 
session precedente de l'Assemblee, sa delegation 
a hCsite a accuser les voisins septentrionaux 
de Ia Grece de preter assistance aux partisans 
grecs, parce que les preuves dont on disposait 
a ce moment lui paraissaient insuffisantes. 
Toutefois, il semble maintenant que le rapport 
de la Commission speciale prouve d'une fa~on 
concluante que ces accusations etaient justifiees. 
II est regrettable qu'un Etat Membre de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, ainsi que deux Etats 
qui ont adrcssc une demande d'admission, ne 
tienncnt pas compte des dispositions de Ia Charte 
ni des recommandations de l'Assemblee generale, 
et rcfusent de cooperer avec la Commission 
spcciale. Ce manque de cooperation ne saurait 
empecher !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
d 'accomplir son devoir, qui est de faire en sorte 
que Ia situation qui prevaut aux frontieres 
septentrionales de Ia Grece ne mette pas en 
danger Ia paix internationale. La delegation de 
Ia Norvege votera done en faveur du projet de 
resolution commun (AfC.l /352), afin que Ia 
Commission speciale puisse poursuivre sestravau~. 
Toutcfois, Ia dtHegation de la Norvege appu~e 
egalement la proposition de l'Austrabe 
(A /C.l/362), qui recommande que. l'o~. t~nte 
une fois de plus d'aboutir a une reconcrlratr~n. 
Si cette proposition est adoptee, c'est aux par:t1es 
qu'il appartiendra de rechercher une solutwn, 
conformcmcnt a !'esprit de la Charte et aux 
obligations qui decoulent de ce document. 

Lc colonel HoriGSON (Australie) fait remarquer 
que Ies representants des Etats voisins de I~ 
Grece ont cite certaines des declarations qu'1l 
a faites aux seances de la Commission speciale, 
pour essaycr de justifier leur attitude. 01: a, 
de toutc evidence, abuse de ses declarations 
et les rcpresentants de ces pays ont passe sous 
silence le fait que l' Australie a no? seulement 
appuyc sans reserve les con~I.us~ons . de Ia 
Commission spcciale, mais a partlClpe aclivement 
a la redaction desdites conclusions. 

Pour montrcr, a titre d'exemple, comment ses 
ses declarations ont ete separees de leur conte!'te: 
M. Hodgson rappelle queM. Vychinsky a souhg~e 
qu'en une occasion, Ia delegation de l'A~stralle 
avait rejetc une des accusation~ f.orm~lee~ par 
Ia Grece en declarant qu'elle etart denuee de 
tout fondement. M. Vychinsky a laisse ent~n?re 
que tous les autres membres de la Commrsswn 
speciale avaient accepte les preuves a l'app~i d~ 
cette accusation. II semble que M. Vychm~ky 
n'ait pas ete convenablement inforn1e des _fa~ts, 
puisqu'il n'a pas indique que Ia CommJsswn 
speciale s'est ralliee unanimeme.nt aux vues. d~ 
l'Australie. La Commission spec1ale a attache Sl 

peu d'importance a cet incident qu'elle n'en a 
fait mention dans aucun de ses rapports. II est 
exact que la delegation de l'Australie a fait preuve 
d'esprit critique pendant les travaux de la Co~
mission speciale. Elle l'a fait parce qu'elle savatt 
d'avance que l'on pretendrait, au mom:nt_ de 
l'examen des rapports au sein de l:Orgamsatw~. 
que les temoins n'etaient pas d1gnes de fo1. 



just the type of evidence which the Special Com
mittee had rejected. Furthermore, not one 
important conclusion had been based solely on 
the testimony of witnesses. 

The representatives of the USSR and Yugo
slavia had also criticized the Special Committee 
for keeping secret the names of the witnesses who 
had been heard. But the reason for that was 
that many of them had come from territory 
controlled by the partisans and had pleaded that 
their names be withheld for fear of reprisals 
against their families. Although the Committee 
had withheld the names, it knew who those wit
nesses were. Had the delegations of the USSR 
and Poland sent representatives to the Special 
Committee they would also know. 

Colonel Hodgson stated that the main conclu
sions, contained in paragraph 63 of the principal 
report (A/574), were almost wholly based on the 
direct observation of the observation groups as 
were paragraphs 41 to 44 inclusive of the second 
interim report (A/522). Whatever inferences 
might be drawn from those conclusions, their 
truth could not be challenged. Colonel Hodgson 
observed that he had not heard a categorical 
statement from the representatives of Albania, 
Bulgaria or Yugoslavia that those conclusions 
were false. 

Why had the northern neighbours of Greece, 
if they were guiltless as they claimed, refused to 
co-operate in the work of the Special Committee ? 
Two reasons had been given : first, that it would 
infringe their national sovereignty and secondly, 
that they were not prepared to admit observers 
who would spy on them in the interests of the 
United Kingdom and the United States. The 
first reason did not hold water since the States 
in question had co-operated with the original 
Commission of Investigation and had permitted 
it to enter their territory. The second was an 
insult, not only to the observers but to the mem
bers of the Special Committee. Colonel Hodgson 
paid tribute to the observers who were impartial 
and able and had worked under conditions of the 
utmost difficulty. Insults had been heaped upon 
the members of the Special Committee who 
had been called servants of United States and 
United Kingdom imperialism and hypocrites who 
were encouraging aggression on the part of Greece. 
Now the representative of Yugoslavia had added 
to those insults a most improper draft resolution 
(AJC.l/368). Colonel Hodgson was not surprised 
at the accusations which were hurled byMr.Bebler. 
He had become accustomed to such statements. 
He was, however, surprised that the First Com
mittee had raised no protest against the tirade 
to which the members of the Special Committee 
had been subjected. He was also surprised that 
the representative of Poland had not been called 
to order when he had repeatedly insulted the 
representatives of the United Kingdom and of 
the United States. 

M. Vychinsky et M. Behler ont rappele que l'on 
avait invoque comme preuve le fait que du 
papier de chocolat avait ete trouve, etc.; or, 
ce sont precisement des preuves de ce genre que 
Ia Commission speciale a rejetees. De plus, il n'est 
pas une seule conclusion importante qui ait etc 
fondee uniquement sur les depositions des temoins. 

Les representants de l'URSS et de la Yougo
slavie ont egalement reproche a la Commission 
speciale d'avoir tenu secret le nom des temoins 
interroges. La raison en est qu'un grand nombre 
d'entre eux venaient de regions controlees par 
les partisans et avaient instamment demande 
que leurs noms ne fussent pas reveles, de peur 
que des repn)sailles ne fussent exercees contre 
leurs families. La Commission speciale sait qui 
sont ces temoins, bien qu'elle n'ait pas public 
leurs noms. Les delegations de l'URSS et de la 
Pologne le sauraient egalement si elles avaient 
ern bon d'envoyer des representants a Ia 
Commission. 

Le colonel Hodgson declare que les conclusions 
Ies plus importantes qui figurent au paragraphe 63 
du rapport principal (A/574) sont presque exclu
sivement fondees sur des constatations directes 
des groupes d'observation ; il en est de meme 
pour les paragraphes 41 a 44 du deuxieme rapport 
interimaire (A/522). On ne saurait conteste~· le 
bien-fonde de ces conclusions, queUes que sment 
les deductions que l'on puisse en tirer. M. Hodgson 
fait observer que les repnSsentants de 1' Albanie, 
de Ia Bulgarie et de Ia Yougoslavie n'ont pas 
denonce categoriquement la faussete de ces 
conclusions. 

Pourquoi les Etats qui bordent Ia Grece au 
nord, s'ils sont aussi innocents qu'ils le pretendent, 
ont-ils refuse de cooperer aux travaux de la 
Commission speciale ? Deux raisons ont etc 
donnees de ce refus ; d'une part, ces travaux 
porteraient atteinte a leur souve~aine~e ?ationa.le.; 
d'autre part, ils ne seraient pas disposes a accuedhr 
des observateurs qui viendraient les espionner au 
profit du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis. La 
premiere raison ne resiste pas a l'examen. Les 
Etats dont il s'agit ont coopere avec Ia Com
mission d'enquete initiale et lui ont donne acces 
a leur territoire. La seconde est blessante, non 
seulement pour les observateurs, mais pour les 
membres memes de la Commission speciale pour 
les Balkans. Le colonel Hodgson rend hommage 
aux observateurs qui ont fait preuve d'impar
tialite et de competence et qui ont travaille dans 
les conditions les plus difficiles. Des borctees 
d'insultes ont ete lancees contre les membres 
de Ia Commission speciale qu'on a traites de 
valets de l'imperialisme des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni, d'hypocrites qui encoura.gent Ia 
Grece a l'agression. Aujourd'hui, le represent~nt 
de la Yougoslavie a ajoute a ces insultes un proJet 
de resolution tout a fait malseant (AJC.1f368). 
Le colonel Hodgson ne s'etonne pas des acc.usations 
qu'a profere~s M. Behler. I~ est ~amt;~ant 
accoutume a entendre pare1Ues declara~w.ns. 
Mais il est surpris que Ia Premiere Comn.uss~on 
n'ait pas eleve de protestations contre la di~tr!be 
dont etaient I' objet les membres de Ia CommlSSlO~ 
Speciale. II s'etonne egalement que le repre: 
sentant de Ia Pologne n'ait pas ete. rappele 
a l' ordre lorsqne, a plusieurs repnses, II a 



During the debate a great deal had been said 
about the charges made against Greece by her 
northern neighbours in respect of incidents, 
amounting to nearly 700. Those allegations had 
been sent to the Secretary-General and forwarded 
immediately to the Special Committee. When 
the latter had asked whether the three northern 
States were prepared to allow it to investigate 
the charges, they had either replied that the 
Special Committee was an illegal body and could 
not be recognized or they had ignored the com
munication. Despite the refusal to co-operate, 
the Committee had instructed its observation 
groups to investigate and report upon the alleged 
incidents as far as was possible. In only one 
i nstancc did Bulgaria agree to permit the Com
mittee to carry out an investigation. Presu
mably that was one case in which the facts were 
in favour of Bulgaria. 

Colonel Hodgson explained the amendments 
(:\ /C.1f3G1) which the Australian delegation had 
submitted to the joint draft resolution. The 
first amendment was proposed in order that there 
should be recognition of the right of the northern 
States to grant hospitalization to the wounded 
and to accord asylum to refugees. That right 
was universally accepted. The paragraph, as 
amended, provided that the States concerned 
" ·ould he free to grant humanitarian aid, on 
condition that the partisans were not allowed to 
rclurn to Greece to fight. The second amendment 
had been intended to stress the function of media
tion which the Australian delegation considered 
to be the Special Committee's primary task. The 
penultimate proposal was for the deletion of 
th e phrase: " approves the reports of the Special 
Committee ". It was proposed because the 
:\ustralian delegation fl'lt that it would be 
unprecedented for the General Assembly to 
approve the activities of one of its own organs. 
The key amendment pertained to article 10 of the 
re.c;olution which laid emphasis on the conciliation 
and mediation functions of the Special Committee. 
The final proposal was that the Special Committee 
should be given complete freedom to establish 
its headquarters in such places as it might deem 
appropriate. Colonel Hodgson had already ex
plained that the choice of Salonika had been an 
unhappy one because the Committee had been 
unable to move beyond a radius of 10 miles owing 
to the activities of the partisans and the frequent 
road mines. If the amendment were adopted 
it would be entitled to move even into the terri
tories of neighbouring States, if that was agreeable 
to their Governments. 

Colonel Hodgson also drew attention to the 
Australian draft resolution (A/C.1f362) in which 
it was proposed that the parties be called together 
to negotiate the re-establishment of normal 
diplomatic and good-neighbourly relations. He 
as!{ed the Committee to decide whether that 
proposal should be voted upon before or after 

injurie les representants des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni. 

On a longuement insiste sur les accusations 
lancees par ses voisins du nord contre la Grece, 
a propos d'incidents dont le nombre s'eleve a 
presque 700. Ces allegations ont ete portees devant 
le Secretaire general, qui les a transmises 
immediatement a la Commission Speciale. Lorsque 
celle-d a demande aux trois Etats du Nord 
interesscs s'ils etaient disposes a lui permettre 
de proceder a une enquete pour examiner le 
bien-fonde des accusations, ou bien ils ont repondu 
que la Commission Speciale etait un organisme 
illegal et ne saurait etrc reconnue, ou bien ils 
ont simplement ignore cette communication. En 
depit de ce refus de cooperation, Ia Commission 
Speciale a donne mandat a ses groupes d'obser
vation de proceder, dans la mesure du possible, 
a une enquete sur les incidents allegues et de faire 
rapport a leur sujet. Dans un cas seulement, Ia 
Bulgarie a consenti a permettre a Ia Commission 
spcciale de proceder a une enquete. Il est a 
presumer que ce fut dans un cas ou les faits 
ctaient favorables a Ia Bulgarie. 

Le colonel Hodgson donne alors quelques 
precisions sur les amendements (A/C.l/361) que 
Ia dcle•1ation australienne a propose d'apporter 
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au projet de resolution commun. Le premzer 
amendement a pour objet de reconnaitre aux 
Etats du nord le droit d'hospitaliser les blesses et 
de donner asile aux refugies. C'est Ia un droit qui 
est universellement reconnu. Tel qu'il serait 
mnencle, le paragraphe en question donnerait 
aux Etats interesscs la facultc d'apporter aux 
partisans une aide de caractere humanitaire, 
so11s reserve de ne pas les laisser retourner 
combattre en Grecc. L'objet du second amen
dement est de souligner I' importance de la foncti?n 
de mediation qui, pour la delegation de l'Austral!e, 
est la tache essentielle de la Commission speciale. 
L'avant-dernier amendement tend a supprimer 
le membre de phrase : " Approuve les rapports 
de la Commission spcciale >> . Si Ia delt~gation de 
I' Australie a fait cette proposition, c'est qu'elle 
estime que I' approbation par l' Assemhlee general.e 
de l'activite deployee par un de ses organes serazt 
un fait sans precedent. Mais l'amendement le 
plus important est celui qui vise le paragraphe 10 
du projet de resolution, lequel met l'acc~nt su~ 
les fonctions de conciliation et de mediatiOn qUI 
incombcnt a la Commission Speciale. Lc dernier 
amendement, enfin, propose que toute latitu~e 
soit donnce a la Commission Speciale pour etabhr 
son siege en tels lieux qu'elle pourra juger appro
pries. Le colonel Hodgson a deja precise que le 
choix de Salonique a etc malheureux parce que 
la Commission n'a pas Cte a meme de rayonner 
au deJa de 15 kilometres en raison des operations 
menees par les partisans, et du fait que, souvent, 
les routes etaient mi.nees. Si l'amendement est 
adopte, la Commission sera autorisee a s'etablir 
jusque sur le territoire des Etats voisins si les 
Gonvernements de ces Etats y consentent. 

Le colonel Hodgson attire egalement l'attentio_n 
sur le pro jet de resolution presente par I' Austrahe 
(A /C.1 /362), aux termes duquel elle propose 
d'inviter les parties a entamer des negociations 
en vue du retablissement de relations diplo
matiques normales et de rapports de bon voisinage. 
II demande a la Commission de decider si cctte 



the joint draft resolution. Since it was to be 
assumed ~hat the representatives of Bulgaria 
and Albama would return to their countries after 
the joint draft resolution had been voted, it 
seemed desirable that the Australian draft reso
lution be adopted first. 

He pointed out moreover that if the Committee 
decided that the work of the Special Committee 
sh~mld continue, it was important that the observ
ation groups should be entirely financed by 
and responsible to the United Nations. Colonel 
Hodgson also considered that it was necessary 
to institute some changes in the membership of 
the Special Committee. At present six out of 
seven of the members were military officers. 
In . f_uture the Committee should be a purely 
pohbcal body composed entirely of senior 
diplomats. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) asked that rule 
120 be applied strictly and that the four-power 
draft resolution should be dealt with first. If the 
Australian draft resolution (A/C.1/362) were 
adopted first the Committee would in effect be 
upholding the contention of Mr. Vyshinsky that 
the work of the Special Committee was of doubt
ful value and Mr. McNeil did not think that that 
was the Committee's opinion. While his dele
gation was anxious to support the Australian 
draft resolution, it could not do so if the Com
mittee had not first expressed its attitude on the 
reports of the Special Committee. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) sup
ported the motion by the United Kingdom repre
sentative; he thought it was in accordance with 
the normal rules and most appropriately met the 
present situation. The United States delegation 
accepted the Australian amendments (A/C.1/361) 
to the four-Power draft resolution and he believed 
that the other sponsoring Powers did also. 
While his delegation saw merit in the separate 
Australian draft resolution, with certain possible 
changes, he did not think that Greece should be 
asked to negotiate with three hostile Govern
ments until it at least had the international 
support reflected in the four-Power resolution. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) thought that almost 
every delegation which had spoken during the 
general debate had stressed the necessity of 
conciliation among the parties in Greece and the 
necessity of normalizing relations between Greece 
and her northern neighbours. This general 
attitude encouraged his delegation to propose 
the establishment of a sub-committee which 
could review the various draft resolutions and 
amendments in an attempt to find a generally 
acceptable draft resolution. Mr. Katz-Suchy 
recalled that the Greek representative at the 

proposition doit etre mise aux voix avant on 
apres le projet de resolution commun. Comme 
ii est a presumer que les representants de ]a 
Bulgarie et de l' Albanie rentreront dans leur 
pays lorsque le projet de resolution commun aura 
ete vote, il semble souhaitable que le projet de 
resolution presente par l' Australie so it adopte 
le premier. 

Le colonel Hodgson fait ressortir egalement 
que, si la Commission decide que la Commission 
speciale doit poursuivre son activite, il importe 
que !'Organisation des Nations Unies assume 
integralement et le financement et la responsabilite 
de l'activite des groupes d'observation. De plus, 
il serait necessaire, selon lui, d'apporter quelques 
modifications a Ia composition de Ia Commission 
speciale. Actuellement, six de ses sept membres 
sont des militaires. A l'avenir, Ia Commission 
Speciale devrait etre Un organe purement politique, 
qui ne comprendrait que des diplomates de rang 
superieur. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) demande la stricte 
application de I' article 120 du reglement interieur, 
c'est-a-dire que la Commission commence par 
l'examen du projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances. En effet, si elle adoptait d'abord le 
pro jet de resolution de I' Australie (AJC.l /362) la 
Commission se trouverait en n~alite appuyer Ia 
these de M. Vychinsky selon laquelle l'activite 
de Ia Commission speciale est d'une valeur contes
table. Or, M. McNeil ne croit pas que ce soit Ia 
!'opinion de la Commission. Sa delegation, sans 
doute, est desireuse de soutenir le projet de reso
lution de l'Australie, mais elle ne pourra le faire 
si la Premiere Commission n'a pas auparavant 
pris position au sujet des rapports de Ia Com
mission speciale. 

i\1. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) appuie 
la motion presentee par lc representant du 
Royaume-Uni, en specifiant qu'elle est conforme 
a la procedure habituelle et qu'elle tient parfai
tement compte de Ia situation actuelle. La 
delegation des Etats-Unis accepte les amen
dements que l'Australie propose d'apporter 
(A/C.1j361) au pro jet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances et M. Dulles presume que les autres 
auteurs du projet de resolution en feront autant. 
Les merites du projet de resolution distinct qu'a 
presente I' Australie n'echappent pas a sa dele
gation, bien qu'il soit possible d'y apporter 
certaines modifications ; mais, selon lui, on nc 
devrait pas demander a la Grece d'entamer des 
negociations avec trois Gouvernements qui lui 
sont hostiles si elle ne beneficie pas au moins du 
soutien international qui trouve son expression 
dans le projet de resolution des quatre Puissances. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) constate que presque 
toutes les delegations qui sont intervenues au 
cours de la discussion gcnerale ont souligne 1a 
necessite d'une conciliation entre les partis, 
en Grece, et d'un retablisscment de relations 
normales entre Ia Grece et ses voisins septen
trionaux. Ces dispositions generales encouragent 
la deh~gation polonaise a proposer Ia creation 
d'une sons-commission qui serait chargee d'exa
miner les divers projets de resolution et amen
dements en vue d'arriver a Ctablir un projet de 
resolution qui soit acceptable pour tous. :\J. Katz-
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present meeting had stated the readiness of his 
Government to accept any form of conciliation. 
That statement confirmed that the tendency for 
conciliation which had been shown to exist in 
Greece was being supressed by outside Powers. 
If the Polish proposal were accepted the problem 
raised by the United Kingdom would be partially 
solved, for, while the sub-committee was at work, 
the First Committee could act on the Australian 
draft resolution. As previously pointed out, 
acceptance of the Australian draft resolution 
after the adoption of the four-Power draft reso
lution would not make sense. He then moved 
formally the draft resolution contained in docu
ment AjC.lj370. 

Mr. Katz-Suchy said that his delegation had 
also received a cablegram concerning the death 
sentences by court-martial of ten Greek trade 
union leaders and thought the Committee could 
not dismiss this request that had been received 
by many delegations. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) thought that the 
only question before the Committee was whether 
the Australian draft resolution (A/C.l/362) should 
be considered before the four-Power draft reso
lution (A/C.l/352). The Committee had not yet 
considered the various draft resolutions in detail. 
The President of the General Assembly had 
informed him that he was ready to convene a 
meeting with the representatives of the four 
Governments concerned immediately if the Aus
tralian draft resolution were adopted. In reply 
to the objection raised by the representative of 
the United States, Colonel Hodgson pointed out 
that the Secretary-General and the President 
would be available to assist the four parties if 
desired and that the object was to work out 
methods and procedures for a settlement and not 
the settlement itself. In his view the Australian 
draft resolution should be dealt with first and he 
asked that this question be put to a vote. 

In reply to a question from the representative 
of Yugoslavia as to whether he considered that 
an investigation into the work of the Special 
Committee would be desirable in view of the 
accusations against it, Colonel Hodgson said 
that the question would be fully dealt with when 
the Yugoslav draft resolution was considered. 
The Rapporteur of the Special Committee might 
feel it necessary to make a reply ; for his part, 
Colonel Hodgson did not wish to reply for the 
time being. 

Mr. VvsHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled that he had supported the 
suggestion3 and ideas contained in the Australian 
draft resolution even before it was formally sub
mitted and he still favoured the proposal. The 
United Kingdom and United States represen
tatives were now insisting that the four-Power 
draft resolution be voted on first but if it were 
adopted, what would be the use of conversations 
by the representatives of the four parties con
cerned ? The four-Power draft resolution pre
judged the situation and widened the cleavage 

Suchy rappelle que, au cours de Ia seance presente, 
le representant de la Grece a declare que son 
Gouvernement etait pret a accepter toute forme 
de conciliation. Cette declaration confirme que Ia 
tendance a la conciliation qui s'est manifestee 
en Grece etait contrariee par des Puissances 
etrangeres. Si la Commission accepte Ia propo
sition polonaise, le probleme qu'a souleve le 
Royaume-Uni se trouvera partiellement resolu 
car, pendant que Ia sons-commission travaillera, 
la Premiere Commission pourra s'occuper du 
projet de resolution de l'Australie. Ainsi qu'on 
l'a fait observer auparavant, l'acceptation du 
pro jet de resolution de l' Australie n'aurait aucun 
sens si elle venait apres l'adoption du projet de 
resolution des quatre Puissances. M. Katz-Suchy 
depose alors officieJlement le projet de resolution 
reproduit dans le document A/C.l/370. 

Il fait connaitre que sa delegation, elle aussi, 
a ret;u un cablogramme relatif a Ia condamnation 
a mort de dix chefs syndicalistes grecs, prononcee 
par une cour martiale. II pense que Ia Commission 
ne peut pas ne pas tenir compte de cette requete 
que de nombreuses delegations ont ret;ue. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) estime que 
Ia seule question qui se pose a Ia commission est 
de savoir s'il convient d'examiner le projet de 
resolution australien (AJC.lf362) avant le projet 
des quatre Puissances (A/C.l/352). La Commission 
n'a pas encore etudie en detail les differents 
pro jets de resolution. Le President de l' Assemblee 
generale a fait savoir au colonel Hodgson qu'il 
etait pret, en cas d'adoption du projet de resolution 
australien, a reunir immediatement les repre
sentants des quatre Gouvernements interesses. 
Repondant a l'objection qu'a soulevee le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis, le colonel Hodgson 
souligne que le Secretaire general et le President 
pourront assister les quatre parties si on le leur 
demande et precise que le but vise est de mettre 
au point une methode et une procedure de 
reglement et non pas le reglement lui-meme. ~e 
representant de I' Australie pense qu'il conviendrait 
d'examiner en premier lieu le projet de resolution 
australien et demande que cette question soit 
mise aux voix. 

Au representant de Ia Yougoslavie qui demande 
s'il estime opportun de proceder a une enquet~ 
sur Ia fat;on dont la Commission speciale a accomph 
sa tache, en raison des accusations qui ont ete 
portees contre cette Commission, le colonel 
Hodgson repond que la question sera pleinement 
etudiee quand on examinera le projet de resolution 
yougoslave. Le Rapporteur de la Commissi?n 
Speciale pourrait trouver utile de repondre, maiS, 
quant a lui, le colonel Hodgson ne veut pas 
repondre pour le moment. 

M. VvcHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
Iistes sovietiques) rappelle qu'il a donne son appui 
a Ia suggestion et aux idees que contient le projet 
de resolution de l'Australie avant meme que 
celui-ci ait ete depose formellement ; il continue 
a etre en faveur de cette proposition. Les repre
sentants du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis 
insistent maintenant pour qu'on vote en premier 
lieu sur le projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances mais, s 'il en etait ainsi decide, quelle 
utilite presenteraient les conversations des repre
sentants des quatre parties interessees ? Le projet 
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between the parties ; it was senseless to vote on 
it first. If the representatives of the parties were 
able to work out ways and means for a settlement, 
the four-Power draft resolution would be ruled 
out. It would have to be considered along with 
all other resolutions which had been submitted, 
only if the conversations were unsuccessful. 
The two methods were incompatible and those 
who asked for a condemnation of Greece's 
northern neighbours first would slam the door on 
conciliation. Those who were seeking a peaceful 
settlement of the Greek question must speak 
and vote for the Australian draft resolution. 

If the Committee rejected the Australian draft 
resolution it should then consider the Polish 
proposal for a sub-committee (A/C.l/370). Why 
was it necessary to consider the various draft 
resolutions and amendments in machine-gun 
order without allowing a chance for thorough 
consideration and an opportunity to find agree
ment on a common text Agreement had been 
sought on other questions through the establish
ment of sub-committees and the principle of the 
United Nations of seeking agreed decisions must 
prevail. He therefore insisted that the Com
mittee should first vote on the Australian draft 
resolution, the fate of which would govern the 
subsequent procedure. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) did not agree with 
the Australian representative that he was not in 
order in submitting his new proposal at the present 
time. It had been submitted under rule 109 and 
he asked that it be considered immediately. 
He thought that all those who wished to find 
a way out of the present impasse would support 
it. He noted that the Australian draft resolution 
would be excluded from the review of the sub
committee and could be voted upon immediately 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) said that he gave 
his entire support to the Australian draft reso
lution for the same reasons that had prompted 
his delegation to submit a similar proposal at 
the last session in regard to the Palestinian ques
tion. H e also emphatically favoured giving 
priority to this draft resolution since it was logical 
to approve a move for conciliation first. The 
Australian draft resolution did not prejudge the 
other draft resolutions and could be adopted at 
the present meeting, while the other draft reso
lutions and amendments would require further 
discussion. He therefore proposed that the ques
tion of the precedence of the Australian draft 
resolution be settled first and that if it were 
adopted discussion on the other draft resolutions 
and amendments should be postponed until the 
next meeting. . 

de resolution des quatre Puissances prejuge la 
situation et elargit la breche entre les parties ; 
et il serait deraisonnable de voter en premier lieu 
sur ce projet. Si les repn\sentants des parties 
peuvent mettre au point une procedure de 
reglement, le projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances deviendra alors sans objet. II ne 
faudrait la prendre en consideration, avec tous 
les autres projets de resolution presentes a la 
Commission, que si les conversations n'abou
tissaient pas. Les deux methodes s'excluent l'une 
!'autre, et ceux qui demandent qu'en premier 
lieu l'on condamne les voisins septentrionaux de 
la Grece ferment la porte a la conciliation. Ceux 
qui cherchent a obtenir un reglement pacifique 
de Ia question grecque doivent parler et voter 
en faveur du projet de resolution de l'Australie. 

Si Ia Commission rejetait le projet de resolution 
de l'Australie, elle devrait alors examiner le 
projet polonais tendant a creer une sous-com
mission (A/C.l /370). Pourquoi etudier a un 
rythme accelere les differents projets de resolution 
et amendements sans se donner ni la possibilite 
de proceder a une etude approfondie, ni la chance 
d'aboutir a un accord sur un texte unique ? On 
a deja, par la creation de sous-commissions, 
cherche un accord sur d'autres questions et il 
convient, en ce domaine, de faire prevaloir le 
principe de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
qui consiste a rechercher un accord prealable 
sur les decisions a prendre. Le representant de 
l'URSS insiste done pour que la Commission vote 
en premier lieu sur le projet de resolution de 
l'Australie, du sort duquel dependra la procedure 
a suivre ulterieurement. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) ne partage pas le 
point de vue du representant de l'Australie qui 
pense qu'en presentant maintenant sa nouvelle 
proposition, le representant de la Pologne ne se 
conformerait pas au reglement. Cette proposition 
a ete presentee conformement aux dispositions 
de !'article 109 du reglement interieur et M. Katz
Suchy demande que la Commission l'examin~ 
immediatement. Il pense que taus ceux qm 
desirent trouver un moyen de sortir de !'impasse 
actuelle lui accorderont leur appui. II fait 
remarquer que la Sons-Commission n'aura pas 
a examiner le projet de resolution australien et 
qu'on peut voter immediatement sur ce dernier. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) accorde son plein appui 
au projet de resolution australien, pour les memes 
motifs qui ont incite sa delegation a presenter, 
a Ia derniere session un projet identique sur la 
question palestinienne. II approuve chaleu
reusement !'idee de donner priorite a ce projet de 
resolution, car il lui semble logique d'approuver 
en premier lieu une motion de conciliation. Le 
projet de resolution australien ne prejuge pas 
les autres projets de resolution et peut etre adopte 
au cours meme de Ja presente seance, tandis que 
les autres projets et amendements necessitent une 
nouvelle discussion. M. Castro propose qu'on 
regie done en premier lieu la question de la priorite 
a accorder au projet de resolution australien et 
que, si celui-ci est adopte, la discussion sur les 
autres projets et amendements soit remise a la 
prochaine seance. 
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Mr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) endorsed both suggestions of the 
representative of El Salvador but proposed the 
adjournment of the discussion on the other 
draft resolutions and amendments regardless of 
the decision on the Australian draft resolution. 

~lr. DuLLES (United States of America) thought 
that the motion of the United Kingdom to vote 
immediately on the four-Power draft resolution 
was the first proposal of a formal nature. In his 
opinion the adoption of the four-Power draft 
resolution would not be inconsistent with the 
subsequent adoption of the Australian draft 
resolution since the latter would carry out that 
provision of the four-Power draft resolution calling 
upon Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia to co
operate with Greece in the settlement of their 
disputes by peaceful means. Furthermore, if 
the four-Power draft resolution were adopted, 
it would then go to the General Assembly for a 
final decision and if, in the meantime, the meetings 
of the representatives of the four parties had been 
successful there would be opportunity to deal 
with the situation before final action by the 
General Assembly. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) recalled that he 
had proposed voting on whether his draft reso
lution \Vould be given priority during his last 
statement in the general debate and that therefore 
this definite proposal had been before the Com
mittee since that time. 

l\Ir. PIPINELIS (Greece) agreed that the four
Power draft resolution did not exclude the subse
quent adoption of the Australian draft resolution. 
He thought, moreover, that the four-Power 
resolution had priority not only procedurally 
hut for political reasons. The difficulty in 
attempts at conciliation was well known and 
arose from the fact that the ground had notbeen 
sufficiently cleared. The four-Power draft reso
lution expressed the general feeling of the Assem
bly and it was within this framework that any 
attempt at conciliation might succeed. If the 
Australian draft resolution alone were adopted, 
it would only give rise to a repetition of the same 
views. 

1VIr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) could not agree with the representative 
of Greece. He thought that Greece, which was 
favoured by the four-Power draft resolution, 
wished to have this resolution to support it in 
the conversations with the other parties even 
before these conversations began. However, if 
this resolution was adopted condemning Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, it could not be expected 
that they would be psychologically prepared to 
conduct conversations with Greece and to take 
me:1sures which might lead to general agreement. 
If the four-Power draft resolution was accepted 
it would impede the negotiations envisaged by the 
Australian draft resolution and it was for this 
reason that the United. Kingdom and the United 

M. VvcHI:-.;sKv (Union des Hepubliqu~s socir. 
listes sovietiques) donne son assentiment aux 
deux suggestions qu'a fonnulces le representant 
du Salvador mais propose que, quellr que soit 
Ia decision prise sur 1e projet de resolution 
australien, Ia discussion sur les autres projets et 
amendements soit remise a une date ulterieure. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis rl'Ameriqne) considere 
que Ia motion presentee par la dch'gation du 
Hoyaume-Uni tendant ace que l'on yote immedia
tement sur )e projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances constitue Ia premiere proposition 
positive. A son avis, !'adoption de cc projet ne 
serait pas incompatible avec l' adoption ulh\rieure 
du projet de resolution australien car ce dernier 
comportc la mise en vigueur de Ia disposition du 
projet de resolution des quatre Puissances qui 
clemande a I' Albanie, a Ia Bulgaric et a la Yougo
slavie de collal>orer avec la Grece au reglement 
pacifique de leurs difTerends. En outre, si le projet 
des Quatres Puissances Ctait adopte, il serait 
ensuite soumis a l' Asscmblee gcnerale pour 
decision definitive et si, entre temps, les conver
sations des representants des quatre parties 
aboutissaient, il serait possible de n:'gler le 
problemc avant que l'Assemblec gencrale prem:e 
sa decision definitive. 

Le colonel HonGSO~ (Australie) rappelle que 
dans Ia derniere declaration qu'il a faite an cours 
de Ia discussion generale, il a propose de voter 
sur Ia question de savoir s'il convenait o~ non 
d'accorder priOl·ite a son projet de resolutiOn et 
que dcpuis Iars Ia Commission se trouve devant 
cette proposition precise. 

l\I. PrPINELIS (Grece) admet que le projet de 
resolution des quatre Puissances n'exclnt pas 
l'adoption ulterieure du projet de resolution 
australien. En outre, il pcnse que le projet de;; 
quatre Puissances a prioritc non seulement pour 
des raisons de procedure mais aussi pour des 
raisons politiques. On connait les di~cu!te" 
auxquelles se heurtent les tentatives de conciliatiO~l, 
difficultcs qui proviennent du fait que lc t:=rram 
n'a pas ete suffisamme~t deblaye. I:e p~oJ~t .de 
rewlution des quatre Putssances expnme l opmwn 
generale de l'Assemblee et c'est dans so~ cad~e 
que toute tentative de conciliation pourrart avo1r 
quelque chance de succes. L'adoption du seul 
projet de resolution australien ne ferait que do1:nrr 
lieu a de nouveaux exposes des memes pomts 
de vue. 

l\1. VvcmNSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) ne pent partager l' oJ_Jinion ~ln 
representant de la Grece. La Grece, a qlll le pro}i't 
de resolution des quatre Puissances est favorable. 
voudrait la voir ndopter afm d'avoir cct atout 
pour elle avant meme que ne s'engagent les 
conversations avec les at1tres parties. :\Iais, si cet~e 
resolution qui condamnc I'Albanie, la Bn!gar~e 
et Ia Yougoslavie etait adoptee, on n: po~I~ra l~ 
s'attendre a trouver ces pays en des dispositiOn~ 
psychologiques favorables a des negociaticns avec 
la Grece et a !'adoption de mcsures P.ottYar.t 
aboutir a un accord unanime. L'adoptwn cu 
projet des quatre Puissances mettrait cbs ta.ch' 
aux negociations qu'envisage le pro jet de resolutwn 
australien, ct c'est pourquoi les repre;;entants 
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States representatives insisted on this course. 
They were trying to prejudge the results of these 
conversations and prevent a free atmosphere for 
negotiation. He pointed out that the Committee 
could decide to vote on the question of the priority 
of the Australian draft resolution in accordance 
with rule 84. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that the Com
mittee was again being asked to accept the United 
States accusations before considering the proposal 
for conciliation submitted by the Australian dele
gation ; similar tactics had been practiced by 
the United States and the United Kingdom 
delegation at the previous session of the General 
Assembly. The four-Power draft resolution was 
a judgment in favour of Greece and would be 
hanging over the other parties during the 
negotiations. There was no precedent fo;. pas
sing judgment before attempting conciliation in 
any court or international organization. He 
therefore thought that the Committee should 
vote first on the Australian draft resolutwn and 
then on the Polish proposal for a sub-conimittee. 

3Ir. ?.lcN"EIL (United Kingdom) agreed that if 
the four-Power draft resolution were adopted, 
the Greek delegation would have a slightly differ
ent status in the negotiations but he did not 
think this would be unfair since the resolution 
recognized the existing situation. He did not 
think the four-Power resolution and the Austra
lian draft resolution were mutually exclusive but 
rather that the latter made more explicit the 
conciliation provided for in the former. 

The Committee decided to consider the joint draft 
resolution submitted by the representatives of China, 
France, the United Kingdom and the United states 
(A JC.1 /352) before the draft resolution submitted 
by the representative of Australia (A JC.1 /362) by 
36 votes to 12, with 2 abstentions. 

The Committee rejected the draft resolution for 
the establishment of a sub-committee submitted by 
the representative of Poland (AfC.lj370) by 33 votes 
to 6, with 9 abstentions. 

After a short discussion, the Committee rejected, 
by 21 votes to 6, with 9 abstentions, a motion by the 
representative of the USSR to adjourn the discussion 
of the draft resolutions and amendments until the 
next meeting. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) proposed that the 
draft resolution introduced by the representative 
of Yugoslavia (A/C.l/371), calling upon the Greek 
Government to take steps to see that the trade 
urrion leaders mentioned in the cablegram which 
had been read to the Committee were not exe
cuted, be given precedence in the debate. He 
pointed out that this draft resolution dealt witll 
? matter of urgency in which human life was 
Involved and it was not clear whether the Com-

du Hoyaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis insistent 
pour qu'elle soit mise aux voix en premier lieu. 
Ils tentent de prejuger les resultats de ces conver
sations et d'empe.cher qu'elles aient lieu clans une 
atmosphere de liberte. Le representant de l'URSS 
fait remarquer que la Commission peut, confor
mel?ent a !'article 83 du reglement interieur, 
deCider de voter sur la question de la priorite a 
donner au projet de resolution de l'Australie. 

::\'I. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) pense que ce que 
l'on demande a nouveau a la Commission c'est 
d'enteriner les accusations portees par les Etats
Unis avant d'examiner la proposition de conci
liation qui emane de la delegation australienne ; 
c'est la nne tactique semblable a celle qui fut 
employee par Ies delegations des Etats-Unis et 
du Royaume-Uni a la session precedente de 
l'Assemblee generale. Le projet de resolution des 
quatre Puissances constitue un prononce de 
jugement en faveur de la Grcce, et qui peserait 
sur les autres parties durant les negociations. 
Rendre une sentence avant de faire nne tentative 
de conciliation, c'est la un fait qui n'a de 
precedent dans aucun tribunal ou aucune orga
nisation internationale. Aussi, le representant 
de la Pologne estime-t-il que la Commission doit 
mettre d'abord aux voix le projet de resolution 
de l' Australie, puis la proposition polonaise 
tenclant a la creation d'une sons-commission . 

. M. l\IcNEIL (Royaume-Uni) convient que, si 
le projet de resolution des quatre Puissances 
Ctait adopte, la position de la delegation grecque 
dans les negociations serait Iegerement differente ; 
mais il ne pense pas qu'il y aurait la quoi que ee 
soit d'injustc puisque la resolution reconnait la 
situation existante. II n'cstime pas que le projet 
des quatre Puissances et le projet de l'Australie 
s'excluent l'un !'autre, mais bien plutot que le 
clernier met davantage !'accent sur la conciliation 
que le premier prcvoit. 

Par 36 voix contre 12, avec 2 abstentions, la 
Commission decide d'examiner le projet de reso
lution commun soumis par les representants de la 
Chine, de la France, du Royaume-Uni et des 
Etats-Unis (l1fC.lf362) avant le projet de reso
lution soumis par le representant de l'Australie 
( AjC.l/362). 

Par 33 voix contre 6, avec 9 abstentions, la 
Commission rejette le projet de resolution soumis 
par le representant de la Pologne (~ /~.1 j370 ), 
tend ant a la creation d' une sous-comnusszon. 

Puis, apres une breve discussion, la Commi~sion 
rejette, par 6 voix contre 21, avec 9 abstentzons, 
une motion du representant de l' URSS tendant a 
ajourner ll la proclwine seance la discussion des 
projets de resolution et des amendements. 

1I. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) propose que priorite 
soit donnee a la discussion clu projet de resolution 
presente par la delegation de la Yougoslavi~ 
(AJC.l/371), qui invi~e lc _Gouvcrnement gr~c : 
TJrendre les mesures necessarrcs pour que ne soiCllL 
pas executes les chefs syndicalistes mentionncs 
dans le telcgramme dont lecture a ete donnce 
a la Commission. II fait rcsscrtir 9ue ce projet d: 
resolution porte sur une _question .~rg~nte ou 
des vies lmmaines sont en JCU, et qu Il n est pas 



mittee could finish the discussion of the other 
draft resolution. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) seconded the proposal 
by the Polish representative. He pointed out 
that the United Nations had been established 
to further human rights and did not think the 
Committee could fail to take action in this matter. 

Mr. VYSHI:>~SKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) wholeheartedly supported the Polish 
proposal. 

Mr. STOLK (Venezuela) said that his delegation 
looked upon the appeal made by the Yugoslav 
delegation with sympathy, but doubted whether 
the matter was within the competence of the 
Committee or the General Assembly since Article 2, 
paragraph 7, of the Charter forbade intervention 
by the United Nations in matters which were 
essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of 
any State. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) interrupted the repre
sentative. of Venezuela to say that he was out of 
order in discussing the substance of the Yugoslav 
motion at this stage. 

Mr. McNeil (United Kingdom) thought that the 
Committee was not discussing the substance of the 
draft resolution and appealed to it to carry out its 
decision to continue the discussion on the business 
at hand and then to consider the Yugoslav draft 
resolution. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) said that the Committee 
was faced with a manceuvre to upset the order of 
business it had accepted, by means of a humani
tarian appeal. Since he was not conversant with 
the facts of the case, it was difficult for him to say 
anything on the substance of the matter but, on the 
basis of his experience, he was sure the judgment 
did not involve a condemnation of these people 
because they were trade-union leaders. However, 
while the incident was outside the competence of 
the Committee and the General Assembly, he was 
ready to enter into a discussion and to examine the 
dispatch in question. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) expressed surprise 
that Mr. Pipinelis was not aware of this matter 
since it had been discussed in the House of Com
mons and had been fully published in the British 
morning Press. He did not think his motion had 
been contrary to the previous decision of the 
Committee. The Yugoslav draft resolution had 
been before the Committee and he had proposed 
to deal with it immediately in view of its urgency. 

He did not agree that this matter fell under 
Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter, for the 
whole Greek question was an internal affair which 
had become an international problem because of 
the civil war and this was only one of its 
many aspects. 

Mr. STOL;K (Venezuela) noted that the inter
ruption by the Yugoslav representative had not 
allowed him to clarify the position of his dele-

sur que Ia Commission puisse terminer Ia 
discussion de !'autre projet de resolution. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) appuie Ia proposition 
du representant de la Pologne. II fait valoir que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies a ete creee pour 
favoriser le progres des droits de l'homme, et il 
ne pense pas que la Commission puisse, en !'occur
rence, manquer de prendre une decision. 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) appuie chaleureusement Ia 
proposition de Ia Pologne. 

M. STOLK (Venezuela) indique que sa delegation 
est sensible a l'appel de la delegation yougoslave, 
mais qu'elle doute que la question soit de Ia 
competence de la Commission ou de I' Assemblee 
generale, puisque le paragraphe 7 de !'article 2 
de la Charte interdit a !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies d'intervenir dans les affaires qui relevent 
essentiellement de la competence nationale d'un 
Etat. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) interrompt le repre
sentant du Venezuela pour declarer que ce dernier 
est en dehors de Ia question : son intervention 
porte en effet sur la substance meme de la propo
sition yougoslave, laquelle ne devrait pas etre 
abordee a ce stade de la discussion. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) estime que la 
Commission ne discute pas de la substance du 
projet de resolution ; il lui demande instamment 
de poursuivre la discussion du sujet en cours, 
ainsi qu'elle l'a decide et d'examiner ensuite le 
projet de resolution yougoslave. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) declare que Ia Commission 
se trouve en face d'une manceuvre qui tend a 
bouleverser, par cet appel adresse a ses sentiments 
humanitaires, l'ordre qu'elle avait adopte pour 
ses travaux. Ignorant tout de I' affaire en question, 
ii lui est difficile de dire quoi que ce soit sur son 
fond mais il est, par experience, convaincu que le 
jugement ne porte pas condamnation des dites 
personnes en raison de leur qualite de che~s 
syndicalistes. Toutefois, bien que !'incident s01t 
en dehors de la competence de la Commission 
et de I' Assemblee generale, il est dispose a examiner 
Ia depeche dont ii s'agit et a participer a Ia 
discussion. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) se declare surpris 
que M. Pipinelis ne soit pas au courant de la 
question, car celle-ci a ete discutee a Ia Chambre 
des Communes, et Ia presse britannique du matin 
y a consacre de longs articles. II ne pense pas que 
sa motion soit contraire a la decision anterieure 
de la Commission puisque le projet de resolution 
yougoslave est soumis a la Commission ; c'est 
l'urgence de Ia question qui l'a pousse a en 
proposer Ia discussion immediate. 

II ne pense pas que Ia question tombe sous le 
coup du paragraphe 7 de I' Article 2 de la Charte, 
car toute Ia question grecque est une affaire 
interieure, Iaquelle est devenue un probleme inter
national par suite de la guerre civile, et ce n'en 
est Ia qu'un de ses nombreux aspects. 

M. STOLK (Venezuela) observe que !'interruption 
du representant yougoslave ne lui a pas permis 
de preciser la position de sa delegation. II repete 
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gation. He repeated that he saw the humani
tarian aspect of the problem but doubted the 
competence of the Committee · it could not 
examine the laws of Greece and th~ sentences of its 
courts _without interfering in its domestic affairs. 
Referrmg to Venezuela's intervention with the 
Spanish Government on behalf of certain indivi
duals, he appealed that the question raised 
by :Mr. Behler should be settled outside the 
Committee through the good offices of the 
delt;ga~ions, on humanitarian grounds and without 
preJUdice to the good faith of the Greek 
Government. 

\fr. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) thought the 
Yugoslav draft resolution raised complicated legal 
problems since it was not clear whether the Com
mittee or the Assembly had the competence to 
deal with it, but he agreed that it was a humani
tarian matter to which the Committee could not 
remain indifferent. He therefore suggested that 
the Committee take up the suggestion by the 
Greek representative and decide to proceed with 
its discussions on the various draft resolutions on 
the Greek question with the understanding that 
the Chairman would get in touch with the head 
of the Greek delegation to see if any measures could 
be taken in the matter raised by the Yugoslav 
delegation. 

In reply to a question from the representative 
of Yugoslavia as to when this meeting would take 
place, Mr. Couve de Murville said that this would 
be left to the Chairman whom he was sure would 
eYaluate the urgency of the situation. 

::\Ir. PIPINELIS (Greece) said that he was not 
authorized to settle the question of principle 
involved but that he would give his support to the 
wggestion of the French representative but only 
\Yith the understanding that had been explained. 

l.Ir. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) was of the 
opinion that this urgent matter could not be 
delayed and therefore supported the Polish 
proposal for an immediate vote on whether the 
Yugoslav draft resolution was to have priority. 

::'llr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) said that he was 
prepared to accept the French suggestion if the 
Greek representative would give assurances that 
the death sentences would not be carried out. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) thought the Committee 
must limit itself to asking the Greek delegation to 
look into the matter since it was not reasonable 
to force the Greek Government to take action on a 
recommendation of the Committee. The United 
.:-\ations could interfere in the internal affairs of 
Greece. 

:Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) noted that his 
country had abolished capital punishment over 
fifty years ago. He therefore supported any 
measures which would save lives. However, he 
had strong doubts as to whether the Committee 
could take a definite decision in this regard and 
thought the Committee could give effect to its 

qu'il ne meconnait pas l'aspect humanitaire du 
probleme, mais qu'il doute que la Commission 
soit competente. Elle ne saurait, sans s'immiscer 
dans les affaires interieures de la Grece, entre
prendre l'examen de sa legislation et des sentences 
rendues par ses tribunaux. Rappelant !'inter
vention du Venezuela aupres du Gouvernement 
espagnol en faveur de certaines personnes, il 
insiste pour que la question evoquee par M. Behler 
soit reglee en dehors de la Commission par les 
bons offices des delegations, sur une base huma
nitaire et sans prejuger la bonne foi du Gouver
nement grec. 

M. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) estime que 
le projet de resolution yougoslave souleve des 
points de droit assez compliques, car il n'est pas sur 
que la Commission DU l'Assemblee soient compe
tentes pour en traiter; mais il convient qu'il y a la 
une question d'humanite a laquelle Ia Commission 
ne peut rester indifferente. II propose done que 
Ia Commission reprenne la suggestion d u repre
sentant de la Grece et decide de poursuivre Ia 
discussion des divers projets de resolution sur la 
question grecque, etant entendu que le President 
se mettra en rapport avec le chef de la delegation 
grecque, afin de voir si les mesures peuvent etre 
prises au sujet de la question soulevee par la 
delegation yougoslave. 

Le representant de Ia Yougoslavie ayant 
demande quand aurait lieu l'entretien envisage, 
M. Couve de Murville repond que le soin d'en 
fixer la date sera laisse au President lequel, il 
en est sur, appreciera l'urgence de la situation. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) declare qu'il n'est pas 
autorise a regler la question de principe ; 
cependant, il appuiera la proposition de la France, 
mais avec les reserves exposees au cours de Ia 
discussion. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) estime qu'une 
affaire aussi urgente ne saurait etre remise a 
plus tard ; il est d'accord avec le representant 
de la Pologne pour mettre aux voix immedia
tement la question de savoir si le projet de reso
lution de la Yougoslavie doit etre examine en 
priorite par la Commission. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) est pret a accepter 
la proposition de la France, a condition que le 
representant de la Grece donne a Ia Commission 
!'assurance que les sentences de mort ne seront 
pas executees. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) est d'avis que la Commission 
devrait se horner a inviter la delegation de Ia 
Grece a examiner !'affaire ; en effet, il ne lui 
parait pas raisonnable de vouloir obliger le 
Gouvernement grec a agir sur une recommandation 
de la Commission, puisque !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies ne peut pas intervenir dans les 
affaires interieures de Ia Grece. 

M. VITERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) fait remarquer 
que son pays a aboli la peine de mort depuis plus 
de cinquante ans ; par consequent, il appuiera 
toutes mesures destinees a sauver des vies 
humaines. Cependant, il est tres douteux que la 
Commission puisse prendre une decision nette 
en la matiere ; a son avis, Ia Commission pourrait 

443 



desire through its Chairman rather than by voting 
on a matter beyond its competence. 

l\Ir. VvsmNSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that if the French proposal were 
adopted, it was essential that the Chairman express 
the desire of the Committee to prevent the exe
cution of the death sentences. All legal arguments 
should be subordinated to the voice of conscience 
and justice. The Soviet Union, which had abo
lished all death sentences, insisted that all possible 
measures be taken in this regard. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) considered that the 
French proposal would not settle the problem since 
it merely called for consultation. He thought the 
Chairman should be instructed as to how to 
proceed in these consultations and he asked the 
French delegation to add words to its proposal to 
that effect. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to put the French 
proposal to a vote in substitution for the Polish 
proposal. 

:\Ir. CouvE DE l\luRVILLE (France), in order to 
clear up any misunderstanding, said that he had 
not proposed that there be a vote upon any 
resolution in this connexion, lirst, because the 
Committee was aware only of the telegram and 
could not take a decision on the substance of the 
matter, and secondly, because it was doubtful 
whether the question was within the competence 
of the Committee or the General Assembly. 
However, because of the humanitarian aspects, he 
suggested that the Committee note the suggestion 
made by the Greek representative that he discuss 
the matter with the Chairman and that the 
Committee proceed with its debate. 

l\fr. VvsHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) believed that the representative of 
France was incorrect in believing that the 
Yugoslav proposal should be dismissed as inter
ference in internal affairs. It was no more than 
an appeal to the Greek Government. Moreover, 
many questions which had been dealt with by the 
Committee were of an internal character notably 
those to be found in document A/C.l /352. In any 
event, the present question should not be viewed 
formalistically. It was a matter of saving lives. 
The appeal should be made in the interest of 
justice and there was no necessity to study the 
matter fully. The Committee should make the 
voice of humanity heard. 

J\Jr. J\IeNeil (United Kingdom) said that, while 
his delegation had been greatly moved by t he 
subject under discussion, it felt that the proce
dure was extraordinary in that speakers were 
dealing with an item which was not on the agenda. 
Although the rules could be set aside, this should 
be done carefully. Difl:1cullies would ensue if the 
Committee were to take up telegrams received by , 

agir dans le sens qu'elle desire par l'intermediaire 
de son President, plutot que de voter sur une 
question qui n'est pas de sa competence. 

M. VYCIIINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) estime que, si l'on adoptait Ia 
proposition de la France, le President devrait 
absolument declarer que Ia Commission a le desir 
d'empecher !'execution des condamnes a mort. 
Les arguments juridiques devraient avoir mains 
de poids que les protestations de la conscience 
et de !'esprit de justice. L'Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, qui a aboli la peine de 
mort, insiste pour que toutes les mesures possibles 
soient prises afin d'empecher les executions. 

l\I. BEBLEH (Yougoslavie) est d'avis que Ia 
proposition de Ia France ne reglerait pas le 
probleme, puisqu'elle prevoit seulement des 
consultations. II conviendrait d'indiquer au Presi
dent comment il devrait agir au cours de ces 
consultations ; lc representant de Ia Yougoslavie 
demande done a Ia delegation de la France de 
completer sa proposition dans ce sens. 

Le PRESIDENT propose de mettre aux voix Ia 
proposition de la France, a Ia place de la propo
sition de la Pologne. 

:\I. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France), afin de 
dissiper tout malentendu, precise qu'il n:a nu~lr
ment propose de mettre aux voix une rcsol.ut~on 
quelconque a ce sujet ; en efiet, la CommiSSIOn 
n'a connaissance que du telegrammc, et ne peut 
prendre de decision sur le fond de !'affaire ; en 
outre, il est douteux que Ia question soit de ~a 
competence de Ia Commission ou de l'Assemblce 
generale. Cepcndant, en raison de l'aspect huma
nitaire que revet cette question, il propose que. ]a 
Commission prenne en consideration I.a ~uggestwn 
du representant de Ia Grece ; celul-Cl a . ofJert 
d'examiner !'affaire avec le President, tand1s que 
Ia Commission poursuivrait ses debats. 

l\I. VYCHINSKY (Union des Hcpubliqucs socia
listes sovietiques) ne partage pas les ntcs du 
representant de la France, selon leq.u~l la Com
mission devrait ecarter Ia proposJtlOll de la 
Yougoslavie, parce qu'elle entrainerait unc inter
vention dans les affaires interieures d'un pays. 
Cettc proposition constitue seulement un appel 
adresse au Gouvernement de Ia Grece. Du reste, 
Ia Commission s'est souvent occupee de questions 
relatives aux affaires interieures des Etats, par 
cxemple les questions exposees dans le docume.nt 
AfC.l/352. En tout cas, !'affaire ~ont tr?1te 
actuellement Ia Commission ne devra1t pas et~e 
consideree d'un point de vue formaliste. Il s'ag1t 
en fait de sauver des vies humaines. L'appcl 
devrait etre aclresse au nom de la justice, sa ns 
qu'il soit necessaire d'etudier Ia question a fon~l. 
La Commission devrait faire entendre la vo1x 
de l'humanite. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare que ;e 
sujet de la presente discussion a fait une profo~1Ge 
impression sur sa del.egation : .celle-c1 est1~1~ 
cependant que Ja procedure SU!Vle p~r b C?"': 
mission est exceptionnelle ; la questwn tra1tee 
par Ies divers ora~c~rs ne figure pas ~ l'o,r_c:~e c!u 
jour de ]a Comm1sswn. Sans doute •.• I. n e::.t. pao 
interdit de s'ecarter des regles, ma1s 1l faut ne 
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:my delegation from non-governmental sources. 
Furthermore, it was doubtful whether the Com
mittee was competent to deal with the matter. It 
wa~ true that Article 2, paragraph 7, was difficult 
~o mterpre_t but if the Committee arrogated to 
Itself the nght to reverse decisions taken by the 
~ourts of a Member State, that task might become 
1ts only \York. It might be as well to keep the 
matter on an informal plane and follow the French 
suggestion. In any event the Committee could 
not transmit its findings to any body other than 
the General Assembly. However, since the merits 
of the subject were under discussion, the United 
King~om delegation withdrew its objections to the 
questwn having priority. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, according to rule 109, 
the Chairman was empowered to authorize discus
'i0n on a question which was not on the agenda. 
lie noted that the representative of Poland had 
proposed that priority be given to the matter and 
he asked that the discussion be confined to this 
mntion. 

~lr. CASTRO (El Salvador) said that his dele
gation would support the French suggestion ; it 
understood that it was not to be voted upon. 
\\"ith regard to the Yugoslav proposal, his dele
gation believed that the competence of the 
Committee to entertain the proposal was a 
question which would first have to be discussed. 
This should be done before the proposal to give 
th t- matter priority was decided upon. 

:\ir. KrsELEV (Byelornssian Soviet Socialist 
Hepublic) said his degation supported the Polish 
motion. \Vith regard to the references made to 
Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter, he wished 
to draw attention to Article 11, paragraph 2, 
which gave the Assembly authority to discuss any 
questions r elated to international peace and secu
ri(i brought before it. The present question 
raised by the Yugoslav representative was 
concerned with this subject. 

~1 lr. STOLl{ (Venezuela) said he believed that a 
humanitarian proposal to save lives was one which 
should be given priority. The delegations should 
not waste time discussing the whole matter, but 
should adopt a practical solution. H e suggested 
that the Chairman, acting outside his office, might 
prepare a t elegram to the Greek Government which 
did not prejudge the question but asked for 
clemency and this t elegram would be open for the 
signature of any delegation. 

:\:r. PrPI~ELIS (Greece) said that when he had 
pre;;iously spoken, he had not yet read document 
A/C.l/371. He had now received this paper, and 
rl' In:::trked that it was an invitation to the Com
mittee to intervene in Grrrk affairs solely on the 

le faire qu'avec prudence. Si Ia Commission 
devait prendre en consideration tous Ies tele
grammes revUS par telle OU telle delegation, et 
provenant de sources non gouvernementales, elle 
pourrait se heurter a bien des difficultes. D'autre 
part, il est douteux que la Commission soit 
competente en la matiere. Il est vrai que Ie 
paragraphe 7 de !'Article 2 est difficile a inter
preter ; mais si la Commission devait s'arroger 
le droit de modifier les verdicts rendus par Ies 
tribunaux d'un Etat Membre, elle risquerait de 
consacrer tout son temps a une t elle tache. Mieux 
vaudrait considerer !'affaire officieusement ct se 
conformer a Ia proposition de la France. Dans 
tous les cas, la Commission ne devrait commu
niquer sa decision qu'a l' Assemblee generale, et 
a elle seule. Cependant, puisque la Commission 
discute actuellement du fond meme de !'affaire, 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni ne s'oppose plus 
a ce que la question soit examinee en priorite. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, aux t ermes de 
!'article 109 du reglement interieur, il ne peut 
autoriser la Commission a discuter d'une question 
qui n'est pas a son ordre du jour. Il rappelle que 
le representant de Ia Pologne a fait une propo
sition demandant que Ia question soit examinee 
en priorite, et il invite la Commission a limiter Ia 
discussion a Ia proposition de Ia Pologne. 

l\L CASTRO (Salvador) declare que sa delegation 
appuiera la suggestion de Ia France, etant entendu 
que celle-ci ne constitue pas une proposition 
formelle devant etre mise aux voix. Au sujet de 
la proposition de la Yougoslavie, la delegation 
de Salvador croit que la Commission devrait 
regler d'abord la question de competence, avant 
de decider si l'afiaire doit etre examinee en 
priorite. 

M. KrssaEv (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) donnera son appui a Ia proposition 
de Ia Pologne. Certains representants ont fait 
allusion au paragraphe 7 de I' Article 2 de la 
Charte ; l\1. Kisselev desire a son tour attirer 
!'attention de la Commission sur lc paragraphe 2 
de I' Article 11, qui auto rise I' Assemblee a discuter 
toutes questions se rattachant au maintien de Ia 
paix et de la securite internationales dont elle 
aura etc saisie. La question que vient de soulever 
le representant de la Yougoslavie repond a cctte 
definition. 

l\L STOLK (Venezuela) est tl'avis que toute 
proposition de caractere humanitaire et visant 
a sauver des vies humaines devrait etre examinee 
en priorite. Les delegations ne devraient pas 
perdre leur temps en discutant Ia question dans 
son ensemble, mais se mettre d'accord sur une 
solution pratique. Le President, agissant en 
dehors de sa capacite, pourrait em•oyer au 
Gouvernement grec un telegrammc, portant la 
signature de toutes Ics delegations qui desireraient 
s'associer a cette demarehe ; cc telegramme ne 
prejugerait pas Ia question, mais demanderait 
au Gouvernement grec de faire preuve de clemence. 

:M. PrPINELIS (Grece) precise que lorsqu'il a 
pris la parole precedemment, il n'avait pas 
encore lu le document AfC.l/371. II vlent de 
prendre connaissance de cc document ; celui-ci 
invite la Commission a intervenir dans les aiTaires 



basis of a telegram which it had not seen. The 
question of competence arose. Mr. Pipinelis 
supported the French suggestion which he believed 
would satisfy the Committee's constitutional 
requirements and also their humanitarian 
sentiments. 

Mr. CouvE DE MuRILLE (France) said with 
regard to the Chairman's remarks that he believed 
the question should be whether priority should 
be given to the French suggestion or the Yugoslav 
proposal. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that his dele
gation was interested in saving the lives at stake 
regardless of the means. It was prepared to 
accept the French suggestion for consultations 
between the Chairman and the Greek represen
tative giving him the views expressed by the 
members of the Committee, or the proposal made 
by the representative of Venezuela that a cable 
be sent. 

Mr. STOLK (Venezuela) wished it to be clear 
that he had made no formal proposal to be voted 
upon ; he had merely suggested an appropriate 
procedure which would make possible immediate 
action. 

The CHAIRMAN then read out the French pro
posal (A/C.l/372) to the effect that the Com
mittee, having taken note of the suggestion of the 
Greek representative that he should consult with 
the Chairman with regard to the Yugoslav pro
posal, expressed its confidence that the Chair
man would take all appropriate steps and decided 
to continue with the business before it. 

Mr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that he proposed to add to this 
text the following : " take steps or measures 
with a view to save the lives of the Greek trade 
union leaders condemned to death ". 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) observed that the USSR 
proposal was new and could not be considered an 
amendment to the French proposal. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) maintained that the 
USSR proposal was in fact an amendment which 
clarified the French suggestion by specifying steps 
to he taken. The earlier text did not definitely 
provide for saving human lives. With regard 
to the competence of the Committee, Article 10 
of the Charter said that the Assembly could 
discuss any question within the scope of the 
Charter and surely these condemnations were a 
restriction upon freedom which the Charter was 
designed to ensure. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) said that his 
delegation could not accept the USSR amendment 
as it put the subject in an improper light and 
converted the French suggestion into an appeal 
to the Greek Government to set aside the decision 
of one of its courts. His delegation could not 
be party to such an approach to any Government. 

de la Grece, en invoquant un telegramme, qui n'a 
pas ete communique. La question de competence 
se pose. M. Pipinelis appuie la proposition de Ia 
France ; a son avis, celle-ci serait conforme aux 
articles du reglement applicables a Ia Commission 
et donnerait satisfaction aux sentiments huma
nitaires des representants. 

M. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) fait observer 
que, a son avis, la question se pose de savoir si 
c'est la proposition de la France ou celle de Ia 
Yougoslavie qui devrait etre examinee en priorite. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) fait remarquer que 
sa delegation tient a sauver des vies humaines ; 
elle n'a pas de preference quant aux moyens 
employes a cette fin. Elle est prete a se rallier 
aux vues de Ia France, suivant lesquelles le 
President devrait se consulter avec le representant 
de Ia Grece et lui faire part des opinions exprimees 
par les membres de la Commission ; Ia delegation 
polonaise est egalement disposee a accepter Ia 
proposition de representant du Venezuela tendant 
a envoyer un telegramme au Gouvernement grec. 

l\1. STOLK (Venezuela) precise qu'il n'a pas fait 
de proposition formelle devant etre mise aux 
voix ; il a seulement suggere une mesure qui lui 
semblait appropriee, et permettrait une action 
rap ide. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture de la proposition 
de la France (AJC.l f372), aux termes de Iaquelle 
Ia Commission apres avoir pris note que le 
representant de la Grcce a propose de se consulter 
avec le President au sujet de Ia proposition de Ia 
Yougoslavie, exprime sa certitude que le President 
prendra toutes mesures appropriees, et decide de 
poursuivre ses debats. 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) propose d'ajouter les mots 
suivants: « prendra toutes mesures a fin d'epargner 
Ia vie des chefs syndicalistes condamnes a mort ''· 

M. PrPINELIS (Grece) fait remarquer que Ia 
proposition de l'URSS est nouvelle et qu'on. ne 
peut Ia considerer comme un amendement a Ia 
proposition de la France. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) insiste sur Ie fait 
que la proposition de l'URSS est en realite un 
amendement qui eclaire Ia proposition de Ia 
France en specifiant Ies mesures a prend~e. ~e 
texte precedent ne prevoit pas de mesures defime~ 
en vue de sauver des vies humaines. En ce qm 
concerne Ia competence de la Commissio~, 
!'Article 10 de la Charte prevoit que l'Assemblee 
generale peut discuter toutes les questions ou 
affaires rentrant dans le cadre de la presente 
Charte, et il est certain que Ies condamnations 
dont ii s'agit constituent une atteinte a rette 
liberte que Ia Charte a pour but de garantir. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) dit que sa delegation 
ne peut pas accepter l'amendement de l'URSS ~ar 
il donne, de la question traitee, une interpretatiOn 
fausse et transforme Ia proposition de la Frann· 
en un appel adresse au Gouvernement de I.a 
Grece, demandant a celui-ci de ne pas temr 
compte d'une decision prise par un tribunal grrc·. 
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However, it would support action which was not 
formal but expressed its personal anxieties. If 
it was desired to base the proceedings on the 
Charter, it should be noted that the Committee 
had no executive functions. Mr. McNeil believed 
that the French representative had had this in 
mind in formulating his suggestion. He suggested 
that Mr. Vyshinsky should not insert a phrase 
with a political context when the Committee 
was seeking to avoid having the question of com
petence raised. 

Mr. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) agreed that 
the spirit which had motivated his suggestion was 
humanitarian and not political. The USSR 
amendment changed the spirit by entering into 
matters of substance. This was unnecessary 
and the moral value of the French suggestion 
would be diminished if it became necessary to 
vote upon the USSR amendment for there would 
necessarily be a majority and a minority and 
whatever the result, the question would have 
passed from the humanitarian to the political 
plane. He urged Mr. Vyshinsky to withdraw 
his amendment and permit unanimous approval. 

Mr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) was surprised at the suggestion that 
his amendment had a political character since 
it merely asked in a humanitarian way that certain 
men should not be executed. It was not a ques
tion of propaganda but of giving clear instructions 
to the Chairman. He pointed out that his amend
ment did not call for the revocation of the sen
tences but only that the Chairman take steps to 
save human lives. Thus amended, he could 
endorse the French proposal. With regard to the 
Yugoslav proposal, he believed there should be no 
legal quibbling about interference in internal affairs 
\Vith regard to requiring action by the Assembly, 
the USSR was prepared to procure the consent 
of the heads of all delegations as members of the 
Assembly to the proposal that evening, and 
express the desire that these lives be saved. 
There was nothing political in the proposal, 
it was entirely humanitarian and in no way viola
ted the Charter. Furthermore, the USSR dele
gation could not countenance the use of the death 
sentence in any country in time of peace. The 
USSR delegation insisted on an act which would 
be worthy of the United Nations which was a 
peace-loving and humanitarian Organization. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador), on a point of order, 
observed that the Committee should separate the 
question of competence from the .hun:tanitarian 
question. He had previously mamtamed that 
the Committee could not entertain the Yugoslav 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni ne peut participer 
a une telle demarche aupres d'un Gouvernement, 
quel qu'il soit. Elle soutiendra neanmoins toute 
mesure qui, sans etre officielle, donnera une 
expression a !'inquietude personnelle des membres 
de la Commission. Si l'on desire se conformer 
a Ia Charte, on ne doit pas perdre de vue que la 
Commission n'est revetue d'aucune fonction 
d'execution. M. McNeil suppose que, en formulant 
sa proposition, le representant de la France n'a 
pas neglige ce fait. II estime queM. Vychinsky ne 
devrait pas introduire une phrase ayant des 
incidences politiques, alors que l'on cherche 
pn\cisement a eviter de soulever la question de 
Ia competence. 

M. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) confirme que 
le caractere de sa proposition est humanitaire et 
non pas politique. L'amendement de l'URSS 
denature ce caractere, en introduisant des 
questions de fond dans la proposition. Cela n'est 
pas necessaire, et le poids moral de Ia proposition 
fran<;aise se trouverait diminue s'il fallait vo!er 
sur l'amendement de l'URSS, car il se formerait 
inevitablement nne majorite et une minorite et 
quel que soit le resultat final, la question aura 
passe du plan humanitaire au plan po1itique. II 
fait appe1 a M. Vychinsky, en lui demandant de 
retirer son amendement et de permettre une 
approbation unanime. 

M. VvcHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) est surpris d'entendre dire que 
son amendement a un caractere politique ; il 
s'est borne a demander, d'un point de vue huma
nitaire, que certains hommes ne soient pas 
executes. Il n'cst pas question de propagande, 
mais de donner des instructions precises au 
President. l\1. Vychinsky souligne que son amen
dement n'a pas pour objet de demander l'annu
lation des sentences, mais seulement de prier le 
President de prendre des dispositions afin de 
sauver des vies humaines. A cette modification 
pres, il peut se rallier a Ia proposition de la France. 
En ce qui concerne la proposition de la Yougos
lavie, M. Vychinsky est d'avis qu'il ne devrait pas 
y avoir de querelles juridiques sons pretexte d'une 
pretendue intervention dans des affaires qui 
relevent essentiellement de 1a competence 
nationale. Quant a provoquer une decision de 
l'Assemblee generale, la delegation de l'URSS 
est prete a demander ce soir meme le conscn
tement des chefs de toutes les delegations, en 
leur qualite de membres de l'Assemb1ee generale, 
et a exprimer le vceu que ces vies humaines 
soient epargnees. Il n'y a rien de politique dans 
cette proposition ; elle est uniquement humanitaire 
et ne viole la Charte d'aucune fa<;on. En outre, la 
delegation de l'URSS ne peut approuver !'appli
cation de la peine de mort dans aucun pays en 
temps de paix. La delegation de l'URSS insiste 
pour que l'on fasse cette demarche, qui est digne 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, puisque 
celle-ci est !'organisation pacifique et humanitaire 
par excellence. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador), soulevant un point 
d'ordre, fait observer que Ia Commission doit faire 
une distinction entre la question de competence 
et le point de vue humanitaire. II a affirme 
precedemment que Ia Commission ne saurait 
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proposal and he now added that it could not 
deal with the USSR amendment. He believed 
that rule 72 applied and that the question of 
competence should immediately be put to a vote. 
Subsequently it could consider what might be 
done on humanitarian grounds. 

Mr. AnsLAN (Syria) remarked that the Com
mittee was embarrassed because of its uncertainty 
as to the best procedure. He returned to his 
previous suggestion that it would be satisfactory 
if the Greek delegation would take note of the 
sentiments of the Committee and communicate 
them to the Greek Government. 

In a discussion in which the CHAIRMAN and the 
representatives of PoLAND and EL SALVADOR 
took part, it was made clear that the question 
of the competence of the Committee related only 
to the Yugoslav proposal and the USSR amend
ment and not to the French suggrstion, and that 
the applicable rule was rule 110. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) maintained that the 
Committee by its discussion had shown that it 
considered itself competent to entertain the ques
tion. In any event, if it decided that it could not 
make recommendations to Governments, the 
United Nations would have nothing to do. 
Mr. Behler could not see any difference between 
making recommendations concerning the sentences 
of courts and making recommendations regarding 
legislation on human rights. Such questions 
were at the moment being entertained by the 
Third and Sixth Committees. If exception was 
taken to his earlier proposal, :\lr. Behler was 
prepared to submit another to the effect that all 
countries in which trade-union leaders were elected 
should undertake not to execute them, thus 
generalizing the text. 

Mr. LoniDAN (Belgium) said that in the opinion 
of his delegation, the Committee was not com
petent to entertain the Yugoslav proposal. 
However, with regard to the vote about to he 
taken, he wished to state that his delegation had 
already had occasion on 29 October to make a 
similar humanitarian appeal. He drew attention 
to the statement made at that time that while 
the Belgian delegation did not doubt the right 
of the Greek Government to take any measures 
considered necessary, it drew attention to the 
fact that Belgian public opinion had been aroused 
and urged a policy of clemency upon the Greek 
Government. This was still the attitude of 
his delegation. 

.Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) requested that the 
question of the competence of the Committee to 
deal with the Yugoslav proposal and the USSR 
amendment be voted upon separately and that 
the vote be by roll-call. 

prendre en consideration la proposition de Ia 
Yougoslavie, et il ajoute a present qu'ellc ne 
peut pas discuter l'amendement de l'URSS. 
l\1. Castro considere que !'article 72 du reglement 
interieur est applicable et que Ia question de 
competence doit etre mise aux voix imme
diatement. Ensuite, Ia Commission pourrait 
examiner ce qui pent etre tentc du point de vue 
humanitaire. 

l\L ARSLAN (Syrie) fait observer que l'embarras 
dans lequel se trouve la Commission provient de 
son incertitude quant a Ia methode a suivre. I\ 
reviC'nt a sa Jlremiere proposition, a savoir qu'il 
sufllrnit i1 Ia delegation de Ia Grece de prendre 
note des sentiments de la Commission et de les 
faire connaitre au Gouvernement de Ia Grecc. 

Ala suite d' une discussion entre le PRESIDENT ct 
les reprcsentants de Ia PoLOGNE et du SALVADOR, 
il est precise que le probleme de Ia competence de 
Ia Commission s'applique a Ia proposition de Ia 
Yougoslavie et a l'amendement de l'URSS, mais 
non pas a Ia suggestion du representant de. la 
France. 11 est cgalement precise que Ia questiOn 
releve de !'article 110 du reglement interieur. 

l\I. BEBLEH (Yougoslavie) affirme a nouveau 
qu'il appert drs debats memes de Ia Commission 
que celle-ci se considere comme competente sur 
Ia question. En tout etat de cause, si Ia Commission 
decide qu'elle ne peut pas presenter de recom
mandntions aux Gouvernements, !'Organisation 
des Nations Unie:; n'aurait plus rien a faire. 
l\I. Behler n'apen;oit aucune difference entre 
nne recommandation relative au verdict d'un 
tribunal et celles relatives a la legislation sur les 
droits de l'homme. Des questions analogues font 
actuellement !'objet d'un examen a la Troisicme 
et a Ia Sixieme Commissions. Si l'on trouve a 
redire a sa proposition precedente, M. Behler est 
pret a en soumettre une autre, demandant a tous 
les pays Oll il existe des chefs syndicaliste~ e)US, 

de ne pas lcs mettre a mort. Ce texte sermt plus 
general. 

l\1. LonmAN (Belgique) declare que de l'av~s 
de sa delegation, Ia Commission n'cst pas compe
tente pour examiner la proposition de Ia Yougos
lavie. Cependant, il tient a rappeler a propos du 
vote qui va avoir lieu, qu'a la date du 29 octobre 
sa clelegation a deja eu !'occasion de lancer ~n 
appel humanitaire du meme genre. _II at~1re 
!'attention de Ia Commission sur la declaratiOn 
faitc a ce moment, a savoir que, tout en ne 
contestant pas le droit du Gouvernement g_rec 
de prendre toute mesure qu'il juge neces~a~re, 
Ia delegation de Ia Belgique souligne que l'opmwn 
publique belcre s'est emue et clemande au Gouver
nement grec 

0

d'adopter une politique de cl~m~nce . 
La delegation de Ia Belgique n'a pas mod1fie son 
attilude. 

:\I. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) demande que Ia 
question de Ia competence de la Commission ~n 
ce qui concerne la proposition de Ia Yougoslav1e, 
et la question de sa competence en ce qui concer~e 
l'amendement de l'URSS, soient mises aux vo1x: 
separement, par appel nominal. 
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A vote was taken by roll-call on the question of 
the competence of the Committee to entertain the 
Yugoslav proposal, as follows: 

The Byelorussian SSR, having been drawn by 
lot by the Chairman, voted first. 
. In favour: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub

lic, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Yugoslavia. 

Against : Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, 
Peru, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States of Amer
ica, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentina, 
Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil. 

Abstaining: Ecuador, Uruguay. 
It was decided that the Committee was not com

petent to entertain the Yugoslav proposal by 43 voles 
to 6, with 2 abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll-call on the question of the 
competence of the Committee to entertain the USSR 
amendment, as follows. 

The Byelorussian SSR, having been drawn by 
lot by the Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Yugoslavia. 

Against : Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El Sal
vador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Honduras, 
Iceland, India, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Sweden, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States of America, Yemen, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil. 

Abstaining: Costa Rica, Ecuador, Syria, Uru
guay, Venezuela, Afghanistan. 

It was decided that the Committee was not com
petent to entertain the USSR amendment by 
37 votes to 6, with 6 abstentions. 

The French proposal (AJC.1j372) was then 
voted upon by show of hands and was adopted by 
41 votes to none, with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he had taken note of 
the difficult mission entrusted to him and that 
in his consultations with the Greek representative, 
he would not lose sight of the humanitarian 
aspects of the question. 

\The meeting rose at 8.45 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-SEVENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 8 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

ll est procede au vote par appel nominal sur la 
competence de Ia Commission en ce qui concerne 
la proposition de la Yougoslavie. 

L'appel commence par la RSS de Bielorussie, 
doni le nom a ete tire au sort par le President . 

Volent pour : Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, Pologne, Repu
bJique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie. 

Volent contre : Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Costa-Rica, Cuba, Danemark, Republique Domi
nicaine, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, 
Grece, Haiti, Honduras, lslande, Inde, Iran, lrak, 
Liban, Liberia, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, Paraguay, 
Perou, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Afri
caine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, 
Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil. 

S'abstiennent : Equateur, Uruguay. 
Par 43 voix contre 6, avec 2 abstentions, la 

Commission estime qu'elle n'a pas competence 
pour examiner la proposition de la Yougoslavie. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal sur 
la competence de la Commission en ce qui concerne 
l'amendement de l'URSS. 

L' appel commence par la RSS de Bielorussie, 
doni le nom est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour : Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, Pologne, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie. 

Volent contre: Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie 
Cuba, Danemark, Republique, Dominicaine, 
Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece. 
Honduras, Islande, lnde, lrak, Liban, Liberia, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, 
Norvege, Pakistan, Paraguay, Perou, Suede, 
Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Yemen, Argentine, 
Australie Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil. 

S'abstiennent : Costa-Rica, Equateur, Syrie, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Afghanistan. 

Par 37 voix contre 6, avec 6 abstentions, la 
Commission decide qu'elle n'a pas competence pour 
examiner l'amendement de l'URSS. 

Mise aux voix iJ. main levee par 41 voix contre 
zero, avec 6 abstentions, la proposition de la France 
(AfC.1 f372) est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT declare avoir pris note de la 
mission delicate dont il est charge ; il ne perdra 
pas de vue !'aspect humanitaire de la question 
lors de ses consultations avec le representant de 
la Grece. 

La seance est levee a 20 h. 45. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 8 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M.-P. H. SPAAK (Belgique) 
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54. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COliil\IITTEE 0.:-1 THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
and A/692). 

Continuation of the discussion of the four
Power draft resolution (A jC.l /352) 

Mr. CosTA du R ELs, Vice-Chairman, reported 
that in accordance with the Committee's instruc
tions he had been in touch with the Greek represen
tative on the question of the t en t rade-union 
leaders condemned to death, which had been 
raised by the Yugoslav representative at the 
previous meeting. He had been assured of a reply 
from the Greek Government during the course of 
the day. It would be noted from the morning 
Press reports that the Greek Government had 
acted reasonably in this connexion and the humani
t arian purpose of the Committee had been 
achieved. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia), who had request ed 
the floor on a point of order, thought that the 
Committee's decision on this matter had done 
honour to the United Nations. However, he asked 
the Committee to reconsider its other decision to 
commence the voting on the four-Power draft 
resolution (AjC.l /352). In his opinion there was a 
logical order which was better than the strictly 
chronological order adopted by the Committee. 
The Committee had before it two draft resolutions 
differing greatly in their susbtance : the four
Power draft resolution which condemned Greece's 
northern neighbours for violations of the Charter 
and was based on the reports of the United 
Nations Special Committee on the Balkans as 
could be seen from its second paragraph, and the 
USSR draft resolution (A/C.l /358/Corr.l) which 
rejected the Special Committee's reports as libelous 
and based itself on the facts of foreign intervention 
in Greece which had not been denied. The First 
Committee should therefore first decide whether the 
Special Committee's reports were valid by consid
ering the Yugoslav draft resolution (A/C.l /368) 
which stated this question clearly. Such a 
procedure was both logical and equitable. 
Although the First Committee was not a court of 
law, it should be at least as equitable, and should 
allow Yugoslavia, the accused, to be confronted 
with the witnesses, in this case, the Special 
Committee which was represented by its 
Rapporteur. This would be possible if the 
Yugoslav draft resolution were considered first, 
for it put the question clearly and accused the 
Special Committee of being biased. 

The part iality of the Special Committee could 
he deduced from its interference on the side of the 
Greek Government throught the interrogation of 
certain Greek witnesses, through the collection of 
military information and of personal data 
concerning partisan leaders, etc. He recalled his 

54. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a 1 'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoMMissiON SPECIALE DEs 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 ET A/692). 

Discussion du projet de resolution 
des qualre Puissances ( AjC.l/352). 

M. CosTA ou RELS Vice President, signale que, 
conformement aux instructions donnees par Ia 
Commission, il s'est mis en rapport avec le repre
sentant de Ia Grece au sujet de Ia question de 
la condamnation a mort de dix chefs syndicalistes, 
Question soulevee par le representant de la 
Yougoslavie lors de la seance precedente. Il a 
obtenu !'assurance qu'il recevrait une reponse du 
Gouvernement grec dans le courant de la journee. 
II est a remarquer qu'on a pu lire dans les 
journaux du matin que le Gouvernement grec 
avait pris une decision raisonnable dans cette 
affaire. Le but humanitaire que se proposait 
la Commission a done cte atteint. 

M. BEnLER (Yougoslavie) qui a demande la 
parole sur un point d'ordre, estime que la decisio~ 
prise a ce suj et par la Commission est tou~ a 
l'honneur de !'Organisation des Nations-Umes, 
mais il demande a la Commission de bien vouloir 
reconsidcrer la decision qu'elle a prise de mettre 
aux voix d'abord le projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances (A/C.l/352). A son avis, il y a un 
ordre logique qui est preferable a I'ordre puremen~ 
chronologique adoptc par la Commission. Celle-ci 
se trouve en presence de deux projets de resolu
tions qui s'opposent totalement : le projet de 
resolution des quatre Puissances, qui condamne les 
voisins septentrionaux de la Grece coupables 
d'avoir viole Ia Charte, et qui s'appuie sur les 
rapports de la Commission speciale des Nations 
Unies pour les Balkans comme en temoigne_ le 
deuxieme paragraphc ; et le projet de resolutiOn 
de l'URSS (AJC.l/358/Corr.l) qui repous~e .1: 
rapport de la Commission speciale, co~sidere 
comme diffamatoire, et se fonde sur le fmt non 
conteste de !'intervention etrangere en Greee. 
La Premiere Commission doit done, tout d'abord, 
decider de la validite des rapports de la Corn
mission Speciale, en etudiant le projet de resc: 
lution yougoslave (A/C.l /368) qui expose clai
rement la question. Une telle procedure est ~.la 
fois logique et equitable. Bien que la Premiere 
Commission ne soit pas un tribunal, elle doit etre 
au mains aussi equitable qu'un tribunal et per
mettre a la Yougoslavie, qui est l'accusee, d'etre 
confrontee avec les temoins, en l'occurence Ia 
Commission speciale, representee par son Rap
porteur. Cela serait possible si le projet de r~so
lution yougoslave etait examine en premier, 
car il pose clairement la question et accuse de 
parti-pris la Commission speciale. . . 

On peut conclure ala partialite de la CommiSSIOn 
speciale si l'on constate !'ingerence du Gouv~r
nement grec qui a interroge certains temo~~s 
grecs, recueilli des renseignements d'ordre mili
taire, etabli des fiches sur les chefs des partisan5, 
etc. M. Behler rappelle qu'il a fait etat des ques-

450 



refer~nce to the questionnaires drawn up by the 
Special Committee for interrogation of the 
partisans and the fact that the results of these 
interrogations had been handed over to the Greek 
authorities. The statements by representatives 
of the Special Committee itself had shown its 
partiality and it had issued Press releases making 
unfounded charges against Greece's northern 
neighbours. It had even threatened Greece's 
northern neighbours by saying that a threat to the 
peace would arise if they recognized the Govern
ment of General Markos, and that Bulgaria could 
not become a Member of the United Nations if she 
continued her present activities. He recalled 
that he had already given examples of how the 
Special Committee had participated to some 
extent in the civil war. The Greek army had 
submitted reports to its subsidiary groups and to 
the Committee itself and the Committee had even 
directed certain operations as he had shown by 
quoting pages 3 and 4 of document A/AC.16JSC. 
1/0G.1j13. 

lfr. Behler said that he would not repeat the 
charge brought in paragraph 6 of his draft reso
lution nor speak of the attitude adopted by 
the Special Committee in favour of forced 
denationalization and the oppression of the 
Yugoslav and Albanian minorities in Greece. 
Nor would he speak of the Committees encou
ragement of Greece's territorial claims against 
Albania, of the omission in its report of mention of 
the warmongering campaign of the Greek Govern
ment against the USSR and its own northern 
neighbours. He did wish, however, to mention a 
new case showing the Committee's bias. On 
10 February 1948, the Democratic Army of Greece 
had shelled Salonika. The Greek Government 
had attempted to blame the northern neighbours 
of Greece for having assisted the partisans and in 
reprisal Greek Government forces brought 128 
captured persons, including women and young 
children, one of them not older than 15 years of 
age, to Salonika on 14 February, in chains. The 
newspapers blamed Yugoslavia for having organ
ized the incident, and claimed that the prisoners 
were Greek partisans. 

General RoMuLO (Philippines) interrupted to 
ask whether the representative of Yugoslavia was 
_resuming the general debate. 
t 

The CHAIRMAN replied that Mr. Behler was 
explaining his procedural proposal but asked him 
to be brief. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) went on to say that 
the Committee was attempting to condemn his 
country and that it was his right to defend it. 
He said that the Greek liaison officer had proposed 
that the Special Committee interrogate some of 
those 128 prisoners, and the Committee had imme
diately created an ad hoc committee for the 
purpose. On 21 February it transmitted the 
results of its interrogation to the Greek authorities 
and on 27 February a monstrous trial began. The 
ad hoc committee continued its work and some 
of the accused were even heard by the Special 
Committee's highest subsidiary organ. The 
accused denied that they had borne arms and 
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tionnaires etablis par la Commission Speciale pour 
l'interrogatoire des partisans et du fait que les 
resultats de ces interrogatoires ont ete transmis 
aux autorites grecques. Les declarations faites 
par des membres de Ia Commission speciale ont 
mis en evidence la partialite de celle-ci ; elle a 
meme publie des communiques de presse conte
nant des accusations sans fondement contre Ies 
voisins septentrionaux de la Grece. Elle a ete 
jusqu'a menacer ces derniers en declarant que, 
s'ils reconnaissaient le Gouvernement du general 
Markos, cela constituerait une mc:nace a la paix 
et que la Bulgarie ne pourrait devenir Membre de 
I' Organisation des Nations Unies si elle poursuivait 
ses menees actuelles. Le representant de la You
goslavie rappelle qu'il a deja cite des exemples 
de la fat;on dont la Commission speciale a, dans 
une certaine mesure, participe a Ia guerre civile. 
L'armee grecque a fourni des rapports aux groupes 
subsidiaires de Ia Commission Speciale et a Ia 
Commission elle-meme. Celle-ci a ete jusqu'a 
diriger certaines operations, ainsi qu'il I'a montre 
en citant Ies ·pages 3 et 4 du document A/AC. 
16/SC.1/0G.1 /13. 

M. Behler ne veut pas repeter !'accusation 
contenue au paragraphe 6 de son projet de reso
lution, ni parler de l'attitude prise par la Com
mission speciale en faveur de Ia denationalisation 
forcee et de !'oppression des minorites yougo
slaves et albanaises en Grece. II ne traitera pas 
davantage de !'omission, dans Ie rapport de la 
Commission speciale, de toute mention de la 
campagne belliciste dirigee par le Gouvernement 
grec contre I'URSS et contre ses propres voisins 
septentrionaux. II desire cependant citer un 
nouvel exemple de Ia partialite de Ia Commission 
speciale. Le 10 fevrier 1948, l'armee democratique 
grecque bombarda Salonique. Le Gouvernement 
grec accusa ses voisins septentrionaux d'avoir 
aide les partisans et, en signe de represailles, les 
forces gouvernementales grecques, Ie 14 fevrier. 
amenerent a Salonique 128 prisonniers enchaines, 
y compris des femmes et des enfants dont l'un 
n'avait pas plus de 15 ans. Les journaux accu
serent la Y ougoslavie d' a voir organise cette 
affaire et annoncerent que Ies prisonniers etaient 
des partisans grecs. 

Le general RoMuLO (Philippines) interrompt 
pour demander si le representant de Ia Yougos
Iavie reprend la discussion generale. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que M. Behler explique 
sa proposition touchant Ia procedure, mais il 
lui demande d'etre bref. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) note que Ia Commis
sion essaie de condamner son pays et qu'il a le 
droit de le defendre. L'officier de liaison grec a 
propose a la Commission Speciale d'interroger 
quelques-uns de ces 128 prisonniers. La Com
mission Speciale a immediatement cree un comite 
special a cet effet. Le 21 fevrier, la Commission 
speciale transmettait les resultats de I'interro
gatoire aux autorites grecques et, le 27 fevrier, 
comment;a un proces monstrueux. Le Comite 
special poursuivit ses travaux et quelques-uns 
des accuses furent meme entendus par l'organe 
subsidiaire le plus eleve de Ia Commission Speciale 
des Nations Unies pour les Balkans. Les accuses 



yet, because the Special Committee considered 
those statements improbable, it would not believe 
them when they denied their guilt on other points 
of the accusation. It communicated this absurd 
conclusion to the Greek liaison officer and in March 
and April almost all of the accused were condem
ned to death by courts-martial. Thus the Special 
Committee served as an examining magistrate for 
the Greek Government. 

The CHAIRMAN interrupted to request the repre
sentative of Yugoslavia to stick to the point of 
order and not reopen the general debate. He 
pointed out that the representative of Yugoslavia 
would have an opportunity to develop his views 
on the validity of the Special Committee's reports 
when the Committee dealt with the first paragraph 
of the four-Power draft resolution. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) objected to the Chairman's view 
arguing that under rule 112, of the rules of 
procedure, the representative of Yugoslavia had 
a right to explain his proposal for the Committee 
to reconsider its decision. He thought that it was 
improper to interrupt the representative of 
Yugoslavia and that he should be a1lowed to 
continue his arguments in support of his motion. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said that he was 
trying to explain briefly why he proposed that the 
Committee should reconsider its decision to deal 
with the four-Power draft resolution first. He 
said that the bias of the Special Committee was 
shown particularly in connexion with the incursion 
of Athens-Government units into Yugoslav 
territory in the Kaimakchalan sector. An inter
national group of observers had arrived in this 
sector on 5 September, and on 6 September, two 
companies of the Athens Government army 
penetrated into Yugoslavia. The observation 
group immediately began an inquiry into the 
ensuing battle. Mr. Behler wished to ask the 
Special Committee to show that there was no proof 
of complicity in this case. 

It was evident that the Special Committee had 
failed to draw up a convincing indictment. He 
had already shown that its observations were based 
on such things as chocolate wrappings, buttons, etc. 
Mr. Glasheen, a representative of the Committee, 
had stated that the Committee too often reached 
decisions on the basis of presumptions and 
Colonel Hodgson had noted that usually the most 
important evidence came from surrendered or 
captured guerrillas who might have something to 
gain by giving evidence to support the case of the 
Greek Government. It was known that testi
mony was admitted from such obviously biased 
people as British officers and quislings. Even 
though some of the witnesses had been indif
ferent as to whether their names were mentioned 
and although the principle of Anglo-Saxon law 
provided that the accused must be confronted 

nierent avoir porte des annes ; la Commission 
speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans 
estima que ces declarations etaient peu vraisem
blables et ne voulut pas davantage croire les 
accuses lorsqu'ils nierent d'autres chefs d'accusa
tion. La Commission speciale communiqua cette 
conclusion absurde a l'officier de liaison grec et, 
au cours des mois de mars et avril, presque tons 
les accuses furent condamnes a mort par des 
tribunaux militaires. La Commission speciale 
servit ainsi de juge d'instruction pour le compte 
du gouvernement grec. 

Le PRESIDENT interrompt pour demander llU 

representant de la Yougoslavie de s'en t enir a !a 
motion d'ordre et de ne pas rouvrir la discussion 
generale. II fait remarquer que le representant 
de la Yougoslavie aura la possibilite d'exposer 
en details ses vues sur la validite des rapports 
de la Commission speciale quand la Commission 
s'occupera du premier paragraphe du projet 
de resolution des quatre Puissances. . 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) critique !'attitude du Pre.sident, 
alleguant que, d'apres !'article 112, du reglement 
interieur le representant de la Yougoslavie a le 
droit d'expliquer sa proposition tendant a ce que 
la Commission examine a nouveau la decision 
qu'elle a prise a Ia derniere seance. II pense qu'il 
est inconvenant d'interrompre le representant 
de la Yougoslavie, qui doit etre autorise a con
tinuer d'exposer ses arguments a l'appui de sa 
proposition. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) poursuit en declarant 
qu'il essaie d'expliquer brievement pourquoi il a 
propose que Ia Commission examine a nouveau 
la decision qu'elle a prise de s'occuper d'abord 
du projet de resolution des quatre Puissance~. 
II indique que le parti-pris . de la Commission 
Speciale a ete particulierement mis en evidence 
lors de !'incursion faite par des unites du Gouver
nement d'Athimes, en territoire yougoslave, dans 
le secteur de Kaimaktchalan. Un groupe inter
national d'observation est arrive dans le secteur le 
5 septembre et, le 6, deux compagnies de l'armee 
gouvernementale d'Atbenes penetraient en You
goslavie. Le groupe d' observation comment;a 
immediatement une enquete au sujet du combat 
qui s'ensuivit. M. Behler demande ala Commission 
speciale de demontrer qu'il n'y a pas Ia une preuve 
de complicite. , . 

II est evident que Ia Commission spec1ale 
n'a pas reussi a etablir une accusation probante: 
Le representant de Ia Yougoslavie a deja mo~tre 
que les observations de la Commission speci~le 
se fondaient sur des objets tels que du pap1er 
enveloppant des tablettes de chocolat, d.es 
boutons, etc. M. Glasheen, membre de Ia Commis
sion speciale, a declare que Ia Com~~s~ion 
speciale prenait trop souvent des decisions 
sur des presomptions et le colonel Hodgson 
a remarque que, generalement, les temoignage~ 
les plus importants emanaient de parti~ans. qm 
s'etaient rendus ou avaient ete faits prisonmers, 
et qui pouvaient avoir avantage a temoigner da~s 
un sens favorable au Gouvernement grec. On sa1t 
qu'on a admis le temoignage de personnes .visi
blement partiales, telles que des officiers bn~an
niques et des quislings. Certains temoins n'auratent 
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with .the witnesses and have the right to cross
ex.amme them, Yugoslavia had not even been 
given their names. Furthermore there was no 
verbatim text of their evidence which could be 
analyzed and the biased spirit in which the 
resumes were prepared by the Special Committee 
was known. 

The Special Committee had also fabricated its 
evidence in the Kamenik affair as it had in the case 
of the sketch map circulated to the Committee 
which showed the Albanian border incorrectly. 
The sketch map was referred to in paragraph 37 
of the supplementary report (A/644) which stated 
that the Albanians afforded the Greek partisans 
an opportunity of using Albanian territory for 
guerrilla war, while in truth, the territory shown 
was not Albanian territory at all. 

The CHAIRMAN interrupted again, stating that 
if the representative of Yugoslavia did not 
conclude, he would invoke rule 99 of the rules of 
procedure which gave him the right to call a 
speaker to order if his remarks were not relevant, 
and would put the matter to the Committee for, 
its decision. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said that he was just 
finishing. He asked the Committee whether it 
dared to vote on the four-Power draft resolution 
without looking into Yugoslavia's claim that the 
Special Committee's report was a fabric of lies. In 
reply to Colonel Hodgson's statement at the 186th 
meeting, he drew attention to the statement of the 
head of the Yugoslav delegation during the general 
discussion in the General Assembly 148th plenary 
meeting that Yugoslavia had never interfered in 
the internal affairs of Greece. He appealed to the 
Committee to maintain the noble spirit which had 
motivated its last decision regarding the ten 
condemned trade-union leaders and to take the 
Yugoslav draft resolution under consideration 
first. 

In response to the CHAIRMAN's call for two 
speakers opposed to the Yugoslav motion, 
Mr. PrPINELlS (Greece) said he was against 
reconsideration of the Committee's previous 
decision and thought that the representative of 
Yugoslavia had merely attempted to reopen the 
general debate. 

At the reguest of Yugoslavia, a vote was taken by 
rollcall, as follows: 

Turkey, having been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist"Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czecho
slovakia, Poland. 

pas vu d'inconvenient ace que l'on fasse connaitre 
leur nom ; d'autre part, selon un principe de droit 
anglo-saxon, les accuses auraient du etre confrontes 
avec les temoins et avoir la possibilite de leur 
faire subir un contre-interrogatoire. Mais on 
n'a meme pas fourni les noms des temoins a 
la Yougoslavie. En outre, il n'existe pas de 
textes stenographiques de !'audition des temoins 
susceptibles d'etre analyses, et !'esprit partial 
avec lequel les comptes rendus ont ete etablis 
par la Commission speciale est bien connu. 

La Commission Speciale a egalement fabrique 
des temoignages dans !'affaire de Kamerik, 
comme dans !'affaire du croquis topographique 
que 1' on a fait circuler parmi les membres de 
la Commission, et qui montrait un trace in
correct de la frontiere albanaise. II est fait 
allusion a ce croquis au paragraphe 37 du rapport 
supplementaire ( A/644 ), dans lequel on declare 
que les Albanais ont donne aux partisans grecs 
la possibilite d'utiliser leur territoire pour leurs 
operations, alors qu'en fait le territoire en 
question n'etait pas du tout albanais. 

Le PRESIDENT interrompt a nouveau et declare 
que si le representant de la Yougoslavie ne 
conclut pas, il fera jouer l'article 99 du reglement 
interieur qui lui donne le droit de rappeler :'t 
l'ordre un orateur dont Ies remarques n'ont 
pas trait a la question en discussion. II laissera 
a la Commission Ie soin de prendre une decision. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'il va 
terminer. Il demande a Ia Commission si elle 
osera se prononcer sur le projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances sans examiner ce qu'avance 
Ia Yougoslavie, a savoir que le rapport de Ia 
Commission speciale n'est qu'un tissu de men
songes. Repondant a une declaration faite au 
cours de la 186e seance par le colonel Hogdson, 
il attire !'attention sur la declaration faite par le 
chef de Ia delegation yougoslave pendant Ia dis
cussion au sein de I' Assemblee generale (148e seance 
pleniere) d'apres laquelle la Yougoslavie ne s'est 
jamais immiscee dans les afiaires interieures de la 
Grece. II demande instamment a Ia Commission 
de s'inspirer de sentiments aussi eleves que 
ceux dont elle a fait preuve en prenant sa 
decision au sujet de la condamnation des dix 
chefs syndicalistes, et de bien vouloir examiner 
en premier lieu le projet de resolution 
yougoslave. 

Le PRESIDENT ayant invite deux representants 
qui voudraient s'opposer au projet de resolution 
yougoslave a prendre la parole, M. PIPINELIS 
(Grece) declare qu'il s'oppose a un . nouvel 
examen de la decision prise par Ia Commission ; 
il pense que le representant de Ia Yougoslavie 
a simplement essaye de rouvrir la discussion 
generale. 

Sur la demande de la Yougoslavie, il est procide 
au vote par appel nominal. 

L' appel commence par la Turquie doni le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour : Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique socialis.te 
sovietique de Bielorussie, TchecoslovaqUie, 
Pologne. 
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Against: Turkey, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argen
tine, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, 
El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Peru, Philippine Republic, Saudi Arabia, Siam, 
Sweden, Syria. 

The motion of the Yugoslav representative to 
consider the draft resolution of his delegation 
(A JC.l /358) before the four-Power draft reso
lution (A JC.l /352) was rejected by 49 voles to 6. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) declared that through 
its vote the Committee had taken the side of 
the Special Committee and had thus shown 
partiality. 

The CHAIRMAN called Mr. Behler to order 
stating that he would not tolerate insults and 
Mr. BEBLER replied that it was his country which 
was being insulted. 

Mr. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) said that 
his delegation associated itself in general with all 
the amendments so far submitted to the four
Power draft resolution which some representatives 
considered too moderate. After consideration of 
the Special Committee's conclusions which had 
been established on the basis of facts, it seemed 
logical for the United Nations to take severe 
measures, with due respect for Article 2, paragraph 
7, of the Charter. His delegation associated 
itself with the spirit which seemed to have 
motivated the amendments of El Salvador and 
Lebanon. However, the Lebanese amendment 
(A/C.l /359) was particularly drastic with 
regard ,to Bulgaria and Albania and excluded 
Yugoslavia, while the draft resolution of 
El Salvador (AJC.l/357) expressed a formal 
warning to Yugoslavia as well as to Albania and 
Bulgaria. He recalled that the Special Committee 
had reported a change in the attitude of Yugo
slavia in recent months and he therefore thought 
the Committee could hope that Yugoslavia would 
comply with the General Assembly's resolution 
109 (II). For this reason his delegation proposed 
an intermediate stand between the two amend
ments and he submitted the amendment contained 
in document A/C.l/374. He added that since this 
amendment was an addition to the Lebanese 
amendment it should be put to the vote only if the 
latter amendment were accepted. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee 
adopt the four-Power r~solut~on (AjC.l/35~) as .a 
basis for its further discussiOn and cons1der 1t 
paragraph by paragraph, taking up tlie various 
amendments together with the paragraphs to 
which they referred. 

Volent contre: Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, Aus
tralie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chili, 
Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, 
Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Hai'ti, Hon
duras, Islande, Inde, Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, 
Luxembonrg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvegc, Pakistan, Panama, 
Peron, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, Siam, Suede, 
Syrie. 

La proposition dzz representant yougoslave ten
dan! a ce que le projet de resolution de sa delCgation 
(A jC.l /358) soil examine avant le pro jet de 
resolution des qualre Puissances (A JC.l /352) est 
repoussee par 49 voix contre 6. 

M. BEnLER (Yougoslavie) declare que par 
son vote Ia Commission a pris parti pour hi 
Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour 
Ics Balkans, faisant ainsi preuve de partialite. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle a l'ordre M. Behler 
et dit qu'il ne tolerera pas les insultes. M. BEELER 
repond que c'est son pays qui a ete insulte. 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) de
clare que sa delegation s'associe de fa~ton gene
rale a tons les amendements proposes jusqu'ici 
au projet de resolution des quatre Puissances, 
que certains representants trouvent trop modere. 
Apres l'examen des conclusions, fondees sur 
des faits, de la Commission speciale, il semble 
logique que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
prenne des mesures severes en tenant dument 
compte des dispositions du paragraphe 7 de 
l' Article 2 de la Charte. La delegation de la 
Republique Dominicaine approuve !'intention 
qui semble etre a l'origine des amendements 
proposes par le Salvador et le Liban. Mais 
l'amendement libanais (A/C.l /359), particulie
rement severe en ce qui concerne la Bulgarie 
et l' Albanie, ne mentionne pas la Yougoslavie, 
alors que la resolution du Salvador (AfC.l/357) 
contient un avertissement forme! a l'adresse 
de la Yougoslavie, comme de l'Albanie et de 
Ia Bulgarie. M. Balaguer rappelle que la Commi
sion speciale a signale un changement d'attitude 
de la part de la Yougoslavie au cours des derniers 
mois ; il pense done que la Commission· est en 
droit d'esperer que la Yougoslavie se conformera 
a la resolution 109 (II) de l'Assemblee generale. 
De ce fait, sa delegation propose une solution 
intermectiaire entre les deux amendements, et 
depose l'amendement contenu dans le document 
AJC.l/374. Il ajoute que, etant donne que cet 
amendement constitue une addition a !'amen
dement propose par le Liban, il n'y a lieu de 
le mettre aux voix qne si l'amendement du 
Liban est accepte. 

Le PRESIDENT propose que Ia Commission 
adopte le projet de resolution des quatre Puis
sances (AJC.l/352) comme base de sa prochaine 
discussion et qn'elle l'etudie paragraphe par 
paragraphe, les divers amendements devant 
etre examines en meme temps que les para
graphes auxquels ils ont trait. 
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Mr. EGELAND (Union of South Africa), on a point 
of ~rder, asked when the Committee would 
con_s1der the amendment submitted by his dele
gah?n (A/C.lj363), which did not refer to any 
specific paragraph of the four-Power draft 
resolution. 

. The CHAIRMAN proposed that it should be 
discussed after paragraph II of the four-Power 
draft resolution. 

1\Ir. KATZ-SUCHY reiterated that the aim of 
th e ~olish delegation was to achieve a quick 
and JUS~ settlement of the Greek question. 
The ~?hsh delegation had already stated its 
oppos1bon to the Committee's decision to vote 
first upon the four-Power draft resolution and 
then upon that submitted by Australia. In order 
to remedy the situation thus created and to 
allay the fears of those delegations which had 
expressed anxiety as to the role to be played by the 
Special Committee, Mr. Katz-Suchy submitted a 
draft resolution (A/C.l/375) calling for the 
rejection of the Special Committee report and for 
the immediate dissolution of the Special Com
mittee itself. Mr. Katz-Suchy apologized for the 
delay in submitting the draft resolution explaining 
that he had intended to submit it for the 
consideration of the sub-committee which he had 
proposed at an earlier stage. However, he asked 
that the Polish draft resolution be voted upon 
before a d ecision was taken on the four-Power 
draft resolution. He explained that the Polish 
delegation had not given up hope of reaching a 
satisfactory solution of the Greek question in 
spite of the position adopted by certain dele
gations. 

As proof that there existed in Greece individuals, 
not affiliated with any political party, who 
earnestly desired a conciliatory solution he cited a 
report in the New York Herald Tribune of a 
cablegram (A/C.1j378) which nine prominent 
Athenian professional men and former Cabinet 
~Iinisters had sent to the President of the General 
Assembly supporting the efforts being made in the 
United Nations and stating that the civil war must 
be ended by conciliatory means. The Special 
Committee was at present a barrier to conciliation. 
In order to bring about a satisfactory solution, 
the Committee must postpone its vote upon the 
four-Power draft resolution and agree first upon 
the Polish proposal to abolish the United Nations 
Special Committee on the Balkans. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the proposal of the 
Polish r epresentative would constitute a reversal 
of the Committee's previous decision to discuss 
first the four-Power draft resolution and then that 
submitted by Australia. The Polish proposal 
therefore came under the provisions of rule 112 
of the rules of procedure. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) did not agree with 
the Chairman's interpretation of the Committee's 
decision. It had related solely to the situation as 

M. EGELAND (Union Sud-Africaine), sur un 
point d'ordre, demande quand la Commission 
examinera l'amendement de sa delegation 
(AJC.1 /363) qui ne porte sur aucun paragraphe 
particulier du projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances . 

Le Pm±SIDENT propose que cet amendement 
soit examine apres le paragraphe 11 du projet 
de resolution des quatre Puissances. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) repete que la 
delegation polonaise desire aboutir a un reglement 
rapide et juste de la question grecque. La dele
gation polonaise a deja fait connaltre qu'elle 
s'opposait a la decision de la Commission, selon 
laquelle on voterait d'abord sur le projet de 
resolution des quatre Puissances puis sur celui 
de I' Australie. A fin de remedier a la situation 
ainsi creee et de donner un apaisement aux 
delegations qui ont exprime quelque crainte 
en ce qui concerne le role de la Commission 
speciale, M. Katz-Suchy presente un projet 
de resolution (A/C.l /375) tendant au rej et 
du rapport de la Commission Speciale, et a la 
dissolution immediate de cette Commission. 
M. Katz-Suchy s'excuse de presenter ce projet 
de resolution tardivement et explique qu'il 
avait !'intention de le soumettre a l'examen 
de la sons-commission dont il avait propose 
la creation. II demande neanmoins que le projet 
de resolution de la Pologne soit mis aux voix 
avant qu'une decision intervienne sur la reso
lution des quatre Puissances. Il declare que 
la delegation polonaise n'a pas perdu espoir 
d'aboutir a une solution satisfaisante de la 
question grecque, malgre !'attitude adoptee par 
certaines delegations. 

Pour prouver qu'il y a, en Grece, des hommes 
n'appartenant a aucun parti politique, qui 
souhaitent ardemment une solution de com
promis, le representant de la Pologne cite le 
New-York Herald Tribune qui fait etat d'un 
telegramme (AfC.l /378) que neuf personnalites 
atheniennes, membres de professions liberales 
et anciens ministres, ont envoye au President 
de l'Assemblee generale; ils approuvent les 
efforts deployes par !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies et declarent qu'il faut mettre fin a la 
guerre civile par voie de conciliation. La 
Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour 
les Balkans fait obstacle a la conciliation. La 
premiere Commission doit, pour faire triompher 
une solution satisfaisante, ajourner son vote 
sur le projet de resolution des quatre Puis
sances et accepter d'abord Ia proposition de 
la Pologne visant a supprimer la Commission 
speciale des Nations Unies pour les Balkans. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'accepter la proposition 
du representant de la Pologne equivaudrait a 
faire revenir la Commission sur sa decision 
anterieure; or, la Commission a decide d'examiner 
d'abord le projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances, puis celui de I' Australie. La propo
sition de Ia Pologne releve, par consequent, 
de !'article 112 du reglement interieur. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) n'interprete pas de 
la meme maniere que le President la decisio_n 
de la Commission. Cette decision correspondait 
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it existed when the decision had been taken. It 
could not apply to the Polish draft resolution 
which had only just been submitted. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the decision had been 
to examine all draft resolutions in the order in 
which they were submitted. If the Polish repre
sentative wished his draft resolution to be given 
priority then the Committee must revoke its 
decision. 

Mr. McNeil (United Kingdom) hoped that the 
Committee would not adopt the procedure 
proposed by the Polish representative. It was 
quite evident that certain delegations were 
invoking the rules of procedure- doubtless quite 
properly -in an attempt to prevent the Com
mittee from taking a vote. He saw no reason to 
modify the procedure already agreed upon. 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that the Committee's 
earlier decision applied to all draft resolutions and 
that, if the representative of Poland desired that 
his draft resolution should be examined first, then 
rule 112 of the rules of procedure would apply. 

Mr. KATZ-SucHly (Poland) disagreed with the 
Chairman's interpretation. Nevertheless, for the 
moment, he did not challenge the ruling. He did 
not think that the Committee could have taken a 
decision in respect of any proposals which had not 
already been submitted. He denied the United 
Kingdom representative's suggestion that he was 
endeavouring to delay the vote. The Polish 
delegation had nothing to gain from delay. In 
fact, he believed, the opposite was the case ; those 
who supported the four-Power draft resolution 
were doing more to delay a conciliatory settlement. 

The CHAIRMAN, in support of his ruling, drew 
attention to the record of the 186th meeting at 
which the procedural decision referred to had 
been taken. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) observed that after 
the Committee had taken its procedural decision, it 
had promptly violated it by voting upon the draft 
resolution concerning the sentence of death passed 
upon the Greek trade-union leaders. He consid
ered that by so doing, the Committee had adopted 
the point of view that the procedural decision was 
not valid in every case. If it had made one 
exception, then it was only logical and right that 
the Polish draft resolution should now be given 
priority ; for it was only normal in a criminal trial 
to assess the value of the principal witness before 
deciding the sentence to be passed upon the 
accused. 

The CHAIRMAN said that since his interpre
tation of the Committee's decision had been 
challenged, his ruling should be put to a vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows : 

At the request of Yugoslavia, Pakistan having 
been drawn by lot by the Chairman, voted first. 

uniquement a Ia situation qui existait lorsque la 
decision a ete prise. Elle ne peut s'appliquer 
au projet de resolution de Ia Pologne, qui vient 
tout juste d'etre presente. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il a ete decide 
d'examiner tous les projets de resolution dans 
l'ordre oil ils ont ete deposes. Si le representant 
de la Pologne desire qu'on donne priorite a son 
projet de resolution, il est done necessaire que 
la Commission revoque sa decision. 
' ':!' M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) espere que Ia 
Commission n'adoptera pas Ia procedure proposee 
par le representant de la Pologne. Certaines 
delegations t entent manifestement, en invoquant 
Je reglement interieur, -a juste titre, sans 
aucun doute - d'empecher la Commission de 
passer au vote. M. McNeil ne voit aucune raison 
de changer la procedure sur laquelle on s'est 
deja mis d'accord. 

Le PRESIDENT decide que Ia decision prise 
anterieurement par Ia Commission s'applique a 
tous les projets de resolution et que, si le repre
sentant de la Pologne desire voir examiner 
d'abord son projet de resolution, !'article 112 du 
reglement interieur devra etre applique. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) n'est pas d'accord 
avec !'interpretation donnee par le President. 
Toutefois, il ne s'oppose pas, pour le moment, 
a Ia decision presidentielle. II ne pense pas que 
Ia Commission ait pu prendre une decision a 
l'egard de propositions qui n'avaient pas encore 
ete presentees. II proteste qu'il n'a pas !'intention, 
comme l'en a accuse le representant du Royaume
Uni, d'essayer d'ajourner le vote. La delegation 
polonaise n'a rien a gagner a un retard. En fait, 
M. Katz-Suchy croit que c'est le contraire qui 
est vrai ; ceux qui ont appuye le projet de reso
lution des quatre Puissances font davantage 
pour retarder un reglement amiable. 

Le PRESIDENT, a l'appui de sa decision, attire 
!'attention sur le compte rendu de la 186e seance, 
au cours de laquelle la decision de procedure 
dont il s'agit a ete prise. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) fait observer que la 
Commission, apres avoir pris cette decision de 
procedure, n'a pas tarde a s'en ecarter, votant 
sur le projet de resolution relatif aux dirigeants 
syndicalistes grecs condamnes a mort. M. Behle~ 
estime que, ce faisant, Ja Commission a adopte 
un autre point de vue et juge que la decision 
de procedure ne valait pas pour chaque _cas. 
Puisqu'elle a fait une exception, il serait log1que 
et juste qu'elle donne maintenant priorite au 
projet de resolution de la Pologne ; en efiet, 
il est bien normal que, dans un proces crimineJ, 
on juge la valeur du temoin principal avant de 
rendre la sentence. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, puisqu'on s'est 
oppose a !'interpretation qu'il a donnee de .la 
decision, la decision presidentielle sera mtse 
aux voix. 

Sur la demande de la Yougoslavie, il est procede 
au vote par appel nominal. 

L' appel commence par le Pakistan, doni le 
nom est tire au sort par le President. 
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. In favour: Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philip
P!n.es, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Umon of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States ?f America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Afg?~ntstan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 
Bohvta, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, 
Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway. 

Against: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia. 

The Chairman's ruling was upheld by 49 votes 
to 6. 

:Ur. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) asked that a request 
be sent to the President of the Assembly that the 
cablegram of the nine former Greek Cabinet 
members calling for conciliation be distributed as 
a document to the members of the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the request would 
be transmitted to the President of the Assembly 
and that the cablegram would be circulated to the 
members of the Committee. 

He proposed that a vote be taken by roll-call 
on the proposal that the Polish draft resolution be 
accorded priority. · 

A vote was taken b'y roll-call as follows : 
China, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 

voted first. 
In favour: Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian 

Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic. 

Against : China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, 
El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, 
Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argen
tina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile. 

The proposal was rejected by 50 votes to 6. 

Consideration of paragraphs 1, 2 and 3. 
On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN the Com

mittee agreed to examine the draft resolution 
paragraph by paragraph. 

No objections having been raised to paragraph 1, 
the Chairman declared it adopted. 

Mr. VITERI-LAFRONTE (Ecuador) proposed that 
paragraph 2 be amended by the deletion of the 
text following the words " of those countries " in 
the fifth line. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics) explained his delegation's rejection of the 
draft resolution as a whole. Not only did it 

Volent pour: Pakistan, Panama, Perou, Philip
pines, Arabie saoudite, Siam, Suede, Syrie, 
Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, Bel
gique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chili, Chine, 
Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Danemark, Repu
blique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, 
Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Islande, 
Inde, Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, 
Norvege. 

Volent contre: Pologne, Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Y ougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslo
vaquie. 

Par 49 voix contre 6, la decision du President 
est maintenue. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) propose qu'on 
demande au President de l'Assemblee de faire 
distribuer aux membres de Ia Commission, 
sous forme de document, le cablogramme des 
neuf anciens ministres grecs, demandant Ia 
conciliation. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que cette requete sera 
transmise au President de l'Assemblee et que le 
cablogramme sera distribue aux membres de Ia 
Commission. 

Il propose qu'un vote par appel nominal ait 
lieu sur la proposition demandant qu'on donne 
priorite au projet de resolution de la Pologne. 

1l est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par [a Chine, doni le nom 

est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Tchecoslovaquie, Pologne, Repu

blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie. 

Volent contre: Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, 
Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equa
teur, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, 
Haiti, Honduras, lslande, Inde, Iran, Irak, 
Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Philippines, Arabie 
saoudite, Siam, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Ame
rique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili. 

Par 50 voix contre 6, la proposition est rejetee. 

Examen des paragraphes 1, 2 et 3. 
Ainsi que le propose le PRESIDENT, la Com

mission decide d'examiner le projet de resolution 
paragraphe par paragraphe. 

Aucune objection n' Ciani soulevee, le President 
declare adopte le paragraplze premier. 

M. VrTERI-LAFRONTE (Equateur) propose 
d'amender le paragraphe 2, en supprimant 
dans le texte les mots : « de ces pays n dans la 
cinquieme ligne. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) expose les motifs du rejet par sa 
delegation de !'ensemble du projet de resolution. 
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not pave the way towards a conciliatory settlement 
of the Greek question, but it aimed at compli
cating and confusing the problem. It was 
designed to give a psychological advantage in 
any conversations which might take place to the 
party which was responsible for the frontier 
disturbances. Its adoption would be a justifi
cation of the position and of the behaviour of 
Greece. The USSR and other delegations had 
shown in the course of the debate how the Greek 
Government, instead of attempting to find 
a basis for the settlement of the dispute, 
was making a conciliatory settlement dependent 
upon the fulfilment of conditions and prerequisites 
such as a territorial concession by Greece's nor
thern neighbours. Those conditions, together 
with the refusal of the Greek Government to take 
any measures of internal legislation to grant 
autonomy to the l\lacedonian minority, were so 
utterly unacceptable to the northern States 
that any possibility of conversations was excluded. 
The four-Power draft resolution endorsed that 
intransigent attitude on the part of Greece. 
Consequently its adoption would not only fail 
to contribute to a settlement, but would make 
the whole situation more complicated. 

Paragraph 2 of the draft resolution provided 
for acceptance of the conclusions contained in the 
report of the Special Committee despite the fact 
that the debate had shown that the report did 
not confirm the accusations which had been 
levelled at the northern States. On the contrary, 
it had been shown that the Special Committee 
had exceeded its mandate, which was one of 
conciliation, and had collected tendentious evid
ence designed to shift the responsibility for the 
situation on the northern frontiers to the innocent 
parties. Paragraph 2 further stated that the 
Special Committee had unanimously concluded 
that the Greek partisans had continued to receive 
aid and assistance from the northern States. 
However, that was not true since the Australian 
delegation had submitted a separate opinion 
which was appended to the report. It was 
impossible to say that there was any unanimity 
as to the conclusion. Thus paragraph 2 ignored 
the concrete facts and in this particular case 
the lack of unanimity was not mentioned. 

In sub-paragraph 1 of paragraph 2, it was 
stated that war materials had been crossing the 
border into Greece, especially during periods of 
heavy fighting. Yet every unbiased observer 
who was acquainted with the situation in Greece 
where United States weapons were pouring in in 
a steady stream for the use of the Greek Govern
ment would realize that the democratic forces 
were capturing those weapons from their oppo
nents. It was no use trying to shift the blame for 
the civil war in Greece on to the northern States. 
To do so was to act on presumptions which were 
not based upon facts. 

Sub-paragraph (2) stated that the partisans 
moved freely across the frontier for tactical 
reasons. In the first place, that accusation had 
not been proved. The debate in the First CoJ11-
mittee had shown that the Special Committee 
had no trustworthy data at its disposal and that 

Non seulement il ne contribue pas a un reglement 
amiable de la question grecque, mais encore 
il tend a compliquer et a embrouiller le probleme. 
Ce projet a ete conr;u pour donner a la partie 
responsable des troubles aux frontieres l'avantage 
psychologiquedans les conversations qui pourraient 
s'engager. Son adoption equivaudrait a une 
justification de la position et de !'attitude de la 
Grece. La delegation de l'URSS ainsi que d'autres 
delegations, ont demontre au cours du debat, 
que le Gouvernement grec, au lieu de rechercher 
un terrain pour le reglement du differend, fait 
dependre ce reglement de conditions preliminaires, 
telles que des concessions territoriales de la part 
de ses voisins septentrionaux. Ces conditions, 
ainsi que le refus du Gouvernement grec de 
prendre des mesures legislatives d'ordre interne 
tendant a accorder l'autonomie a la minorite 
macedonienne, sont si peu acceptables pour lcs 
voisins septentrionaux que toute possibilite de 
conversation est exclue. Le projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances approuve !'attitude intran
sigeante de la Grece. Par consequent, son adoption, 
non seulement ne contribuerait pas au reglement 
du probleme, mais compliquerait encore davantage 
la situation. 

Le paragraphe 2 du projet de resolution 
prevoit !'acceptation des conclusions consignees 
dans le rapport de la Commission speciale, 
bien que les dcbats aient prouve que ce rapport 
n'apporte pas la confirmation des accusations 
qui ont ete portees contre les voisins septentrio
naux de la Grece. Bien au contraire, il a ete prouve 
que la Commission speciale a depasse son mandat, 
qui la chargeait d'une mission de conciliation, 
et qu'elle a reuni des elements de preuve tendan
cieux, en vue de faire endosser a des innocents 
la responsabilite de la situation existant a la 
frontiere septentrionale de la Grece. De plus, 
aux termes du paragraphe 2, la Commission 
Speciale a conclu, a l'unanimite, que les partisans 
grecs ont continuellement rer;u aide et assistance 
des voisins septentrionaux. Or, cela est inexac~, 
attendu que la delegation australienne a emts 
un avis different, public en annexe au rapport. 
II est done impossible de pretendre que cette 
conclusion a ete adoptee a l'unanimite. Ainsi, 
le paragraphe 2 ne tient pas compte des faits 
et, dans ce cas particulier, passe sous silence le 
manque d'unanimite. 

L'alinea 1 du paragraphe 2 expose que du 
materiel de guerre arrivait en Grece, venant 
de l'autre cote de la frontiere, particulierement 
dans les periodes de violents combats. Cependant, 
tout observateur non prevenu, au courant de Ia 
situation en Grece, oil des armes americaines 
sont fournies d'une far;on ininterrompue au 
Gouvernement grec, aurait constate que les 
forces democratiques arrachent ces armes des 
mains de leurs adversaires. II ne sert a rien 
d'essayer de faire endosser aux voisins septen
trionaux la responsabilite de la guerre civile 
en Grece. Agir ainsi, c'est admettre des pre
somptions qui ne sont pas fondees en fait. 
, L'alinea 2) declare que les partisans se sont 

frequemment deplaces dans le territoire de l'autre 
cote de la frontiere, pour des raisons d'ordre 
tactique. II y a lieu de dire, tout d'abord, que 
cette accusation n'a pas ete prouvee. Le debat 
a la Premiere Commission a prouve que la 
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its conclusions had been reached on the basis
of presumptions and hearsay or upon the evidence 
of bad witnesses who usually gave their t esti
~~ny under the threat of pressure by the Greek 
liaison officers who were present at the meetings. 
How could a witness tell the truth when he knew 
that if his testimony was not favourable to the 
Greek Government, he risked a horrible death 
at the hands of the Greek authorities ? The 
treatment of accused persons in Greece was 
clearly shown by the news that even trade-union 
leaders were under the threat of death sentences 
and executions often took place. 

As to the third sub-paragraph, it had been 
clearly shown during the debate that the border 
between Greece and her northern neighbours was 
mountainous and wooded and that it was difficult 
for the northern States to guard the border effect
ively with the limited armed forces at their 
disposal. Therefore, even it it were true that 
partisan detachments had crossed the fronti er, 
although the Special Committee had not submit
ted any specific proof to that effect, that did not 
mean that the crossing had b een made with the 
knowledge of the authorities of the northern 
States and there was no reason whatever for 
placing the responsibility upon their shoulders. 

Mr. Malik stated that if the Committee adopted 
paragraph 2, it would be playing into the hands 
of those who did not desire a peaceful settlement 
but aimed at further complicating the internal 
situation in Greece in order to justify continued 
interference in Greece's internal affairs. Mr. Malik 
stated that the USSR delegation would vote 
against the four-Power draft resolution as a whole. 
For that reason, he intended to abstain from 
voting upon the separate paragraphs although 
he reserved his right to make a statement in 
respect of each as the debate proceeded. 

Mr. UMANA-BERNAL (Colombia) also stated the 
position of his delegation in respect of the four
Power draft resolution as a whole. He stated 
that Colombia would support the resolution with 
the amendments proposed by Australia. It 
would also vote in favour of the Australian draft 
resolution. 

Mr. Umana-Bernal recalled that during the 
debate on the Greek question at the second 
session of the Assembly, Colombia had opposed 
any condemnation of the actions of Greece's 
northern neighbours because, at that time, it had 
not believed that their guilt was fully established 
and because it had felt that a condemnation of 
those countries would make them unwilling to 
co-operate in the work of the Special Committee. 
The situation, however, was now different. The 
Colombian delegation respected the conclusions 
of the Special Committee and thought that the 
United Nations should uphold the prestige of 
its organs in view of a growing tendency to 
undermine it. A further reason for supporting 
the conclusions of the Special Committee was 
that the General Assembly was a political and 
not a legal body and had no need to examine 
testimony from a juridical point of view. 

Commission speciale ne dispose pas de preuves 
dignes de foi, que ses conclusions s'inspirent 
de presomptions ou d'informations par oui-dire, 
ou de preuves fournies par des temoins de mauvaise 
foi qui, en general, deposaient sous menace de 
contrainte de la part des officiers de liaison 
grecs presents a !'audience. Comment un temoin 
pouvait-il dire Ia verite en sachant qu'il risquait 
une mort atroce entre les mains des autorites 
grecques, si son temoignage n'etait pas favorable 
au Gouvernement grec ? Les nouvelles indiquant 
que meme des chefs syndicalistes sont menaces 
de Ia peine de mort et frequemment executes, 
montrent clairement, le genre de traitement que 
subissent les accuses en Grece. 

En ce qui concerne l'alinea 3), le debat a 
clairement demontre que Ies voisins septentrionaux 
eprouvent des difficultes pour assurer effective
ment la surveillance aux frontieres, avec Ies 
forces limitees dont ils disposent, etant donne 
que la zone frontiere entre ces Etats et la Grece 
est montagneuse et boisee. Par consequent, 
meme s'il etait vrai que des detachements de 
partisans ont traverse la frontiere, - et la 
Commission speciale n'a fourni aucune preuve 
nctte a cet effet, - cela ne signifierait pas que 
ces passages ont eu lieu au su des autorites des 
Etats voisins septentrionaux et il n'y a aucune 
raison de leur en attribuer. la responsabilite. 

M. Malikd eclare qu'en adoptant le paragraphe 2, 
la Commission ferait le jeu de ceux qui ne desirent 
pas un reglement pacifique, mais cherchent 
a compliquer davantage encore la situation 
interieure de la Grece, afin de justifier une 
immixtion permanente dans les affaires interieures 
de ce pays. Le representant de l'URSS annonce 
que sa delegation votera contre !'ensemble du 
projet de resolution des quatre Puissances. 
En consequence, il s'abstiendra de se prononcer 
sur les differents paragraphes, tout en se reservant 
le droit de les commenter, au fur et a mesure 
de Ia discussion. 

M. UMANA-BERNAL (Colombie) preCISe egale
ment Ja position de sa delegation concernant 
!'ensemble du projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances. La Colombie soutiendra Ia resolution 
avec les amen dements proposes par l' Australie. 
Elle votera egalement pour le projet de resolution 
de l' Australie. 

Le representant de la Colombie evoque les 
debats sur la question grecque a la deuxieme 
session de I' Assemblee generale. La Colombie 
s'est prononcee contre toute condamnation de 
!'action des voisins septentrionaux de la Grece, 
car a cette epoque, leur culpabilite ne lui semblait 
pas suffisamment etablie et un blame leur aurait 
enleve, pensait-elle, tout desir de collaborer 
avec la Commission speciale. La situation actue11e 
est tout autre. Respectant les conclusions de la 
Commission speciale, la delegation de la Colombie 
considere que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
ferait bien de soutenir Ie prestige de ses organes 
contre ceux qui ont de plus en plus tendance a 
le saper. II y a une autre raison qui plaide en 
faveur des conclusions : l'Assemblee generale 
est un organe politique et non judiciaire ; elle 
n'a pas besoin d'examiner les temoignages 
comme le ferait un tribunal. 
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It had been said in justification of the inter
vention by the northern States that there had 
been intervention in Greece's internal affairs on 
the part of the \Vestern Powers before there 
was any question of intervention from the north. 
But the Colombian delegation considered that 
11.ny Government had a perfect right to negotiate 
treaties with other Powers provided that those 
treaties did not constitute a threat to international 
peace. It was convinced that the treaties 
negotiated between Greece on the one hand, and 
the United Kingdom and the United States on the 
other were designed for the preservation of peace 
both in Greece and in the international sphere. 
Consequently, there could be no justification for 
intervention by the United Nations in that respect. 

It had also been argued in defense of the refusal 
of the northern States to co-operate with the 
Special Committee that the United Nations did 
not have any right to intervene in the internal 
affairs of States. But the Charter constituted 
a radical modification of the principle of national 
sovereignty in the interests of the world commu
n·ty as a whole, as had been demonstrated by the 
debates on genocide and on the proposed decla
ration on human rights. 

1\Ir. KrsELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) criticized the statement in paragraph 2 
of the four-Power draft resolution that the Greek 
guerrillas had " continued to receive aid and assis
tance on a large scale " from Greece's northern 
neighbours. He asked on what evidence the 
Special Committee had presumed to measure 
the aid which was alleged to have been received 
since it had not been proven from a legal point 
of view that any aid had been received at all. 
As Mr. Vyshinsky had shown, the conclusions 
had been based upon the testimony of witnesses 
who were either deaf, dumb, or stupid, and 
consequently, from the legal point of view, the 
accusations could not be proved. 

Mr. Kiselev considered that the four-Power 
draft resolution as a whole was designed to lend 
political support to those who were making 
Greece a hotbed of war. How could the Com
mittee seriously consider a proposal which would 
prolong the acute political situation in Greece ? 
The only draft resolution before the Committee 
which would lead to a constructive settlement 
was that submitted by the USSR (A/C.l/358/ 
Corr. 1). Mr. Kiselev warned that the civil war 
in Greece constituted a danger to the maintenance 
of international peace and security. Delegations 
should very seriously consider their attitude 
towards the four-Power draft resolution. There 
was no evidence that Greece's northern neighbours 
had been guilty of assistance to the partisans 
on a large scale. They were being blamed for no 
reason whatever. 

Mr. Kiselev stated his complete opposition 
to the four-Power draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the Ecua
dorean representative's amendment to paragraph 2 
of the four-Power draft resolution. The amendment 
was rejected by 32 votes to 11, with 15 abstentions. 

On a cherche a justifier !'intervention des 
voi.sins septentrionaux en pretendant que les 
Pmssances oceidentales intervenaient deja dan& 
les affaires interieures de la Grece avant meme 
qu'il ait ete question d'une intervention venant 
du nord. Scion la delegation de la Colombie, 
tout Gouvernement a le droit absolu de negocier 
des traites avec d'autres puissances tant qu'il ne 
cherche pas a menacer par Ia la paix international e. 
La delegation de la Colombie est convaincue 
que les traites conclus entre la Grece, d'une 
part, et le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis, 
de l'autre, ont pour objectif le maintien de la paix 
en Grece et dans le monde. II s'ensuit que !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies n'a pas a intervenir 
dans ce genre de negociations. 

Pour defendre le refus des voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece de cooperer avec la Commission 
speciale, on a dit que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies n'a pas le droit d'intervenir dans les affaire& 
interieures des Etats. Cependant, la Charte 
modifie profondement le principe de Ia souve
rainete nationale cela dans l'interet meme de la 
communaute mondiale dans son ensemble; on en a 
vu Ia preuve dans les debats sur le genocide 
et sur le projet de declaration des droits de 
l'homme. 

M. KrssELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) desapprouve !'affirmation contenue 
dans le paragraphe 2 du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances, scion laquelle « les partisans 
grecs ont continue a recevoir aide et assistance 
sur nne grande echelle »des voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece. II demande sur quelles preuves Ia 
Commission speciale pretend se fonder pour 
evaluer !'aide qui aurait ete rec;ue, puisqu'il 
n'a pas ete prouve, du point de vue juridique: 
qu'une aide ait ete rec;ue. Comme l'a demontre 
M. Vychinsky, les conclusions reposent sur des 
depositions de temoins sourds, muets ou faibles 
d'esprit ; il s'ensuit que la valeur juridique 
des accusations est nulle. 

M. Kisselev estime que !'ensemble du projet 
de resolution des quatre Puissances n'a d'autre 
objet que de procurer un appui p<iitique a ceux 
qui font de la Grece un foyer de guerre. Comment 
la Commission peut-elle garder sa gravite en 
examinant une proposition qui aurait pour effet 
de prolonger nne situation de crise politiqu~ 
en Grece ? Le seul projet de resolution q~J 
am!'merait un regJement constructif a ete SOUmiS 
a la Commission par l'URSS (AjC.358jCorr.l). 
M. Kisselev avertit la Commission que la guerre 
civile de Grece menace le maintien de la paix 
et de la securite internationales. Les delegations 
devraient examiner tres soigneusement la position 
qu'elles prennent a l'egard du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances. II n'y a aucune preuve 
que les voisins septentrionaux de la Grec.e se 
soient rendus coupables d:aide aux partisans 
sur une grande echelle. On les condamne sans 
aucune raison. 

M. Kisselev s'oppose resolument au projet 
des quatre Puissances. 

Mis aux voix, l'amendement de l'Equaleur au 
paragraphe 2 du projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances est rejete par 32 voix contre 11, avec 
15 abstentions. 
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lfr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) explained that he 
had not participated in the vote in order to 
protest against the Committee's action in voting 
upon charges against Yugoslavia without hearing 
the evidence for the defence. 

A vote was then taken by show of hands on para
graph 2 of the four-Power draft resolution. The 
paragraph was adopted by 43 votes to none, with 
2 abstentions . 

. l.Ir. J: MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
hcs) smd that paragraph 3, like the previous 
one, was based upon the incorrect conclusions 
of the Special Committee's report. In the light 
of the debate which had taken place in the First 
Committee, and of the facts which were clear 
to all, it was obvious that none of Greece's northern 
neighbours had any designs upon the territorial 
integrity or the political independence of Greece. 
The accusation contained in paragraph 3 of the 
draft resolution that the northern States had acted 
in contravention of the purposes and principles 
of the Charter was not only utterly unfounded, 
but a monstrous charge unprecedented in the 
history of the United Nations. To accuse three 
peace-loving States, in particular little Albania, 
of an attempt to deprive Greece of her political 
independence or of covetous designs upon her 
territory was absurd. If the General Assembly 
adopted paragraph 3 of the four-Power draft 
resolution, Mr. Jacob Malik asked, how would 
such a decision look in the eyes of the world ? 
Who would believe it ? It would be utterly 
inconsistent with the purposes and principles 
of the Charter because it would mean that three 
countries had been condemned without any foun
dation of factual evidence. Nobody could 
interpret such a decision as other than a tenden
tious accusation dictated by certain Powers, 
particularly by those Powers which had already 
deprived Greece of her political independence and 
were dictating their will to the Greek Government 
and authorities. The accusation was merely 
an attempt on the part of those Powers to shift 
the blame on to others. 

The meeting rose at 12.55 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 8 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 
Chairman : Mr. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgium). 

55. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, Aj644 
and A/692) 

Continuation of the discussion of the 
four-Power draft resolution (AJC.l/352). 

Consideration of paragraph 3. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said it was impossible 
to declare as did the four-Power draft resolution 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) explique qu'il n'a 
pas pris part au vote, cela pour protester contre 
Ia decision de Ia Commission, qui a vote sur d~ 
accusations dirigees contre la Yougoslavie sans 
entendre les temoignages a decharge. 

Mis aux voix, le paragraphe 2 du projet de 
resolution des quatre Puissances est adopte par 
43 voix contre zero, avec 2 abstentions. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) estime que le. paragraphe 3, comme 
le precedent, est base sur les conclusions inexactes 
du rapport de la Commission speciale. Considerant 
les debats de Ia Premiere Commission et le~ 
faits qui sont evidents pour tous, il est manifeste 
qu'aucun des voisins septentrionaux de la Grece, 
n'a de visees contre l'integrite territoriale ni 
l'independance politique de la Grece. Le para
graphe 3 du projet de resolution contient une 
accusation : les voisins septentrionaux auraient 
contrevenu aux buts et principes de la Charte. 

Cette accusation est non seulement depourvue 
de tout fondement, mais elle est monstrueuse et 
sans precedent dans l'histoire de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. II est absurde d'accuser 
trois Etats pacifiques, en particulier la petite 
Albanie, de tenter de priver la Grece de son 
independance politique et de nourrir des convoi
tises territoriales a ses depens. Si l'Assemblee 
generale adoptait le paragraphe 3 du projet de 
resolution des quatre Puissances, queUe impression 
demande M. G. Malik, produirait une telle 
decision dans le monde. Qui pourrait en croire 
ses yeux ? Ce serait un acte tout a fait incom
patible avec les buts et les principes de Ia Charte 
que la condamnation de trois pays sans aucune 
preuve concrete. Personne ne pourrait interpreter 
une telle decision autrement que comme une 
accusation tendancieuse, dictee par certaines 
Puissances, notamment celles qui ont deja prive 
Ia Grece de son independance politique et qui 
imposent dans ce pays leur volonte au Gouverne
ment et aux autorites. Cette accusation n'est 
qu'une tentative de rejeter sur d'autres Ia respon
sabilite encourue. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 55. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le fundi 8 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

55. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrit4 territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 ET A/692). 

Suite de la discussion du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances (A JC.l j352). 

Examen du paragraphe 3. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'il est 
impossible de dire comme le fait le projet de 
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that his country threatened "the independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece and the 
maintenance of peace in the Balkans '' (A/C.l /352, 
paragraph 3). In the first place, Yugoslavia, 
while taking a deep interest in the fate of her 
brothers by blood and language living within 
the Greek fronti ers, had never made any territorial 
claims to the districts inhabited by that minority : 
there was therefore no threat to the " territorial 
integrity of Greece ". 

In the second place, Yugoslavia did not 
threaten peace, because her attitude to all 
countries and in particular to Greece was pacific. 
Thus, while Greece had deliberrrtely caused a 
number of frontier incidents, there had been, 
on the Yugoslav side, only utterly accidental 
incidents, such~~as occurred on frontiers every
where, as for instance the cro">sing of the Greek 
frontier by a Yugoslav patrol in the fog. 

In the third place, it was particularly absurd 
to say that Yugoslavia threatened " the inde
pendence of Greece ", since that independence 
had practically ceased to exist. He referred to 
certain quotations he had made in his previous 
speeches, and in particular to a significant 
declaration by the head of the present Greek 
Government. In addition, it had been proposed, 
according to the State Department Bulletin, that 
the United States Mission in Greece should have 
the right to veto Government expenditure ; 
moreover, a system of control of all key positions 
by the United States Mission had been contem
plated. Thus the United States had a twofold 
hold on the budget and on the entire Greek 
economy. Finally, American firms had complete 
control of the Greek market. In March 
1948, the Financial Times had indicated that 
the importation of iron and steel into Greece was 
a monopoly of the United States Mission. 

It was therefore clear from the military 
interference of the United States and also from 
its control of Greek economic life, that the 
political independence of that country could no 
longer be threatened by anyone for the simple 
reason that it had ceased to exist. 

The real Government of Athens was now the 
United States Embassy and the United States 
Mission. As had been recognized by all successive 
Greek Governments, the Embassy and the 
Mission prepared laws which the Greek Parliament 
had not always the right to modify. There had, 
in consequence, even been certain unfortunate 
effects on the style and grammatical correctness 
of those · legal texts. 

Bodies such as co-operative groups, civil 
service organizations and trade unions which 
did not get what they wanted from the Govern
ment were in the habit of appealing to the United 
States Embassy or the United States Mission. 
Sometimes indeed, the Athens Government itself 
referred petitioners to what had become a 
veritable court of appeal. 

The members of the United States Mission 
in Greece were known to enjoy extra-territorial 
privileges. And Mr. Sophoulis' newspaper, Virna, 
had reported on 5 September 1948 that, generally 

resolution commun des quatre Puissances, que 
son pays menace « l'independance et l'integrite 
territoriale de la Grece et le maintien de Ia paix 
dans les Balkans» (A/C.l/352, paragraphe 3). 
En effet, en premier lieu, Ia Y ougoslavie, tout en 
s'interessant vivement au sort de ses freres Ide sang 
et de langue qui vivent a l'interieur des frontieres 
de la Grece, n'a jamais presente de revendications 
territoriales relatives aux districts habites par 
cette minorite : il n'y a done pas Ia de menace a 
(( l'integrite tcrritoriale de Ia Grece ». 

En second lieu, la Yougoslavie ne menace 
pas la paix, car elle a une attitude pacifique 
envers tous lcs pays et en particulier envers la 
Grece. C'est ainsi que, alors que la Grece a 
prcmeditc un certain nombre d'incidents de 
frontiere, il n'y a eu, du cOte yougoslave, que 
des incidents absolument involontaires, comme 
il s'cn produit sur toutes les frontieres du monde, 
tcls que le franchissement, dans le brouillard, 
de la frontierc grecque par une patrouille 
yougoslave. 

En troisieme lieu, il est particulierement absurde 
de dire que la Yougoslavie menace (( l'independance 
de la Grece » puisque cette independance a 
pratiquemcnt cesse d'exister. M. Behler se refere 
a certaines citations qu'il a faites au cours de 
ses precedentes interventions, notamment a une 
declaration significative faite par le chef du 
gouvernement actuel de la Grece. En outre, 
on a pu lire dans le Bulletin du Departemenl 
d'Etat qu'il a ete propose que Ia Mission americaine 
en Grece cut le droit de veto sur les depenses 
gouvernementales, et que, d'a.utre part, on 
envisagerait l'etablissement d'un systeme de 
controle sur toutes les positions-cles par la 
mission americaine : il s'agit done d'une double 
mainmise des Etats-Unis sur le budget et sur 
toute l'economie grecque. Enfin, des maisons 
americaines sont maitresses du marchC grec. 
En mars 1948, le Financial Times indiquait que 
!'importation en Grece du fer et de l'acier consti
tuait un monopole de Ia Mission americaine. 

II resulte done tant de l'inaerencc militaire ' "' . des Etats-Uni> que de leur mainmise sur l'econom1e 
grecque, que l'independance politique de ce pays 
ne peut plus etre menacee par personne, pour Ia 
simple raison qu'elle a cesse d'exister. 

Le veritable Gouvernement d' Athenes, c'est 
maintenant l'Ambassade des Etats-Unis et Ia 
Mission americaine. Comme tous les Gouverne
ments grecs successifs l'ont reconnu, l'Ambassade 
et la mission preparent les lois que le Parlement 
hellenique n'a pas toujours le droit de modifier. 
II en resulte meme certaines repercussions 
facheuses quant au style et a la correction 
grammaticale de ces textes. 

Des organismes, tels que des groupements 
cooperatifs ou de fonctionnaires ou bien des 
syndicats, ont !'habitude, lorsqu'ils n'obtiennent 
pas du Gouvernement ce qu'ils desirent, d'en 
appeler a l'Ambassade ou ala Mission des Etats
Unis. Et c'est parfois le Gouvernement d'Athene~ 
lui-meme qui renvoie Ies petitionnaires a ce qm 
constitue une veritable instance d'appel. 

L'on sait que les membres de la mission 
americaine en Grece jouissent des privileges 
d'exterritorialite. Et, d'une maniere generale, 
le journal de M. Sophoulis, Virna, a pu ecrire, 
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speaking, the prerogatives of the Greek Govern
ment were becoming more and more restricted, 
whereas those of the United States Mission 
continued to multiply. In the circumstances, 
how could the northern neighbours of Greece 
threat~n the independence of a country which, 
accordmg to the very words of a Greek newspaper 
of the extreme Right, received order sfrom a 
foreign Power by telephone and radio ? Since 
Greece now formed part of the new empire which 
wa~ being created under the auspices of the 
Um_ted States, that would be equivalent to 
saymg that Yugoslavia threatened the inde
pendence of one of the greatest Powers in the 
world. Such an idea was absurd. 

His delegation asked the First Committee 
to reject the third paragraph of the four-Power 
draft resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third 
paragraph of the draft resolution (A/C.l /352). 

At the request of the Yugoslav representative, 
the vote was taken by roll-call as follows : 

Lebanon, having been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Pakistan, Norway, Panama, 
Paraguay, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, 
S~yria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom, United States of America, Uruguay, 
Yemen, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Hon
duras, India, Iran, Iraq. 

Against: Poland. 
The Ukrainian SSR did not agree to vole on 

the question. 
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugo

slavia, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic 
and Czechoslovakia did not take pari in the voting. 

Paragraph 3 was adopted by 41 votes to 1. 

Consideration of paragraph 4. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) pointed out that 
the General Assembly was requested to note 
the recommendations submitted by the Special 
Committee. During the general debate, several 
delegations had proved that numerous alle
gations of the Special Committee were far from 
being in conformity with the truth, and that 
moreover, even if the accuracy of those facts 
were admitted, they could hardly justify any 
of the recommendations of the Special Com
mittee. 

In view of the turn taken by the discussion, 
it might have been thought that the four-Powers 
would alter the text of their draft resolution 
and not force the First Committee to associate 
itself with the conclusions of the Special 
Committee, especially as a certain amount of 
disagreement was apparent in the various reports 
submitted by that body. Whereas the principal 
report (A/574), in chapter V, mentioned scarcely 
any of the measures contemplated in the four
Power draft resolution, the supplementary report 
(A/644), drawn up two months later, reached 

le 5 septembre 1948, que les prerogatives du 
gouvernement grec etaient de plus en plus 
restreintes, cependant que celles de la mission 
americaine ne faisaient que s'accroitre. Comment, 
dans ces conditions, les voisins du nord de la 
Grece pourraient-ils menacer l'independance d'un 
pays qui, selon les propres termes d'un journal 
grec d'extreme droite, revoit des ordres d'une 
Puissance etrangere par telephone et par radio ? 
Puisque la Grece se trouve maintenant integree 
au nouvel empire qui est en train de se cnier, 
sous l'egide des Etats-Unis, cela reviendrait a 
dire que la Yougoslavie menace l'independance 
de I'unc des plus grandes Puissances du monde, 
cc qui est absurde. 

La delegation de la Yougoslavie demande 
a la Premiere Commission de rej eter le troisieme 
paragraphe du projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le troisieme 
paragraphe du pro jet de resolution (A/C.l /352). 

Sur la demande du representant de la Yougoslavie, 
le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 

L'appel commence par le Liban, doni le nom est 
tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Liban, Liberia, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Pakistan, Norvege, Panama, 
Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, Suede, 
Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amcrique, Uruguay, Yemen, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bresil, Canada, 
Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, Repu
blique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, 
Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Inde, 
Iran, Irak. 

Votre contre : la Pologne. 
N' accepte pas de voter sur ceiie question: RSS 

d'Ukraine. 
Ne prennent pas part au vote: Union des 

Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, 
RSS de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie. 

Le paragraphe 3 est ado pte par 41 voix contre une. 

Examen du paragraphe 4. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) constate que l'on 
demande a I' Assemblee generale de prendre 
note des recommandations formulees par la 
Commission speciale. Or, au cours du debat 
general, plusieurs delegations ont prouve que de 
nombreuses allegations de la Commission Speciale 
etaient loin d'etre conformes a la verite, et, que 
d'autre part, meme si I'on admettait la realite 
de ces faits, ils seraient fort loin de justifier 
aucune des recommandations de la Commission 
speciale. 

Etant donne la tournure qu'avaient prise les 
debats, I'on aurait pu penser que les quatre 
Puissances modifieraient le texte de leur projet 
de resolution et ne forceraient pas la Premiere 
Commission a s'associer aux conclusions de la 
Commission speciale d'autant qu'entre les 
differents rapports soumis par cet organisme, 
l'on releve un certain desaccord. Alors que dans 
le rapport principal (A/574), il n'est question, 
au chapitre V, d'a peu pres aucune des mesures 
envisagees dans le projet de resolution ~es 
quatre Puissances, le rapport supplementaire 
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entirely different conclusions, took up political 
problems, and based its recommendations on 
very flimsy grounds. The United Kindgom 
representative had, indeed, declared that he 
was prepared to reject 70 per cent of the facts 
set forth by the Special Committee. 

'Vhat had occurred between the presentation 
of the two reports to justify those new con
clusions ? In reality, the supplementary report 
brought forward no new facts, except that the 
aid furnished by Yugoslavia in recent months had 
been less than in the preceding period. But the 
recommendations in the supplementary report, 
which constituted a condemnation of Yugoslavia, 
were framed in the most energetic terms. 

In reality the intention was to conceal American 
intervention and perpetuate the troubles in 
Greece. The pretexts put forward for that 
purpose were, however, extremely feeble, as 
appeared from the addenda to the Special 
Committee report presented by the delegation 
of Australia, which had striven to reach more 
objective conclusions. 

Whatever the majority in the First Committee, 
his delegation could not associate itself with 
such recommendations, and it opposed para
graph 4 of the four-Power draft resolution. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that before 
the Committee adopted a paragraph in which 
it noted certain recommendations supposed 
to be based on the various Special Committee 
reports, it should first of all consider side by 
side the views of those who admitted the validity 
of the reports and the views of those who rejected 
it. It was in that spirit that he had already, 
at the morning meeting, attempted to obtain 
a reply from the Rapporteur of the Special 
Committee which, indeed, could only have 
revealed the utter weakness of the majority's 
position. But in spite of the doubts which had 
been raised as to the moral value of the reports 
of the Special Committee, the Rapporteur of 
that body had not even attempted to defend 
himself. 

His delegation was therefore obliged to employ 
another method, and it asked that, before a 
vote was taken on paragraph 4, the Rapporteur 
of the Special Committee should be permitted 
to answer the accusations made against that 
body. 

The CHAIRMAN said that if the Rapporteur 
of the Special Committee wished to speak, he 
could do so. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) recalled the decision 
of the First Committee that the Rapporteur 
would be present during the discussion to answer 
any questions delegations might wish to ask 
him. He requested the Chairman to be good 
enough to ask the Rapporteur of the Special 
Committee the following question : What did 
be think of the Yugoslav accusations ? 

(A/644), redige deux mois plus tard, aboutit 
a des conclusions toutes differentes, aborde des 
problemes politiques et fonde ses recommandations 
sur une base des moins solides. En efTet, le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni ne declarait-il pas 
qu'il etait pret a rejeter 70 pour 100 des faits 
invoques par la Commission speciale ? 

Quels evenements sont intervenus entre la 
presentation des deux rapports, qui soient de 
nature a justifier ces nouvelles conclusions ? 
En realite, ce rapport supplementaire n'apporte 
pas de faits nouveaux, si ce n'est la conclusion 
que !'aide apportee par la Yougoslavie a ete 
dans Ies derniers mois plus faible qu'elle ne 
l'avait ete au cours de la periode precedente. 
Or, les recommandations formulees dans le 
rapport supplementaire, qui constituent une 
condamnation de la Yougoslavie, sont con<;ues 
en termes plus energiques. 

II ne s'agit en realite que de masquer !'inter
vention americaine et de perpetuer les troubles 
en Grece. Mais les pretextes invoques a cet 
efiet sont des plus faibles, ainsi qu'il resulte des 
addenda au rapport de la Commission speciale 
presentes par Ia delegation de l'Australie, qui 
s'est efTorcee de parvenir a des conclusions 
plus objectives. 

QueUe que soit Ia majorite qui puisse se faire 
au sein de Ia Premiere Commission, la delegation 
de la Pologne ne saurait s'associer a de semblables 
recommandations et elle declare s'opposer au 
paragraphe 4 du projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'avant 
d'adopter un paragraphe selon lequella Premiere 
Commission prend note de certaines recomman
dations qui sont censees etre fondees sur les 
difTerents rapports de la Commission speciale, 
il convient tout d'abord de confronter la these 
de ceux qui admettent et celle de ceux qui 
rejettent Ia validite de ces rapports. C'est dans 
cet esprit que M. Behler avait deja, a la seance 
du matin, essaye d'obtenir une reponse du 
rapporteur de la Commission speciale, ce qui 
n'aurait pu d'ailleurs que reveler toute la faiblesse 
de Ia position de la majorite. Mais en depit 
des doutes, qui avaient ete formules sur Ia valeur 
morale des rapports de la Commission speciale, 
le Rapporteur de cet organisme n'a pas meme 
essaye de se defendre. 

La delegation de Ia Yougoslavie se voit done 
contrainte d'employer une autre methode et elle 
demande, en consequence, que, avant qu'il ne soit 
procede a un vote sur le paragraphe 4, la parole 
soit donnee au Rapporteur de la Commission 
speciale pour qu'il se justifie des accusations 
qui ont ete formulees contre cet organisme. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, si le Rapporteur 
de la Commission demande la parole, elle lui 
sera accordee. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie), se referant a la 
decision de la Premiere Commission scion Iaquelle 
le Rapporteur assisterait aux debats afin de 
repondre aux questions que les differentes dele
gations desireraient, lui poser, demande au 
President de vouloir bien poser au Rapporteur 
de la Commission speciale la question suivante : 
Que pense M. Castillo Najera des accusations 
yougoslaves ? 
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Mr. CA~TILLO NAJERA (Mexico), Rapporteur 
of the Umted Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans, said that what Mr. Behler wished to 
know was probably not his personal opinion 
but that of the Special Committee. From that 
point of view, he could say nothing but what 
appeared both in the principal and the supple
mentary reports (A/574 and A/644), and those 
documents were well-known to the various 
delegations ; the first had been distributed on 
21 August 1948. As Mr. Behler had recalled, 
the debate had already lasted for a fortnight 
and everyone could vote with full knowledge of 
the facts. 

He objected to the view that the Rapporteur 
of the Special Committee and the Committee 
itself were in the position of accused persons. 
In reality, the Special Committee was an organ 
of the General Assembly and it had striven. to 
be worthv of its confidence : it was now for the 
General Assembly to decide, by accepting or 
rejecting its reports, whether the Special 
Committee had merited that confidence. 

}Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) considered that the 
reply given by the Rapporteur of the Special 
Committee was unsatisfactory. He would there
fore ask more precise questions on the correctness 
of the following points : (1) Had the Special 
Committee questioned Greek citizens on their 
political convictions ? If so, why ? (2) Had 
it questioned partisan prisoners on their numbers 
and their plan of operations ? (3) Had it 
questioned partisan prisoners on the previous 
history of their leaders ? If so, why ? (4) Had 
it declared that the Democratic Army was 
demoralized and that it had been recruited by 
force ? \Vhy had it made that declaration ? 
(5) Had it described the soldiers of the Demo
cratic Army as " bandits " ? If so, why was 
that offensive term used? (6) Had it read reports 
at a public meeting accusing Greece's neighbours 
before those reports had been corroborated by 
valid testimony ? (7) Had it threatened Greece's 
northern neighbours by saying that recognition 
by them of the Democratic Government would 
constitue a threat to peace ? Why had it 
arrogated to itself a right which the Charter 
gave only to the Security Council ? Had it 
taken part in military operations against the 
Democratic Army by receiving reports, by 
participating in the preparation of operational 
plans, by being present at those operations 
and by taking part, on at least one occasion 
already indicated by Mr. Behler, in the direction 
of operations ? (8) Had it adopted a political 
attitude hostile to Greece's northern neighbours, 
as was indicated in article 6 of the Yugoslav 
draft resolution ? (9) When Salonika was shelled 
had organs of the Special Committee taken part 
in the preliminary investigation of the case 
before the Court-Martial at Salonika ? And had 
the findings been submitted to the Athens 
Government by a liaison officer ? (10) Had not 
a group of observers on 5 September 1948, 
inspected the ground on which, 24 hours later, 
military provocation began against Yugoslavia ? 
And had that group not been present the following 
day at the headquarters of the forces of the 

M. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexique), Rapporteur 
de la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour les Balkans, declare que ce qui interesse 
M. Behler, c'est sans doute de connaltre non pas 
l'opinion personnelle de M. Castillo Najera, mais 
celle de la Commission speciale. Or, de ce point de 
vue, il ne peut rien dire d'autre que ce qui figure 
aussi bien dans le rapport principal (A/574) 
que dans le rapport suppiementaire (A/644) 
et ces documents sont bien connus des differentes 
delegations, puisque le premier a ete distribue 
des le 21 aollt 1948. Comme l'a rappele M. Behler, 
ce debat dure deja depuis quinze jours et chacun 
pourra voter en connaissance de cause. 

M. Castillo Najera s'eleve contre !'interpre
tation selon laquelle le Rapporteur de la Com
mission speciale et cet organisme lui-meme 
seraient des accuses. En realite, la Commission 
speciale est !'emanation de l'Assemblee generale 
et elle s'est efforcee d'etre digne de sa confiance: 
c'est maintenant a l'Assembiee generale de 
decider, en acceptant ou non les rapports de la 
Commission, si cette Commission a merite sa 
con fiance. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) considere que la 
reponse fournie par le Rapporteur de la Commis
sion speciale n'est pas satisfaisante. II presentera 
done des questions plus precises sur !'exactitude 
des faits suivants : 1) la Commission speciale 
a-t-elle interroge des citoyens grecs sur leurs 
convictions politiques ? Pourquoi ? 2) A-t-elle 
interroge des partisans prisonniers sur leurs 
effectifs et leur plan d'operation ? 3) A-t-elle 
interroge des partisans prisonniers sur les ante
cedents de leurs chefs et pourquoi ? 4) A-t-elle 
declare que l'armee democratique etait demoralisee 
et que son recrutement s'operait par la force ? 
Dans quel but a-t-elle fait cette declaration ? 
5) A-t-elle qualifie les soldats de l'armee demo
cratique de «bandits » ? Pourquoi ce terme 
offensant ? 6) A-t-elle donne lecture en seance 
publique de rapports accusant les voisins de la 
Grece, avant que ces rapports aient ete confirmes 
par des temoignages valables ? 7) A-t-elle profere 
des menaces contre les voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece, en declarant que la reconnaissance 
par eux du Gouvernement democratique consti
tuerait une menace a la paix ? Pourquoi s'est-elle 
arroge ce droit que la Charte ne donne qu'au 
seul Conseil de securite ? A-t-elle pris part aux 
operations militaires contre l'armee democratique, 
en recevant des rapports, en participant a !'ela
boration des plans d'operation, en assistant a 
ces operations et en participant, au moins en 
une occasion deja indiquee par M. Behler, a la 
direction des operations ? 8) A-t-elle pris une 
attitude politique, inamicale envers les voisins 
du nord de la Grece, comme il est indique a 
l'article 6 du projet de resolution yougoslave ? 
9) Lors du bombardement de Salonique, les 
organes de la Commission speciale ont-ils participe 
a !'instruction du proces devant la Cour martiale 
de Salonique et les conclusions de !'instruction 
ont-elles ete soumises au Gouvernement d' Athenes 
par un officier de liaison ? 10) Le 5 septembre 1948, 
un groupe d'observation n'a-t-il pas inspecte 
le terrain sur lequel 24 heures plus tard, a 
commence une provocation militaire contre 
la Yougoslavie et ce groupe ne s'est-il pas 
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Athens Government which had carried out that 
operation ? Why did the account of the prepa
ration and the provocation not appear in the 
report ? (11) Had witnesses, taken prisoner, 
been interrogated by the Athens Government 
after being deprived of food for several days, 
a fact known to the Committee since, in at least 
one case, a witness had told the Special Committee 
that he had had nothing to eat for several days ? 
(12) Why had the Committee not submitted to 
the General Assembly, or at least to the dele
gations of the countries concerned, the complete 
testimony of the witnesses? (13) Did not 
paragraph 37 of the supplementary report 
(A/6-14) of 16 September 1948 (page 6) include, 
as a reference at the foot of the page, sketches 
by the British General Saunders-Jacobs, as 
'veil as other documents which a later enquiry 
made through the agency of the French observer 
Gauthier had shown to be false ? \Vere not 
those forgeries included in the report, while 
1\Ir. Gauthier's report was not mentioned ? 
\Vas the frontier line correctly drawn in the 
sketches submitted to the General Assembly ? 
l\Ir. Bcbler asked for a reply to those questions 
from the Special Committee. 

l\fr. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexico), Rapporteur 
of the United Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans, said that the First Committee was 
aware that the questions were intended to prolong 
the debate beyond the time-limit fixed. 

All the questions could easily have been 
answered and perhaps need not have been put 
at all, if the Yugoslav Government had main
tained liaison with the Special Committee, as 
requested in resolution 109 (II), on 21 October 
1947, and if the Yugoslav Government had 
recognized the Committee. 

The piecemeal quotations made by the 
Yugoslav representative might have given rise 
to a certain amount of confusion if all the members 
of the First Committee had not been in a position 
to refer to the report of the Special Committee. 

The representative of Yugoslavia had also 
mentioned a third report, which was of later date 
than the supplementary report. At the first 
meeting of the First Committee on the Greek 
question the representative of the USSR had 
complained that the document had not been 
circulated in time and had not been translated 
into Russian. At the present time the supple
mentary documents of that report had no 
reached Paris. If, as the representative of 
Yugoslavia had stated, some of those documents 
were not mentioned in the report, it was not 
doubt because the Special Committee had not 
thought fit to include them among those on 
which conclusions were to be based. Those 
facts, however, related to a period after the 
Special Committee's Rapporteur had left Athens. 

The conclusions of the main report and of 
the supplementary report were not affected by 
any of the questions asked. Nor would they be 

trouve le lendemain a l'Etat-major des forces du 
Gouvernement d'Athenes qui ont execute cette 
operation ? Pourquoi le compte rendu de la 
preparation et de la provocation ne figure-t-il 
pas dans le rapport ? 11) Des temoins ont-ils 
ete interroges par le Gouvernement d' Athenes 
(dont ils etaient les prisonniers) apres avoir ete 
prives de nourriture pendant plusieurs jours et cela 
au su de la Commission, puisque, dans un cas 
au mains, un temoin a declare a la Commission 
speciale qu'il n'avait pas mange depuis plusieurs 
jours ? 12) Pourquoi Ia Commission n'a-t-elle 
pas Soumis a l' Assemblee generale, ou tout au 
mains aux delegations des pays mis en cause, 
les depositions completes des temoins? 13) Le 
paragraphe 37 du rapport supplementaire (A/644) 
du 16 septembre, page 6, ne comporte-t-il pas 
comme reference, au bas de Ia page, des croquis 
etablis par le general britannique Saunders
Jacobs ainsi que d'autres documents qu'une 
enquete ulterieure menee par l'entremise de 
l'observateur franc;ais Gauthier a reveles comme 
etant des faux ? Ces faux ne sont-ils pas inclus 
dans le rapport, alors que le rapport de M. Gauthier 
n'est pas cite ? Le trace de la frontiere, tel 
qu'il figure dans Ies croquis soumis a l' Assemblee 
generale, est-il exact ? M. Behler demande que 
la Commission Speciale reponde a ces questions. 

M. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexique), Rapporteur de 
la Commission spcciale des Nations Unies pour 
les Balkans, declare que la Premiere Commission 
n'ignore pas que Ie but que !'on poursuit en 
posant ces questions est de prolonger le debat 
bien au dela des delais fixes. 

Toutes les questions posees auraient aisement 
trouve une reponse et peut-etre n'eut-il pas ete 
necessaire de les soumettre si le Gouvernement 
yougoslave avait, comme le demandait la reso
lution 109 (II) du 21 octobre 1947, maintenu 
des representants de liaison en contact avec ~a 
Commission speciale et si cette derniere avmt 
ete reconnue par le Gouvernement yougoslave. 

Les citations fragmentaires qui ont ete f~ites 
par le representant de la Yougoslavie pourrment 
creer une certaine confusion si taus les membres 
de la Premiere Commission n'etaient a meme 
de se reporter au rapport de la Commission 
speciale. 0 

Le representant de la Yougoslavie a fait me?~ron 
egalement d'un troisieme rapport, posteneur 
au rapport supplementaire. A Ia premiere sea~ce 
de la Premiere Commission, relative a la question 
grecque, le representant de l'URSS s'etait plaint 
que ce document n'eut pas ete distribuoe en 
temps voulu et qu'il n'eut pas ete tradmt. en 
russe. A ce jour, Ies documents complementmre~ 
de ce rapport ne sont pas encore parvenus a 
Paris. Si, comme I'a dit le representant de Ia 
Yougoslavie, certains de ces documents ne sont 
pas mentionnes dans le rapport, c'est sans doute 
que la Commission speciale n'a pas juge bon 
d'inclure ces documents parmi ceux sur lesque!s 
des conclusions devaient etre fondees. Mars 
ces faits se rapportent a une epoque a laque~e 
le rapporteur de Ia Commission speciale avart 
deja quitte Athenes. 

0 

• 

Les conclusions du rapport prmcrpal et cel!es 
du rapport supplementaire ne sont pas le m?ms 
du monde affectees par aucune des questrons 
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affected by any of the answers which he, the 
Rapporteur, could give. But each member of 
the First Committee could form his own opinion 
on the basis of the documents submitted by the 
Special Committee. One could even accept 
only ~0 per cent of the evidence, as the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom had suggested, 
and reject the rest. But the basis of the 
conclusions had not been weakened, as the 
representative of Australia had pointed out. 
Neither the objections put forward nor the 
delays caused by certain delegations had been 
able to undermine the foundation of those 
conclusions, and the same applied to the latest 
attempt to hold up the debate, which had taken 
the form of a questionnaire. Even if the evidence 
were rejected, it was nevertheless impossible 
to challenge the observations made on the spot 
at the cost of the blood of generous and disin
terested observers. 

If the Rapporteur of the Special Committee 
had to reply to all the questions raised by the 
representative of Yugoslavia one by one, he 
would have to reconvene the Committee and ask 
it for a new mandate. The Special Committee 
had sent its Rapporteur to Paris, precisely for 
the purpose of providing information to 
supplement the two reports - the principal 
report of 30 June and the supplementary 
report of September. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) declared that the 
reply of the Rapporteur was once more entirely 
unsatisfactory. Was it not the role of the 
Rapporteur of the Special Committee, when 
sitting with the First Committee, to reply to 
questions and to dissipate the doubts of members 
of the Committee with regard to certain sections 
of the report or to the facts on which the report 
was based ? It must be explained to the 
Rapporteur that his role was not to sit with the 
First Committee and report its proceedings to 
the Special Committee later, but to explain to 
the First Committee what had taken place in 
the Special Committee. It was quite inadmissible 
that the Rapporteur of a Committee, instead of 
replying to the questions put to him, should 
comment on the motives of one of the members 
of the First Committee who had asked him 
questions. 

It was also surprrsmg that the Rapporteur 
)J.ad not spoken earlier, when various members 
of the First Committee had questioned a number 
of facts reported by the Special Committee and 
pointed out contradictions not only in the 
evidence presented but also in the observations 
made by the Special Committee. How, inci
dentally, had the observers shed their blood ? 
What enemies were they fighting ? 

It was essential that the Rapporteur of the 
Special Committee should reply to the questions 
put to him, since the Committee was dealing 
with an important problem which the United 
Nations had been considering for two years 
and which entailed the possible condemnation 
of three States. It was therefore not enough 

posees : elles ne pourraient l'etre davantage 
par les reponses que le rapporteur de Ia 
Commission Speciale pourrait etre . amene a 
faire. Mais chacun des membres de la Premiere 
Commission peut se faire lui-meme son opinion 
sur la documentation soumise par Ia Commission 
speciale. L'on peut meme ne retenir que 70 
pour 100 des temoignages, selon la possibilite 
qu'a envisagee le representant du Royaume-Uni, 
et ecarter le reste. Mais le fond meme des 
conclusions n'a pas ete atteint, comme l'a dit 
le representant de I' Australie : .li les objections 
presentees, ni les retards causis par certaines 
delegations n'ont pu saper ala base ces conclusions 
et il en est de meme de la derniere tentative 
faite pour retarder le debat, qui a pris la forme 
d'un interrogatoire. Et meme si l'on rejetait 
les temoignages, l'on ne saurait en aucune fat;on 
contester les observations faites sur place, au 
prix du sang d'observateurs genereux et desin
teresses. 

Si le Rapporteur de la Commission speciale 
devait repondre a toutes les questions soumises 
par le representant de Ia Yougoslavie, une par 
une, il lui faudrait reunir la Commission et 
solliciter un nouveau mandat. En effet, si la 
Commission speciale a envoye son Rapporteur 
a Paris, c'etait afin de fournir des indications 
complementaires sur les deux rapports, rapport 
principal du 30 juin et rapport supplementaire 
de septembre. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que, une fois 
de plus, la reponse du Rapporteur n'est nullement 
satisfaisante. La tache du Rapporteur de la 
Commission speciale, lorsque celui-ci siege avec 
la Premiere Commission, n'est-elle pas de repondre 
aux questions ou de dissiper les doutes des 
membres de la Commission relativ'ement a 
certaines parties du rapport ou aux ·faits sur 
lesquels le rapport est fonde ? Il faut done 
expliquer au Rapporteur de la Commission 
speciale que son role est non pas de sieger ici 
et de faire ulterieurement rapport ala Commission 
speciale sur les debats au sein de la Premiere 
Commission, mais d'exposer a cette derniere 
ce qui s'est passe au sein de la Commission 
speciale. Il est, d'autre part, absolument inadmis
sible que le Rapporteur d'une Commission, au 
lieu de repondre aux questions qu'on lui pose, 
presente des commentaires sur les motifs d'un 
des membres de la Premiere Commission qui 
lui a pose des questions. 

Il est d'ailleurs surprenant que le Rapporteur 
n'ait pas pris la parole plus tot, lorsque differents 
membres de la Premiere Commission mettaient 
en question certains faits rapportes par Ia 
Commission speciale et relevaient des contra
dictions, non seulement dans les temoignages, 
mais meme dans les observations faites par la 
Commission speciale ? Quel est d'autre part 
ce sang repandu par les observateurs ? Quels 
ennemis combattaient-ils done ? 

Le Rapporteur de Ia Commission speciale 
doit repondre aux questions qu'on lui pose, car 
il s'agit d'un probleme important dont ]'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, traite depuis deux ans, 
et d'une condamnation possible de trois :Etats. 
II ne suffit done pas de conseiller aux membres 
de la Premiere Commission de se reporter aux 
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to refer members of the First Committee to the 
reports, since they had studied those documents 
and had even consulted the many volumes of 
documents relating to the reports. It was 
precisely therein that they had discovered 
contradictions. Nor was it only the delegations 
hostile to the four-Power draft resolution who 
felt certain doubts ; those doubts were even 
shared by the United Kingdom representative. 

As the Chairman would doubtless request the 
Rapporteur of the Special Committee to reply to 
the questions he had been asked, the Polish repre
sentative wished to put two supplementary 
questions with reference to the neutrality of the 
Special Committee: (1) could the Rapporteur 
explain the visit by the Queen of Greece to observ
ation groups and the conversations which took 
place on that occasion ? (2) Could the Rapporteur 
state whether it was true that the Special Com
mittee had sent a telegram of congratulations to 
the Queen of Greece on a certain anniversary, also 
thanking her for the hospitality enjoyed by the 
Special Committee in Greece ? 

The representative of Poland moreover sup
ported the representative of Yugoslavia, who was 
entitled to receive a reply to the questions he had 
asked. It was impossible to take a vote on the 
recommendations of the Special Committee until 
those points had been elucidated. 

Mr. BELT (Cuba), speaking on a point of order, 
asked the Chairman for a ruling on the relevance 
of the questions put by the representative of 
Yugoslavia, or, if he did not consider that his 
responsibility, to allow the First Committee to 
decide the question. 

}ir. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) stated that, like the 
representative of Poland, he regarded the reply 
given by the Rapporteur as entirely unsatis
factory. Mr. Castillo Najera had in fact spoken 
as if he were the representative of a country and 
not the Rapporteur of the Special Committee. 
When, however, the United States delegation 
requested Mr. Castillo Najera's presence during 
the First Committee's discussion, was it not in 
order that he should assist the Committee in 
elucidating the Greek question in his capacity of 
representative of the Special Committee, which 
had been studying that question for a year ? 
The conclusion to be drawn from the Rapporteur's 
attitude was either that a reply would embarrass 
him or that he was badly prepared. 

How could the Rapporteur have stated that, 
even if all the evidence had been rejected, the 
conclusions reached by the Special Committee 
would remain valid ? Would the desire to 
accuse Greece's northern neighbours constitute a 
sufficient basis for the conclusions reached by the 
Special Committee ? The Rapporteur, it was 
true, had said that the direct observations would 
in any case remain, but in that respect the 
Yugoslav delegation wished also to submit the 
following questions. How was it that as a result 
of direct observation of a dusty path the Special 
Committee had been able to draw conclusions as 
to the activities of the Bulgarian frontier guards ? 

rapports, car ils ont etudie ces documents et se 
sont meme reportes aux nombreux volumes de 
documents relatifs a ces rapports. C'est Ia 
precisement qu'ils ont releve des contradictions. 
Et ce ne sont pas seulement Ies delegations 
hostiles au projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances qui eprouvent certains doutes : le 
representant du Royaume-Uni lui-meme partage 
ces doutes. 

Puisque le President va sans aucun doute 
demander au Rapporteur de la Commission 
Speciale de repondre aux questions qui lui ont 
ete posees, le representant de Ia Pologne desire 
soumettre deux questions supplementaires rela
tives a !'attitude de neutralite de la Commis
sion : 1) le Rapporteur pourrait-il expliquer Ia 
visite de Ia Heine de Grece aux groupes 
d'observation et les conversations qui ont eu lieu 
a cette occasion ? 2) le Rapporteur pourrait-il 
indiquer s'il est vrai que la Commission speciale 
a envoye un telegramme de felicitations a Ia 
Reine de Grece a !'occasion d'un anniversaire, 
accompagne de remerciements pour l'hospitalite 
dont Ia Commission speciale beneficie en Grece ? 

Le representant de la Pologne appuie, en 
outre, le representant de Ia Yougoslavie qui est 
en droit d'obtenir une reponse aux questions 
qu'il a posees. Un vote ne saurait intervenir 
sur les recommandations de Ia Commission 
spcciale avant que ces differents points aient 
ete eclaircis. 

M. BELT (Cuba), sur un point d'ordre, demande 
au President de se prononcer sur la pertinence 
des questions posees par le representant de Ia 
Yougoslavie, ou bien, s'il considere que ce n'est 
pas a lui de le faire, de laisser a la Premiere 
Commission le soin de se prononcer sur cette 
question. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare que, comme 
le representant de la Pologne, il considere que 
la reponse faite par le Rapporteur de Ia 
Commission speciale n'est nuHement satisfaisante. 
En effet, M. Castillo Najera s'est exprime comme 
s'il agissait en tant que representant d'un. p~ys 
et non en tant que Rapporteur de la CommisSI?n 
speciale. Or, lorsque Ia delegation des Etats-U.ms, 
notamment, a demande que M. Castillo NaJera 
assistat aux debats de la Premiere Commission, 
n'etait-ce pas pour qu'il aidat celle-ci a elucider 
la question grecque en tant que representant 
de la Commission Speciale qui l'a etudiee pe~dant 
une annee entiere ? Il faut conclure de !'attitude 
du Rapporteur qu'il est embarrasse pour n~pondre, 
ou bien qu'il est mal prepare. . 

Comment d'autre part, le Rapporteur a-t-1! 
pu dire q~e, meme si toutes les depos~ti?ns 
etaient rejetees, les conclusions de Ia Comm1ss~o.n 
speciale demeureraient valables ? Le d~s1r 
d'accuser les voisins septentrionaux de la Grece 
constituerait-il une base suffisante pour Ies 
conclusions de Ia Commission speciale ? Le 
Rapporteur a declare, il est vra~, qu'il sub~ist~rait 
en tout cas les observations d1rectes maJs, a ce 
propos, la delegation de Ia Yo.ugoslavi.e desire 
presenter egalement les questiOns smvantes : 
Comment Ia Commission speciale a-t-eHe ~u, 
a la suite de !'observation directe d'un sentier 
poussiereux, conclure a l'activite de gardes-



How was it that by seeing bits of chocolate paper 
and other small objects of a non-military nature 
the Special Committee had come to the conclusion 
that assistance had been given to the guerrillas 
by Greece's northern neighbours ? Another 
qu~stion : why had the chief of a working group, 
Umted States Colonel Miller, instructed the 
observers to base their reports not on the facts 
but on their feelings ? 

If the Special Committee or its representative 
were prevented from replying not owing to 
embarrassment but rather to insufficient prepa
ration or lack of time, the Yugoslav delegation 
proposed that the First Committee should invite 
the Rapporteur of the Special Committee to reply 
in the course of the next day's meeting to the 
questions put to him by the representatives of 
Yugoslavia and Poland. 

The CHAIRMAN wished to reply to the question 
asked by the Cuban representative. He consid
ered that the questions asked were an attempt to 
reopen the general discussion. Why in fact had 
the 15 questions been asked when discussion had 
already been opened on an amendment ? It was 
undoubtedly advisable to allow those who consid
ered themselves as defendants to bring to their 
support all the data they needed, but the proce
dure which certain delegations were trying to 
impose on the First Committee was really an 
abuse. 

Furthermore, the President considered that the 
Rapporteur of the Special Committee had replied 
to those questions as he had considered it his 
duty to do and that no one was qualified to pass 
judgment on the manner in which he had carried 
out his duties. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) noted that the Chairman had stated that 
the Rapporteur had given the replies which he had 
considered appropriate. But the Rapporteur of 
the Special Committee had associated himself 
with the statement of the representative of the 
United Kingdom to the effect that 70 per cent of 
the evidence submitted by the Committee was not 
worthy of credence. Yet the First Committee 
was being asked to adopt the recommendations of 
the Special Committee which, according to the 
Rapporteur of that body itself, were based on 
facts which were doubtful to the extent of 70 per 
cent. The truth was that, if the Rapporteur of 
the Special Committee had subscribed earlier to 
the declarations of the United Kingdom repre
sentative, the discussion might have taken a 
different turn. 

The USSR delegation considered furthermore 
that any Member represented on the First Com
mittee should have the right to put questions to 
the Rapporteur of the Special Committee, who 
was present in the First Committee precisely for 
the purpose of replying to questions put to him. 
In particular, the representative of a State which 
was accused of threatening the territorial integ
rity and !political independence of a neighbouring 
country should have the right to ask suitable 
questions of the Rapporteur of the Committee 
which had formulated those accusations. If that 
were not the case, the Committee would be playing 

frontieres bulgares ? Comment la Commission 
Speciale a-t-elle pu, au VU de papiers a chocolat 
et autres menus objets, de nature non militaire, 
conclure a une aide apportee aux partisans 
par les voisins du nord de la Grece ? Autre 
question : pourquoi le chef d'un groupe de 
travail, le colonel americain Miller, a-t-il donne 
comme instructions aux observateurs de fonder 
leur rapport non sur les faits mais sur leur 
sentiment? 

Pour le cas ou ce ne serait pas quelque embarras 
eprouve par la Commission speciale ou par son 
representant qui l'empecherait de repondre, 
mais bien une preparation insuffisante, ou le 
manque de temps, la delegation de la Y ougoslavie 
propose que la Premiere Commission invite le 
Rapporteur de la Commission Speciale a repondre 
au cours de la seance du lendemain aux questions 
qui lui ont ete posees par les representants de 
Ia Yougoslavie et de la Pologne. 

Le PRJ:i:SIDENT desire repondre a la question 
posee par le representant de Cuba. II considere 
que les questions qui lui ont ete posees constituent 
une tentative pour rouvrir la discussion generale. 
Pourquoi, en effet, a-t-on attendu le debat sur 
un amendement pour presenter ces quinze 
questions ? Sans doute est-il souhaitable de 
permettre a ceux qui se considerent comme 
des accuses d'apporter toutes les precisions 
qu'ils desirent, mais la procedure que l'on 
s'efforce d'imposer a la Premiere Commission 
est veritablement abusive. 

D'autre part, le President considere que le 
Rapporteur de la Commission Speciale a repondu 
a ces questions comme il a cru devoir le faire et 
que nul n'est qualifie pour apprecier Ia favon 
dont il s'est acquitte de sa tache. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) constate que le President a declare 
que le rapporteur avait apporte les reponses 
qu'il jugeait appropriees. Mais le Rapporteur 
de la Commission speciale s'est assode a la 
declaration du representant du Royaume-Uni 
selon laquelle 70 pour 100 des temoignages 
presentes par la Commission n'etaient pas dignes 
de foi. Or, I' on demande ala Premiere Commission 
d'adopter les recommandations de la Commission 
speciale qui, selon le Rapporteur de cet orga
nisme lui-meme, reposent sur des faits douteux 
dans une proportion de 70 pour 100. En verite, 
si le Rapporteur de Ia Commission speciale 
avait souscrit plus tot aux declarations du 
representant du Royaume-Uni, les debats 
auraient pu prendre une tournure differente. 

La delegation de l'URSS considere, d'autre 
part, que n'importe quel Membre represente 
au sein de la Premiere Commission doit avoir 
le droit de poser des questions au Rapporteur 
de la Commission speciale dont Ia presence au 
sein de la Premiere Commission s'explique 
precisement par cette tache de repondre aux 
questions qui lui sont posees. En particulier, 
le representant d'un Etat qui est accuse de 
menacer I'integrite territoriale et l'independance 
politique d'un pays voisin doit avoir le droit 
de poser toutes questions opportunes au 
Rapporteur de Ia Commission qui formule ces 
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into the hands of countries making similar 
accusations which would result in a typical case 
of " mechanical voting ". For the accused would 
not only not have the right to justify himself, but 
would not even be able to ask questions of his 
accuser. 

The representative of Yugoslavia could not 
therefore be deprived of his legitimate rights and 
the Rapporteur of the Specinl Committee should 
reply to questions put to him by any member of 
the Committee whatsoever. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that, in fact, the question 
was " ·hether th ·.~ First Committee considered the 
Rapporteur 's replies satisfactory. The repre
sentative of Yugoslavia requested that twenty
four hours should be given to the Rapporteur of 
the Special Committee in order that he might 
reply difTerently. The Chairman therefore pro
posed to put that motion to the vote. If it was 
rejected, the vote would mean that the Rappor
teur's replies had been considered satisfactory. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that if the 
Chairman's statement that no one had the right 
to judge whether the replies of the Rapporteur 
were satisfactory were to be accepted, the con
clusion would have to be drawn thnt a tribunal 
could not ask whether a witness had replied cor
rectly or incorrectly to a question. 

In fact the Rapporteur of the Special Committee 
had been satisfied with making general observ
ations on the report and he had declared that the 
conclusions would hold good even if all the wit
nesses could be challenged. BtJt he had not 
replied to the questions. That was what the 
Chairman of the First Committee should have 
noted first. 

In the second place, there had already been an 
instance where the decision as to whether a 
question should be asked or not had not been put 
to the vote. That was the case of the children 
allegedly removed by force from Greece. That 
procedure was furthermore in conformity with 
the attitude previously adopted by the First 
Committee which implied that the Rapporteur 
was there to reply to the questions of the various 
delegations. 

It was not for the Committee to decide whether 
the questions put to the Rapporteur by the Yugo
slav representative were pertinent or not. No
where in the rules of procedure was there mention 
of the necessity for taking a vote on that point. 

The Rapporteur of the Special Committee should 
reply to the questions put to him and note should 
be taken of the fact that the delegation which had 
asked those questions had agreed to defer the 
answers for 24 hours. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that the representative 
of Yugoslavia was not satisfied with the replies he 
had received and had asked that 24 hours should 
be granted to the Rapporteur of the Special Com
mittee in which to submit new replies. 

The Chairman put. to the vote the proposal of 
he Yugoslav representative granting the Rap-

accusations. S'il n'en etait pas ainsi, l'on ferait 
lc jeu des pays qui formulent de semblable3 
accusations et il s'agirait d'un cas typique de 
<< vote mecanique >> . En effet, non seulement 
!'accuse n'aurait pas Ia faculte de se justifier, 
mais il ne pourrait pas meme poser des question& 
a son accusateur. 

Le representant de Ia Yougoslavie ne doit 
done pas etre prive de ses droits legitimes et le 
rapporteur de la Commission speciale doit 
repondre aux questions posees par n'importe 
lequel des membres de la Commission. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que, en somme, il 
s'agit de savoir si la Premiere Commission 
considere les reponses du Rapporteur comme 
satisfaisantes. Or, le representant de la Yougo
lavie demande qu'un delai de vingt-quatre 
heures soit apporte au Rapporteur de la 
Commission speciale pour qu'il puisse n\pondre 
autrement. Le President propose done de mettre 
cette motion aux voix. Si elle est rejetee, ce vote 
signifiera que le rapporteur a repondu d'une 
maniere satisfaisante. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare que, a s'en 
tenir a la declaration du President selon laquelle 
personne n'avait a juger si les reponses du 
Rapporteur etaient satisfaisantes, il faudrait 
conclure qu'un tribunal ne peut pas se demander 
si un temoin a bien ou mal repondu a . une 
question. 

En fait, le Rap:eorteur de la Commission 
speciale s'est contente d'observations generales 
sur Ia valeur du rapport et il a declare que les 
conclusions en seraient valables, meme si tous 
les temoins pouvaient etre recuses. Mais il n'a 
nullement repondu aux questions. C'est ce q~e 
le President de la Premiere Commission aurmt 
du tout d'abord constater. 

En deuxieme lieu, il y a deja eu un cas o.u 
I'on n'a pas mis aux voix la question de savmr 
si une question serait posee ou non. II s'agissait 
des enfants soi-disant emmenes de force de Grece. 
Cette maniere d'agir est d'ailleurs conforme 
a Ia decision anterieure de la Premiere Commission, 
qui implique que le Rapporteur est Ia pour 
repondre aux questions des differentes delegatiOnS. 

Il n'appartient pas a la Commission d~ se 
prononcer sur la question de sa voir si les questwns 
posees par la Yougoslavie sont ou non pertinentes. 
Nulle part le reglement interieur ne fait mention 
de la necessite d'un vote sur ce point. 

Le Rapporteur de la Commission speci~l~ 
doit repondre aux questions qui lui ont ete 
posces et bonne note doit etre prise du fait que 
la delegation qui a pose les questions accept~ 
qu'un delai de vingt-quatre heures soit accorde 
pour la reponse. 

Le PRESIDENT constate que le representant 
de la Yougoslavie n'est pas satisfait des repo~ses 
qu'il a reyues et qu'il demande qu'un dela1 de 
24 heures soit accorde au Rapporteur de la 
Commission speciale pour apporter de nouvelles 
reponses. . . 

Le President met aux voix la propos1t1on 
du representant de la Yougoslavie tendant a 
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porteur of the Special Committee 24 hours in 
which to submit his replies. 

At the request of the representative of Yugoslavia, 
the vote was taken by roll-call, as follows : 

Uruguay, having been draw by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrain
ian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics. 

Against: Uruguay, Argentina, Belgium, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States of America. 

Abstaining: Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Australia, Ecuador, Salvador, India. 

The proposal of the Yugoslav representative was 
rejected by 40 voles to 6, with 7 abstentions. 

Mr. KA Tz-SucHY (Poland) asked whether the 
vote just taken meant that the First Committee 
had refused to give to the Rapporteur of the 
Special Committee 24 hours in which to reply to 
the questions, and that he should therefore reply 
immediately. If that were so, the Polish dele
gation would have a further question to put to the 
Rapporteur. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that, when he had put 
the Yugoslav proposal to the vote, he had explain
ed that, if it was rejected, the vote would mean 
that the First Committee considered the replies 
given by the Rapporteur of the Special Committee 
satisfactory. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) declared that a third 
interpretation of the Committee's vote was 
possible : perhaps the Committee considered that 
the time-limit of 24 hours was too short. The 
Yugoslav delegation proposed that the Rapporteur 
should be given 48 hours. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the request for a 
48-hour postponement might be followed by 
one for a 72-hour postponement and so on. In 
pursuance of the powers conferred on him by the 
rules of procedure, he would not put the Yugoslav 
representative's proposal to the vote. 

:\1r. BEELER (Yugoslavia) requested that the 
First Committee should be asked to vote by roll
call on the Chairman's decision. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the question of 
whether the Committee approved or not the 
Chairman's decision not to put to the vote the 
proposal submitted by the Yugoslav represen
tative tl1at 48 hours should be granted to the 
Rapporteur of the Special Committee to reply 
to the questions put to him. 

accorder au Rapporteur de la Commission 
speciale un delai de 24 heures pour repondrc 
autrement. 

Sur la demande du representant de la Yougoslavie, 
il est procede au vole par appel nominal. 

L'appel nominal commence par l'Uruguay, 
doni le nom est tire au sort par le President, 

Volent pour: Yougoslavie, Republique 'socia
liste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Pologne, Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovictiques. 

Volent confre: Uruguay, Argentine, Belgique, 
Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
Egypte, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Ha'iti, Honduras, 
Islande, Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, 
Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peron, 
Philippines, Arabie Saoudite, Suede, Turquie, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis 
d' Amerique. 

S' abstiennent : Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Australie, Equateur, Salvador, Inde. 

La proposition du representant de la Yougoslavie 
est rejetee par 40 voix confre 6, avec 7 abstentions. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) demande si le vote 
qui vient d'intervenir signifie que la Premiere 
Commission a refuse de donner au Rapporteur 
de la Commission specialc un delai de 24 heures 
pour repondre aux questions et qu'il devra done 
repondre immediatement. S'il en etait ainsi, 
la delegation de la Pologne aurait une question 
supplementaire a poser au Rapporteur. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que, lorsqu'il a decide 
de mettre aux voix la proposition de la dele
gation de la Yougoslavie, il a indique que, si 
elle etait rejetee, cela signifierait que la Premiere 
Commission considerait comme satisfaisante la 
reponse donnee par le Rapporteur de la 
Commission speciale. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'une 
troisieme interpretation du vote de la Commission 
est possible : peut-etre celle-ci considere-t-elle 
que le delai de 24 heures est trop court. La 
delegation de Ia Yougoslavie propose qu'un 
delai de 48 heures soit accorcte au Rapporteur. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'apres le delai de 
48 heures, un delai de 72 heures pourrait ensuite 
etre suggere, et ainsi de Sllite. Conformcment 
aux pouvoirs qui lui sont conferes par le 
reglement interieur, il ne mettra pas aux voix 
la proposition faite par le representant de la 
Yougoslavie. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) demande que la 
Premiere Commission soit appelee a se prononcer, 
par appel nominal, sur la decision du President. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la question de 
savoir si la Commission approuve ou non la 
decision du President de ne pas mettre aux voix 
la proposition du representant de la Yougoslavie 
tendant a accorder un delai de 48 heures au 
Rapporteur de la Commission speciale afin qu'il 
reponde aux questions qui lui ont ete posccs. 
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The vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
Iran, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 

voted first. 
In favour: Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, 

Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, 
Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
~etherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
South Africll, United Kingdom, United States of 
America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen. 

Against: Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socilllist Republic, Yugoslavia. 

Abstaining: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The Chairman's decision was approved by 48 voles 
to 4, with 2 abstentions. 

~Ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland) pointed out that his 
delegation had also asked two questions to which 
he desired to add a third. Had arms or munitions, 
which could be said to originate from one of 
Greece's northern neighbours, been found on 
partisans, apart from the so-called GJ 111 mines 
which the report stated were of Yugoslav origin, 
although thooe two letters did not appear in the 
Yugoslav alphabet, and that method for identi
fication of mines was unknown in the Yugoslav 
army? 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated that with the 
assistance of the Chairman, the principal ·:witness 
against Yugoslavia had evaded a reply to the 
questions which had been put to him. 

Mr. LAw'FORD (United Kingdom) asked the 
Polish representative why he had not put those 
questions before the voting had started on the 
various draft resolutions. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that he had 
already pointed out that the Special Committee 
had never been able to identify arms or munitions 
used by the Greek partisans as coming from 
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria or Albania, but that in his 
statement the Rapporteur had not thought fit to 
take that question into consideration any more 
than other weak points in the report. With 
regard to the other two questions, he had only 
heard about the telegram to the Queen of Greece 
that same morning and about the visit of the 
Queen of Greece on 6 November. 

Mr. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexico), Rapporteur of 
the Special Committee, stated that the Queen of 
Greece had never paid a visit to a group of observ
ers. The Queen had visited the region where the 
battle of Konitza was taking place. But there 
had been no official visit. 

With regard to the second question, the Special 
Committee had never considered itself as accred
ited to the Greek Government. It had not, 
therefore, been called upon to send a telegram on 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par l' Iran, doni le nom est 

tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, 

Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chili, Chine, 
Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, Republique Domi
nicaine, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, 
France, Grece, Hai:ti, Honduras, Islande, Inde, 
Iran, lrak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Philippines, 
Arabie saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Ame
rique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen. 

Volent contre: Tchecoslovaquie, Pologne, 
Rcpublique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, 
Yougoslavie. 

S' abstiennent : Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie, Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques. 

La decision du President est approuvee par 
48 voix contre 4, avec 2 abstentions. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) rappelle que sa 
delegation a egalement pose deux questions 
auxquelles elle desire en joindre une troisieme: 
a-t-on trouve sur des partisans des armes ou 
des munitions dont on puisse declarer qu'elles 
provenaient de l'un des voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece, en dehors de ce que l'on a appele les 
mines GJ 111, dont le rapport a dec1are qu'elles 
etaient yougoslaves, bien que ces deux lcttres 
ne figurent pas dans !'alphabet yougoslave, 
et que cette methode d'identification des mines 
soit inconnue dans l'armee yougoslave. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare que, avec 
l'aide du President, le temoin capital contre 
la Yougoslavie a evite de repondre aux questions 
qui lui etaient posees. 

M. LAWFORD (Royaume-Uni) demande au 
representant de Ia Pologne pourquoi il n'a pas 
pose ces questions avant qu'eut commence le 
vote sur les difierents projets de resolution. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) rappelle qu'il avait 
deja signalc que jamais la Commission speciale 
n'avait pu identifier des armes ou des munitions 
utilisees par les partisans grecs comme provenant 
de la Yougoslavie, de Ia Bulgarie ou de l'Albanie, 
mais que le Rapporteur n'avait pas cru, lors 
de son intervention, devoir prendre en consi
deration cette question, pas plus que certains 
autres points faibles du rapport. Quant aux deux 
autres questions, il n'a entendu parler du tele
gramme a la Reine de Grece que le matin meme 
et de la visite de la Reine de Grece que le 
6 novembre. 

M. CASTILLO NAJERA (Mexique),'Rapporteur de 
la Commission speciale, declare que la Reine de 
Grece n'a jamais rendu de visite a un groupe 
d'observation. La Reine de Grece a visite Ia 
region oil se Iivrait la bataille de Konitza. Mais 
ii n'y a eu ~ucune visite officielle. . . 

Quant a la seconde question, la CommiSSIOn 
speciale ne s'est jamais consideree comme etant 
accreditee aupres du Gouvernemen~ . grec. Ell~ 
n'a done pas eu a envoyer de telegramme a 
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the occasion of the Queen's anniversary. Nothing 
of the kind had happened. · 

\Vith regard to the third question, the report 
made no mention of arms manufactured in the 
territory of one of Greece's northern neighbours 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) stated that the 
Special Committee was certainly not accredited 
to the Greek Government, and that therefore there 
had been no need to send such a telegram. The 
telegram had, however, undoubtedly been sent. 

The Polish delegation therefore requested the 
C~airman of the First Committee to get in touch 
With the Secretary-General with a view to ascer
taining whether there was any record in the 
Special Committee's files of a telegram having 
been sent to the Queen of Greece on the occasion 
of an anniversary. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the matter would be 
looked into. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) referred to the fact 
that the Chairman and the United Kingdom repre
sentative had several times asked why the 
Yugoslav delegation was putting questions to the 
Rapporteur of the Special Committee when the 
Yote on the various draft resolutions had already 
begun. The Yugoslav delegation had made 
accusations against the Special Committee on 
three occasions : in its first intervention on the 
second day of the discussion, in a second speech 
about ten days previously, and a third time four 
days before. A certain number of delegations had 
expected that a feeling of honour would prompt 
the Rapporteur to justify the conduct of the 
Special Committee on the following points : the 
\vay in which the investigation had been con
ducted, the choice of witnesses, the selection of 
testimony to be retained, the methods of observ
ation, the activities of the observation groups. 
Yet the First Committee was to vote that day 
upon a draft resolution based on the Special 
Committee's report, without the chief witness 
against Yugoslavia having made any attempt to 
justify itself, despite the fact that the Special 
Committee had had a whole year in which to 
study the Greek question and all the necessary 
time to examine the accusations made against it. 
That was most unfortunate for the authority of 
the United Nations. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 4 of 
the draft resolution of China, France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States (AfC.l/352). 

At the request of Yugoslavia, the vote was taken 
by roll-call, as follows : 

Burma,:having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 
voted first. 

In favour: Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Siam, 
Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, 

!'occasion d'un anniversaire de la Reine. Rien 
de semblable n'a eu lieu. 

Quant a la troisieme question, le rapport 
ne fait aucune mention d'armes manufacturees 
sur le territoire d'un des voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare qu'effec
tivement la Commission speciale n'etait pas 
accreditee aupres du Gouvernement grec et 
qu'en consequence il ne lui appartenait pas 
d'envoyer semblable telegramme. Toutefois le 
telegramme a effectivement ete envoye. 

La delegation de la Pologne demande done 
au President de la Premiere Commission d'entrer 
en rapport avec le Secretaire general afin 
d'etablir s'il y a effectivement trace dans les 
archives de la Commission speciale d'un tele
gramme envoye a la Reine de Grece a !'occasion 
d'un anniversaire. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que des recherches 
seront effectuees sur ce point. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) rappelle que le 
President et le representant du Royaume-Uni 
ont demande a plusieurs reprises pourquoi la 
delegation de la Yougoslavie posait maintenant 
des questions au Rapporteur de la Commission 
speciale alors que le vote sur les differents projets 
de resolution etait deja commence. La delegation 
de la Yougoslavie a accuse la Commission 
Speciale a trois reprises, dans une premiere 
intervention, le second jour des debats, dans 
un deuxieme discours il y a environ dix jours, 
et enfin une troisieme fois, il y a quatre jours. 
Un certain nombre de delegations s'attendaient 
a ce que le sentiment de l'honneur poussat le 
Rapporteur a tenter de justifier la Commission 
speciale sur les points suivants : conduite de 
l'enquete, choix des temoins, choix des depo
sitions a retenir, methodes d'observation, 
activite des groupes d'observation. Or, 
aujourd'hui la Premiere Commission vote 
sur un projet de resolution qui se fonde sur le 
rapport de la Commission speciale sans que le 
temoin capital contre la Yougoslavie ait tente 
de se justifier des accusations portees, et ce, 
bien que la Commission speciale ait eu toute 
une annee p'our etudier lc probleme grec et tout 
Ie temps necessaire pour examiner les accusations 
portees contre elle. Ceci est fort regrettable pour 
l'autorite de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 4 
du projet de resolution commun de la Chine, 
des :Etats-Unis, de la France et du Royaume-Uni 
(A/C.l/352). 

A la demande de la Yougoslavie il est procede 
au vote par appel nomi~al. 

L' appel commence par la Birmanie, doni le 
nom est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour : Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, 
Grece, Hai:ti, Honduras, Islande, Inde, Iran, 
Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peron, Philippines, 
Siam, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
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United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argen
tina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil. 

The following countries did not participate in 
the voting : Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Yugoslavia. 

Paragraph 4 was adopted by 48 votes. 

Consideration of paragraph 5 and of the amend
ment of El Salvador (SJC.l/357) 

Mr. CAsTRo (El Salvador) explained that his 
amendment, which suggested that a formal 
warning should be sent to Greece's three northern 
neighbours, was basically only a restatement of a 
recommendation made by the Special Committee. 
The Special Committee had made that recommend
ation because the three countries to the north of 
Greece had not complied ·with the General 
Assembly resolution 109 (II) of the previous year. 
There was no point, therefore, in repeating the 
terms of the resolution ; the new resolution must 
go further and warn the three States not to 
continue helping the Greek guerrillas. 

Nevertheless, the delegation of El Salvador 
would favour any conciliatory proposal if conci
liation were possible. It had supported the 
Australian resolution (AJC.1 /362) and had voted 
in favour of that resolution being granted priority. 
Mr. Castro recalled that since the Special Com
mittee had been delegated by the General 
Assembly to conduct an investigation in the 
Balkans, the First Committee was bound to accept 
its conclusions, which were all the more important 
because the Committee had been faced with great 
difficulties owing to the lack of co-operation on the 
part of Greece's three northern neighbours. 

It had been said that the El Salvador amend
ment could not be accepted because the General 
Assembly had not the right to do more than make 
recommendations. The powers of the Assembly 
were much broader than that, as was proved, for 
example, by the fact that it could set up com
mittees of investigation. The General Assembly 
was in fact competent to deal with questions of 
every kind, so long as no coercive measures were 
entailed. 

Finally, ithe terms of paragraph 3 of the 
four-Power draft resolution went beyond those of 
the El Salvador amendment to paragraph 5. If 
that amendment were adopted, it would in reality 
form a kind of preamble or legal basis for 
paragraph 6. 

The only reason for the amendment mentioning 
Yugoslavia before Albania and Bulgaria was that 
Yugoslavia was a Member of the United Nations. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) drew attention to the contradictory 
nature of the El Salvador representative's remarks. 
He had made every effort to prove that his amend
ment was based on a desire for conciliation, 

Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, 
Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil. 

Declarent ne pas participer au vote : Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, ,Tcheco
slovaquie, Pologne, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Y ougoslavie. 

Le paragraphe 4 est adopte par 48 voix. 

Ex amen du paragraphe 5 et de l' amendement 
du Salvador ( AjC.l/357). 

1\L CAsmo (Salvador) explique que son 
amendement visant a adresser un avertissement 
formel aux trois pays voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece ne fait, au fond, que reprendre une 
recommandation formulee par la Commission 
speciale. La raison pour laquelle la Commission 
speciale avait formule cette recommandation 
est que les trois voisins septentrionaux de la 
Grece n'ont pas applique la resolution 109 (II) 
de l' Assemblee generale de l'annee derniere. 
En consequence, il ne convient pas de repeter 
les termes de cette resolution, mais d'aller plus 
loin en avertissant ces trois Etats de ne pas 
continuer a aider les partisans grecs. 

Cela n'empeche pas la delegation du Salvador 
d'etre favorable a toute proposition de conci
liation lorsque cette conciliation est possible. 
D'ailleurs, elle avait appuyc la resolution austra
lienne (A/61/362) et avait vote pour que cette 
resolution ait priorite. L'orateur rappelle que 
la Commission speciale ayant rec;u une delegation 
de pouvoir de la part de l'Assemblee pour 
enqueter dans les Balkans, la Premiere Com
mission ne peut qu'accepter les conclusions 
formulees par elle, conclusions d'autant plus 
importantes que la Commission a dfr faire face 
a de grandes difficultes du fait de la non-coope
ration avec elle des trois Etats situes au nord 
de la Grece. 

On a pretendu que l'amendement du Salvador 
ne pourrait etre accepte parce que I' AssemblE~e 
generale n'a le droit que de faire des reco~
mandations. Le representant du Salvador fait 
remarquer que l'Assemblee a des droits plus 
etendus que celui de faire des recommandations et 
cite, a titre d'exemple, son pouvoir de creer des 
commissions d'enquete. Les questions de ~out 
genre, a !'exception de celles qui pourrment 
entrainer des mesures de coercition, sont de la 
competence de I' Assemblee generale. 

Enfin, les termes du paragraphe 3 du projet 
de resolution des quatre Puissances vont eux
memes plus loin que ceux de l'amendement 
du Salvador au paragraphe 5. Si cet amendement 
etait adopte, il constituerait en realite une sorte 
de preambule ou de base juridique au para-
graphe 6. . 

L' amen dement tendant a citer la Y ougoslav1e 
avant l' Albanie et la Bulgarie a pour unique 
raison que la Yougoslavie est Membre de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovi~tigue 
de Bielorussie) fait remarquer la contrad1ctw~ 
des paroles du representant du Salvador qm 
s'est efforce de prouver que son amendement 
etait inspire par un desir de conciliation, alors 
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whereas in form it only strengthened paragraph 5 
of the four-Power draft resolution. 

As far as substance was concerned, neither 
paragraph 5 nor the El Salvador amendment 
reflected the true facts, for no proof of the assist
ance given by the three States had been estasb
lished, either by the Special Committee or by its 
Rapporteur. In fact, had the latter not stated 
that the Special Committee had been unable to 
establish the fact that the arms used by the 
guerrillas had been manufactured in Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia ? What basis was 
there, then, for paragraph 5 ? How could it be 
said that Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia were 
endangering peace in the Balkans, when it was 
known that the United Kingdom maintained 
troops in Greece and that the United States had 
armed 166 battalions of the Greek Army ? 

Quoting the various paragraphs of Article 1 of 
the United Nations Charter, Mr. Kiselev found 
that the provisions of paragraph 5 of the resolution 
were contrary to each of those paragraphs. He 
therefore asked that paragraph 5 which was not in 
keeping with the true facts, should be deleted from 
the resolution. Those who voted in favour of that 
paragraph would only be increasing the difficulties 
in the Balkans and would thus hinder the estab
lishment of an understanding between the Balkan 
States on a basis of equality.· 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) expressed his regret that the majority 
of the Committee had rejected the Polish proposal 
to set up a drafting sub-committee, as the whole 
Committee was now obliged to consider the 
amendments one by one. 

The USSR delegation had already indicated that 
the accusations against Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia in the resolution were entirely 
unfounded ; that fact had been confirmed by the 
whole of the discussion and by the fact that the 
Rapporteur had not refuted the United Kingdom 
statement that 70 per cent of the testimony 
collected by the Special Committee could be consid
ered doubtful. 

The El Salvador amendment was a clumsy 
attempt to replace the facts by inveighing against 
the three States to the north of Greece. Speaking 
of the provisions of Article 11 of the Charter, 
~Ir. Malik pointed out that the Assembly could 
formulate recommendations, but was not author
ized to make appeals; the attempt to strengthen 
the unfounded accusations against Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia was therefore quite 
unacceptable. 

It was a well-known fact that the situation in 
Greece was due to the intervention of the United 
States and to the presence of United Kingdom 
troops, and not to the attitude of the three 
northern States. 

Why should the conclusions of the Special 
Committee be accepted, as the El Salvador repre
sentative had urged, when 70 per cent of the facts 
that Committee had advanced could be 
questioned ? If, for example, in the course of 
internal events in one of the Latin American 
States, El Salvador were to be unjustly ac~used of 
having taken part in those events, '~ould ~t a?ree 
to a committee being sent to make mvestrgatwns 

que, dans la forme, il ne fait que renforcer le 
paragraphe 5 du projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances. 

Quant au fond, ni le paragraphe 5, ni !'amen
dement du Salvador ne refletent la realite, car, 
aucune preuve de cette aide des trois Etats n'a 
ete fournie, ni par la Commission Speciale ni 
par son Rapporteur. Celui-ci, en effet, n'a-t-il 
pas declare que la Commission speciale n'avait 
pu etablir que les armes employees par les 
partisans avaient ete fabriquees en Albanie, 
en Bulgarie et en Yougoslavie. Sur quels 
fondements des lors repose le paragraphe 5 '? 
Comment peut-on affirmer que l' Albanie, la 
Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie menacent la paix 
dans les Balkans, alors que l'on sait que la 
Grande-Bretagne maintient des troupes en Grece 
et que les Etats-Unis out arme 166 bataillons 
de l'armee grecque. 

Citant successivement les divers paragraphes 
de 1' Article premier de la Charte des Nations 
Unies, l'orateur constate que les dispositions 
du paragraphe 5 de la resolution vont a l'encontre 
de chacun de ces paragraphes. Il demande done 
que le paragraphe 5 de la resolution, qui ne 
correspond pas a la realite, soit elimine et declare 
que ceux qui voteront pour ce paragraphe nc 
feront qu'augmenter les difficultes dans les 
Balkans, et qu'ils entraveront ainsi !'entente 
des Etats Balkaniques sur un pied d'egalite. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) regrette que la majorite de la 
Commission ait rejete la proposition polonaise 
tendant a creer un sous-comite de redaction, 
car la Commission tout entiere se trouve forcce 
maintenant d'examiner les amendements una un. 

La delegation de l'URSS a deja indique que 
les accusations, contenues dans la resolution, 
contre l'Albanie, la Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie, 
sont sans aucun fondement, ce qui est confirme 
actuellement par !'ensemble des debats et par 
le fait que le Rapporteur n'a pas nie la decla
ration du Royaume Uni suivant laquelle 70 pour 
100 des temoignages recueillis par la Commission 
Speciale pouvaient etre mis en doute. 

L'amendement du Salvador est une tentative 
grossiere de remplacer les faits par des impre
cations contre les trois voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece. Rappelant les dispositions de 
!'Article 11 de la Charte, l'orateur fait observer 
que l' Assemblee peut faire des recommandations, 
mais non lancer des appels et que la tentative 
de renforcer ces accusations non fondees contre 
l'Albanie, la Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie est 
totalement inacceptable. 

La situation en Grece est due, on le sait, a 
!'intervention des Etats-Unis et a la presence 
des troupes du Royaume-Uni et non a !'attitude 
des trois Etats du Nord. 

Pourquoi faudrait-il, comme le declare le 
representant du Salvador, accepter les conclusions 
de la Commission speciale, alors que 70 pour 100 
des faits avances par elle peuvent etre mis en 
doute ? Si par exemple a !'occasion d'evenements 
internes dans un des Etats de l' Amerique du Sud, 
le Salvador etait accuse sans fondement d'avoir 
participe a ces evenements, serait-il dispose 
a ce qu'une commission vienne enqueter sur 
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in its territory, contrary to the terms of Article 2, 
paragraph 7, of the Charter ? 

The El Salvador amendment was unacceptable, 
since it was likely to complicate still further inter
national differences and to confuse the situation in 
the Balkans rather than to elucidate the questions 
which brought the interested parties into conflict. 

1\lr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) pointed out that all 
the facts reported in the Press and radio led to the 
conclusion that the United Kingdom and the 
United States, and not Albania, Bulgaria and 
Yugoslavia, were guilty of interference in the 
internal affairs of Greece. 

Over and above the 250 million dollars it had 
spent on military aid to Greece, the United States 
::\Iilitary Mission, under the command of General 
Livesay, had used almost 100 million dollars 
allotted for economic aid to Greece on the equip
ment of an army which was fighting its own people. 
The Greek soldiers were completely equipped by 
the United States ; since its arrival in Greece the 
::\1ilitary Mission had made every effort to imbue 
the Greek army with an aggressive spirit, thus 
transforming economic aid into military aid. The 
result had been that in 1948, when the Greek 
army was engaged in mopping up operations, it 
had committed fresh atrocities, in keeping with 
the order of the day given by the Chief of the 
United States Military Mission : " capture and 
kill". Mr. Spencer, the British observer with 
the Special Committee, had written that General 
Van Fleet was the instigator of the Greek army's 
offensives, and that the Greek troops, from the 
lowest to the highest ranks, were under the 
command of American officers. 

General Van Fleet had the right to appoint or 
dismiss Greek officers. The Greek newspaper 
Elephteria, writing about a photograph which 
showed General Van Fleet in the company of the 
Greek Chief of Staff, had remarked that the latter 
was only General Van Fleet's orderly. 

Mr. Behler went on to state that the United 
States wanted to convert Greece into a military 
base for the next war. Mr. Spencer, the British 
observer, had pointed out in that connexion that 
the United States had constructed air fields near 
Salonika, Cavalla and Kosani with runways for 
heavy bombers. The United States was also 
engaged on the building of strategic roads towards 
Yugoslavia. Those preparations were not hidden; 
in fact, they were given publicity. Thus 24 ships 
of the United States Navy had been concentrated 
near Crete, and an aircraft carrier was anchored in 
Greek territorial waters. The newspaper Akro
polis, writing about the propaganda tours of the 
B-29 bombers on 18 September 1948, had pointed 
out that it was that type of bomber which had 
carried atomic bombs to Japan and which was 
capable of bombing Moscow and flying back to an 
American base without landing. Such demons
trations were obvious threats to Greece's three 
northern neighbours and to the USSR. That was 
another proof that it was not Yugoslavia but the 
United States which was violating the Charter. 

Replying to the Greek representative, Mr. Behler 
stated that he was well aware of the statement of 

son territoire, contrairement aux dispositions 
de !'Article 2, paragraphe 7, de la Charte? 

L'amendement du Salvador est inacceptable, 
car il tend a compliquer les differends interna
tionaux et a embrouiller la situation dans les 
Balkans plutot qu'a eclaircir les questions qui 
mettent aux prises les parties interessees. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) fait observer que, 
de tous les faits rapportes par la presse et Ia 
radio, il resulte que le Royaume-Uni et les 
Etats-Unis et non l'Albanie, la Bulgarie et Ia 
Yougoslavie sont responsables d'ingerence dans 
les afiaires interieures de Ia Grece. 

II rappelle que ]a mission militaire des Etats
Unis en Grece, ayant a sa tete le general Livesay, 
a utilise en plus des 250 millions de dollars pour 
!'aide militaire a la Grece, presque 100 millions 
de dollars destines a !'aide economique ala Grece, 
afin d'equiper une armee en lutte contre son 
peuple. Les soldats grecs sont equipes entierement 
par les Etats-Unis ; depuis son arrivee en Grece, 
la Mission militaire s'est efforcee d'insuffier a 
l'armee grecque un esprit d'offensive, transformant 
ainsi !'aide economique en aide militaire. Le 
resultat a ete que, dans les operations de nettoyage 
effectuees par l'armee grecque en 1948, celle-ci 
s'est livree a des atrocites nouvelles, appliquant le 
mot d'ordre du chef de Ia mission militaire des 
Etats-Unis : << faire des prisonniers et tuer >>. 

M. Spencer, observateur britannique aupres de 
Ia Commission Speciale, a ecrit que le general 
Van Fleet est l'instigateur des offensives de 
l'armee grecque et que cette derniere se trouve, 
du haut en bas de l'echelle, sous le commandement 
des ofliciers americains. 

Le general Van Fleet a le droit de nommer et 
de revoquer les officiers grecs. Le journal gr~c 
Elephteria ecrivait a propos d'une photograph1e 
montrant le general Van Fleet en compagn!~ d.u 
chef de l'etat-major grec que ce dernier n etatt 
que son ordonnance. 

L'orateur fait observer ensuite que les Etats
Unis veulent transformer la Grece en une 
base militaire qui pourrait leur servir pour la pro
chaine guerre. L'observateur britannique Spencer 
indiquait a ce sujet que les Etats-Unis ont 
construit des aeroports pres de Salonique, de 
Cavalla, de Kosani, avec des pistes destinees aux 
bombardiers Iourds. Les Etats-Unis procedent 
egalement a la construction de routes strategiques 
vers la Yougoslavie. Ces preparatifs ne sont pas 
caches ; il sont meme affiches. C'est ainsi que 2-! 
navires de la flotte des Etats-Unis se sont 
con centres dans les eaux de la Crete et qu'un porte
avian mouille dans les eaux territoriales de la Grece. 
Lors de raids de pro pagan de de bombardiers B-29 
au-dessus de certaines villes grecques, le journal 
Acropolis du 18 septembre 1948 faisait reroarquer 
que ce type de bombardier avait transr?:te. d~s 
bombes atomiques sur le Japon et qu II eta1t 
capable de bombarder Moscou et de regagner .une 
base americaine sans atterrir. Ces demonstratiOns 
sont des menaces evidentes a l'egard des trois 
voisins septentrionaux de Ia Grece et de l'URSS. 
Cela prouve a nouveau que ce n'est pas la Yougo
slavie mais les Etats-Unis qui sont coupables de 
violations de la Charte. 

Repondant au representant de Ia . Grece, 
M. Behler fait remarquer qu'il est parfatteroent 

476 



the British lawyer Oppenheim, and that he 
end.?rsed his opinion that military aid to rebels 
agamst a legitimate Government was illegal. The 
same author also mentioned, however, that 
ac_c?rding to international law it was illegal to give 
military aid to a legitimate Government if it 
had been established that such military aid had 
changed the policy of the Government in question. 
Those were the juridical reasons why the inter
Yention of the United States and the United 
Kingdom was illegaL 

l\Ir. BALAGUER ; (Dominican Republic) stated 
that he would vote for the retention of paragraph 5 
as it appeared in the joint draft resolution of the 
four Powers, because the El Salvador amendment 
would constitute a veiled threat, and would not 
be in keeping with the desire for moderation and 
conciliation that had prompted the four authors 
of the resolution to restate the resolution of the 
previous year. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) pointed out that 
the principle contained in the amendment 
proposed by EI Salvador was identical with that 
of paragraph 69 of the supplementary report of the 
Special Committee (A/644), upon which the 
Australian delegation had abstained. The war
ning that had been recommended by the Special 
Committee and the El Salvador delegation was in 
itself a very serious measure. Moreover, since the 
Assembly did not appear to be in a position to put 
the warning into effect, the mention of it in the 
circumstances would only impair the prestige of 
the United Nations, and, furthermore, it was for 
the Security Council to take measures of that kind. 
The Australian delegation could not therefore 
support the amendment proposed by the 
El Salvador delegation. 

llr. BELT (Cuba), speaking on a point of order, 
asked that rule 103 of the rules of procedure should 
be applied and that the time allowed to each 
speaker should be limited to five minutes. 

J.Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) opposed the proposal, 
pointing out that the majority of the Committee 
had been against the Polish proposal to set up a 
drafting sub-committee. Consequently, if the 
majority preferred the Committee to waste its 
time, it would be unthinkable to limit the time 
allowed to the minority, who were defending their 
position, 'especially since the case in question was 
the first in the annals of the United Nations where 
a resolution had been submitted which might entail 
the condemnation of a Government. If the Cuban 
representative did not withdraw his proposal, the 
Yugoslav delegation would submit a new proposal 
for the establishment of a drafting sub-committee. 

~Ir. BELT (Cuba) withdrew his proposal. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador), replying to a criticism 
made by the USSR representative, stated that 
if El Salvador had been accused of instigating 
insurrections in one of the Latin-American 
countries, it would not regard the sending of a 
committee of investigation into its territory as a 
violation of its sovereignty, since E1 Salvador never 
interfered in the internal affairs of other States. 
There were, in fact, precedents to show that 

au courant et qu'il approuve l'opinion du juriste 
anglais Oppenheim suivant laquelle l'aide mili
taire a des rebelles contre leur gouvernement 
legal est illicite. Mais il ajoute que ce meme auteur 
mentionne egalement !'interdiction d'apres le 
droit international d'aider militairement un 
Gouvernement legal, quand ii est etabli que cette 
aide militaire modifie Ia politique de ce Gouver
nement. Voila les raisons juridiques pour lesquelles 
!'intervention des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni 
est illegale. 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) declare 
qu'il votera pour le maintien du paragraphe 5 
tel qu'il est formule dans le projet de resolution 
commun des quatre Puissances, car l'amendement 
du Salvador constituerait une menace voilee et 
ne repondrait pas au desir de moderation et de 
conciliation qui a inspire les quatre auteurs de la 
resolution en repetant la resolution de l'annee 
derniere. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) indique que 
le principe contenu dans l'amendement du 
Salvador est identique a celui indique au 
paragraphe 69 du rapport supplementaire de Ia 
Commission speciale (A/644), sur lequel la dele
gation australienne s'est abstenue. L'avertissement 
que proposent la Commission speciale et la 
delegation du Salvador est en soi une mesure 
tres grave. Comme, d'autre part, l'Assemblee ne 
semble pas en mesure de pouvoir donner effet 
a cet avertissement, le mentionner dans ces 
conditions n'aboutirait qu'a amoindrir le prestige 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies ; de plus, 
c'est au Conseil de securite qu'il appartient de 
prendre des mesures de ce genre. Des lors, la 
delegation australienne ne peut appuyer !'amen
dement presente par la delegation du Salvador. 

M. BELT (Cuba), par motion d'ordre, demande 
qu'en application de l'article 103 du reglement 
interieur, le temps de parole de chaque orateur 
soit limite a cinq minutes. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) s'oppose a cette 
proposition en faisant remarquer que Ia majorite 
de la Commission s'est opposee a !'adoption de 
la proposition polonaise tendant a Ia creation 
d'un sous-comite de redaction. Des lors, si la 
majorite a prefere que la Commission perde du 
temps, il est inadmissible de limiter le temps de 
parole de Ia minorite qui se defend, d'autant plus 
que le cas actuel est le premier dans les annales 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, oil une 
resolution est presentee, qui peut entrainer la 
condamnation d'un Gouvernement. Si le repre
sentant de Cuba ne retire pas sa proposition, la 
delegation yougoslave presentera une nouvelle 
proposition tendant a creer un sous-comite 
de redaction. 

M. BELT (Cuba) retire sa proposition. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador), repondant a une critique 
emise par le representant de l'URSS, declare 
que si Ic Salvador etait accuse d'etre a I'origine 
de soulevements qui auraient lieu dans un des 
:Etats de l' Amerique latine, son pays ne consi
dererait pas comme une atteinte a sa souverainete 
qu'une commission d'enquete vienne etablir les 
faits sur son territoire, car le Salvador n'intervient 
jamais dans les affaires interieures des autres 
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El Salvador had authorized such committees 
of investigation. 

With regard to the reason why El Salvador 
proposed the amendment, it was the same reason 
that had prompted the Special Committee to make 
its recommendations. 

In reply to the Australian representative, 
Mr. Castro wondered whether the prestige of the 
United Nations would not be affected in just the 
same way, if:the appeal to Albania, Bulgaria and 
Yugoslavia in paragraph 5 of the four-Power 
resolution had no effect, as would be the case if the 
El Salvador amendment could not be applied. 
The prestige of the United Nations could not 
actually be impaired by the EI Salvador amend
ment, since the amendment would not prevent the 
Organization from continuing the struggle on the 
moral phne which was its particular concern. 

!lloreover, if the El Salvador amendment was 
not adopted, the proposal would have very little 
force, as it would be nothing but a simple recom
mendation. In conclusion, Mr. Castro added that 
no doubt there was very little chance of his 
amendment being accepted, since it was in oppo
sition to a proposal of the four great Powers; it 
would be better if the small and medium Powers 
could be associated with the great Powers in the 
drafting of joint resolutions. 

Mr. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) drew the 
attention of the Committee to the unacceptable 
nature of paragraph 5 of the resolution and of the 
amendment proposed by El Salvador. The 
Czechoslovak delegation had already shown that 
the Special Committee had established its 
conclusions on the basis of documents which had 
not sufficient foundation ; that the military 
observers were for the most part nationals of the 
two States which had strategic interests in Greece ; 
that the expense of the observers was assumed by 
those States, and that the methods used in the 
interrogation of witnesses were unacceptable. 
Nevertheless, not 'one answer had been given by 
either the Rapporteur or the representatives of the 
majority. Yet paragraph 5 of the resolution was 
based on the Special Committee's report. In the 
opinion of the Czechoslovak delegation, such 
behaviour was intended to disguise the inter
vention policy of the United Kingdom and the 
United States. The Czechoslovak delegation 
would oppose the El Salvador amendment, para
graph 5, and the entire proposal submitted by the 
four Powers. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) asked the Czechoslovak 
representative if he considered that the supply of 
arms to Greece by the United Kingdom and the 
United States was illegal. 

Mr. PROOHA~KA (Czechoslovakia) felt that such 
a question was out of order. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) then asked the Syrian representative 
whether the three States to the north of Greece 
could be accused of supplying military aid to the 
partisans when the Special Committee had not 
found any arms coming from Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia in the possession of the partisans. 

Etats. Il y a d'ailleurs des pn\cedents qui montrent 
que le Salvador a autorise de telles Commissions 
d'enquete. 

Quant a la raison pour laquelle Ie Salvador 
propose son amendement elle est identique a celle 
qui a inspire la Commission speciale lorsqu'elle 
a formule ses recommandations. 

Repondant au representant de l'Australie, 
l\1. Castro se demande si au cas oil l'appel a 
l'Albanie, Ia Bulgarie et Ia Yougoslavie envisage 
dans le paragraphe 5 de la resolution des quatre 
Puissances n'etait pas suivi d'effets, le prestige de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ne serait pas 
affecte de Ia me me fac;on qu' au cas oil I' amen dement 
du Salvador ne pourrait etre applique. En realite, 
le credit de !'Organisation des Nations Unies ne 
pourrait etre ebranle par l'amendement du 
Salvador car il ne l'empechera pas de continuer Ia 
lutte dans le domaine moral qui est le sien. 

L'orateur fait remarquer en outre que, si 
l'amendement du Salvador n'etait pas adopte, 
Ia proposition aurait tres peu de portee car elle 
ne serait qu'une simple recommandation. Il 
terminc en indiquant que, puisqu'il s'oppose a 
une proposition des quatre grandes Puissances,:son 
amcndement a, sans doute, peu de chance de 
passer et il estime qu'en principe il serait 
preferable que les petites et moyennes Puissances 
puissent s'associer aux grandes Puissances dans 
la redaction de resolutions communes. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) attire 
!'attention de la Commission sur le caractere 
inacceptable du paragraphe 5 de Ia resolution et 
sur l'amendement du Salvador. La delegation 
tchecoslovaque a deja indique que la Commission 
speciale a etabli ses conclusions sur des docume~~s 
insuffisamment fondes, que les observateurs rnili
taires etaient principalement des ressortissan~s 
de deux :Etats ayant en Grece des interets st~at~
giques, que l'entretien de ces observateurs eta1t 
a Ia charge de ces :Etats et que les me~ho~es 
employees dans l'interrogatoire des t~moms 
etaient inacceptables. Neanmoins, aucune reponse 
n'a ete donnee, ni par le Rapporteur, ni par les 
representants de Ia majorite. Or c'est sur le 
rapport de la Commission speciale que se fo~de 
le paragraphc 5 de Ia resolution. La .~eieg~tio? 
tchecoslovaque estime que cette mamere. d agtr 
vise a dissimuler Ia politique d'interventwn du 
Royaume-Uni et des :Etats-Unis et elle s'oppose 
a l'amendement du Salvador, au paragraphe 5 
ainsi qu'a !'ensemble de Ia proposition des quatre 
Puissances. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) demande au representant 
de la Tchecoslovaquie s'il considere que I~ 
livraison d'armes de Ia part du Royaume-Um 
et des Etats-Unis a Ia Grece est illegale. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) estime que 
cette question est hors de propos. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiqu~s socialistes 
sovietiques) demande alors au represe~tan~ .de 
la Syrie s'il est possible d' accuser Ies trOis. vOisms 
septentrionaux de Ia Grece . d'~ide II_Ii~itatre, au~ 
partisans alors que la Comm1sswn spec1ale n a P 
trouver chez Ies partisans aucune arme de prove
nance albanaise, bulgare ou yougoslave ? 
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Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) stated that there was no 
need to revert to the matter. 

The CHAIRMAN put the amendment submitted 
by El Salvador to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows : 
Argentina, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Nicaragua, Pakistan, Uruguay, El 

Salvador, Greece. 
Against: Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, 

Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, Norway, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, 
Sweden, Syria, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Australia, Belgium, Byelo
russian Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Ethiopia. 

Abstaining: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, 
China, Colombia, Egypt, France, New Zealand, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, UnitedStatesofAmerica, 
Venezuela. 

The amendment of El Salvador was rejected by 
29 votes to 5, with 17 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put paragraph 5 to the vote. 
A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
Australia, having [been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 

Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, 
Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States of 
America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghan
istan, Argentina. 

Abstaining: El Salvador. 
Paragraph 5 was adopted by 47 votes, with one 

abstention. 

Consideration of Paragraph 6. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee of the 
amendment of El Salvador (AfC.l/367) and the 
amendment of Australia (AfC.l {361) to paragraph 
6 of the resolution. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) said 
that the four authors of the resolution would 
accept the Australian amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put the Australian amendment 
to the vote. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The amend
ment was adopted by 41 votes, with 5 abstentions. 

:Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) stated that if his 
amendment had been adopted it would automa
tically have applied to the other paragraphs since 
it referred only to a drafting change. He felt that 
a slight distinction should be made b~tween 
Yugoslavia on the one hand, an~ Albama and 
Bulgaria on the other, because, 1f those three 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) declare qu'il n'y a plus lieu 
de revenir sur Ia question. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement du 
Salvador. 

Le vole a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par ['Argentine dont.Ze nom 

est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Nicaragua, Pakistan, Uruguay, 

Salvador, Grece. 
Volent contre : Haiti, Honduras, Islande, Inde, 

Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, Norvege, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Suede, Syrie, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Yemen, Afghanistan, Australie, 
Belgique, Republique socialiste sovietique de 
Bielorussie, Chili, Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, 
Ethiopie. 

S' abstiennent: Argentine, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, 
Chine, Colombie, Egypte, France, Nouvelle
Zelande, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Turquie, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis 
d' Amerique, Venezuela. 

L' amendement du Salvador est rejete par 29 voix 
contre 5, avec 17 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 5. 
Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par l'Auslralie, doni le nom 

est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 

Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Domini caine, Equateur, · Egypte, 
Ethiopie, France, Grece, HaYti, Honduras, 
Islande, Inde, Iran, lrak, Liban, Liberia, Luxem
bourg, Mexique, Pays-bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, 
Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, Pana:r!la, 
Paraguay, Perou; Philippines, Arabie sa~u~Ite, 
Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Afncame, 
Royaume-Uni, :Etats-Unis, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine. 

S' abstient : le Salvador. 
Le paragraphe 5 est adopie par 47 voix, avec 

une abstention. 

Examen du paragraphe 6. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle l'amendement du 
Salvador (A/C.l f367) et l'amendement de 
l'Australie (A/C.l/361) au paragraphe 6 de la 
resolution. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
que les quatre auteurs de la resolution acceptent 
l'amendement australien. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
australien. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. L' amen dement est 
adopte par 41 voix, avec 5 abstentions. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare que, si so!'l 
amendement etait accepte, il serait automatl
quement valable pour les autres parag~aphes 
puisqu'il s'agit d'une question de redactwn .. II 
estime qu'une Jt~gere difference doit etre fa1~e 
entre Ia Yougoslavie d'une part et I';Albame 
et Ia Bulgarie d'autre part, car, si ces tro1s Etats 
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States had responsibilities to the legal community 
of nations, Yugoslavia was in addition responsible 
to the United Nations. 

1\lr. .J. MALI I{ (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) observed that the amendment sub
mitted ·by the representative of El Salvador 
referred back to a proposal which that represen
tative had previously made drawing a distinction 
between Yugoslavia on the one hand and Albania 
and Bulgaria on the other, and which had been 
rejected. 

The USSR delegation was opposed to 
paragraph 6 which, as had been shown by the 
Special Committee documents, was not in accord
ance with the facts whatever the order in which 
those States were mentioned. It was for that 
reason that he would vote against paragraph 6 and 
the amendment submitted by El Salvador. 

The CHATRJ\IAN put to the vote the amendment 
submitted by El Salvador to paragraph 6. 

At the request of Yugoslavia, a vole was taken by 
roll-call, as follows : 

Burma, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 
voted first. 

In favour: Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El 
Salvador, Peru, Greece. 

Against: Denmark, France, Iceland, India, 
1\Iexico, Norway, Pakistan, Sweden, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United States of America, Uruguay, 
Afghanistan, Australia, Belgium, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia. 

Abstaining: Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, Haiti, Honduras, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 
Nev·i Zealand, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, 
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkey, Union 
of South Africa, United Kingdom, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil. 

The amendment was rejected .by .17 votes to 5, 
with 30 abstentions. 

Mr. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that his delegation was catego
rically opposed to paragraph 6 of the four-Power 
draft resolution. In fact, the three counts of the 
indictment against Albania, Bulgaria and Yugo
slavia, namely, help and relief given to guerrillas 
and the use of the territory of those countries, had 
not been proved either in the reports of the Special 
Committee or in the speeches of those who 
approved those reports. On the contrary, the 
accusations had been refuted by the delegations 
which had spoken against the Special Committee's 
reports. It was therefore not possible to adopt 
what had not been proved in the Special Commit
tee's reports. In the second place, by adopting 
that paragraph, the First Committee would 
be intervening in the internal affairs of certain 
States, although it claimed that it was opposed to 
any intervention in the internal affairs of G:reece. 

The First Committee had taken note of the 
Special Committee's report. In doing so, it had 

sont responsables a I' egard de la communaute 
juridique des nations, Ia Yougoslavie a, en plus, 
des responsabilites comme Membre de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) fait remarquer que l'amendement du 
Salvador tend a reprendre une proposition du 
Salvador qui a deja ete rejetee, en voulant operer 
une distinction entre Ia Yougoslavie, d'une part, 
et l'Albanie et Ia Bulgarie, d'autre part. 

La delegation de l'URSS s'oppose au para
graphe 6 qui, comme cela a ete demontre par les 
documents de la Commission speciale elle-meme, 
ne correspond pas a Ia realite, que! que soit 
l'ordre dans lequel les Etats soient mentionnes. 
C'est pourquoi il votera contre le paragraphe 6 
et contre l'amendement du Salvador. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix I'amendement du 
Salvador au paragraphe 6. 

Sur la demande de la Yougoslavie, il est procede 
au vote par appel nominal. 

L' appel commence par la Birmanie dont le 
nom est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Republique Dominicaine, Equa
teur, Salvador, Perou, Grece. 

Volent contre: Danemark, France, Islande, 
In de, Mexique , Norvege , Pakistan , Suede, 
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Etats-Unis, 
Uruguay, Afghanistan, Australie, Belgique, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, 
Tchecoslovaquie. 

S'abstiennent: Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Cuba, Egypte, Ethiopie, Hai:ti, Honduras, Iran, 
lrak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, 
Philippines, Arabie saoudite, Syrie, Turquie, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Argentine, Bolivie, Bresil. 

Par 17 voix contre 5, avec 30 abstentions, 
l' amendement est rejete. 

M. TARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) declare que sa delegation s'oppose 
categoriquement au paragraphe 6 du projet de 
resolution des quatre Puissances. En effet, les 
trois chefs d'accusation contre l'A1banie, Ia 
Bulgarie et la Yougoslavie- aide et assistance 
aux partisans et usage du territoire de ces pays.
n'ont nullement etc !'objet d'une demonstratiOn 
quelconque ni dans les rapports de Ia Commissio~ 
speciale ni dans les interventions de ceux qm 
approuvent ces rapports. Tout au contraire, ces 
accusations ont ete refutees par les delegations 
qui ont parle contre les rapports de la Commission 
speciale. II n'est done pas possible d'adopter ce 
qui n'a pas ete prouve dans les. rapports de Ia 
Commission speciale. En second lieu, en adopta~t 
ce paragraphe, Ia Premiere Commissio!l p~oc~
derait a une intervention dans les affmres mte
rieures de certains Etats bien qu'elle prete~de 
vouloir s'opposer a !'intervention dans les affaues 
interieures de la Grece. 

La Premiere Commission a pris note du rapport 
de la Commission speciale ; par la meme, elle a 
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endorsed a series of rather surprising allegations. 
In .the first place, the Special Committee's report 
clauned that Greece's northern neighbours were 
intervening in the internal affairs of that country 
because the Albanian, Bulgarian and Yugoslav 
peoples showed their sympathy with the national 
liberation movement of the Greek people. 
Adoption of paragraph 6 would thus amount to 
proh~biting any sympathy for peoples who were 
fightmg for their independence. But which 
~rticle of the Charter forbade a people to pledge 
Its moral support to an oppressed nation ? 

What were the facts of the intervention alleged 
in the Special Committee's reports ? It was said 
there that the Bulgarian, Albanian and Yugoslav 
peoples had given shelter to sick people, to women, 
children and old people, and that they had given 
medical aid to the sick and wounded on the 
territory of their country. But that was help of 
a humane character the principle of which 
had always been admitted. As the Special 
Committee's report gave those facts as examples of 
intervention in the internal affairs of Greece, the 
adoption of paragraph 6 would r esult in prohi
biting the manifestation of humanitarian feelings. 

With the object of proving the sympathy of the 
northern neighbours of Greece with the Greek 
liberation movement, the Special Committee's 
report also ment ioned certain radio broadcasts in 
the course of which comments had been made on 
events which were taking place in Greece. But 
had the United States ever been accused of inter
vening in the internal affairs of other countries 
when it commented on events which happened in 
those countries ? And yet the only aim of certain 
broadcasts, such as the "Voice of America", 
was to conduct propaganda of benefit to the 
United States in certain countries. The same 
could be said of the B.B.C. 

If paragraph 6 were interpreted in the light of 
the conclusions of the Special Committee's report, 
it could be seen that it was to facts of that kind 
that it referred, since the Special Committee had 
not found any trace of the supply of arms, ammu
nition or equipment. 

The Ukrainian delegation considered that the 
majority of the First Committee, although it 
condemned an alleged intervention b'y Greece's 
northern neighbours in the internal afl'airs of that 
country, was itself endeavouring to intervene in the 
internal affairs of certain Balkan States. That 
was the sense of paragraph 6 of the draft resolution 
to which the Ukrainian delegation was catego
rically opposed. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) recalled that the First 
Committee had been sitting for seven hours. 
Paragraph 6 contained accusations regarding 
which there might be a long discussion. Finally, a 
hasty decision should not be taken regarding the 
Greek question. The Yugoslav delegation 
proposed that the discussion should be adjourned. 

souscrit a toute une sene d'allegations assez 
surprenantes. Tout d'abord, .le rapport de la 
Commission speciale pretend que les voisins 
septentrionaux de Ia Grece interviennent dans les 
affaires interieures de ce pays, parce que les 
peuples bulgares, yougoslaves et albanais mani
festent leur sympathie au mouvement de libe
ration nationale du peuple grec. L'adoption du 
paragraphe 6 aboutirait done a interdire toute 
sympathie, envers les peuples qui luttent pour 
leur independance. Mais quel est !'Article de Ia 
Charte qui interdit a un peuple d'affirmer son 
appui moral pour une nation opprimee ? 

Quels sont les faits d'intervention que Ies 
rapports de Ia Commission speciale signalent ? 
II y est dit que les peuples bulgare, albanais 
et yougoslave accordent asile aux malades, aux 
femmes, aux enfants, aux vieillardset qu'ils donnent 
des secours medicaux aux malades ou aux blesses 
sur le territoire de leur pays. Mais il s'agit la 
d'une aide de caractere humanitaire dont le 
principe a toujours ete admis. Or, comme le 
rapport de Ia Commission speciale cite ces faits 
comme des exemples d'intervention dans les 
afl'aires interieures de la Grece, !'adoption du 
paragraphe 6 adoutirait a interdire Ia manifesta
tion de ces sentiments humanitaires. 

Le rapport de la Commission speciale fait 
egalement etat, dans le but de prouver cette 
sympathie des voisins septentrionaux de la Grece 
pour le mouvement de liberation grec, de certaines 
emissions radiophoniques au cours desquelles 
certains commentaires seraient faits sur les 
evenements qui se deroulent en Grece. Mais 
a-t-on jamais accuse les Etats-Unis d'inter
vention dans les affaires interieures d'autres 
pays lorsqu'ils commentent les evenements qui se 
deroulent dans ces pays ? Et pourtant certaines 
emissions, telles que la voix de l' Amerique, n'ont 
pour but que de mener une propagande favorable 
aux Etats-Unis aupres de Ia population de 
certains pays. La meme observation vaut 
d'ailleurs pour Ia B.B.C. 

Si l'on interprete le paragraphe 6 a Ia lumiere 
des conclusions du rapport de la Commission 
speciale, on est amene a penser que c'est a des 
faits de ce genre que l'on songe puisque Ia Commis
sion n'a trouve aucune trace de fournitures 
d'armes, de munitions ou d'equipements. 

La delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine considere 
que la majorite de Ia Premiere Commission, 
bien qu'elle ait condamne une pretendue inter
vention des voisins septentrionaux de Ia Grece 
dans les affaires interieures de ce pays, s'efforce 
elle-meme d'intervenir dans les affaires interieures 
de certains pays balkaniques. C'est ce qui 
resulte du paragraphe 6 du projet de resolution, 
auquel Ia delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine declare 
s' opposer categoriquement. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) rappelle que Ia 
Premiere Commission en est a sa septieme heure 
de seance de Ia journee. D'autre part, le 
paragraphe 6 renferme des accusations sur les
quelles la discussion risque d'etre longue. Enfin, 

· il ne convient pas de prendre une decision M.tive 
sur la question grecque. La delegation de la 
Yougoslavie propose done l'ajournement de la 
discussion. 
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Mr. C. l\fALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), supporting the motion for adjourn
ment, pointed out that there were five more 
paragraphs after paragraph 6 and a certain 
number of amendments. 

I\Ir. DuLLES (United States of America) consid
ered that a vote should at least be taken on 
paragraph 6. It was precisely because the First 
Committee had a great deal of work that the 
meeting should not be adjourned immediately. 

The CHAIRMAN put the motion for adjourn
ment to the vote. 

A vole was taken by show of hands. The motion 
for adjournment was rejected by 36 votes to 8 wilh 
6 abstentions. 

1\fr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated that the repre
sentatives of the minorities who had arguments 
to put fonvard, were the most tired. Thus in 
order to please the majority, who wished to move 
quickly, and the minority, which did not wish to 
increase its interventions, the Yugoslav dele
gation proposed that a sub-committee should be 
set up. There were also other arguments in 
favour of the setting up of such a sub-r-ommittee ; 
in that less-strained atmosphere, the members 
might reach some compromise after calm 
reflection. Thus it would be possible to work for 
peal'e in the spirit of the Charter. The 
Yugoslav drlegation suggested the establishment 
of a sub-committee to study the t exts which had 
not as yet been voted upon. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote Mr. Behler's 
proposal regarding the setting up of a sub-com
mittee. 

At the request of Yugoslavia a vote was taken by 
roll-call as follows : 

Panama, having been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia,Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia. 

Against: Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philip
pines, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union 
of South Africa, United Kingdom, United States 
of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghan
istan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, 
El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Nor'way, Pakistan. 
· The proposal was rejected by 48 votes to 6. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that paragraph 6 
showed a total ignorance of international law. 
Although they had quoted Oppenheim, the 
authors of the four-Power draft resolution had 
probably only read ~he passage referring to 
Yugoslavia. Oppenheim referred at great length 
to the assistance afforded by one country to the 
population of another. In ac~ordance with posi
tive international law, that assrstance was author
ized not only in case of war but also in case of any 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques), signalant qu'il y a encore 5 para
graphes apres le paragraphe 6 et un certain 
nombre d'amendements, appuie la motion 
d'ajournement. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis) considere qu'il convien
drait au moins de proceder au vote sur le para
graphe 6. C'est precisement parce que la Premiere 
Commission a encore beaucoup de travail devant 
elle qu'elle ne doit pas s'ajourner des maintenant. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix Ia proposition 
d'ajournement. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee, la proposition d'ajour
nement est rejetee par 36 voix conlre 8, avec 6 
abstentions. 

M. BEnLER (Yougoslavie) declare que les 
representants de Ia minorite, qui, eux, ont 
des arguments a presenter, sont les plus fatigues. 
Aussi pour contenter la majorite qui desire aller 
vite et Ia minorite qui ne voudrait pas multiplier 
les interventions, la delegation de Ia Yougoslavie 
propose que soit cree un sous-comite. D'autres 
arguments militent egalement en faveur de Ia 
creation d'un sous-comite, au sein duquel !'atmo
sphere etant moins tendue, les circonstances 
favoriseraient peut-etre un certain apaisement 
ou un certain compromis. Ainsi pourrait-on 
travailler pour la paix dans !'esprit de Ia Charte. 
La delegation de Ia Yougoslavie propose Ia 
creation d'un sous-comite qui examinerait les 
textcs non encore votes. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
de M. Behler relative a la creation d'un 
sous-comite. 

Sur la demande du representant de la Y ougo
slavie, le vote a lieu par appel nominal. L' appel 
commence par le Panama, doni le nom est tire au 
sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Pologne, Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tcheco
slovaquie. 

Volent contre : Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie 
Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chili, Chine, 
Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, Republiquc Domini
caine, Equateur, Egypte, Ethiopie, France, Grece, 
Haiti, Honduras, Islande, Inde, Iran, Irak, 
Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Philippines, Arabie 
saoudite, Salvador, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amt\
rique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen. 

Par 48 voix contre 6, la proposition est rejetee. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare que le para
graphe 6 denote nne meconnaissance totale du 
droit international. Bien que !'on ait cite 
Oppenheim, les auteurs du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances n'ont probablemcnt lu de cet 
auteur que le passage qui concerne Ia Yougoslavie. 
Or, Oppenheim traite longuement de !'aide d'un 
pays a la population d'un autre pays. En vertu 
du droit international positif cette aide est 
autorisee, non seulement en cas de guerre, mais 
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great natural disaster, for example in the event of 
epidemics or any other event causing suffering to 
the people. 

According to the chapter dealing with " Civil 
War", by the same author, the rights of neigh
bouring countries were stil greater in that parti
cular case. The Yugoslav delegation might be 
tempted to refer to the present events in Greece as 
actual war since a foreign Power was taking a 
decisive part in the fighting. But, as the Greek 
representative, who on the contrary had no 
interest in saying so, had referred to the situation 
in Greece as civil war, the two parties could be 
considered as being in agreement on that point. 
Oppenheim referred to all manner of help destined 
to alleviate the people's sufferings in a country in 
a state of civil war. Not only was the type of 
assistance which Yugoslavia had furnished up to 
the present time allowed but many other kinds 
as well. 

Yugoslavia had given moral assistance by 
expressing its sympathy with the Greek people's 
struggle. It had provided some political and 
diplomatic aid as was evident from the proposal 
made to the First Committee that a democratic 
representative of Greece should be invited to 
attend. 

Yugoslavia also provided humanitarian types 
of assistance such as the granting of sanctuary to 
persons persecuted in Greece because of their 
political opinions, to sick persons, wounded and 
mutilated, persons deprived of food, old people, 
and children. Yugoslavia offered not only shelter 
but economic assistance to those tens of thousands 
of people. She placed at their disposal villages 
which had been abandoned by their populations 
on account of the war, for example those villages 
inhabited formerly by the German minority. To 
the aforementioned persons Yugoslavia also 
provided hospitalization, as had been pointed out 
by the representative of the Ukrainian SSR, and 
medical aid (personnel, medicines, equipment). 

Those types of assistance were allowed not only 
by Oppenheim, since the right of sanctuary was 
mentioned, for example, in the Charter. But 
Oppenheim went much further. On the basis of 
positive international law he allowed the following 
types of assistance : despatch to all countries in 
a state of civil war of food and medical supplies 
and even medical personnel (Red Cross teams, 
doctors, nurses, etc.) for the use of the civilian 
population. 

Yugoslavia did not, however, provide that type 
of assistance which was authorized by international 
law, because it did not wish to provide arguments 
for those who were trying to accuse the new 
democracies and the USSR ; and yet, if there had 
been found no chocolate wrapping paper, probably 
of United States origin, but also wagon loads of 
chocolate and Yugoslav medical teams on Greek 
territory, the greatest authority on public inter
national law, Oppenheim, would have said that 
Yugoslavia was right. 

But Oppenheim listed another obligation of 
States in the case of civil war which applied to all 
States without exception : non-intervention in the 
conduct of hostilities, refusal to supply any mili-

en cas de grande calamite naturelle par exemple 
d'epidemies ou de tout autre evenement entrainant 
des souffrances pour la population. 

Selon le chapitre traitant de la « guerre civile » 
du meme Oppenheim, les droits des pays voisins 
sont encore beaucoup plus larges dans ce cas 
particulier. Sans doute la delegation de la Yougo
slavie serait-elle tentee de qualifier de guerre 
proprement dite les evenements actuels en Grece, 
puisqu'une Puissance etrangere participe de 
fac;on decisive aux hostilites. Mais puisque le 
representant de la Grece, qui n'a a cela aucun 
interet, bien au contraire, a caracterise lui-meme 
la situation en Grece comme constituant une 
guerre civile, on peut considerer que les deux 
parties sont au moins d'accord sur ce point. Or, 
Oppenheim traite de toutes les formes d'assistance 
admises pour alleger Ies souffrances de la popu
lation dans un pays en etat de guerre civile : sont 
admises non seulement les formes d'assistance 
que la Yougoslavie a employees jusqu'ici, mais 
bien d'autres formes encore. 

La Yougoslavie a employe !'assistance morale -
qui consiste a exprimer sa sympathie pour la 
lutte du peuple grec - elle a offert une certaine 
assistance politique et diplomatique qui s'est 
manifestee par la proposition faite a la Premiere 
Commission d'inviter un representant demo
cratique de la Grece. 

La Yougoslavie recourt aussi a des formes 
d'aide humanitaire tels que le droit d'asile aux 
personnes persecutees en Grece en raison de 
leurs opinions politiques : malades, blesses, mutiles 
personnes privees de subsistance, vieillards, 
enfants. A ces dizaines de milliers de personnes 
la Yougoslavie offre non seulement un asile mais 
une aide economique. Elle met a leur disposition 
les villages qui, par suite de la guerre, ont ete 
abandonnes par la population, par exemple les 
villages peuples autrefois par la minorite 
allemande. Aux personnes sus-mentionnees, la 
Yougoslavie offre egalement !'hospitalisation, 
comme l'a dit le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine, 
et l'aide sanitaire (personnel, medicaments, 
materiel). 

Ces formes d'aide ne sont pas admises 
seulement par Oppenheim, puisque le droit d'asile, 
par exemple, figure dans la Charte. Mais 
Oppenheim va plus loin ; sur la base du d~oit 
international positif, il admet les formes d'mde 
suivantes : envoi dans tous pays en etat de guerre 
civile, pour utilisation par la population civile, 
de nourriture, de medicaments, et meme de 
personnel sanitaire (equipes de Croix-Rouge, 
mectecins, infirmieres, etc ... ) 

La Yougoslavie n'emploi: pas ces form~s 
d'assistance pourtant adm1ses par le dro~t 
international, parce qu'elle ne desire pas fournrr 
des arguments a ceux qui cherchent a accuser 
les democraties nouvelles et l'URSS, et pourtant, 
si l'on avait trouve non pas du papier a chocolat -
probablement en provenance des Etats-~nis~ -
mais aussi du chocolat par wagons et des eqmpes 
sanitaires yougoslaves en territoire grec, la pl~s 
grande autorite en droit international pub!lC 
-Oppenheim-donnerait raison ala Yougoslavw. 

Mais Oppenheim prevoit encore une autr~ 
obligation dans le cas de guerre civile, ~t celle-ci 
s'applique a tous les Etats sans exceptiOn : celle 
de ne pas s'immiscer dans Ia conduite de la guerre, 
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tary assistance, that was to say, neither arms nor 
·amnunition to either of the parties. 

Thus, the party which violated positive inter
national law and the Charter was in actual fact the 
·one which sent military supplies, arms and ammu
·nition to the Greek Government. For, in case of 
civil war, neither the Government nor the forces 
which had risen against it should be helped. 

Now, what did paragraph 6 of the draft reso
lution of the four Powers do ? It asked that 
moral help, the right of sanctuary, should cease 
immediately, but did not appeal to the great 
Powers to stop furnishing military aid to one of the 
two parties which, according to the opinion of the 
Greek representative, were engaged in civil war. 

It was true that it was no longer a case of civil 
war since a foreign Power assumed all the economic 
and financial expenses of the war, fed and clothed 
every soldier of the Greek Government's army, 
supplied uniforms, arms and ammunition to that 
army, as well as instructors or rather leaders. It 
was therefore a question of a real war. But no one 
condemned that, only the moral assistance which 
Yugoslavia was authorized to give and would 
continue to give was condemned. 

The Yugoslav delegation moved the adjourn
ment of the discussion. 

In virtue of his powers, the CHAIRMAN ruled 
that the motion for adjournment would not be put 
to the vote as the First Committee had just 
decided that the meeting should not be adjourned 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) appealed to the 
·Committee against the Chairman's ruling and 
.asked for a vote by roll-call. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee whether it 
. agreed with the ruling he had given. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows : 
Argentina, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 

Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingtom, United States of 
America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afgha
.nistan. 

Against: Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia. 
Abstaining: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Poland. 

The Chairman's ruling was approved by 48 votes 
B.o 2, with 4 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 6 as 
amended by the Australian delegation. 

de ne fournir aucune assistance militaire, c'est-a
dire de n'envoyer ni armes, ni munitions a aucune 
des parties en cause. 

Ainsi celui qui viole le droit international 
positif et Ia Charte est celui qui envoie effecti
vement de l'equipement militaire, des armes, 
des munitions au Gouvernement grec. En effet, en 
cas de guerre civile, il ne faut aider ni le Gouver
nement, ni les forces qui se sont levees contre lui. 

Or, que fait Ie paragraphe 6 du projet de reso
lution des quatre Puissances ? II demande que 
!'assistance morale, l'exercice du droit d'asile 
cessent immediatement, alors qu'il n'est nullement 
question de faire appel aux grandes Puissances 
pour qu'elles cessent leur aide militaire a l'une des 
deux parties qui, selon !'opinion du representant 
de Ia Grece, sont engagees dans une guerre civile. 

II est vrai qu'il ne s'agit plus d'une guerre 
civile, depuis qu'une Puissance etrangere assume 
toutes les charges economiques et financieres de 
la guerre, nourrit et habille chaque soldat de 
l'armee du Gouvernement grec, fournit a cette 
armee uniformes, armes et munitions, ainsi que 
des instructeurs ou plutot des chefs. Il s'agit 
done d'une guerre veritable: Mais celle-Ia on ne 
la condamne pas : on ne condamne que !'assis
tance morale que Ia Yougoslavie est autorisee a 
fournir et qu'elle continuera a fournir. 

La delegation de Ia Y ougoslavie propose que 
discussion soit ajournee. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, en vertu de ses 
pouvoirs, il decide de ne pas soumettre cette 
proposition d'ajournement a un vote puisque la 
Premiere Commission vient de decider que Ia 
discussion ne serait pas ajournee. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) en appelle a Ia 
Commission contre la decision du President et 
demande l'appel nominal. 

Le PRESIDENT demande a Ia Commission si 
elle est favorable a Ia decision qu'il a prise . 

1l est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par l' Argentine, doni le nom 

est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Argentine, Australie, Belgiq~e, 

Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, 
Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Islande, Inde, Iran, 
Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, ~or':ege, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Ph1hppmes, 
Arabie saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'~me
rique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghamstan. 

Volent contre : Tchecoslovaquie, Yougoslavie. 
S' abstiennent : Republique so~ia~iste sov~~t~que 

de Bielorussie, Republique soc1ahste sov~et~que 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Pologne. 

La decision du President est approuvee par 
48 voix contre 2, avec 4 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 6 
tel qu'il a ete amende par la delegation 
australienne. 
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A vote was taken by roll-call as follows : 
Ethiopia, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, 

Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Liberia Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, 
Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, 
l.!ruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argen
tma, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Domi
nican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador. 

Abstaining: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic, Czechoslavakia. 

Paragraph 6, as amended, was adopted by 48 
votes, with 6 abstentions. 

The United States representative proposed that 
the meeting adjourn. 

The meeting rose at 7.15 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY -NINTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 9 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

56. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
and A/692). 

Continuation of the discussion on the four-Power 
draft resolution ( AJC.l/352) 

Consideration of paragraph 7 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated the desire of 
his Government to settle its differences with 
Greece on an amicable basis. The antagonism 
of the Greek Government toward Yugoslavia had 
created a tense situation and some of the activities 
of the Greek regime could be described as a serious 
menace. Mr. Behler cited the discrimination 
against the Yugoslav national minority in Greece, 
the campaign against the northern States which 
was being carried on by the Greek radio and Press 
and the encouragement given to emigre Yugoslav 
quislings who were permitted to write inflamma
tory articles in the newspapers against their 
country of origin. Even more serious was the 
fact that the Greek Government permitted armed 
bands of quislings to cross the frontier into Yugo
slavia. However, if such disputes were to be 
settled amicably, then it was essential to have the 

1l est procCde au vote par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par l'Ethiopie doni le nom 

est fire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, 

Honduras, Islande, Inde, Iran, Irak, Liban, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas~ 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Philippines, Arabie 
saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Ameriq~,, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan~ 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, 
Salvador. 

S' abstiennent : Pologne, Republique socialisle. 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Yougoslavie, Republique· 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecos
lovaquie. 

Le paragraphe 6 amende est adopte par 48 voix, 
avec 6 abstentions. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis propose que la 
seance soit levee. 

La seance est levee a 19 h. 15. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 9 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 3(}'. 

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

56. Suite de la discussion sur Ies 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grace 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 et A/692). 

Suite de la discussion du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances (A JC.1 /352). 

Examen du paragraphe 7. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare que son, 
Gouvernement desire regler sur une base amicale 
ses differends avec Ia Grece. L'hostilite du Gouver
nement grec a l'egard de la Yougoslavie a cree 
un etat de tension et certaines activites du regime 
existant en Grece constituent une serieuse menace. 
M. Behler donne comme exemples : les mesures
discriminatoires a l'egard de la minorite yougoslave 
en Grece, la campagne menee en Grece par la 
radio et la presse contre les :Etats situes au nord 
de ce pays et les encouragements donnes aux 
quislings yougoslaves emigres auxquels on permet 
de se livrer dans les journaux a des attaques 
enflammees contre leur pays d'origine. Un fait 
plus grave encore, c'est que le Gouvernement 
grec permet a des bandes armees de quislings ?e 
traverser la frontiere pour penetrer en Yougoslavie. 
Si ces differends doivent etre regies a !'amiable. 
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good will of the Athens Government. So far, that 
goodwill had been entirely lacking. 

Mr. KisELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) asked why the General Assembly was 
again being requested to call upon the parties to 
settle their disputes by peaceful means despite the 
failure of a similar recommendation adopted at the 
second session. Why was it that nothing had 
been done to re-establish diplomatic relations 
during 1948 ? Mr. Kiselev found the answer in 
the supplementary report of the Special Committee 
on the Balkans (A/644) dealing with the period 
17 June to 10 September. In paragraph 12 of the 
report, it was recorded that the Greek Govern
ment had made any settlement with Albania 
subject to two prerequisites : first, cessation of 
Albanian assistance to Greek partisans ; and 
secondly, satisfaction of Greek claims on Northern 
Epirus. How would it ever be possible to resume 
normal diplomatic relations, if Greece made it 
conditional upon the handing over of Albanian 
territory ? It was well known that Greek terri
torial claims upon Albania had been rejected at 
the Paris Peace Conference and Albania's right to 
Northern Epirus had been fully established. So 
long as Greece continued to advance those claims, 
there could be no guarantee that negotiations for 
the re-establishment of normal diplomatic relations 
could be resumed in 1949. In Mr. Kiselev's 
opinion, Greece had advanced her absurd and 
unjustified claim in order to prevent the resump
tion of diplomatic relations. 

Mr. Kiselev turned to the situation in respect 
of Bulgaria. The statement of the Bulgarian 
representative to the First Committee had shown 
that attempts to resume negotiations with the 
Athens Government for the purpose of renewing 
diplomatic relations had been a complete failure. 
In response to a request from the General 
Assembly and following a communication from 
the United Kingdom to the eiTect that the Greek 
Government was prepared to resume conver
sations, there had been a meeting between the 
Greek and Bulgarian Ambassadors in Washington. 
The Bulgarian representative had explained how 
those discussions had been frustrated by the 
attempts of the Athens Government to demand 
the cession of parts of Bulgaria amounting to one
tenth of its whole territory and by the warlike 
campaign which was being carried on in Athens 
and Salonika against Bulgaria. The Greek 
Ambassador in Washington had refused to discuss 
any of the outstanding questions and had merely 
wished to set the day when diplomatic relations 
would be resumed and find out who would be the 
Bulgarian Ambassador to Athens. From the 
Bulgarian representative's statement it was abun
dantly clear that the Greek Government did not 
wish to conduct bona fide negotiations. 

il est indispensable que le Gouvernement d' Athenes 
y mette de Ia bonne volonte, ce qu'il n'a jamais 
fait jusqu'a present. 

M. KrssELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) se demande pourquoi l'Assemblee 
generale a ete invitee a s'adresser a nouveau 
aux parties en cause pour leur demander de 
n~gler leurs diiTerends par des moyens pacifiques, 
alors qu'une recommandation a cet eiTet, adoptee 
lors de Ia deuxieme session, n'a donne aucun 
resultat. Pourquoi aucun eiTort n'a-t-il ete fait 
en vue d'obtenir le retablissement des relations 
diplomatiques au cours de l'annee 1948? La 
reponse a cette question, M. Kisselev la trouve 
dans le rapport supplementaire de Ia Commission 
Speciale pour les Balkans (A/644) qui a trait a Ia 
periode du 17 juin au 10 septembre. II est relate, 
au paragraphe 12 de ce rapport, que le Gouver
nement grec a pose deux conditions prealables a 
tout reglement avec I' Albanie : en premier lieu, 
l' Albanie ne do it plus aider les partisans grecs; 
en second lieu, les revendications de Ia Grece sur 
l'Epire septentrional doivent etre satisfaites. 
Comment un retablissement des relations diplo
matiques normales serait-il possible alors que 
la Grece le fait dependre de la cession d'une partie 
du territoire albanais? On sait fort bien que les 
revendications de Ia Grece sur les territoires 
albanais ont ete rejetees par Ia Conference de Ia 
paix de Paris et que les droits de I' Albanie sur 
l'Epire septentrional ant ete pleinement reconnus. 
Tant que la Grece continuera a presenter de 
telles revendications, il n'y a aucune chance que 
des negociations puissent reprendre en 1949 en 
vue du retablissement de relations diplomatiques 
normales. M. Kisselev estime que la Grece a 
presente des revendications absurdes et injus
tifiees afin d'empecher le retablissement des 
relations diplomatiques. 

M. Kisselev examine ensuite Ia situation en 
ce qui concerne la Bulgarie. La declaration du 
representant de la Bulgarie devant la Prem~ere 
Commission a demontre que les tentatives fa1tes 
en vue de reprendre avec le Gouvernement 
d'Athenes des negociations pour le retablissement 
des relations diplomatiques normales, ant comple
tement echoue. En reponse a !'invitation de 
l'Assemblee generale et a une note du Royaume
Uni ou il etait dit que le Gouvernement grec 
etait dispose a reprendre les conversat~ons_. 
les Ambassadeurs de Grece et de Bulgane a 
Washington se sont reunis. Le representant d.e Ia 
Bulgarie a explique pourquoi ces entretiens 
avaient echoue : d'une part, le Gouvernement 
d'Athenes demandait que la Bulgarie lui cedat 
une region ayant une superficie egale a un 
dixieme de !'ensemble du territoire bulgare; 
d'autre part, une campagne hostile etait mene~ a 
Athenes et a Salonique contre la Bulgane. 
L'Ambassadeur de Grece a \Vashington a refuse 
de discuter aucune des questions en suspens ; 
tout ce qu'il voulait, c'etait fixer Ia dat~ a 
laquelle les relations diplomatiques reprendra1ent 
et connaitre le nom de I' Ambassadeur que le 
Gouvernement bulgare enverrait alors a Athene~. 
La declaration du representant de la Bulgane 
montre que, de toute evidence, le GouverneJ?ent 
grec ne voulait pas negocier, de bonne fOl. 
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In May 1948, through the mediation of the 
French Government, conversations had again been 
resumed. Greece had waived its earlier demands 
only to present new ones. It had demanded that 
Bulgaria should give guarantees that it would 
discontinue its aid to the Greek partisans, 
thereby implying that Bulgaria had given such 
assistance in the past ; that implication was false. 
It was clear that the aim of the Greek Government 
was to camouflage the fact that it was Greece that 
was guilty of provocation. Greece had thus conti
nued to wreck the negotiations by persisting in its 
demands. There was no justification for accusing 
the Governments of Albania and Bulgaria of 
unwillingness to reach a peaceful settlement, nor 
was there any reason to expect that a settlement 
could be reached in 1949. 

Mr. Kiselev further stated that, despite the 
absence of diplomatic relations, Bulgaria had 
always evinced its readiness to avoid border 
friction and to put an end to any incidents that 
might arise on the border. As early as 11 March 
1946, it had notified the Allied Control Council in 
Sofia of its readiness to put into force the 1935 
Bulgarian-Greek Border Convention to which the 
Special Committee had referred. Again, just 
recently, on 12 May 1948, the British Military 
Mission in Sofia had made the same suggestion to 
the Greek Government. However, on both 
occasions, it had been Greece which had shown 
reluctance to co-operate. In reply to the British 
request, the Greek Government had stated that 
the Convention would have to be adjusted in the 
light of the existing situation. In spite of the 
Greek Government's attitude of non-co-operation, 
the Bulgarian authorities often had to resort to 
meetings with the competent Greek authorities in 
the border regions. Those actions clearly demon
strated the good will of the Bulgarian Government. 

"Why then was it necessary to restate the General 
Assembly's desire for a resumption of normal 
diplomatic relations if the Greek Government, as 
was claimed, genuinely desired that resumption ? 
\Vhat prevented the Greek Government from 
reaching a settlement with its northern neigh
bours since the latter had stated that they did not 
object to the settlement ? Mr. Kiselev would be 
prepared to accept paragraph 7 if it was redrafted 
as an appeal to Greece to co-operate with the 
northern States for that would be fully in accord
ance with the existing state of affairs. Since the 
paragraph provided the contrary, the Byelo
russian delegation had no alternative but to vote 
against it. 

A vole was taken by roll-call on paragraph 7, as 
follows: 

Norway, having been drawn by lot by the Chair
man, voted first. 

In favour: Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Saudi 
Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States of Amer
ica, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canada, Chile, China, Cuba, Denmark, Domi
nican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiop~a, 
France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, 

En mai 1948, les conversations ont repris, 
par l'entremise du Gouvernement fran<;ais. La 
Grece n'a abandonne ses premieres revendications 
que pour en presenter de nouvelles. Elle a demande 
que la Bulgarie donne !'assurance qu'elle cesserait 
d'aider les partisans grecs, ce qui aurait consiste 
pour la Bulgarie a admettre qu'elle avait fourni 
cette aide dans la passe, bien que ce fut inexact. 
II est clair que le dessein du Gouvernement grec 
etait de dissimuler le fait que c'etait Ia Grece 
qui avait eu une attitude provocante. La Grece 
a done continue de saboter Ies negociations en 
maintenant ses revendications. II n'y a aucune 
raison d'accuser les Gouvernements de l'Albanie 
et de la Bulgarie de ne pas vouloir se preter a 
un reglement pacifique et il n'y a pas lieu d'esperer 
qu'un tel reglement intervienne au cours de 
l'annee 1949. 

M. Kisselev declare, de plus, que malgre le 
manque de relations diplomatiques, la Bulgarie 
s'est toujours montree disposee a eviter tout 
incident de frontiere et a mettre fin a tout incident 
de ce genre qui pourrait se produire. Des le 
11 mars 1946, le Gouvernement bulgare a declare 
au Conseil de controle interallie de Sofia qu'il 
etait pret a remettre en vigueur la Convention 
de frontiere greco-bulgare de 1935, Convention 
dont il a ete fait mention ala Commission Speciale. 
Recemment, le 12 mai 1948, la mission militaire 
britannique a Sofia a fait une proposition dans ce 
sens au Gouvernement grec. Dans un cas comme 
dans !'autre, c'est la Grece qui s'est refusee a 
cooperer. En reponse a la demande britannique, 
le Gouvernement grec a declare que !'accord de 
frontiere devrait etre modifie pour tenir compte 
de la situation presente. Bien que le Gouvernement 
grec continue a ne pas vouloir cooperer, les 
autorites bulgares ont confere avec les autorites 
grecques competentes dans les regions frontiere; 
voila qui demontre nettement la bonne volonte 
du Gouvernement bulgare. 

Pourquoi done faut il que l'Assemblee generale 
reaffirme son desir de voir retablir des relations 
diplomatiques normales, si, comme on le pretend, 
le Gouvernement grec desire vraiment la reprise 
de ces relations ? On ne voit pas ce qui a empeche 
le Gouvernement grec d'etablir un accord avec 
ses voisins du nord puisque ceux-ci ont declare 
qu'ils ne s'opposaient pas a un tel rcglement. 
M. Kisselev est dispose a accepter le paragraphe 7 
a condition qu'on adopte une autre redaction, par 
laquelle la Grece serait invitee a cooperer avec 
ses voisins du nord ; le texte tiendrait alors 
compte de la situation reelle. Etant donne que 
le paragraphe actuel est redige dans un sens 
oppose, la delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie ne 
peut que voter contre ce paragraphe. 

ll est procede au vote par appel nominal, sur 
le paragraphe 7. 

L'appel commence par la Norvege, doni le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour : Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, 
Arabie saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud Africaine, Royaume Uni, Etats-Unis d' Ame
rique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Cuba, Danemark, Repu
blique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, Ethiopie, 
France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, lslande, Inde, 
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Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua. 

The following countries did not participate in 
the voting: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia. 

The paragraph was adopted by 43 voles. 
Consideration of paragraph 8. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America), on 
behalf of the four sponsoring Powers, accepted the 
Australian amendment to paragraph 8 (AJC.l /361 ). 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) explained his dele
gation's objections to continuing the work of the 
Special Committee. The Yugoslav delegation 
had stated from the outset that a committee of 
investigation to inquire into the situation in the 
Balkans was incompatible with the provisions of 
the Charter. The Charter provided for only two 
kinds of investigations : those undertaken in 
accordance with Articles 33 and 34 respectively. 

The terms of Article 33 were perfectly clear and 
provided that an investigation could be instituted 
for the settlement of a dispute between States. 
However, the situation which the Special Com
mittee had been established to deal with could not 
be described as a dispute. One had only to 
refer to the text of the establishing resolution 
[109 (II)] to see that the Special Committee had 
been set up to observe possible future interference 
by the northern States in Greek internal affairs. 
There had been no determination that such inter
ference had taken place. Hence, the inquiry was 
not intended for the purpose of finding a solution 
of any dispute or situation and, therefore, it was 
outside the scope of Article 33. 

Article 34 of the Charter stated that the Security 
Council could investigate any dispute or situation 
which might lead to international friction in order 
to determine whether its continuance was likely to 
endanger the maintenance of international peace 
and security. It was clear that Article 34 applied 
only to investigations instituted by the Security 
Council. It had been on the basis of Article 34 
that the Security Council had established the 
original Commission of Investigation to make a 
specific report on the situation. That Com
mission was fully compatible with the Charter 
provisions and for that reason the northern States 
had accorded it their complete co-operation. 

The United Nations Special Committee on the 
Balkans, however, was quite different, for it had 
been created not to investigate an existing 
situation but to observe whether the northern 
States would in the future violate the Charter. 
Moreover, even if it had been established within 
the purposes of Article 34, it would have been 
unconstitutional since the General Assembly had 
no power to undertake an investigation of a kind 
which Article 34 assigned to the Security Council. 
Accordingly, the Yugoslav Government had 
considered the Special Committee to be illegal and 
had refused to recognize its existence. It could 

Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua. 

N e prennent pas part au vote : Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslo
vaquie, Pologne, Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Y ougoslavie. 

Par 43 voix contre zero, le paragraphe est adopte. 
Examen du paragraphe 8 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique), au nom 
des quatre Puissances qui ont presente Ie projet 
de resolution, accepte I'amendement de l'Australie 
au paragraphe 8 (AJC.l/361). 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) explique pourquoi sa 
delegation est opposee au maintien de Ia 
Commission speciale. Des Ie debut, Ia delegation 
de Ia Yougoslavie a declare que Ia creation d'une 
commission d'enquete pour les Balkans etait 
incompatible avec les dispositions de Ia Charte. 
Cette derniere prevoit seulement deux sortes 
d'enquetes et, aux Articles 33 et 34, en precise 
les conditions. 

L' Article 33 stipule, en termes parfaitement 
clairs, que Ies Etats pourront recourir a des 
enquetes en vue de regler Ies differends les 
opposant. Or, la situation sur laquelle la 
Commission Speciale a ete chargee d'enqueter 
ne saurait etre qualifiee de differend. II suffit de 
se referer au texte de Ia resolution [109 (II)], qui 
a cree cette Commission Speciale, pour se rendre 
compte que la Commission a ret;u pour mission 
d'observer si les Etats situes au nord de Ia Grece 
se rendraient dans l'avenir coupables d'inter
ventions dans Ies affaires interieures de ce pays. 
II s'agissait done d'interventions hypothetiques. 
Ainsi, I'enquete n'a jamais eu pour but de trouver 
une solution pacifique a un differend ou a une 
situation ; elle ne repond done pas a Ia definition 
donnee a I' Article 33. 

L'Article 34 de Ia Charte declare que le Conseil 
de securite pent enqueter sur tout differend ou 
toute situation qui pourrait entrainer un ctesacc?rd 
entre nations, a fin de determiner si la prolongatiOn 
de ce differend ou de cette situation semble 
devoir menacer le maintien de Ia paix et de Ia 
securite internationales. II est clair que l' Article 34 
s'applique seulement aux enquetes decidees par 
le Conseil de securite. C'est en vertu de cet 
Article 34 que le Conseil de securite a c~ee , I~ 
premiere Commission d'enquete qui a':att ~te 
chargee de preparer un rapport sur Ia situatiOn 
dans les Balkans. La creation d'une telle Com
mission etait parfaitement compatible ave~ les 
dispositions de Ia Charte, et c'est pourquoi les 
Etats situes au nord de Ia Grece ont accorde a cet 
organe toute leur collaboration. . 

Quant a Ia Commission Speciale des NatiOnS 
Unies pour les Balkans, elle a ete creee dans des 
conditions tout a fait differentes ; elle n'a pas 
ete chargee d'enqueter sur une situati?n, deja 
existante mais d'observer si les Etats sttues au 
nord de' Ia Grece se rendraient dans I'avenir 
coupables de violations de Ia Charte. En outre, 
meme si cette Commission avait ete creee dans 
Ies conditions prevues a !'Article 34,_ ell~ ;t'en 
serait pas moins illegale, car I' Assemblee generale 
ne pent pas instituer d'enquetes du type d~ ce!le_s 
dont I' Article 34 charge le Conseil de secunt~. 
C'est pourquoi le Gouvernement de Ia Yougoslav1e 
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not accept the position which had apparently been 
adopted by the majority of the First Committee 
and which was in violation of the Charter. 

Mr. Behler stated that Yugoslavia would main
tain its refusal to co-operate in any way with the 
Special Committee if the First Committee decided 
to maintain it in existence. That decision was 
strengthened by the evidence that the Special 
Committee had been created out of hostility 
towards Yugoslavia. It was an act of discri
mination directed not against the country which 
was already violating the Charter but against those 
States which might possibly violate it in the future. 
It was also an act of discrimination against those 
States which had dared to set up an internal social 
system displeasing to the majority of delegations 
in the General Assembly. Throughout, the acti
vities of the Special Committee had been hostile 
to Yugoslavia and were opposed to the re-estab
lishment of friendly relations among the Balkan 
nations. The failure of the Rapporteur of the 
Special Committee to answer the specific questions 
and accusations which had been directed to him 
by the representatives of the minority in the First 
Committee, proved that those accusations were 
well founded and that the questions were 
unanswerable. 

The Yugoslav delegation was even more opposed 
to the continuance of the Special Committee than 
it had been to the establishment of the Special 
Committee during the second session of the 
General Assembly because it had proof that the 
Committee intended to become more hostile to 
Yugoslavia in the future. Mr. Behler cited a plan 
for the reorganization of the Special Committee 
in which it was contemplated that all the technical 
assistants of the United Nations attached to the 
observation groups would be eliminated because 
it was deemed no longer necessary or desirable to 
maintain the international character of those 
groups. In addition, it had been proposed to 
institute new military formations under the 
euphemistic appellation of frontier guards. He 
asked why the plan had not been brought to the 
attention of the First Committee since it was an 
important document in the discussion of the Greek 
question. The plan existed although attempts 
were being made to conceal it from the First Com
mittee, and it constituted direct evidence of the 
Special Committee's attitude of hostility towards 
the northern States. If the Special Committee 
were reorganized in accordance with that plan, it 
would be even less an international body 
controlled by the United Nations. The reorgan
ization plan was designed to see that the observ
ation groups were more subject to the orders of 
the true masters of the Special Committee, 
namely, the United States and the United King
dom. Under such conditions, it was apparent 
why Yugoslavia had refused and would continue 
to refuse in the future to co-operate in any way in 
the work of the Special Committee. 

a considere la Commission speciale comme un 
organe illegal et s'est refuse a reconnaitre son 
existence. La Yougoslavie ne peut accepter 
le point de vue que semble avoir adopte la 
majorite de la Premiere Commission, car il est 
contraire avec les dispositions de la Charte. 

La Y ougoslavie ne modifiera pas son attitude ; 
elle refusera toujours de cooperer, de quelque 
fa{:on que ce soit, avec la Commission speciale, 
au cas ou la Premiere Commission deciderait de 
proroger son mandat. La Yougoslavie est d'autant 
plus ferme dans sa decision que, de toute evidence, 
la Commission Speciale a ete creee dans une 
intention hostile a son egard. L' etablissement de 
cette Commission speciale est apparu comme 
un acte d'hostilite, dirige, non contre les pays 
qui violaient deja la Charte, mais contre ceux 
qui pourraient peut-etre la violer dans l'avenir; 
la creation de cette Commission constitue nne 
mesure discriminatoire a I' egard des :Etats qui 
ont ose instituer un regime social qui deplait a 
la majorite de l'Assemblee generale. La Com
mission speciale s'est toujours montree hostile 
a lay ougoslavie et s' est opposee au retablissement 
de relations amicales entre les pays balkaniques. 
Le Rapporteur de la Commission speciale n'a pas 
repondu aux questions precises qui lui ont ete 
posees, ni aux accusations qui ont ete portees 
contre lui par les representants de la minorite a 
la Premiere Commission ; son silence prouve que 
ces accusations etaient justifiees, et qu'il est 
impossible de repondre aux questions posees. 

La delegation de la Yougoslavie s'oppose au 
maintien de la Commission speciale, plus vigou
reusement encore qu'elle ne s'est opposee a la 
creation de cet organe, au cours de la deuxieme 
session de I' Assemblee generale ; la Yougoslavie 
a en effet la preuve que la Commission speciale 
se propose de devenir plus hostile encore a son 
egard. M. Behler fait etat d'un plan de reorga
nisation de la Commission speciale, aux termes 
duquel on envisage d'ecarter les collaborateurs 
techniques de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
rattaches aux groupes d'observation, car on 
estime qu'il n'est plus ni necessaire ni utile de 
conferer a ces groupes, comme par le passe, un 
caractere international. En outre, on a propose 
de creer de nouvelles formations militaires 
appelees, par euphemisme, gardes-frontieres. 
M. Behler demande pour quelle raisons ce plan 
n'a pas ete porte ala connaissance de la Premiere 
Commission, puisqu'il constitue un important 
document dans la discussion de la question 
grecque. Ce plan existe, bien que I' on essaie de la 
dissimuler a la Premiere Commission, et il 
demontre tres clairement l'hostilite de la Com
mission Speciale a I'egard des Etats situes au 
nord de la Grece. Si la Commission Speciale etait 
reorganisee conformement a ce plan, elle aurait, 
moins encore, le caractere d'un organe inter
national, controle par !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Ce plan de reorganisation a pour but de 
soumettre, plus directement encore, les groupes 
d'observation a la volonte des veritables maitres 
de la Commission Speciale, a savoir les Etats
Unis d'Amerique et le Royaume-Uni. Dans ce~ 
conditions, il est facile de comprendre pourqum 
le Yougoslavie a refuse et refusera de cooperer, de 
quelque maniere que ce soit, aux travaux de la 
Commission speciale. 
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Mr. BoGOMOLOV {Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) reiterated his delegation's opposition 
to the Special Committee. He considered that 
the activities of the Special Committee were 
designed to aggravate the relations between the 
Balkan States rather than to promote any peaceful 
settlement. The USSR rej ected paragraph 8 as 
amended by the Australian delegation, as it would 
reject any other proposal to continue the work of 
the Special Committee. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) disagreed with the 
Yugoslav representative's statement that the 
Special Committee had been created in contra
vention of the provisions of the Charter. He 
explained that it had not been created as a 
committee of investigation under Article 34. In 
fact, the word " investigation " did not enter into 
the establishing resolution. It had been estab
lished as a subsidiary organ of the General 
Assembly in accordance with Article 22 and had, 
as its objectives, to observe the compliance of the 
Balkan States with the recommendations laid 
down by the Assembly and to assist them in 
carrying out those recommendations. \Vhen the 
Special Committee arrived in Greece, it had been 
decided to establish certain observation posts. 
Australia had fully supported that decision. It 
was only later when it had seemed that some of the 
observation groups, as well as the Special Com
mittee, itself, were exceeding their functions and 
undertaking investigation as distinct from passive 
observation, that the Australian delegation had 
raised an objection. It was thus quite wrong to 
say that the Special Committee was a committee 
of investigation. Consequently the argument 
adduced by the Yugoslav representative was 
completely erroneous. The Special Committee 
had been established in conformity with the 
Charter and was quite as legal as had been the 
earlier Commission of Investigation created by the 
Security Council. The Yugoslav delegation had 
been prepared to co-operate with the earlier body, 
and there was no justification for its refusal to 
co-operate with the Special Committee, whose 
role was primarily that of conciliation. It was 
in order that there should be no misunderstanding 
as to the Special Committee's functions that the 
Australian delegation had submitted its amend
ment to paragraph 8 (A/C.l/361). 

Mr. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that the work of the Special Com
mittee had shown abundantly that it was not an 
organ of conciliation but an attempt to camou
flage Anglo-American intervention in Greece. 
The Special Committee was designed to mislead 
world public opinion and to incriminate Greece's 
northern neighbours. 

Furthermore, there was abundant documentary 
evidence to show that the Special Committee 
had been rendering assistance to the Greek 
Government in the civil war raging in Greece. 
It had done this by placing the information which 
it had gathered at the disposal of the Greek mili
tary authorities and the United States Military 
Mission. The Special Committee had chosen to 
support the Athens Government, both morally 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) affirme, une fois de plus, que 
sa delegation est opposee au maintien de Ia 
Commission speciale. Loin de favoriser un 
reglement pacifique des differends, l'activite de 
cette Commission speciale contribue a envenimer 
les relations entre les Etats des Balkans. La 
delegation de l'URSS rejette le paragraphe 8 
amende par la delegation de I' Australie, comme 
elle rejettera toute autre proposition tendant a 
prolonger Ies travaux de la Commission speciale. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) n'est pas 
d'accord avec le representant de Ia Yougoslavie 
qui a declare que la Commission Speciale a ete 
creee en violation des dispositions de la Charte. 
II precise que la Commission speciale n'a pas 
ete creee en taut que commission d'enquete, aux 
termes de !'Article 34. En fait, le mot << enquete » 
ne figure pas dans la resolution qui cree la Com
mission speciale. La Commission Speciale a ete 
instituee en tant qu'organe subsidiaire de 
I'Assemblee generale, conformement a !'Article 22, 
et elle a pour mission d' observer si les Etats 
balkaniques se conforment aux recommandations 
formulees par l' Assemblee et de les aider a mettre 
en vigueur ces recommandations. Lors de l'arrivee 
de la Commission Speciale en Grece, il a ete 
decide de creer certains postes d'observation. 
L'Australie a accorde son plein appui a cette 
decision. La delegation australienne n'a souleve 
d'objections que plus tard, lorsqu'il est apparu 
que certains groupes d'observateurs, ainsi que la 
Commission speciale elle-meme, outrepassaient 
leurs fonctions en procedant a des enquetes et 
non des observations passives. II est done parfai
tement faux de dire que la Commission speciale 
est une commission d'enquete et !'argument 
invoque par le representant de la Yougoslavie 
est absolument errone. La Commission speciale 
a ete etablie conformement a Ia Charte, et elle est 
aussi legale que I'a ete la Commission d'enquete 
creee anterieurement par le Conseil de securite. 
La delegation yougoslave etait disposee a cooperer 
avec la Commission d'enquete ; rien ne justifie 
done son refus de cooperer avec la Commission 
speciale qui est chargee, en premier chef, d'u~e 
tache de conciliation. C'est pour qu'il n'y a1t 
aucun malentendu sur les fonctions de Ia Com
mission speciale que la delegation australienne 
a presente son amendement au paragraphe 8 
(A.C.l /361). 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovi~
tique d'Ukraine) declare que les travaux accomplis 
par la Commission speciale prouvent am~l.e~ent 
que celle-ci n'est pas un organe de concih~tion, 
et que son existence vise a dissimuler l'~n~er
vention anglo-americaine en Grece. La CommissiOn 
speciale a pour objet d'induire en erreur l'opi~~on 
publique mondiale et d'incriminer les voisms 
du nord de la Grece. 

En outre une volumineuse documentation 
prouve que' la Commission speciale a prete 
assistance au Gouvernement de la Grece dans 
Ia guerre civile qui sevit actuellemen~ dans ce 
pays. Elle l'a fait en mettant Ies rense1gnem~n~s 
qu'elle a recueillis a la dispos~ti?n de~ .au.tontes 
militaires grecques et de la M1sswn mihtm~e des 
:Etats-Unis. La Commission speciale a pns su~ 
elle de soutenir le Gouvernement d'Athenes, auss1 
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and politically, by giving it the support of the 
United Nations. If paragraph 8 of the four
Power draft resolution was implemented, the 
northern States would be required to co-operate 
in the attempt to camouflage Anglo-American 
intervention and would have to support the Athens 
Government in its struggle against the Greek 
people. It was evident that the delegation of the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic could not 
accept such a recommendation, nor could it agree 
to the continued existence of the Special 
Committee. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia), replying to the 
Australian representative, denied that he had 
stated that the Special Committee had been 
established under the provisions of Article 34 of 
the Charter. He had merely shown that the 
only provisions which the Charter contained for 
the creation of an investigating body were those 
in Articles 33 and 34 and that the Special Com
mittee did not conform with the requirements of 
either. 

The Australian representative had said that 
the Special Committee had been created in accord
ance with Article 22 as a subsidiary organ of the 
General Assembly. But Article 22 did not allow 
for the establishment of organs with unlimited 
functions. The powers of the General Assembly 
were clearly laid . down by the Charter and it 
could only create a subsidiary organ within the 
framework of those powers, which did not include 
investigation. Mr. Bebler explained that the 
problem of investigation by an international body 
had been the subject of extensive study and dis
cussion among authorities on international law. 
The authors of the Charter had been well aware 
of the problems involved and had stated very 
precisely in Articles 33 and 34 what kind of 
investigation could be carried out by the United 
Nations and to what organ it should be entrusted. 

In every case it was the Security Council which 
was entrusted with the task. Under Article 33, 
the Council was permitted to institute an enquiry 
in respect of any dispute the continuance of which 
was likely to endanger the maintenance of inter
national peace and security, provided that such 
an enquiry was instituted on the basis of common 
agreement by the parties. Such a situation 
might arise if the Yugoslav and the Greek Govern
ments agreed upon an enquiry into some hypothe
tical frontier incident and on the basis of the 
enquiry agreed to punish those of their nationals 
who were found guilty of provoking the incident, 
according to their own respective penal codes. 
Article 36 of the Charter provided that if the 
parties were unable to settle their dispute by 
mutual agreement, the Security Council could 
recommend that they resort to an investigation. 
Article 34 empowered the Security Council to 
investigate any dispute or situation in order to 
determine whether it was so grave as to be likely 
to endanger the maintenance of international 
peace and security if it were prolonged. If it 
was found that the situation was of so dangerous 
a character, then sanctions could be taken in 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter VII. 

bien moralement que politiquement, en lui 
accordant l'appui de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Si le paragraphe 8 du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances est mis en application, il 
faudra alors que les Etats du nord de la Grece 
cooperent a la tentative faite pour masquer 
!'intervention anglo-americaine, et il leur faudra 
soutenir le Gouvernement d' Athenes dans sa 
lutte contre le peuple grec. II est evident que 
la delegation de Ia Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine ne peut accepter une telle recom
mandation, pas plus qu'elle ne peut admettre 
le maintien de la Commission speciale. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie), repondant au repre
sentant de I' Australie, se defend d'avoir declare 
que la Commission Speciale a ete etablie en vertu 
des dispositions de 1' Article 34 de la Charte. II 
a simplement montre que les seules dispositions 
de Ia Charte qui prevoient la creation d'un orga
nisme d'enquete sont les Articles 33 et 34 et que 
la Commission speciale ne se conformait pas aux 
conditions stipulees par ces Articles. 

Le representant de l'Australie a declare que la 
Commission Speciale a ete creee en vertu de 
!'Article 22 en tant qu'organe subsidiaire de 
1' Assemblee generale, mais I' Article 22 ne permet 
pas Ia creation d'organes disposant de pouvoirs 
illimites. Les pouvoirs de l'Assemblee generale 
ont ete clairement etablis par la Charte, et 
l'Assemblee ne peut creer d'organe subsidiaire 
que dans le cadre de ses pouvoirs, lesquels ne 
comportent pas celui de faire proceder a des 
enquetes. M. Behler souligne que le probleme des 
enquetes menees par un organe international a 
fait l'objet d'etudes approfondies et de discussions 
prolongees par des personnes faisant autorite en 
matiere de droit international. Les auteurs de 
la Charte se sont parfaitement rendu compte des 
problemes souleves et ont precise, dans les 
Articles 33 et 34, quelles sortes d'enquetes 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies pourrait mener 
et a quel organe elle devrait les confier. 

Dans tous les cas, c'est au Conseil de securite 
que la tache a ete confiee. Aux termes de 
I' Article 33, le Conseil peut ouvrir une enquete 
sur tout differend dont la prolongation semble 
devoir menacer le maintien de la paix et de la 
securite internationa1es, a condition qu'une teHe 
enquete soit ouverte avec I'accord des deux 
parties. Une telle situation pourrait se presenter 
si 1es Gouvernements yougoslave et grec decidaient 
d'un commun accord, d'ouvrir une enquete sur 
quelque hypothetique incident de frontiere et 
de tenir compte des conclusions de cette enquete 
aux fins de chatier, conformement aux dispo
sitions de leurs codes penaux respectifs, leurs 
ressortissants coupables- d'avoir provoque 
l'incident. L'Article 36 de la Charte prevoit que 
si les parties sont incapables de regler leurs 
differends par accord mutuel, le Conseil de securite 
peut leur recommander de recourir a la procedure 
d'enquete. L'Article 34 donne au Conseil de 
securite le pouvoir d'enqueter sur tout differend 
ou toute situation afin de determiner si la prolon
gation de ce differend ou de cette situati~n 
semble devoir menacer le maintien de la pmx 
et de la securite internationales. Si I'on arrive a 
la conclusion que la situation presente ce caractere 
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Those were the only kinds of investigation which 
the Charter provided for. There were no others, 
no matter what the representativ~ of Australia 
might say. 

Colonel Hodgson had also stated that the basic 
function of the Special Committee was conci
liation. But in the establishing resolution it had 
been stated that the Special Committee should 
observe the developments of the situation and 
note whether there was foreign intervention in 
Greece. Mr. Behler did not see how that could 
be done other than by investigation. Mr. Behler 
could not accept Colonel Hodgson's assertion that 
no investigation had been undertaken. He 
recalled his earlier statement in which he had 
cited the model questionnaire used in the exami
nation of captured partisans and which was to be 
found in document A/AC.l6JSC.lj3. The 
questions dealt with the organization of the 
partisan bands, their leadership, relation to other 
partisan bodies, their operational plans and their 
location. What place could that questionnaire 
have in the work of conciliation ? How could it 
be explained other than as proof that the Special 
Committee had carried out investigation ? But 
investigation was not permitted under the terms 
of the Charter. That was why the Yugoslav 
delegation could not accept the proposal to 
continue the work of the Special Committee. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) drew attention to a 
clerical error in the French text of paragraph 8 
of the resolution and requested that this be 
corrected. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. The 
Australian amendment (document AJC.l/361) to 
paragraph 8 was adopted by 48 votes to 6. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that he had not 
yet received any reply to his question whether the 
proposed plan for the reorganization of the 
Special Committee would be circulated or, at least, 
read. His delegation was interested not only in 
this question but also to know whether the inves
tigatory function was to be continued. According 
to document AJAC.16JW.11 the United States 
delegation had always intended the Special 
Committee to have such functions. The impor
tance of the matter could be seen in the Australian 
reservation to the report which was found in 
annex 4, and which said that the accusations 
were based largely upon the investigations of the 
observation groups. It was quite apparent that 
the previous resolution of the Assembly [109 (II)] 
had been interpreted as authorizing investigation. 
The Yugoslav delegation wished to know whether 
this interpretation still stood. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that he had been informed 
by the Secretariat that no plans existed for the 
reorganization of the Special Committee. The 
Special Committee was merely awaiting the 
decision of the Assembly. 

mena~ant, on peut alors prendre des sanctions 
conformement aux dispositions du Chapitre VII. 
Telles sont les seules categories d'enquetes que 
prevoit la Charte. II n'y en a pas d'autres, quoi 
que puisse dire le representant de l'Australie. 

Le colonel Hodgson a aussi declare que le 
principal objet de la Commission Speciale etait 
d'accomplir une tache de conciliation. Mais Ia 
resolution creant la Commission Speciale precise 
que celle-ci devrait observer revolution de la 
situation et etablir s'il y a ou non intervention 
etrangere en Grece. M. Behler ne voit pas comment 
on peut le faire autrement qu'en procedant a une 
enquete. II ne peut admettre !'assertion du 
Colonel Hodgson selon laquelle aucune enquete 
n'aurait ete entreprise. M. Behler rappelle l'une 
de ses precedentes declarations dans laquelle 
il avait cite le modele de questionnaire utilise 
pour l'interrogatoire des partisans captures, 
modele dont on peut trouver le texte dans le 
document A/C.16JSC.lf3. Les questions portent 
sur !'organisation des bandes de partisans, sur 
leurs chefs, sur leurs rapports avec les autres 
bandes de partisans, sur leurs plans d'operations 
et sur leurs emplacements. Quel peut-etre le role 
de ce questionnaire dans l'oeuvre de conciliation? 
N'est-ce pas une preuve que la Commission 
Speciale a procecte a une enquete ? Or les dispo
sitions de la Charte n'autorisent pas l'ouverture 
d'une enquete. C'est pourquoi la delegation 
yougoslave ne peut pas accepter la propo~it~on 
visant a prolonger les travaux de la CommissiOn 
speciale. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) attire !'attention de la 
Commission sur une erreur materielle dans Ie 
texte fran~ais du paragraphe 8 du projet de 
resolution. Il en demande la correction. 

Il est procMe a un vote a main levee sur l' amen
dement de l'Australie au paragraphe 8. Par 
48 voix con ire 6, l' amen dement est ado pte. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) rappelle qu'il a 
demande si le projet de reorganisation de la 
Commission speciale sera distribue ou si, tout 
au mains, lecture en sera donnee, et fait remarquer 
qu'on ne lui a pas encore repondu sur ce point. 
Non seulement sa delegation s'interesse a cette 
question, mais elle voudrait egalement savoir si 
le pouvoir de proceder a des enquetes sera 
maintenu. Selon le document A/AC.l6JW.ll, la 
delegation des Etats-Unis a toujours eu !'intention 
de voir la Commission speciale investie de ce 
pouvoir. On peut juger de !'importance de ~a 
question par les reserves apportees par I'Austrahe 
au rapport contenu dans l'annexe 4 ; ce rapport 
affirme que les accusations se fondent, dans une 
large mesure, sur les enquetes des groupes d'ob~er
vation. Il est manifeste que la precedente reso
lution de I' Assemblee [109 (II)] a ete interpretee 
comme autorisant les enquetes. La deleg~tio~ 
de Ia Yougoslavie serait desireuse de savorr Sl 

cette interpretation a ete maintenue. 

Le PRESIDENT declare avoir ete avise par le 
Secretariat qu'il n'existe aucun plan visant a 
reorganiser la Commission speciale. ~e~t.e Com
mission attend simplement Ia deciSIOn de 
I' Assemblee. 
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A vote was taken by a show of hands on para
graph 8 of the draft resolution submitted by China, 
France, the United Kingdom and the United States 
(document AJC.l/352). The paragraph was 
adopted by 50 votes in favour. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that his delegation had not 
participated in the voting. 

Mr. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) made a similar statement. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said he wished to 
make a statement as to why he had not partici
pated in the vote. He said that he had a copy of 
the proposed plan for reorganization and he 
wished to read it. Mr. Behler then proceeded to 
read document A/AC.16JW.57, "Observation 
Group Policy "1 (Working Paper prepared by the 
Secretariat and the Executive Officer). Mr. 
Behler observed that this document had been 
marked " confidential " and had been withheld 
from the First Committee. He requested that 
the text be included in full in the record of the 
meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the document 
referred to was a series of drafts drawn up by the 
Secretariat of the Special Committee with a view 
to obtaining the necessary credits. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) considered that 
whether it was a draft or not, it was one of the 
most remarkable documents among the Special 
Committee papers. In view of its importance he 
proposed that it be published forthwith as a First 
Committee document. 

Mr. BoaoMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) seconded the Polish proposal. 

Aftor a brief discussion as to the necessity of 
taking a special decision to publish this document, 
the CHAIRMAN stated that it would be circulated. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) referred to the 
amendment proposed by the representative of 
Greece (A/C.l/354/Rev. 1) to be inserted between 
paragraphs 8 and 9 and which read as follows : 

" Calls upon all Members of the United Nations 
and upon all other States to which Greek children 
have been removed by the Greek guerrillas to 
take all steps for their prompt return to their 
homes". 

He observed that this draft amendment con
cerned the question of the abduction of Greek 
children. It was a very low form of propaganda 
which sank to the depths of playing upon natural 
sympathy for children, as was done in this amend
ment. The evacuation of children was normal in 
any war and in the past, such action, whether 
undertaken privately or through organizations, or 
by Governments, had never been questioned. It 
was therefore rather peculiar that it should now 
he stated that it was wrong to save Greek children 
from suffering and death at the hands of the 
Greek Government forces and from starvation 

1 Provisional translation. 

Il est procede a un vole d main levee sur le 
paragraphe 8 du projet de resolution presente par 
la Chine, la France, le Royaume-Uni et les Etats
Unis d'Amerique ( AJC.l/352). Par 50 voix, le 
paragraphe est adopte. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que sa delegation n'a 
pas ~articipe au vote. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) fait une declaration similaire. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) tient a expliquer 
pourquoi il n'a pas participe au vote. II dit avoir 
une copie du projet de reorganisation dont il 
desire donner lecture. M. Behler lit alors le 
document AJAC.16JW.57 cc Ligne de conduite 
des groupes d'observation1 »(document de travail 
prepare par le Secretariat et le fonctionnaire 
charge de !'execution). M. Behler fait remarquer 
que ce document porte la mention « confidentiel » 
et qu'il n'a pas ete soumis a la Premiere Com
mission. II demande que le texte soit inclus 
integralement dans le compte rendu de la seance. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que le document cite 
comprend une serie de projets rediges par le 
secretariat de la Commission speciale en vue 
d'obtenir les credits necessaires. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) affirme que, projet 
ou non, ce texte est l'un des documents les plus 
remarquables de la Commission speciale, Etant 
donne son importance, il propose qu'il soit 
immediatement publie comme document de la 
Premiere Commission. 

M. BoaoMoLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) appuie la proposition de la 
Pologne. 

Apres une breve discussion sur la necessite de 
prendre une decision speciale pour publier ce 
document, le PRESIDENT declare que !edit 
document sera distribue. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) parle de !'amen
dement propose par le representant de Ia Grece 
(A/C.l/354/Rev.l) et qui tend a inserer le texte 
suivant entre les paragraphes 8 et 9 : 

cc Invite tous Ies Membres de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, et tous les autres Etats sur 
le territoire desquels des enfants grecs ont ete 
envoyes par les partisans grecs, a prendre toutes 
les mesures necessaires en vue du retour de ces 
enfants dans leurs foyers. » 

Il fait remarquer que ce projet d'amendement 
porte sur la question des enlevements d'enfants 
grecs. Ce projet a recours a une forme de propa
gande tres vile qui s'abaisse jusqu'a jouer des 
sentiments naturels de sympathie qu'inspirent 
les enfants. L'evacuation des enfants est chose 
normale au cours de toute guerre ; qu'elle ait ete 
assuree a titre prive, par des organisations ou par 
des Gouvernements, jamais son principe n'a ete 
mis en cause. Il est done assez etrange que l'on 
vienne dire maintenant qu'il est mal d'arracher 
des enfants grecs aux soufirances et a la mort 

que leur infligeraient les forces gouverne-

1 Traduction provisoire. 
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caused by the blockade against the guerrillas. 
The cruelty and terrorism of the Greek Govern
ment in the civil war had already been adequately 
exposed. l\1any hardships had been endured by 
the children and when they had been taken to a 
place of safety the Greek Government asked for 
them to be brought back to the miserable condi
tions in which Greek children were living in the 
guerrilla areas and in Athens itself. 

In Roumania the children were living in hotels 
and former castles where they were well-cared for 
by doctors and nurses. In Czechoslovakia there 
were camps where the children were looked after 
by Greek teachers and supervisors and sponsored 
by the local trade unions. In Yugoslavia they 
were under the care of the Red Cross. In this 
connexion the American correspondent, Homer 
Bigart, had written an article on 28 July 1948, 
quoting from various statements made to him by 
English-speaking witnesses in Yugoslavia which 
made it clear that the children had been sent out 
voluntarily because it had seemed to be the only 
course. In Albania, the children were being 
properly fed, despite the shortages in that 
country. In Bulgaria, they were living in old 
palaces and health resorts and provided with 
scienti fie ally prepared rations. Kenneth Mat
thews, the B.B.C. commentator had visited the 
children in Bulgaria and had stated that they were 
surrounded by Greek people and that no attempt 
at Slav indoctrination was being made. 

The conditions of the evacuees in these coun
tries might be compared with the conditions in 
Athens. There some children were housed in an 
old UNRRA warehouse. Moreover, the camps 
and schools in the other countries could be, and 
had been, visited by any accredited correspondent. 
On the other hand, even the International Red 
Cross was refused permission to visit exiled 
children in Greek Government camps on the 
Aegean Islands. The question of evacuation had 
been discussed by Mrs. Levenson of the Stockholm 
Save the Children Fund. She had made enquiries 
among parents who were with their children in 
Hungary and said she was convinced that all the 
children who were there had gone with their 
parents' consent. For some obscure reason, the 
Swedish Press had not seen fit to publish any of 
her statements. 

The reports of the Special Committee had 
devoted much space to this question but it was 
quite clear that they had no evidence to support 
the claims of the Athens Government. Not a 
single parent was quoted as stating that his child 
had been taken away against his will. Reports 
of the observation groups got around this problem 
neatly by saying merely that they were unable to 
confirm mass abductions. On the other hand, 
there were many passages in the Special 
Committee's reports which stated clearly that 

mentales grecques - et de les sauver de la famine 
causee par le blocus etabli contre les partisans. 
On a deja suffisamment parle de la cruaute du 
Gouvernement grec et du terrorisme qu'il fait 
regner dans cette guerre civile. Ces enfants ont 
subi bien des epreuves et, maintenant qu'ils sont 
en securite, le Gouvernement grec demande qu'on 
les renvoie pour qu'ils retrouvent les conditions 
de vie miserables que connaissent les enfants 
grecs dans les regions ou se deroulent les operations 
de guerilla et dans Athenes meme. 

En Roumanie, les enfants vivent dans des 
hotels et dans d'anciens chateaux; des medecins 
et des infirmieres prennent soin d'eux. En Tcheco
slovaquie, ils vivent dans des camps, organises 
sous le patronage des syndicats locaux, oil des 
professeurs et des surveillants grecs s'occupent 
d'eux. En Yougoslavie, c'est la Croix-Rouge qui 
les a pris sous sa garde. A cet egard, un corres
pondant de presse americain, Homer Bigart, a 
ecrit, le 28 j uillet 1948, un article dans lequel 
il cite plusieurs declarations qui lui firent en 
Yougoslavie des temoins qui parlaient anglais ; 
il ressort clairement de ces declarations que les 
enfants ont ete evacues volontairement, car 
il semblait que ce fut la la seule solution possible. 
En Albanie, les enfants sont convenablement 
nourris, malgre la penurie de denrees alimentaires. 
En Bulgarie, ils vivent dans d'anciens chateaux 
et dans des stations climatiques, et rec;oivent des 
rations scientifiquement preparees. M. Kenneth 
Matthews, correspondant de la BBC., a rendu 
visite aux enfants qui se trouvent en Bulgarie ; 
il a declare qu'ils sont entoures de Grecs et 
qu'on n'essaie nullement de les endoctriner d'apres 
des theories slaves. 

Les conditions d'existence des enfants evacw.\s 
dans ces pays peuvent se comparer favorablement 
avec celles des enfants qui, a Athenes, sont loges 
dans un ancien entrepot de l'UNRRA. En outre, 
les camps et les ecoles ou sont Mberges les jeunes 
refugies peuvent etre visites par tout corres
pondant accredite. Ils ont d'ailleurs rec;u Ia visite 
d'un bon nombre de ces correspondants. Par 
contre, la Croix-Rouge internationale elle-meme 
s'est vu refuser l'autorisation de rendre visite 
aux enfants exiles dans les camps du Gouver
nement grec installes dans les lles de la Mer Egee. 
La question de !'evacuation a ete discutee par 
Mme Levenson, du Fonds de secours a l'enfance 
de Stockholm. A la suite d'une enquete qu'elle 
a menee aupres des enfants heberges en Hongrie, 
elle a declare qu'elle etait convaincue que tous 
les enfants qui se trouvaient la etaient partis 
avec le consentement de leurs parents. Pour une 
raison mal definie, la presse suectoise n'a pas juge 
bon de publier Ia moindre de ces declarations. 

Les rapports de la Commission speciale reservent 
une ·large place a cette question, mais il est 
parfaitement evident qu'elle n'a pu trouver 
aucune preuve pour etayer les dires du Gouver
nement d' Athenes. Pas un seul parent interroge 
dont il question dans le rapport, n'a declare que 
son enfant lui a ete enleve contre sa volonte. Les 
rapports des groupes d'observation esquivent 
elegamment le probleme en disant seulement 
qu'il n'a pas ete possible de confirmer que des 
enlevements massifs se sont produits. En revanche, 
de nombreux passages des rapports de la Com
mission speciale indiquent clairement que des 



children were evacuated with their parents' 
consent. 

Now the First Committee was being asked to 
demand the return of these children to their 
homes. It was not clear whether this meant the 
guerrilla areas or the Aegean Islands or ware
houses in Athens. It was curious that the Greek 
Government, rather than expressing gratitude for 
the assistance given to these children, was 
requesting that they be returned to miserable 
conditions. Mr. Katz-Suchy suggested that while 
this question was under discussion, the political 
implications of the four-Power resolution be 
forgotten and that the matter be considered on a 
humanitarian basis. It was not a question of 
returning the children to their parents, many of 
whom were fighting with the guerrilla forces or 
were in prison or had been hanged. It was a 
question of whether the children should be allowed 
to remain in safety until peace had been restored 
in Greece. 

Mr. LoRmAN (Belgium) drew attention to the 
amendment to the Greek amendment proposed 
by his delegation (A/C.1/369), suggesting the 
addition of the words : " when they are claimed 
by their parents. " It had appeared that the 
Greek text proposed that all children should be 
returned to Greece whether or not they were 
claimed by their parents or guardians. In the 
present circumstances, some parents, who should 
be able to make the decision, might wish their 
children to remain abroad. However, if the 
Greek text (AjC.1j354JRev. 1) which read: 
" return to their homes " implied that the 
decision would be in the hands of the parents, 
there would be no necessity for the Belgian 
amendment. 

Mr. PRoCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) said his dele
gation wished to state that all the Greek children 
in Czechoslovakia had been brought at the 
express desire of their parents. They were being 
maintained by trade-union organizations and 
their health, recreation and education were being 
well provided for. The people of Czechoslovakia 
regarded them as their guests. They considered 
themselves to be carrying out their humanitarian 
duty and saw no need to make excuses for them
selves. 

The meeting rose at 1 p. m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETIETH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 9 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

57. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, Aj644 
and A/692). 

enfants ont ete evacues avec le consentement de 
leurs parents. 

On demande maintenant a la Premiere Com
mission d'ordonner le retour de ces enfants dans 
leurs foyers. Or, on ne precise pas s'il s'agit des 
zones oil se deroulent les operations du partisan, 
des lles de Ia Mer Egee, ou des entre pots d' Athenes. 
Il est curieux que, loin d'exprimer sa gratitude 
pour !'assistance offerte a ses enfants, le Gouver
nement grec demande, au contraire, qu'ils 
retrouvent des conditions de vie miserables. 
M. Katz-Suchy propose d'oublier, pour un 
instant, les aspects politiques de Ia resolution des 
quatre Puissances, et d'examiner cette question 
d'un point de vue humanitaire. Il ne s'agit pas 
de savoir si les enfants seront rendus a leurs 
parents, dont beaucoup combattent avec les 
partisans, ou sont en prison, ou bien ont ete 
pendus. La question qui se pose est de savoir si 
l'on permettra a ces enfants de demeurer en 
securite jusqu'a ce que la paix ait ete retablie en 
Grece. 

M. LoRmAN (Belgique) appelle !'attention sur 
l'amendement a I'amendement de la Grece 
propose par sa delegation (AjC.1 /369), et qui 
consiste a ajouter les mots << lorsqu'ils sont 
reclames par leurs parents)). Il est apparu que 
le texte de l'amendement grec propose que tous 
les enfants soient renvoyes en Grece, que leurs 
parents les reclament ou non. Dans les circons
tances presentes, certains parents, auxquels on 
devrait laisser le soin de prendre eux-memes une 
decision, peuvent desirer que leurs enfants restent 
a l'etranger. Toutefois, si le texte de l'amendement 
grec (A/C.1j354/Rev.1) qui porte : <<retour (de 
ces enfants) dans leurs foyers » implique que la 
decision sera laissee aux parents, l'amendement 
beige n'a plus de raison d'(~tre. 

M. PRoCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) declare que 
sa delegation tient a indiquer que tous les enfants 
grecs qui se trouvent en Tchecoslovaquie y ont ete 
amenes sur le desir expres de leurs parents. Des 
organisations syndicales assurent leur entretien 
et s'occupent avec grand soin de leur sante, de 
leur instruction et de leurs loisirs. Le peuple de 
Tchecoslovaquie les considere comme ses hotes. 
Il estime s'acquitter d'un devoir humanitaire 
et ne voit nulle raison de s'en excuser. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT-DIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris. 
le mardi 9 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

57. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS DNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 ET A/692). 



Continuation of the discussion of the four
Power draft resolution (A JC.l /352) 

Consideration of the Greek amendment ( A JC.l/354/ 
Rev. 1). 

M. BEHLER (Yugoslavia), before beginning to 
discuss the subject, drew the attention of the First 
Committee to two points : first, that the document 
number and the word, "confidential " were 
missing from document A/C.l /377 which had been 
circulated at the request of the Yugoslav dele
gation ; and secondly, that the Secretary-General 
had not yet made known his decision with regard 
to the showing of films in UnitedNations buildings. 
It would be interesting to know whether the film 
on Greek children would be allowed to be shown, if 
not to the members of the First Committee, at 
least to the public. 

Mr. Behler went on to protest against the Greek 
amendment, which contained the slanderous insi
nuation that the States which had given refuge to 
Greek children were trying to prevent their return. 

The popular democratic organizations of Greece, 
which had taken upon themselves the transport 
of Greek children as far as the Yugoslav frontier, 
had declared that the children were either orphans 
or accompanied by their mothers, or that they had 
fl ed their villages with the consent, or at the 
express request of their parents. The report of the 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans 
spoke of the abduction of children, basing its 
statement on the testimony of witnesses in the pay 
of the Athens Government. 

Western journalists who were living in Belgrade 
had been invited to visit the Greek refugee 
children's camps. In an article of 11 April 1948 
entitled " Greek girls deny kidnap reports ", the 
New York Times correspondent described his 
visit to one of the camps, giving details of the ages 
of the children and the organization of the camp 
by the Yugoslav Red Cross, and stating that the 
children were cleanly dressed and were cheerful. 
They had told him that they were glad to be away 
from the bombardments. The Special Committee 
itself explained that the evacuation of the children 
was due to the shortage of food, the lack of 
schools and the horrors of war. Was it not 
obvious, in those circumstances, that the offer of 
Yugoslavia and other democratic States to take 
the children away from the combat zone was a 
humanitarian measure ? 

Mr. Behler also quoted a pamphlet written by 
Colonel Sheppard, the former head of the British 
Economic Mission in Northen Greece and at one 
time an UNRRA official, who had studied the 
question of the Greek children while engaged upon 
investigations on both sides of the frontier. The 
pamphlet, which had been published recently in 
Paris under the title "Greek children find a haven 
of peace and happiness "; gave details concerning 
the children's situation and the way in which they 
were being educated, and justified the evacuation 
of children from the war-torn areas. Further-. 
more, the Yugoslav Red Cross had for a consid
erable time been providing the International Red 

Suite de Ia discussion du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances (AfC.l/352) . 

Examen de l'amendement de la Grece (A/C.Z/354/ 
Rev.l). 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie), avant d'aborder 
la question, attire )'attention de Ia Premiere 
Commission sur deux faits : dans le document 
AfC.l /377 distribue ala demande de la delegation 
yougoslave, manquent le numero d'ordre original 
du document et la mention qu'il etait confidentiel; 
le Secretaire general n'a pas encore fait connaitre 
sa decision en ce qui concerne la projection des 
films dans les locaux de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. Il serait interessant de savoir 
a ce sujet si Ia projection du film sur les enfants 
grecs sera autorisee, sinon pour les membres 
de la Premiere Commission, du moins pour 
le public. 

L'orateur proteste ensuite contre l'amendement 
grec, qui insinue calomnieusement que les Etats 
qui ont donne refuge aux enfants grecs s'opposent 
a leur retour. 

Les organisations populaires democratiques 
de Ia Grece, qui se sont chargees du transport 
des enfants grecs jusqu'a la frontiere yougoslave, 
ont precise que ces enfants etaient soit orphelins 
de pere et de mere, soit accompagnes de leur 
mere ou qu'ils avaient fui leur village avec 
l'assentiment ou a la demande expresse de leurs 
parents. La Commission speciale des Nations 
Unies pour les Balkans, dans son rapport, parle 
d'enlevement d'enfants, sur la base de depo
sitions de temoins a la solde du gouvernement 
d'Athenes. 

Les journalistes occidentaux residant a 
Belgrade ont ete invites a visiter des camps 
d'enfants grecs refugies. Le correspondant du 
New York Times, dans un article du 11 avril1948 
intitule : cc De jeunes Grecques dementent les 
rapports au sujet de leur enlevement )) decrit 
Ia visite qu'il a rendue a un de ces camps, donne 
des details sur l'age des enfants, sur !'orga
nisation du camp par la Croix-Rouge yougoslave, 
constate que les enfants sont proprement habilles 
et qu'ils sont de bonne humeur. lis lui ont 
declare qu'ils sont contents d'etre a l'abri des 
bombardements. La Commission speciale elle
meme, explique le depart des enfants par Ia 
penurie des vivres, le manque d'ecoles et les 
horreurs de la guerre. Dans ces condition~, 
n'est-il pas evident que I'offre de Ia Yougoslav1e 
et des autres Etats de democratic populaire de 
recueillir ces enfants, loin de Ia zone de combat, 
est une mesure humanitaire ? 

M. Behler cite, en outre, une brochure du 
colonel Sheppard, ancien chef de la Mission 
economique britannique, dans le nord de la 
Grece et ancien fonctionnaire de l'UNRRA en 
Grece, qui a etudie le probleme des enfants 
grecs en procedant a des enquetes des deux 
cotes de la frontiere. Cette brochure, publiee 
recemment a Paris sous le titre : Les enfants 
grecs trouvent un havre de paix et de bonheur, 
donne des precisions sur Ia situation des ~nfa~ts 
et sur Ia fa~on dont ils sont instruits et JUSbfie 
!'evacuation d'enfants de regions ravagees par 
la guerre. D'ailleurs, la Croix-Rouge yougoslave a 
depuis longtemps fourni a Ia Croix-Rouge interna-
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Cr?ss with statistical information concerning the 
children, and especially with regard to the 
chil?ren who had first been evacuated to Yugo
slavia and subsequently sent to Rumania, 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia. Yugoslavia had 
taken the word of the democratic Greek authorities 
that no Greek child had left Greece without 
the consent of its parents ; the Yugoslav Red 
Cross was doing all within its power to look after 
the children, and had even sent a certain number 
to neighbouring countries in which Yugoslavia had 
confidence. 

The Yugoslav representative added that his 
Government had replied to the Athens Govern
ment that it was willing to send the children back 
to Greece as soon as the conditions which had made 
their evacuation necessary had changed- as soon, 
in fact, as normal living conditions had been 
resto_red. If the Yugoslav Govern?Jent was 
convmced that any parents had of their own free 
will decided to ask for the return of their children 
it would place no obstacle in the way of their 
return ; in any case, there was no need for a 
resolution calling upon Yugoslavia and the other 
States to take such action. 

The Yugoslav delegation could not consent to 
co-operate with the Special Committee in the 
matter, because that Committee was too closely 
linked with the military and police authorities of 
Greece. For that reason, it could not vote in 
favour of the paragraph which accused the three 
northern neighbours of Greece of acts that they 
had not committed and invited them to do certain 
things which they could do without any such 
resolution. 

Mr. BoGmiOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that his delegation was of the 
opinion that the Greek children who had been 
received in the popular democratic States had left 
Greece with the consent of their parents. There 
could be nothing but satisfaction at the thought 
that those children had been saved from hunger and 
death and had taken advantage of the right of 
asylum. The USSR delegation would, therefore, 
vote against the Greek amendment. 

l\Ir. PrPINELIS (Greece) stated that his dele
gation had not taken part in the article-by-article 
discussion of the four-Power draft resolution 
because it considered that the facts had been 
sufficiently established. In view of the remarks 
that had been made, however, it had become 
necessary to explain the Greek amendment. 

The kidnapping of children was one of 
the most poignant events of the Greek tragedy. 
Mr. Pipinelis described how guerrillas entered 
villages and demanded, under threat of arms, that 
parents part with their children. How could 
there be any question of free consent in such 
circumstances, especially in Greece, where family 
ties were very strong and separation was a rare 
occurrence ? 

Mr. Pipinelis protested against the argument 
of the Polish representative, who had claimed that 
the removal of the Greek children was justified by 
the excellent material conditions in which they 
were living. The use of such an argument 

tionale des renseignements statistiques sur ces 
enfants, et notamment sur le nombre d'enfants 
accueillis primitivement en Yougoslavie et 
envoyes ulterieurement en Roumanie, en Hongrie 
et en Tchecoslovaquie. La Y ougoslavie a fait 
confiance aux autorites democratiques grecques 
sur le fait qu'aucun enfant grec n'avait quitte 
la Grece sans le consentement de ses parents ; 
la Croix-Rouge yougoslave fait tout ce qu'elle 
peut pour assurer le bien-etre de ces enfants, 
et en a meme envoye un certain nombre dans 
des pays voisins, en qui la Yougoslavie avait 
confiance. 

Le representant de la Yougoslavie ajoute 
que son Gouvernement a repondu au Gouver
nement d'Athenes qu'il etait d'accord pour 
renvoyer ces enfants en Grece aussitOt que les 
circonstances qui ont provoque leur depart 
auront cesse, c'est-a-dire des que des conditions 
normales de vie auront ete retablies. Si le Gouver
nement yougoslave est persuade que des parents 
ont Iibrement decide de demander le retour de 
leurs enfants, il ne fera aucune difficulte a leur 
retour; il n'est pas necessaire pour cela qu'une 
resolution enjoigne a Ia Yougoslavie et aux autres 
Etats d'agir de cette fa<;on. 

Enfin, Ia delegation yougoslave ne peut 
admettre de cooperer avec la Commission speciale 
sur cette question, car cette Commission est 
trop intimement Iiee avec les autorites militaires 
et policieres de la Grece. C'est pourquoi elle ne 
pourra voter en faveur de ce paragraphe qui 
tend a accuser les trois pays voisins septen
trionaux de la Grece de faits qu'ils n'ont pas 
commis et les invite a accomplir ce qu'ils peuvent 
faire sans le secours d'une resolution. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que sa delegation 
considere que les enfants grecs recueillis dans 
les Etats de democratic populaire ont fui la 
Grece avec I'assentiment de leurs parents. On 
ne peut que se rejouir du fait que ces enfants 
aient ete sauves de la menace de la faim et de 
Ia mort et aient beneficie du droit d'asile. C'est 
pourquoi Ia delegation de l'URSS votera contre 
l'amendement grec. 

M. PrPINELIS (Grece) fait observer que sa 
delegation n'a pas participe a la discussion, 
article par article, du projet de resolution des 
quatre Puissances, parce qu'elle estimait que 
les faits etaient suffisamment etablis. Elle tient 
cependant a expliquer son amendement a la 
suite des remarques qui ont ete faites. 

II declare que le rapt des enfants est un des 
elements les plus poignants de la tragedie 
hellenique, et decrit la fa<;on dont les partisans 
entrent dans les villages et, sous la menace de 
leurs armes, demandent aux parents qu'ils 
se separent de leurs enfants. Comment, dans 
ces conditions, peut-on parler de libre consen
tement, d'autant plus qu'en Grece les liens d,~ 
famille sont tres puissants et Ia separation tres 
rare ? 

II s'eleve contre !'argument invoque par le 
representant de Ia Pologne, selon lequel I'enle
vement des enfants grecs se justifierait par les 
conditions materielles excellentes dans lesquelles 
vivent ces enfants. L'emploi d'un tel argument 
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betrayed the moral gulf between those who 
argued in favour of increased material well-being 
and those for whom separation was an irreparable 
moral misfortune. 

The Greek representative proceeded to quote 
passages from a publication of the Greek Com
mittee for Assistance to Children, established by 
the so-called Democratic Greek Government. He 
pointed out that the education of the children in 
the States which had received them was being 
carried out with the sole purpose of training a new 
generation of political instructors and propa
gandists. While the representatives of those 
countries refused to co-operate, on legal grounds, 
in committees of investigation, they did not 
hesitate to take the place of the parents and of the 
Greek Government in the education of Greek 
children. 

The importance of the question had been appre
ciated by world public opinion. The Interna
tional Union for Child Welfare, the International 
Red Cross and the Parliamentary Union had all 
passed resolutions and recommendations which 
aimed at facilitating the return of the Greek 
children to their own country as soon as possible. 

Finally, the Special Committee had established 
the fact that Greek children had been carried off 
by force. In the circumstances, Greece, whose 
Government had received thousands of appeals 
from parents asking for the return of their 
cb.ildren, demanded that the children should be 
repatriated. The desire of the Greek Govern
ment to exercise guardianship over its own 
children as was its right, was the only reason for 
the submission of the Greek amendment. 

1\Ir. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) noted that the Greek representative 
could say all he wished at the present meeting, 
since he was confident that his statements would 
not be refuted by a representative of the Demo
cratic Government of Greece. 

What could the Greek Government offer those 
children, who enjoyed material and moral care 
in the countries which had given them asylum, but 
life in barracks, undernourishment and disease ? 

As tot he family sentiments of which Mr. Pipinelis 
had spoken, the Ukrainian representative averred 
that in time of war parents who loved their 
children tried above all else to send them out of 
danger. The Athens Government would like to 
use the children as hostages and doubtless as a 
means of pressure upon their parents who were 
prisoners or exiles. Moreover, the Special Com
mittee did not give the names of any parents who 
had asked for the repatriation of their children. 
The only thing the Special Committee made clear 
was that there were many cases of children who 
had been sent away either with the consent of their 
parents or accompanied by them. Information 
regarding the other cases was based on testimony 
from witnesses in the pay of the Greek Government 
and not from the parents. 

There was nothing in the Charter, or indeed in 
any international treaty, which prohibited the 
granting of asylum to refuges or children. The 
fact, then, that those Greek children had been 

trahit le goufire moral qui separe Ies prota
gonistes d'un accroissement du bien-etre 
materiel de ceux pour qui la separation constitue 
un malheur moral irreparable. 

Citant alors une publication du Comite grec 
d'aide aux enfants, cree par le pretendu Gouver
nement democratique grec, le representant de 
Ia Grece fait observer que !'instruction et 
!'education de ces enfants dans les Etats qui 
les ont recueillis sont effectuees avec Ia seule 
intention de preparer une nouvelle generation 
d'instructeurs politiques et de propagandistes. 
Alors que les representants de ces pays refusent 
de collaborer a des commissions d'enquete en 
s'appuyant sur des raisons de droit, ils n'hesitent 
pas, cependant, a se substituer aux parents 
et au Gouvernement hellenique pour !'education 
de ces enfants grecs. 

L'opinion publique mondiale a compris 
!'importance de ce probleme. L'Union interna
tionale pour la protection de l'enfance, Ia 
Croix-Rouge internationale, l'Union parlementaire 
ont toutes trois vote des resolutions et des vreux 
tendant a faciliter le retour le plus rapide des 
enfants grccs dans leur patrie. 

La Commission Speciale enfin, a etabli le fait 
que des enfants grecs avaient ete enleves de 
force. Dans ces conditions, Ia Grece, dont le 
Gouvernement a re~u des milliers d'appels 
emanant de parents qui demandaient le retour 
de leurs cnfants, exige que ces enfants puissent 
etre rapatries. L'amendement propose par la 
delegation grecque n'a pas d'autres raisons que 
la volonte du Gouvernement grec d'exercer Ia 
tutelle qui lui revient sur ses propres enfants. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) declare que le representan_t 
de la Grece peut declarer actuellement ce qu'1l 
veut, car ii est sur que ses declarations ne seront 
pas refutees par un representant du Gouver
nement democratique de la Grece. 

Alors que ces enfants grecs sont entoures de 
soins materiels et moraux dans les pays qui les 
ont accueillis, qu'aurait a leur ofirir le Gouver
nement d'Ath€mes, sinon la vie dans des 
baraquements, la sons-alimentation et les 
epidemics ? .. 

Faisant allusion aux sentiments fam1haux 
dont a parle M. Pipinelis, le representant de 
Ia RSS d'Ukraine constate que, en cas de gue.rre, 
les parents qui aiment leurs enfants essa1ent 
avant tout de les faire echapper au danger. 
Le Gouvernement d' Atbenes aimerait utiliser 
ces enfants comme otages et sans doute ~om~e 
moyen de pression· sur leurs parents empnsonnes 
ou exiles. De plus, la Commission speciale. ne 
cite le nom d'aucun des parents qm aura1~?t 
emis le desir que leurs enfants soient rap~tr~es. 
La seule chose indiquee par la Comm1sswn 
speciale est que, dans de nombreux . cas, des 
enfants ont ete envoyes avec l'assentlment de 
leurs parents ou accompagnes par eux: Dans 
les autres cas, les informations prov1ennent 
de temoins a la solde du Gouvernement grec 
et non pas des parents. . , . . 

Ni Ia Charte, ni aucun tra1te mter?,atwnal.' 
n'interdit d'accorder asile a des refugJCs ou a 
des enfants. Des lors, le fait que ces enfants 
grecs aient ete sauves temoigne simplement 
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saved simply bore witness to the high moral 
qualities of those who had received them. As to 
the education the children were receiving, it was 
not surprising that it was oriented toward liberty 
and democracy, since the parents, who were 
fighting for that ideal in Greece, would certainly 
not want their children to go on receiving the kind 
of education which was provided by the fascist 
Athens Government. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the 
Special Committee did not speak of any such 
scenes of abduction as those described by the 
Greek representative, a fact which argued that the 
description given by the latter was pure 
imagination. 

1\:Ir. Bebler emphasized that Mr. Pipinelis had at 
least recognized in his speech that the evacuated 
Greek children were well cared for, although he had 
stated that the purpose of the northern neigh
bours of Greece was to gain their sympathy by 
such treatment. 

l\Ir. Pipinelis had also alluded to the dangerous 
spirit in which the children were brought up. Yet 
the children were being brought up by their parents 
and teachers in a spirit of democracy and frater
nity, in accordance with the principles of the 
United Nations Charter. There could be no 
question of the Yugoslav Government bringing 
pressure to bear upon the Greek adults responsible 
for the education of the children, to make them 
bring the children up according to principles which 
were contrary to the United Nations Charter, 
such as hostility among nations and racial hostility 
to the Slav people, for instance, which was 
practised by the Athens Government. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) said that the 
polemics on that aspect of the Greek question 
seemed to take no account of the real problem : 
to find practical means of repatriating those 
children to Greece. The Special Committee had 
studied that problem and had appealed to the 
competent international organizations, but no 
solution had yet been found. The amendment 
itself did not contemplate any such practical 
measures; no suggestion as to who would carry 
out the repatriation and how it would be done 
was made. And, what would be the task of the 
Special Committee in regard to that problem if 
its terms of reference were extended ? 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that the Greek 
representative had not denied that the Greek 
children who had found shelter abroad had been 
sick and hungry and had undergone constant 
bombardment in Greece. He had not denied, 
either, that the material conditions in which those 
children lived abroad were better than they had 
been in Greece. He had simply put forward the 
argument that material advantages did not 
compensate for the moral suffering resulting from 
the r efusal to return the children to their parents, 
and that that difference of opinion formed a gulf 
separating Greece from the States which had given 
refuge to the children. Mr. Katz-Suchy admitted, 
in fact, that there was a gulf separating the States 
where the children had found shelter from Greece, 
where the parents of those children were assas
cilnated or tiuown into prison. It was the gulf 

des hautes qualites morales de ceux qui les 
ont recueillis. Quant a !'education que re<;oivent 
ces enfants refugies, il n'y a pas lieu de s'etonner 
qu'elle ait ete orientee dans le sens de Ia liberte 
et de Ia democratic car les parents de ces enfants, 
qui luttent en Grece pour cet ideal, n'aimeraient 
certainement pas que leurs enfants continuent 
a recevoir le type d'education donnee par le 
Gouvernement fasciste d' Athenes. 

M. BEELER (Y ougoslavie) fait remarquer que 
la Commission Speciale ne parle pas de scenes 
d'enlevement dans le genre de celle decrite par 
le representant grec et que si cette Commission 
n'en fait pas mention, c'est que la description 
du representant de la Grece est de la pure 
imagination. 

M. Behler souligne que, dans son intervention, 
M. Pipinelis a, tout au moins, reconnu que les 
enfants grecs evacues etaient bien soignes, bien 
qu'il ait declare que le but des pays voisins 
septentrionaux de la Grece etait de s'assurer 
ainsi leur sympathie. 

M. Pipinelis a fait allusion egalement a !'esprit 
dangereux dans lequel ces enfants sont eleves. 
Cependant, ces enfants sont eleves par leurs 
parents et par leurs instituteurs, dans un e5prit 
de democratic et de fraternite, conformement 
aux principes de la Charte de~ Nations Unies. 
11' ne peut etre question, pour le Gouvernement 
yougoslave, de faire pression sur les adultes 
grecs qui s'occupent de !'education des enfants 
pour qu'ils elevent leurs enfants suivant les 
principes contraires a la Charte des Nations 
Unics, principes d'hostilite entre les peuples et 
de racisme antislave par exemple, pratiques par 
le Gouvernement d' Athenes. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australie) indique que 
les polemiques sur cet aspect de la question 
grecque ne semblent pas tenir compte de la 
n~alite, a savoir qu'il faut trouver des moyens 
pratiques pour rapatrier ces enfants en Grece. 
La Commission speciale a examine ce probleme 
et s'est adressee a des organismes internationaux 
competents, mais aucune solution n'a ete trouvee 
jusqu'a present. L'amendement, lui-meme, 
n'envisage pas ces moyens pratiques, notamment 
du point de savoir qui se chargera de ce rapa
triement et de quelle fa<;on. Quelle sera la 
mission de la Commission speciale a ce sujet 
si son mandat est prolonge ? 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) constate que le 
representant de la Grece n'a pas nie que les 
enfants grecs qui ont trouve asile a l'etranger 
etaient malades ou affames et subissaient des 
bombardements constants en Grece. II n'a pas 
nie non plus que les conditions materielles dans 
lesquelles ces enfants vivaient a l'etranger 
etaient superieures a ce qu'elles etaient en 
Grece ; il a simplement invoque !'argument 
selon lequel ces avantages materiels ne compen
seraient pas la souffrance morale, resultat du 
refus de rendre ces enfants a leurs parents et que 
cette difference de conception constituerait un 
gouffre separant la Grece des :Etats qui avaient 
donne asile aux enfants. M. Katz-Suchy admet, 
en effet, qu'il y a un gouffre entre les E~ats 
ou les enfants ont trouve accueil, et la Grece, 
ou les parents de ces enfants sont assassines 
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hich separated humaneness from cruelty. Did 
Mr. Pipinelis wish those children returned to 
Greece so that they might be put in prison with 
their parents, or placed in villages which were 
being bombarded ? 

Referring to the pamphlet published by the 
Greek Committee for Assistance to Children, to 
which the Greek representative had alluded, 
Mr. Katz-Suchy stated that there was no doubt 
that l\Ir. Pipinelis would be sorry if those children 
were brought up in the spirit of democracy. 
·would he prefer them to go barefooted and to 
witness the execution of their parents in Greece 
rather than have them benefit from a good edu
cation and good care ? 

Mr. PIPI:-IELIS (Greece), replying to the Austra
lian representative, agreed that the amendment 
proposed by his delegation would not lead to 
an immediate result. H e added, however, that 
on the recommendation of the Special Committee, 
the Secretary-Gen eral had, some time ago, asked 
the States which had received the Greek children 
to consider returning them to Greece, and that 
the Greek Government had contacted those States 
directly in order to secure the children's 
repatriation. As those efforts had not met with 
any success, the Greek delegation felt that the 
moral authority of the General Assembly might 
have a good influence in the matter: 

As to Mr. Behler's assertion that the Greek 
representative had agreed that the Greek children 
tJ:ad been well treated in the countries which had 
welcomed them, Mr. Pipinelis indicated that in 
his previous speech he had only wished to point 
out that even if good care had been given to the 
Greek children, that vmuld not justify their 
being abducted against the will of their parents. 
Besides, there was good reason to doubt that the 
children had received good treatment. In that 
connexion, he read a letter written by a Greek 
child living in Valona, Albania, in which the child 
complained of the bad food, the punishment it had 
received, and the lack of health measures. 
Without wishing to generalize from that case, the 
Greek representative said that, in any case, there 
were reasons militating in favour of the return of 
those children to Greece. 

He added that, according to recent information, 
children taken away from Greece by bandits had 
been found among guerrilla prisoners, which 
proved that some of them were taking part in 
the operations of the partisans in Greece. Lastly, 
he noted that the Yugoslav representative had 
stated that his Government was ready to return the 
children on certain conditions and hoped that if 
the Greek amendment were adopted, Mr.Bebler as 
well as his Government, would study it and draw 
the necessary conclusions from it. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia), replying to the Greek 
representative on the subject of the child's letter 
which he had quoted, stated that that child was 
living in Albania ; that if he were eaten up by lice 
it was no doubt because the Albanian authorities 

ou jetes en prison. C'est le gouffre qui separe 
l'humanite de la cruaute. M. Pipinelis souhaiterait
il le retour de ces enfants pour les mettre avec 
leurs parents en prison en Grece, ou dans les 
villages bombardes ? 

Faisant allusion a la brochure publiee par 
le Comite grec d'aide aux enfants, a laquelle 
le representant de Ia Grece a fait allusion, 
M. Katz-Suchy constate qu'il n'y a aucun doute 
que M. Pipinelis regrette que ces enfants soient 
eleves dans un esprit democratique. Prefererait-il 
done qu'au lieu de recevoir nne bonne instruction 
et de bons soins, ils continuent a courir pieds 
nus et assistent en Grece a !'execution de leurs 
parents ? 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece), repondant au representant 
de l'Australie, admet que l'amendement propose 
par sa delegation ne permet pas d'arriver a un 
resultat immediat. II ajoute, toutefois, que, 
sur la recommandation de Ia Commission speciale, 
le Sccretaire general a, depuis longtemps, prie 
les Etats qui avaient accueilli les enfants grecs 
d'envisager leur retour en Grece et que Ie 
Gouvernement hellenique s'etait directement 
adresse a ces Etats pour obtenir egalement ce 
rapatriement. Comme ces efforts n'ont pas ete 
couronnes de succes, Ia delegation hellenique 
pense que l'autorite morale de l'Assemblee 
generale permettra d'exercer une heureuse 
influence dans cette question. 

Quant a !'assertion de M. Behler, suivant 
Iaquelle le representant de Ia Grece aurait reconnu 
que les enfants grecs etaient bien traites dans 
Ies pays ou ils ont rec;u accueil, M. Pipinelis 
rappelle que, dans son intervention anterieure, 
il n'avait eu en vue que de preciser que, a supposer 
que ces bons traitements aient ete prodig~es 
aux enfants grecs, cela ne justifierait neanmom~ 
pas leur enlevement a l'encontre de la volonte 
de leurs parents. Au surplus, il y a de fortes 
raisons de douter de Ia realite de ces bons 
traitements. A ce sujet, il donne lecture d'un~ 
lettre ecrite par un enfant grec se trouvant a 
Valona, en Albanie, dans laquelle cet enfant 
se plaint de Ia mauvaise nourriture, des punitions 
qu'il rec;oit, du manque de soins hygieniques, etc. 
Sans vouloir generaliser ce cas, le representant 
de la Grece declare que, de toutes fac;ons, les 
raisons subsistent pour le retour de ces enfants 
en Grece. 

II ajoute que, d'apres des informations recentes, 
des enfants emmenes en territoire etranger 
par les bandits se seraient trouves au. nombre 
de certains prisonniers guerilleros, ce qm prouve 
Ia participation de certains d'entre eux dans 
les operations des partisans en Grece. II pre~d 
note, enfin, que Ie representant de la Yougosl.avl~ 
a declare que son Gouvernement. etait _rret a 
restituer les enfants sous certames reserves, 
et espere que si I'am'endement grec est adopte, 
M. Behler, ainsi que son Gouvernement, voud~ont 
bien !'examiner et en tirer les concluswns 
necessaires. 

M. BEHLER (Yougoslavie), repondant au 
representant de Ia Grece, au sujet de la lettre 
d'un enfant qu'il a citee, fait remarquer .~ue, c~t 
enfant se trouvait en Albanie ; que s ll e~a~t 
mange de poux, c'est que sans doute Ies autontes 
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had not had time to delouse the child ; that if the 
food were of mediocre quality that was because 
food in Albania was not luxurious ; that if he had 
been punished it might have been by his 
grandmother or someone else. The letter only 
proved that the Albanian Government, a Govern
ment of a poor country, had its difficulties but 
showed its goodwill by sheltering the children in 

+" queSolOn. 

1\ir. STEPHEN (Haiti) said that having sat as 
representative of Haiti at the Parliamentary 
Union Congress where the resolution referred to 
by the Greek representative had been adopted, 
he was able to understand the humanitarian impli
cations of the problem. It was to be hoped that 
the Australian representative, whose country was 
represented on the Special Committee, would give 
more detailed information regarding practical 
means of repatriating Greek children. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) suggested that a 
provision should be added stating that the Special 
Committee would be asked to continue its efforts 
in that field and to appeal to an international 
organization. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that it seemed possible to 
find a text acceptable to all delegations. As 
things were, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Albania did 
not wish to keep children whose parents were 
asking for their return, while Greece only wished 
for the return of children whose parents were 
asking for them. All that had to be done, there
fore, was to decide what organization could best 
ensure the practical solution of that problem, and 
the International Red Cross rather than the Special 
Committee seemed qualified to do so. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) pointed out that the 
question of orphans should not be overlooked. 

The CHAIRMAN said that perhaps the following 
proposal might meet with general agreement : 
the Greek delegation's amendment would be 
separated from the text of the draft resolution at 
present under discussion. Another draft reso
lution would be submitted, under which parents 
or legal guardians would be given satisfaction if 
they asked for the return of the children in their 
charge, while the International Red Cross would 
be asked to lend its good offices. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) agreed with the 
Chairman's interpretation, it being understood 
that the wishes of the parents might be freely 
expressed and that the Greek Government should 
not exercise any pressure in matter. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) stated that the problem 
could be solved very easily as the Greek Govern
ment welcomed the co-operation of any interna
tional organization, as had been shown by the fact 
that it had already approached the International 
Red Cross. However, two separate textes might 
result in a reopening of the discussion which 
seemed to he nearing conclusion. 

albanaises n'avaient pas encore eu le temps 
d'en debarrasser cet enfant ; que si la nourriture 
etait mediocre, c'est que la nourriture en Albanie 
n'est pas luxueuse; que s'il recevait des punitions, 
c'etait peut-etre de sa grand'mere ou de Dieu 
sait qui. Cette lettre prouve seulement que le 
Gouvernement albanais, gouvernement d'un 
pays pauvre, a des difficultes mais qu'il fait 
preuve de bonne volonte en hebergeant ces 
enfants. 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) indique que, ayant siege 
en tant que delegue de son pays a l'Union Parle
mentaire, ou a ete adoptee la resolution citee 
par le representant de la Grece, i1 est a meme 
d'apercevoir toute la portee humanitaire du 
probleme. Il serait done a souhaiter que le 
representant de l' Australie, pays qui etait 
represente au sein de la Commission speciale, 
donmit des indications plus precises sur les 
moyens pratiques d'assurer le rapatriement des 
enfants grecs. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) declare qu'il 
serait bon d'ajouter une disposition selon laquelle 
la Commission speciale serait invitee a continuer 
ses efforts en ce domaine et a faire appel a une 
organisation internationale. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il semble possible 
de parvenir a une formule acceptable pour 
toutes les delegations. En effet, d'une part, 
la Yougoslavie, la BuJgarie et l'Albanie ne 
desirent pas garder les enfants que leurs parents 
reclament et, d'autre part, la Grece desire 
seulement le retour des enfants que leurs parents 
reclament. Il reste done a determiner quel 
organisme pourrait assurer le reglement pratique 
de cette question et c'est la Croix-Rouge interna
tionale qui, plutot que la Commission speciale, 
semble qualifiee en cette matiere. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) signale que le cas des 
orphelins doit etre prevu. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que l'on pourrait peut
etre s'entendre sur la formule suivante : !'amen
dement de la delegation de la Grece serait 
disjoint du texte du projet de resolution en 
cours d'examen. Un autre projet de resolution 
serait presente, en vertu duquel, d'une part, 
les parents ou tuteurs legaux devraient avoir 
satisfaction s'ils reclament le retour des enfant& 
a leur charge et, d'autre part, on demanderait 
a la Croix-Rouge internationale de preter se& 
bons offices. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) se rallie a !'inter
pretation donnee par le President, etant bien 
entendu que la volonte des parents devrait 
etre librement exprimee et que le Gouvernement 
d' Athenes ne devrait exercer aucune pression 
en cette matiere. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) declare que la question 
peut etre tres facilement resolue, puisque le 
Gouvernement grec n'exclut la collaboration 
d'aucun organisme international, comme le 
montre le fait qu'il a deja entrepris des demarches 
aupres de la Croix-Rouge internationale. 
Toutefois, une disjonction risquerait d'entrafner 
une reedition des debats qui semblaient prets 
d' etre termines. 
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The CHAIRMAN stated that it would be pointless 
to entrust the Special Committee with the task 
since it was not recognized by Yugoslavia, 
Bulgaria and Albania. 

::\Ir. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) asked if the 
correct interpretation of the Chairman's suggestion 
was that a vote in favour of the division of the text 
would be equivalent to expressing support of the 
solution suggested by the Chairman. 

The CHAIR;'IIAN said that a vote in favour of the 
division of the t ext would mean that someone 
would be entru~ted with the work of drafting a text 
providing that children asked for by their parents 
or guardians should be repatriated and that the 
Red Cross should ensure that such recommend
ation was carried out. 

Mr. RAHDI-KHAN (Pakistan) sad that, having 
served on the Special Committee he was in a 
position to express his firm belief that if the Com
mittee really had the interest of the children at 
heart, the Chairman's proposal should be accepted 
as being the best solution. In fact, the situation 
was so disturbed in certain parts of Greece where 
communications had been cut and food was 
lacking, that to leave children there or send them 
back would be an inhuman act. What would the 
return of those children to their homes mean when 
those homes had been destroyed ? The advantage 
of the Chairman's proposal was that doubtless 
new homes would be found for those children. 

The Greek amendment would only complicate 
matters and lead to an impasse, since the Special 
Committee, not having been recognized by the 
northern neighbours of Greece, could not take any 
effective action. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) 
supported the Chairman's proposal. 

Mr. PrPINELIS (Greece) said that his delegation 
had not mentioned the Special Committee in its 
amendment. The most rapid solution would 
be reached by adding a few words mentioning the 
International Red Cross. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated that he 
warmly supported the Chairman's proposal as it 
was clear and concise and entirely consistent with 
his delegation's point of view. Thus, an appeal 
in the name of the United Nations might be made 
to the International Red Cross. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) considered that the procedure suggest:.. 
ed by the Chairman would have to be carried out 
in several stages. Firstly, the Greek amendment 
would not be considered. Secondly, the ques
tion of Greek children would be studied outside 
the framework of the draft resolution of the four 
Powers, and the Belgian delegation would submit 
a draft resolution on that matter. If the USSR 
delegation had rightly interpreted the Chairman's 
suggestion, it would not have any objection to 
the proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that it would be 
more appropriate not to decide the fate of Greek 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il serait illusoire 
de confier ala Commission Speciale des attributions 
en cette matiere puisqu'elle n'est pas reconnue 
par la Yougoslavie, la Bulgarie et l'Albanie. 

M. CouvE DE MuRviLLE (France) demande 
si !'interpretation correcte des suggestions du 
President est bien que le vote de la disjonction 
equivaudrait a un avis favorable a la solution 
suggeree par le President. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le vote de la 
disjonction cquivaudrait a donner a quelqu'un 
le mandat de rediger un texte selon lequel les 
enfants qui seraient reclames par leurs parents 
ou tuteurs devraient etre rapatries et la Croix
Rouge devrait presider a !'execution de cette 
recommandation. 

M. RAHIM KHAN (Pakistan) declare qu'ayant 
pris part aux travaux de la Commission speciale, 
il est en mesure d'exprimer sa conviction que 
si l'on a vraiment en vue l'interet des enfants, 
la proposition du President doit s'imposer comme 
de beaucoup la meilleure. En efiet, les conditions 
sont si troublees dans certaines regions de la 
Grece, oil les communications sont coupees et 
oil la nourriture manque, qu'y laisser ou y 
renvoyer des enfants constituerait un acte 
inhumain. Que signifie d'ailleurs le renvoi des 
enfants dans leurs foyers quand ces foyers sont 
detruits ? L'avantage de la proposition du 
President serait que l'on trouverait sans doute 
de nouveaux foyers pour ces enfants. 

L'amendement de la Grece ne ferait en realite 
que compliquer les choses et conduire a une 
impasse puisque, la Commission speciale n'etant 
pas reconnue par les voisins septentrionaux. 
de la Grece, ne pourrait avoi aucune action 
effective. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) se prononce 
en faveur de la suggestion faite par le President. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) indique que sa delegation 
n'a pas fait mention de la Commission speciale 
dans son amendement. La solution Ia plus 
rapide serait done d'ajouter quelques mo~s qui 
feraient mention de la Croix-Rouge internatwnale. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Austr_alie) declare .<I?'il 
donne I'appui le plus complet a la propositiOn 
du President, claire et concise, qui repond 
parfaitement aux vues de sa delegation. Ainsi, 
un appel pourrait etre fait a la Croix-Rouge 
internationale au nom de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) considere que l~ proce.dure 
envisagee par le President comportermt plusteurs 
etapes. En premier lieu, l'amendement de. Ia 
Grece ne serait pas examine. En d.eu~iem~. heu, 
la question des enfants grecs sera~t etu_dlCe en 
dehors du cadre du projet de resolutiOn . des 
quatre Puissances, et la delegation de Ia Belgt~ue 
presenterait un projet de r~s~lut.ion a ce, SU]et. 
Si !'interpretation de la delegatwn de l ~RSS 
est bien exacte cette delegation ne verratt pas 
d'objection a I~ proposition du President. 

Le PRESIDENT indique qu'il serait plus appropri~ 
de ne pas regler le sort des enfants grecs a 
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children in a resolution of a political character, 
it being understood that his suggestion consti
tuted a whole, and, in order to avoid reopening 
the whole discussion in the First Committee, 
the vote in favour of division of the text would 
imply a promise to accept a text according to 
which the children asked for by their parents or 
their guardians would be returned to Greece, 
the implementation of that recommendation 
being entrusted to the International Red Cross. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) called attention to 
the difficulty that might arise from the fact that 
the First Committee did not have the exact text 
before it. Moreover, as there was a national 
Red Cross Society in Yugoslavia, it would suffice 
for the International Red Cross to contact that 
body. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that he had 
thought at first that Greece would submit a new 
proposal. Furthermore, even if the suggestion 
of the Chairman were accepted in principle, the 
meaning of the terms "guardian " and "repa
triation " would still have to be defined. In 
any case, some committee, perhaps the Third 
Committee, would have to be instructed to pre
pare a recommendation for submission to the 
General Assembly. The best course would pro
bably be for the Greek delegation to submit a 
draft resolution, and for the debate to he resumed 
when that text had been prepared. 

Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) stated that, 
in any case, his delegation could have accepted 
the Greek amendment only subject to the con
ditions laid down by the Chairman in connexion 
with the wishes of parents and guardians. The 
delegation of Ecuador was in favour of the Chair
man's proposal to the effect that the necessary 
contacts should be made by a non-political 
organization. 

Mr. BEBLER ('Yugoslavia) declared that he 
was in agreement with the Chairman's proposal, 
provided account was taken of his previous 
reservation on the subject of the International 
Red Cross. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) said that, although the 
statements made by the Yugoslav and Polish 
representatives showed that there were still a 
number of difficulties, the Greek delegation was 
prepared to agree to resuming the discussion on 
the question of the Greek children when the 
Chairman submitted a new text. 

1\Ir. EGELAND (Union of South Africa) suggested 
that a sub-committee should be appointed and 
should consist of, say, the representatives of 
Australia, Belgium, Greece and Yugoslavia. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) considered that it would 
be better to leave the preparation of a draft 
re<>olution to the Chairman, who would naturally 
be able to avail himself of all the necessary advice. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) associated himself 
with the view expressed by the Greek represen-

!'occasion d'une resolution de caractere politique, 
etant bien entendu que la suggestion du 
President constitue un tout et que, afin que 
la Premiere Commission n'ait pas a reprendre 
toute la discussion, le vote de la disjonction 
impliquerait une promesse d'accepter un texte 
selon lequel les enfants reclames par leurs 
parents ou tuteurs seraient renvoyes en Grece, 
!'execution de cette recommandation etant confiee 
a la Croix-Rouge internationale. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) signale la difficulte 
qui resulte du fait que la Premiere Commission 
ne se trouve pas en presence d'un texte precis. 
D'autre part, puisqu'il existe en Yougoslavie 
une Croix-Rouge nationale, il suffirait que la 
Croix-Rouge internationale se mit en rapport 
avec celle-ci. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) signale qu'il avait 
d'abord pense que ce serait la Grece qui 
soumettrait une nouvelle proposition. En second 
lieu, meme si la suggestion du President etait 
adoptee en principe, il resterait encore, par 
exemple, a definir Ia qualite de tuteur ou le 
terme de rapatriement. II faudrait done de toute 
maniere qu'une commission, qui pourrait etre 
la troisieme Commission, fU.t chargee d'elaborer 
la recommandation qui serait soumise a 
I' Assemblee generale. II semble done en defi
nitive, qu'il vaudrait mieux que la delegation 
de Ia Grece soumit un projet de resolution et 
que Ia discussion reprit une fois ce texte etabli. 

M. VITERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) indique que 
sa delegation n'aurait pu, de toute maniere, 
accepter l'amendement de la Grece que sous 
reserve des conditions exprimees par le President 
et relatives au desir des parents ou tuteurs. La 
delegation de l'Equateur se prononce en faveur 
de la proposition du President selon laquelle 
un organe sans caractere politique aurait a 
prendre les contacts necessaires. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'il est 
d'accord sur la proposition du President, compte 
tenu de la reserve qu'il a faite precedemment 
au sujet de la Croix-Rouge internationale. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) declare que, bien que 
les declarations des representants de Ia Yougo
slavie et de la Pologne aient montre qu'il subsistait 
encore quelques difficultes, la delegation de 
la Grece est prete a accepter que la discussion 
sur la question des enfants grecs reprenne 
Iorsque le President aura soumis un texte nouveau 
sur ce sujet. 

M. EGELAND (Union Sud-Africaine) suggere 
qu'un sous-comite soit constitue, compose par 
exemple des representants de l'Australie, de 
Ia Belgique, de la Grece et de la Yougoslavie. 

M.' PIPINELIS (Grece) considere qu'il serait 
preferable que le soin de rediger un projet ~e 
resolution fU.t laisse au President, qui pourrmt 
naturellement proceder a toutes les consultations 
necessaires. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) se rallie au point 
de vue exprime par Ie representant de la Grece, 
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tative, it being understood that the Chairman 
could, if he thought fit, consult the representatives 
of Greece and Yugoslavia. 

The CuAIR:\IAN stated that the discussion on 
the text regarding the repatriation of the Greek 
children was postponed until the next day, at 
which time Belgium would submit a new text in 
place of the Greek amendment. 

l\Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) asked the Secretary
General to arrange, at the close of the current 
meeting of the First Committee, for the film on 
the Greek children presented by the Yugoslav 
delegation, to be shown to those delegations 
which wished to see it as 'Yell as to experts, jour
nalists, and persons with entry passes to the 
Palais de Chaillot. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Secretary
General had not yet taken a decision in that 
question. 

TIIr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said that he had not 
meant to refer to the decision of principle to be 
taken by the Secretary-General. For the time 
being, it was only a question of a special case, 
and of a semi-public showing of a film. 

The CHAIRMAN put the Yugoslav proposal to 
the vote. 

At the request of the Yugoslav representative, 
the vole was taken by roll-call as follows : 

Uruguay, having been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Pakistan, Poland, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist R epublic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

Against : Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile, China, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
France, Greece, Haiti , Lebanon, Liberia, Luxem
bourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Norway, Peru, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union· of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States 
of America. 

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Argentina, Bolivia, 
Burma, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Honduras, India, Iran, Mexico, Panama, 
Paraguay, Philippines. Saudi Arabia, Yemen. 

The Yugoslav proposal was rejected by 25 votes 
to 10, with 18 abstentions. 

Mr. DULLES (United States of America), 
speaking on a point of order, objected to the 
obstructionist tactics which had been employed 
in the First Committee : speeches of undue length 
or unnecessarily repetitious discourses on subjects 
which were not on the agenda, unjustified requests 
for votes by roll-call on trifling subj ects. The 
use of t hose methods might paralyze the General 
Assembly as surely as the veto had paralyzed the 
Security Council. 

The United States delegation was confident 
that it was voicing the point of view of the vast 
majority of members of the First Committee in 
declaring that the Chairman should be trusted 

etant entendu que le President, s'il le jugc 
necessaire, pourrait se consulter avec les repre
sentants de Ia Grece et de Ia Yougoslavie. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la discussion du 
texte relatif au rapatriement des enfants grecs est 
suspendue jusqu'au lendemain, jour auquel la 
Belgique soumettra un nouveau texte remplagant 
l'amendement grec. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) demande, d'autre 
part, que le Secretaire general prenne les mesures 
necessaires pour que, a !'issue de Ia presente 
seance de la Premiere Commission, Ie film presente 
par la delegation yougoslave sur Ies enfants grecs 
puisse etre montre aux delegations desireuses de 
le voir, ainsi qu'aux experts, journalistes, et aux 
personnes munies d'une carte d'entree au Palais 
de Chaillot. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le Secretaire general 
n'a pas encore pris de decision en cette matiere. 

l\L BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'il n'a pas 
voulu faire allusion a la decision de principe que 
doit prendre le Secretaire general. Il ne s'agit 
pour le moment que d'un cas particulier et d'une 
projection de caractere semi-public. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
Ia Yougoslavie. 

A la demande du representant de la Yougoslavie, 
il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 

L' appel commence par I' Uruguay, doni le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Uruguay, Venezuela, Yougoslavie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, 
Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, Pakistan, Pologne, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques. 

Volent contre: Australie, Belgique, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Danemark, Republique 
Dominicaine, France, Grece, Hai:ti, Liban, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nica
ragua, Norvege, Perou, Suede, Syrie, Turqui~, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Ums 
d' Amerique. 

S' abstiennent : Afghanistan, Argentine, Bolivie, 
Birmanie, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Equateur, 
Egypte, Ethiopie, Honduras, Inde, Iran, Mexiq.ue, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoud1te, 
Yemen. 

La proposition de la Yougoslavie est rejetee par 
25 voix contre 10, avec 18 abstentions. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) sur un 
point d'ordre, s'eleve contre les tactiques 
d'obstruction qui ont ete employees au sein de 
Ia Premiere Commission : interventions d'une 
longueur exageree ou indument repetees, discours 
relatifs a des sujets ne figurant pas a l'ordre du 
jour, demandes injustifiees de vote par appel 
nominal sur les sujets les plus futiles. Ces methode~ 
risquent de paralyser l' Assemblee generale aus~l 
surement que Ie veto a paralyse le Conseil 
de securite. 

La delcaation des Etats-Unis a conscience 
d'exprimer

0

le point de .vue de l'~no.rme maj~rite 
des membres de la Prem1ere Comm1sswn lorsqu elle 
declare que l'on doit faire confiance au President 
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to make suggestions designed to enable the First 
Committee to perform its work despite the 
attempts of a small minority to frustrate his 
efforts. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOv (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) protested against the use of the term 
" obstructionist tactics ". The First Committee 
had on its agenda a number of extremely serious 
questions, and frivolous statements about so
called obstruction were completely out of place. 

l\Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) protested against 
the. language used by the United States represen
tative. The sole aim of the tactics employed by 
the Yugoslav delegation was to draw the attention 
of the First Committee to the fact that the deci
sions which certain delegations were trying to 
force the First Committee to accept contained 
points that were unacceptable and even a danger 
to peace. 

The Yugoslav delegation agreed, however, that a 
solution of the Greek question should be reached 
as soon as possible. For that reason, the Yugo
slav delegation suggested the establishment of a 
sub-committee in which the points of view of the 
various delegations could be reconciled. The 
First Committee could meanwhile proceed to 
consider the next question on its agenda. 

l\Ir. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic), referring 
to the fact that the members of the First Com
mittee seemed to be agreed on the desirability 
of speeding up the debates, proposed that, in 
accordance with rule 103 of the rules of procedure, 
the time allowed to each speaker should be limited 
to five minutes. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) noted that, as it had 
been proposed to limit the length of the speeches 
of the various delegations - which meant, 
in practice, of the minority delegations, since the 
majority had no arguments to present - the 
Yugoslav delegation formally proposed that a 
sub-committee should be set up ; that would 
enable a much greater saving of time than limit
ing the speeches to five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Yugoslav 
proposal to appoint a sub-committee to study 
the Greek question. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The Yugo
slav proposal was rejected by 42 votes to 4, with 
one abstention. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said that the First 
Committee did not really desire to speed up its 
work. In the circumstances, any decision to 
limit the length of speeches was merely iniquitous 
discrimination against the minority. 

Mr. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) considered that the statement of the 
United States on the restriction of the right of 
the minority constituted a measure of discrimin
ation against certain delegations which, though 
few in number, represented great countries. 

pour formuler des suggestions susceptiblcs de 
permettre a la Premiere Commission d'accomplir 
sa tache, en depit des efforts d'une petite minorite 
qui cherche a Ia frustrer de ses efforts. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiqucs socia
Iistes sovietiques) proteste contre l'emploi du 
terme d'obstruction. La Premiere Commission 
a a son ordre du jour des questions extremement 
serieuses et de frivoles declarations relatives a 
une soi-disant obstruction sont absolument 
superflues. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare protester 
contre le langage qui a ete employe par le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis. La methode employee 
par la delegation de la Yougoslavie n'a pour but 
que d'attirer !'attention de Ia Premiere Com
mission sur ce qu'a d'inadmissible et, en verite, 
de dangereux pour la paix, la decision que certaines 
delegations voudraient imposer a Ia Premiere 
Commission. 

La delegation de la Yougoslavie est toutefois 
d'accord pour penser qu'il est bon d'arriver le 
plus tot possible a une solution de la question 
grecque et, dans cet esprit, elle suggere la creation 
d'un sous-comite au sein duquel Ies points de 
vue des differentcs delegations pourraient etre 
!'objet d'une conciliation, tandis que Ia Premiere 
Commission ellc-meme pourrait aborder !'etude 
de la prochaine question a son ordre du jour. 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine), se 
referant a l'accord qui semble se faire parmi les 
membres de la Premiere Commission sur I'oppor
tunite d'accelerer Ies debats, propose que, confor
mement a !'article 103 du reglement inh\rieur, le 
temps de parole de chaque delegation soit limite 
a cinq minutes. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare que, puisqu'il 
a ete propose de limiter le temps de parole des 
differentes delegations - c'est-a-dire en pratique 
de la minorite, puisque la majorite n'a aucun 
argument a presenter - la delegation de la 
Yougoslavie propose formellement la creation 
d'un sous-comite qui permettrait un gain de 
temps beaucoup plus considerable que Ia limi
tation du temps de parole a cinq minutes. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
la Yougoslavie relative a la creation d'un sous
comite pour l'examen de Ia question grecque. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
rejetee par 42 voix contre 4, avec une abstention. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) constate que la 
Premiere Commission ne desire pas veritablement 
accelerer ses travaux. Dans ces conditions, toute 
decision relative a Ia limitation du droit a Ia 
parole ne pourrait constituer qu'une decision 
inique prise contre la minorite. 

M. TARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) considere que la declaration des 
Etats-Unis relative a Ia limitation du droit de la 
minorite constitue une mesure discriminatoire 
contre les representants d'un certain nombre de 
delegations, peu nombreuses, mais qui repn\
sentent de grands pays. 
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There seemed to be a desire to impose on the 
United Nations General Assembly methods borrow
ed from the Un-American Activities Committee 
of the United States Congress. It might perhaps 
be more reasonable to limit each speaker to ten 
minutes, instead of five. 

1\ir. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) declared that the statements made by 
Mr. Dulles on the obstructionist tactics of the 
minority were absolutely unacceptable. What 
was the meaning of that hasty generalization, 
and if l\Ir. Dulles had certain delegations in mind, 
then why had he not named them ? From what 
Mr. Dulles had said about the veto, moreover, 
one would not think that he had supported the 
principle of the unanimity of the five great 
Powers at San Francisco. 

The minority was entitled to free expression ; 
it could not tolerate dictatorial methods ; it 
would persist in its efforts to attain greater 
harmony within the United Nations. The Byelo
russian delegation considered the Ukrainian 
proposal preferable to the earlier proposal to 
limit speeches to five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
made by the Dominican Republic, as amended 
by the Ukrainian representative. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The proposal 
was adopted by 42 votes to one, with 3 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the decision 
which had just been taken to limit speeches to 
ten minutes applied only to the continuation of 
the discussion of the Greek question. 

Consideration of paragraph 9 of the jour-Power 
draft resolution. 

Mr. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that his delegation was unable 
to accept that paragraph. In fact, that text 
pre-supposed the existence of a certain form of 
intervention which naturally meant the aid 
given to Greece by the United States and the 
United Kingdom. It amounted, in fact, to 
approval of the intervention of the United States 
and the United Kingdom in Greece. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 9 
of the four-Power draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. Paragraph 9 
was adopted by 42 votes to 9. 

The delegations of the Ukraine SSR and the 
Soviet Union declared that they had not taken 
part in the voting. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that his dele
gation had not taken part in the voting because 
it considered paragraph 9 contrary to the Hague 
Convention of 1907. 

Consideration of the Lebanese amendment (AJC. 
lf359) to the jour-Power draft resolution. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) referred to his previous 
speech. He read out Article 4 of Chapter II of 

II semble done que l'on veuille imposer a 
l'Assemblee generale des Nations Unies des 
methodes inspirees de la Commission du Congres 
des Etats-Unis sur les activites anti-americaines. 
Peut-etre serait-il plus raisonnable que le temps 
de parole soit limite a dix minutes, et non pas 
a cinq minutes. 

M. KisSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) declare que !'intervention de 
M. Dulles, relative a certaines tactiques 
d'obstruction de la minorite, est absolument 
inacceptable. Que signifie cette generalisation 
hil.tive, et si M. Dulles avait en vue certaines 
delegations, pourquoi ne les a-t-il pas designees 
nommement ? A entendre, d'autre part, ce que 
M. Dulles a dit sur le veto on ne croirait pas 
que M. Dulles ait ete en faveur de la regie de 
l'unanimite des cinq grandes Puissances a 
San Francisco. 

La minorite ale droit de s'exprimer librement: 
elle ne saurait tolerer aucun Diktat quel qu'il 
soit, et elle persistera dans ses efforts en vue de 
parvenir a une harmonic toujours plus grande 
au sein de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
La delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie considere 
que la proposition faite par la RSS d'Ukraine est 
preferable a celle selon laquelle le temps de parole 
serait limite a cinq minutes. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
du representant de la Republique Dominicaine, 
telle qu'elle a ete amendee par le representant 
de la RSS d'Ukraine. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
adoptee par 42 voix contre une, avec 3 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que la limitation a 
dix minutes du temps de parole qui vient d'etre 
adoptee ne s'applique qu'a la suite de l'examen 
de la question grecque. 

Examen du paragraphe 9. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) declare que sa delegation ne 
saurait accepter ce paragraphe. En effet, ce 
texte presuppose !'existence d'un certain genre 
d'intervention, ce qui signifie naturellement 
l'aide fournie a la Grece par les Etats-Unis et 
le Royaume-Uni. On aboutit, en somme, a 
approuver !'intervention des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni en Grece. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 9 
du projet de resolution des quatre Puissances. 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. Le paragraphe 9 est 
adople par 42 voix conlre 9. 

Les delegations de la RSS d'Ukraine et de 
l'Union sovietique declarent qu'elles n'ont pas 
pris part au vote. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) indique que sa 
delegation n'a pas pris part au vote parce. qu:ene 
considere que le paragraphe 9 est contrmre a la 
Convention de La Haye de 1907. 

Examen de l'amendement du Liban (AJC.l/359). 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) se refere a son intervention 
precedente. II donne lecture de l' Article 4 du 
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the Charter, and pointed out that all candidates 
for admission to membership of the United 
Nations must fulfil three conditions : they must 
accept the obligations contained in the Charter, 
and be able and willing to carry them out. Would 
those three conditions be fulfilled if Bulgaria 
or Albania did not submit to the provisions of 
the four-Power draft resolution? In fact, the 
Special Committee had declared that the facts 
recorded against Bulgaria and Albania would, 
if the situation persisted, constitute a threat to 
the independence and integrity of Greece, and 
to the maintenance of peace in the Balkans. 
Unless an end were put to that situation, it would 
be equivalent to repudiation by Albania and 
Bulgaria of the principles of the Charter and 
refusal to fulfil the resulting obligations. Would 
that not mean that the State concerned was not 
fulfilling the conditions required of candidates 
for admission to the United Nations ? 

The Lebanese amendment would on the other 
hand be advantageous to Albania and Bulgaria, 
if they observed the provisions of the above
mentioned resolution. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) declared that the Lebanese amend
ment and the additional amendment submitted 
by the Dominican Republic (A/C.l/374) were in 
flagrant contradiction to Article 4 of the Charter, 
according to which membership of the United 
Nations was open to all peace-loving States, 
without any preliminary conditions beyond those 
contained in the Charter. A threat was merely 
being directed against Greece's northern neigh
bours. 

To lay down as a prerequisite for the admission 
of Albania and Bulgaria the adoption of the reso
lution which was being considered by the First 
Committee, constituted an intolerable attempt 
to exert pressure and was incompatible with both 
the spirit and the letter of the Charter. The 
delegation of the USSR therefore formally opposed 
the Lebanese and Dominican amendments. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) noted that the effect of the Lebanese 
amendment would be to lay do'wn, as a prelimi
nary condition to the admission of Albania and 
Bulgaria, their acceptance of the four-Power 
resolution, in other words, the conclusions of the 
Special Committee on the Balkans. Such a 
condition could only be regarded as an ultimatum 
and was absolutely inadmissible. 

Had the Lebanese representative forgotten that 
in 1946 in London during the consideration of a 
complaint made by Syria and Lebanon, the 
USSR delegation had supported the Lebanese 
case with determination ? Now, however,· that 
the Lebanon had become a Member of the United 
Nations, it wished to deny admittance to Albania 
and Bulgaria. It could not really be the Govern
ment and people of the Lebanon that were laying 
down that condition, but simply the represen
tative of the Lebanon, acting on behalf of a 
certain State. 

Every delegation doubtless had the right to 
submit any documents which might prove the 
alleged guilt of Albania and Bulgaria, but the 

Chapitre II de la Charte et il indique que, selon 
ce texte, tout candidat a !'admission au sein de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies doit remplir 
trois conditions, a savoir : accepter les obligations 
nees de Ia Charte, etre capable de Ies remplir, 
et etre dispose a le faire. Or, ces trois conditions 
seraient-elles remplies si la Bulgarie ou l'Albanie 
ne se soumettaient, pas aux dispositions du projet 
de resolution des quatre Puissances ? En effet, 
Ia Commission speciale a declan\ que les faits 
releves contre la Bulgarie et l'Albanie consti
tueraient, s'il n'y etait pas mis fin, nne menace a 
l'inctependance et a l'integrite de la Grece et au 
maintien de la paix dans les Balkans. Si cette 
situation ne prenait pas fin, il y aurait de la part 
de l' Albanie et de la Bulgarie un desaveu des 
principes de la Charte, et un refus de remplir les 
obligations qui en decoulent : ne serait-ce pas la 
demonstration que l'Etat interesse ne remplit pas 
les conditions mises a !'admission de tout candidat 
a !'Organisation des Nations Unies ? 

L'amendement du Liban aurait au contraire 
des repercussions favorables pour l' Albanie et la 
Bulgarie si elles se conforment aux dispositions 
de la resolution precitee. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que l'amendement du 
Liban et l'amendement additionnel soumis par 
la Republique Dominicaine (A/C.l/374) sont en 
contradiction flagrante avec l' Article 4 de la 
Charte, selon Iequel !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies est ouverte a tous les Etats pacifiques sans 
autre condition prealable que celles qui sont 
indiquee dans la Charte. II ne s'agit done que 
d'une menace a l'adresse des voisins septen
trionaux de la Grece. 

Poser comme condition a !'admission de 
l' Albanie et de la Bulgarie I' adoption de la 
resolution qui est actuellement examinee par la 
Premiere Commission constitue done une pression 
intolerable incompatible avec !'esprit et la lettre 
de la Charte. La delegation de l'URSS s'oppose 
categoriquement aux amendements libanais et 
dominicain. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) constate que I' amen dement libanais 
aboutit a poser comme condition prealable a 
I' admission de l' Albanie et de la Bulgarie I' appro
bation par ces deux pays du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances, c'est-a-dire des resultats 
des travaux de la Commission speciale pour les 
Balkans. II s'agit d'un veritable ultimatum, 
absolument inadmissible. 

Le representant du Liban aurait-il oublie que, 
en 1946 a Londres, lors de l'examen d'une plainte 
deposee par Ie Liban et Ia Syrie, la delegation 
de l'URSS a soutenu avec acharnement la position 
du Liban ? Or, aujourd'hui, le Liban, etant 
devenu Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, cherche a interdire l'acces de !'Organisation 
a l'Albanie et a la Bulgarie. Ce ne peut done etre 
veritablement le Gouvernement et le peuple 
libanais qui posent la condition dont il s'agit, 
mais simplement le representant du Liban 
agissant pour le compte d'un certain Etat. 

Sans doute, chaque delegation a le droit de 
presenter tous documents de nature a prouver 
la pretendue culpabilite de l' Albanie et de la 
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question of admitting those two countries to the 
United Nations had no connexion with the Greek 
question, which was the only issue at present 
before the First Committee. Would the Lebanese 
representative agree that a similar ultimatum 
should be presented to Transjordan, for which 
admission to the United Nations was so keenly 
desired by Lebanon ? 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) recalled that his delegation 
had always held the widest views on the question 
of the admission of new members, but the Byelo
russian representative had been wrong to use 
extravagant language in connexion with an amend
ment relating to the admission of Albania and 
Bulgaria. As regards the services rendered by 
the USSR to Syria and Lebanon, there was no 
object in continually recalling what those countries 
very well knew. 

l\1r. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) considered 
that the amendment submitted by the Lebanese 
delegation was absolutely unacceptable because 
it was completely incompatible with the principles 
of the Charter. As no such conditions were laid 
down, nor any ultimatum made in the cases of 
other countries requesting admission to the 
United Nations, why should Albania and Bulgaria 
be treated in that way ? It was· an unprece
dented suggestion having all the flavour of 
a discriminatory measure. The Czechoslovakia 
delegation was most definitely opposed to the 
adoption of the Lebanese amendment. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) objected to the lan
guage used by the Byelorussian representative. 
He declared, moreover, that the reference to the 
Security Council discussion had not been in accord
ance with the facts because, on that occasion, 
in London, the USSR had used the veto. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) said 
that his delegation would abstain from voting 
on the Lebanese amendment because it considered 
it superfluous. It was not necessary to ask 
Members of the United Nations to take into 
account the facts indicated in the amendment, 
because they were bound to do so under the 
Charter. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the 
Charter called upon all States, whether or not 
they were Members of the United Nations, to 
conform to its essential principles. The four
Power draft resolution violated that principle 
of the Charter. The Lebanese amendment thus 
brought moral pressure to bear upon certain 
States to oblige them to commit the violation 
of the Charter which the adoption of the reso
lution would constitute, and the majority of the 
Committee was being asked to be a party to that 
violation. The Yugoslav delegation would, there
fore, oppose the Lebanese amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put the Lebanese amendment 
to the vote. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 19 votes to 6, with 
23 abitentions. 

Bulgarie, mais la question de !'admission de 
ces deux pays au sein de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies n'a aucun rapport avec la question 
grecque qui, seule, est actuellement devant la 
Premiere Commission. D'autre part, le repn\
sentant du Liban admettrait-il que l'on presentat 
un semblable ultimatum a la Transjordanie dont 
le Liban souhaite ardemment !'admission au 
sein de !'Organisation des Nations Unies ? 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) rappelle que sa delegation 
a toujours fait preuve de la plus grande largeur 
de vues en matiere d'admission de nouveaux 
Membres, mais le representant de la Bielorussie 
a eu tort de se laisser aller a des exces de langage 
a I' occasion d'un amendement relatif a !'admission 
de l'Albanie et de Ia Bulgarie. Quant aux services 
rendus par l'URSS a la Syrie et au Liban, il est 
inutile de rappeler sans cesse ce que ces deux 
pays savent fort bien. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) considere 
que l'amendement de la delegation du Liban est 
absolument inacceptable parce qu'il se trouve 
en contradiction absolue avec les principes de la 
Charte. Si de semblables conditions ne sont pas 
posees, si un ultimatum n'est pas adresse a tous 
les pays qui demandent a etre admis au sein de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, pourquoi agir 
ainsi a I' egard de I' Albanie et de la Bulgarie ? 
II s'agirait Ia de quelque chose d'inoui:, d'une 
veritable mesure discriminatoire. La delegation 
de la Tchecoslovaquie s'oppose de la fa<,;on Ia 
plus categorique a !'adoption de l'amendement 
libanais. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) proteste contre les termes 
de !'intervention du representant de la RSS de 
Bielorussie. II indique, d'autre part, que !'allusion 
faite aux debats du Conseil de securite n'etait 
pas conforme a la realite, puisqu'il y avait eu 
a Londres un veto de l'URSS. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) indique 
que sa delegation s'abstiendra de voter sur 
l'amendement libanais, qu'elle considere comme 
superflu. II n'est en effet pas necessaire de 
demander aux Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies de prendre en consideration les 
faits indiques ici, puisque c'est leur devoir strict 
aux termes de la Charte. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) rappelle que la 
Charte invite tous les Etats, qu'ils soient ou non 
Membres de !'Organisation, a se conformer a ses 
principes essentiels. Or, le projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances viole ce principe de Ia 
Charte. L'amendement libanais exerce done une 
pression morale sur certains Etats pour qu'ils 
se rendent coupables de cette violation de Ia 
Charte que constituerait !'adoption du proje~ de 
resolution. Quant a la majorite de Ia CommiSSIOn, 
on lui demande de se faire complice de cette 
violation. La delegation de la Yougoslavie 
s'oppose a I'amendement libanais. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
libanais. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. L' amen dement est 
rejete par 19 voix contre 6, avec 23 abstentions. 



l\fr. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) withdrew 
the amendment ·submitted by his delegation. 

Consideration of paragraph 10 of the four-Power 
draft resolution and the Australian amendment 
(A JC.1 /361). 

Mr. KATz-Suc:HY (Poland) reminded the Com
mittee that criticism of the Special Committee 
on the Balkans, whose activities it was suggested 
should be prolonged, had not come only from 
delegations who opposed the draft resolution of 
the four Powers. The Special Committee had 
exceeded its powers, in particular by setting up 
observation groups. 

Furthermore, as regards sub-paragraphs (a) 
and (c) of paragraph 10, there was an obvious 
contradiction in trying to make a conciliatory 
body out of an observation group, responsible 
for carrying out decisions which were in them
selves a condemnation of Greece's three northern 
neighbours. The Special Committee had put 
a very peculiar interpretation upon its conciliatory 
function, and now it was that judge, that frontier
guard, namely, the Special Committee, which 
was to be asked to continue its work of conciliation. 
In fact, the sole object of sub-paragraph (c) was 
to sugar the pill so that the First Committee should 
swallow it more easily, but the true role of the 
Special Committee was indeed that of an observer 
and policeman ordered to hide what was really 
going on in Greece. 

As regardssub-paragraph (b) referring to observ
ation groups, a remarkable document concerning 
the extension of their activities had been brought 
to the notice of the First Committee. Out of 
40 observers it appeared that there were 13 British, 
12 American, 6 French and 2 Chinese. In 
addition there were 3 Brazilians, 2 Mexic-ans and 
2 Dutchmen, but! neither Pakistan nor Australia 
was represented in the observation groups. Thus 
the object of the authors of the draft resolution 
was clear. In the circumstances, how could one 
speak of a neutral or objective body ? Further
more, the observers were paid by their Govern
ments and had not sworn loyalty to the United 
Nations. Finally, the use of United Nations' 
guards had been planned without the First Com
mittee having been consulted (see AfC.l /377). 

The main obstacle to conciliation on the Greek 
question, apart from United States intervention 
in Greece, was the Special Committee and its 
groups of observers, who were continually adding 
fuel to the flames. 

The Polish delegation, which desired above all 
a speedy settlement of the Greek question, was 
therefore ready ·to support the establishment 
of a body to attempt conciliation within Greece 
itself, in the spirit of the telegram which the First 
Committee had recently received, (A/C.l /376), 
and in the spirit of General Markos : memorandum 
(AJC.1 /350). The Polish delegation could not 
agree to the appointment of a committee whose 
aims were contrary to the Charter of the United 
Nations. 

Mr. DULLES (United States of America) indi
cated that the four Powers accepted the Australian 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) declare 
retirer l'amendement presente par sa delegation. 

Examen du paragraphe 10 el de l'amendement de 
l' Australie (A JC.l f361). 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) rappelle que les 
critiques formulees contre la Commission speciale, 
pour les Balkans dont on veut prolonger l'activite, 
ne sont pas venues seulement des delegations 
qui s'opposent au projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances. 

La Commission speciale a excede ses pouvoirs, 
notamment par l'etablissement de groupes 
d'observation. 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, Jes alineas a) 
et c) du paragraphe 10, il existe une contra
diction evidente a vouloir faire un organe de 
conciliation d'un organisme d'observation, charge 
de mettre a execution des textes qui constituent 
une condamnation des trois voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece. La Commission speciale a donne une 
interpretation toute particuliere a ses fonctions 
de conciliation. Et maintenant c'est a ce juge, 
a ce garde-frontiere, que I'on veut demander 
de poursuivre sa tache de conciliation. En realite, 
le seul but de l'alinea c) est de dorer la pilule pour 
que Ia Premiere Commission l'avale plus facilement, 
mais le role veritable de la Commission Speciale 
est bien celui d'observateur et de policier, charge 
de dissimuler ce qui se passe veritablement en 
Grece. 

En ce qui concerne l'alinea b), relatif aux 
groupes d'observation, la Premiere Commission 
a eu connaissance d'un document remarquable 
relatif a !'extension de leurs activites. Or, sur 
40 observateurs, ces groupes d'observation 
comprennent 13 Britanniques, 12 Americains, 
6 Fran-;ais et 2 Chinois, Il y a, en outre, 3Bresiliens, 
2 Mexicains et 2 Hollandais, mais ni Ie Pakistan 
ni l'Australie ne sont representes au sein des 
groupes d'observation. Ainsi apparait clairement 
le but poursuivi par les auteurs du projet de 
resolution. Comment dans ces conditions peut-on 
parler d'un organe neutre, objectif ? De plus, 
ces observateurs sont payes par leurs Gouver
nements et n'ont pas prete serment de fidelite a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Enfin, l'on a 
prevu !'utilisation de gardes des Nations Unies 
sans que Ia Premiere Commission ait ete consultee 
(voir AJC.l /377). 

Le principal obstacle, en dehors de !'inter
vention americaine, a une conciliation dans Ia 
question grecque, c'est la Commission speciale 
et ses groupes d'observation, qui n'ont cesse de 
jeter de l'huile sur le feu. 

En consequence, la delegation de la Pologne 
qui souhaite avant tout un prompt reglement 
de !'affaire grecque, est prete a appuyer l'etablis
sement d'un organisme charge d'une t ache de 
conciliation en Grece meme, dans !'esprit du 
telegramme que la Premiere Commission vient 
de recevoir (A/C.l/376) et du memorandum du 
general Markos (A/C.1f350). La delegation de la 
Pologne ne saurait accepter l'etablissement d'une 
Commission dont les fins sont contraires a Ia 
Charte des Nations Unies. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) indique 
que les quatre Puissances acceptent l'amen-
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amendment, not because they doubted the 
legality of the Special Committee's activities, 
but because they considered it was better to 
limit their approval to the actual reports rather 
than to activities which had not been precisely 
r eported. 

Mr. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) referring to sub-paragraph (b), of 
paragraph 10 asked what the word " adequate " 
implied and what "personnel" and" equipment" 
the authors of the draft resolution had in mind. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia), referred to document 
AjC.1j377, "Working Paper prepared by the 
Secretariat and the Executive Officer " ; he 
stated that he had never suggested that that 
document was other than a working paper. Its 
importance arose from the fact that it emanated 
from a subsidiary body of the Special Committee, 
composed of high-ranking American and British 
officers who actually determined the policy to 
b e followed by the Special Committee, particu
larly in matters concerning observation. That 
fact threw light upon the intentions of the great 
Powers which were exerting themselves so much 
to secure the establishment of another committee. 

The Yugoslav representative asked the First 
Committee to think over paragraph 10 until the 
next day, as it was a complicated paragraph 
including at least three sub-paragraphs. The 
Yugoslav delegation proposed that the discus
sion should be adjourned. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the motion for 
adjournment. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. The 
proposal was rejected by 26 voles to one, with 16 abs
tentions. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) drew the attention 
of the First Committee to rule 142 of the rules of 
procedure ; since the new proposal concerning 
observation groups would entail an outlay of 
4 to 6 million dollars, the Committee should 
first of all be provided with estimates of the 
proposed expenditure, prepared by the Secretary
General. 

The CHAIR:\rAN indicated that the procedure 
would be as follows : if the First Committee 
accepted that paragraph, it would refer it to the 
Fifth Committee which would attach a comple
mentary report to the General Assembly. 

Mr. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) reminded the 
Committee that his delegation had always consid
ered the establishment of the Special Committee 
to be contrary to the principles of the Charter. 
Furthermore, no one had refuted the criticism 
directed against the activities of the Special Com
mittee, and in particular against the military 
nature of the observation groups. How, then, 
could unconditional approval be given to the 
activities of the Special Committee and their 
continuance be considered ? Such a procedure 
would be even less justified now that the plan 
for the military reorganization of the entire staff 
of the Special Committee was known. 

The Czechoslovak delegation associated itself 
with the suggestion made by the representative 
of Poland concerning setting up a committee to 

dement australien, non qu'elles aient un doute 
sur la ligitimite de l'activite de la Commission 
speciale, mais parce qu'elles considerent qu'il 
vaut mieux se horner a approuver des rapports 
concrets que des activites sur lesquelles il n'a 
pas ete fait de rapport precis. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine) se refere a l'alinea b) du 
paragraphe 10 : que signifie le mot <c necessaire n? 
Quel (( personnel )) et quel (( equipement )) les 
auteurs du projet de resolution ont-ils en vue ? 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) se refere au document 
AjC.1j377, <c Document de travail prepare par 
le Secretariat et le chef du bureau executif )). II 
indique qu'il n'a jamais pretendu que ce document 
fut autre chose qu'un « document de travail». 
Mais ce qui fait son importance, c'est qu'il emane 
d'un organe subsidiaire de la Commission speciale, 
compose d'officiers superieurs americains et 
anglais, qui en realite determinent Ia ligne de 
conduite de la Commission speciale, surtout dans 
sa tache d'observation. Cela jette une lumiere sur 
les intentions des grandes Puissances qui font 
tant d'efforts pour qu'une nouvelle commission 
soit creee. 

Le representant de la Yougoslavie demande 
a la Premiere Commission de reflechir jusqu'au 
lendemain sur ce paragraphe 10, si complexe, 
puisqu'il comporte au moins trois alineas. La 
delegation de la Yougoslavie propose l'ajour
nement de la discussion. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix Ia motion d'ajour
nement. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
rejetee par 26 voix contre une, avec 16 abstentions. 

M. KATz-Sucny (Pologne) attire !'attention 
de la Premiere Commission sur !'article 142 du 
Reglement interieur. Puisque le nouveau plan 
relatif aux groupes d'observation couterait de 4 
a 6 millions de dollars, la Commission doit avant 
tout etre saisie de propositions emanant du 
Secretaire general relativement aux depenses 
envisagces. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que la proced~re. a 
suivre est la suivante : si la Premiere Commrsswn 
vote ce paragraphe, elle devra l'envoyer a la 
Cinquieme Commission, pour qu'elle y joigne un 
rapport complementaire a I' Assemblee . generale. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) rappelle q~e 
sa delegation a toujours considere que l'etab~s
sement de la Commission speciale etait contrarre 
aux principes de la Charte. En outre, personne 
n'a refute les critiques qui ont ete faites des 
activites de la Commission speciale et notam~ent 
du caractere militaire des groupes d'observ~twn. 
Comment done pourrait-on approuver sans r~serve 
les activites de la Commission speciale et envrsager 
leur continuation ? Cette procedure serait d'autant 
moins justifiee que l'on connait maintenant le 
plan de reorganisation militaire de tout le 
personnel de la Commission speciale. 

La delegation de Ia Tchecoslovaquie s'asso~ie 
a la suggestion de la Pologne relative a l'etabh~
sement d'un comite charge d'une tache de concr-
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effect conciliation. It was opposed to the continu
ation of the activities of the Special Committee 
which served rather as a headquarters in the 
struggle against the Greek People's army than 
as a United Nations commission. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) noted that according to the terms of 
paragraph 10, the Special Committee would 
continue to exercise the functions attributed to 
it in paragraph 9. 

By 1948, the Special Committee had already 
~ost one million dollars, a very heavy burden 
mdeed. For 1949 an expenditure of 4 to 5 million 
dollars was contemplated. In view of that fact, 
it would be fitting, first of all, to examine closely 
the expenditure incurred during 1948 and to 
receive an estimate for 1949. Indeed, in the 
past, the funds of the United Nations had too 
often been spent without due account being taken 
of budgetary estimates. 

As to the political angle, how could the four 
Powers who were sponsoring the draft resolution 
with the obvious support of Mr. Tsaldaris, believe 
that it would bring about an improvement in the 
existing situation in Greece ? Did Mr. Tsaldaris 
not see that the Greek people were still fighting 
just as they had done in the past ? The Greek 
people wished to settle their own affairs, without 
any outside intervention and the draft resolution 
put forth by the four Powers and Mr. Tsaldaris 
would not stifle the indignation of the Greek 
people. 

1\Ir. KISELEV referred to the statement of a 
number of Greek democrats in favour of a peaceful 
solution to the Greek question based on an under
standing between the different parties and the 
Greek p eople, which would put an end to the 
terror raging in Greece. Did Mr. Tsaldaris not 
see that every time a Greek patriot was beheaded, 
the Greek Government created new enemies 
for itself ? The whole difficulty lay in the fact 
that Mr. Tsaldaris had a false conception of the 
situation in his own country. 

The Byelorussian delegation thought that the 
four-Power draft resolution could in no way contri
bute to the solution of the Greek problem and 
that the Special Committee would do nothing 
more than add fuel to the flames. The Byelo
russian delegation stated that it was opposed 
to paragraph 10 of the draft resolution because 
it felt that the Special Committee was an illegal 
body and that there was no valid reason for its 
having been set up. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) reminded the Committee that the USSR 
delegation had already drawn the attention of 
the First Committee and the General Assembly 
to the criticisms which had been made of the 
work of the Special Committee. It had shown very 
clearly that the Special Committee had in no 
way contributed to the solution of the existing 
difficult situation in Greece or in the Balkans ; in 
reality it had only aggravated the situation, 
~specially with regard to relations between Greece 
and its neighbours. 

Even a superficial reading of paragraph 10 
would suffice to show that the errors of the past 
were b eing repeated. The paragraph spoke of 
an order or an injunction, when the General 

liation. Elle s'oppose ala continuation des activites 
de la Commission speciale, qui constitue plutot un 
quartier general de la lutte contre l'armee 
populaire grecque qu'une commission de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. 

M. KisSELEV (Republique socialist e sovietique 
de Bielorussie) constate que, selon le paragraphe 10 
la Commission speciale continuerait a exercer les 
fonctions qui resultent notamment du para
graphe 9. 

Or, en 1948, la Commission speciale a deja 
coute un million de dollars : le fardeau est trop 
lourd. En 1949, il s'agirait d'une depense de 4 
a 5 millions de dollars. II conviendrait done tout 
d'abord d'examiner de pres les depenses faites 
en 1948 et de recevoir un devis pour 1949. En effet, 
dans le passe, les fonds de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies ont trop souvent ete depenses 
sans qu'il ait ete tenu compte de previsions 
budgetaircs. 

En ce qui concerne le point de vue politique, 
comment lcs quatre Puissances qui ont presente 
le proj et de resolution - evidemment avec 
l'appui de M. Tsaldaris - peuvent-elles croire 
qu'il en resultera une amelioration des conditions 
actuelles en Grece ? M. Tsaldaris ne voit-il pas 
que le peuple grec lutte toujours comme par le 
passe? Le peuple grec veut regler ses propres 
affaires en dehors de toute influence etrangere et 
ce n'est pas le proj et de resolution des quatre 
Puissances et de J\1. Tsaldaris qui etouffera !'indi
gnation du peuple grec. 

M. Kisselev se refere a la declaration faite 
par un certain nombre de democrates grecs en 
faveur d'une solution pacifique de la question 
grecque fondee sur !'entente des differents partis 
et du peuple tout entier et destinee a mettre fin 
a la t erreur qui actuellement fait rage. M. Tsaldaris 
ne voit-il pas que chaque fois que l'on coupe Ia 
tete a un patriote grec, le Gouvernement grec 
se cree de nouveaux ennemis ? Tout le mal vient 
de ce que M. Tsaldaris se fait une conception 
fausse de la situation dans son propre pays. 

La delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie considere 
que le projet de resolution des quatre Puissances 
ne saurait constituer une contribution ala solution 
du probleme grec et que la Commission speciale ne 
fera que jet er de l'huile sur le feu. La delegation 
de la RSS de Bielorussie se prononce contre le 
paragraphe 10 du projet de resolution parce 
qu'elle considere que Ia Commission speciale 
est un organe illegal et que sa creation n'avait 
aucun motif valable. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle que la delegation de 
I'URSS a deja a plusieurs reprises attire I' attention 
de la Premiere Commission et de I' Assemblee 
generale sur les critiques qui ont ete formulees a 
l'encontre du travail de la Commission speciale. 
Elle a montre de fac;on precise que la Commission 
Speciale n'a nuJlement contribue a resoudre les 
difficultes actuelles en Grece ou dans les Balkans ; 
en realite, elle a aggrave la situation, et a, 
notamment, complique la situation entre la 
Grece et ses voisins. 

Une lecture, meme superficielle, du para
graphe 10 suffirait a montrer que l'on renouvelle 
les erreurs passees : on parle, en effet, d'un ordre, 

. d'une injonction, alors que l' Assemblee generale 
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Assembly could do no more than make recom
mendations. The USSR delegation had already 
made proposals concerning the dissolution of the 
Special Committee and it would insist upon those 
proposals since the problem of bringing peace 
to the Balkans could not be solved as long as the 
Special Committee remained in existence. 

Mr. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) reminded the Committee that he had 
asked a question concerning the staff and equip
ment of the Special Committee. What was to be 
understood by the term " equipment " ? Did it 
refer simply to clothing or rather to planes and 
guns ? 

lVIr. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) stated that 
as to material matters it had simply been intended 
that things should continue as in the past. 

The CHAin:I1AN put to the vote the Australian 
amendment to paragraph 10. 

At the request of Yugoslavia, the vole was taken 
by roll-call as follows: 

Colombia, having been chosen by lot by the Chair
man, voted first. 

In favour: Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Domi
nican Republic, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bo
livia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China. 

Against : Ukrainian Soviet Socialist R epublic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Abstaining: Poland. 
The Australian amendment was adopted by 

43 voles to 4, with one abstention. 

Consideration of the four-Power addendum (AJC. 
l j364JCorr.l). 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) stated 
that the purpose of the addition was to emphasize 
the conciliatory nature of the Special Committee 
and to extend its activities in that field, in accord
ance with the sentiments expressed during the 
general discussion. 

Some delegations had expressed the concern 
that the Special Committee might select persons 
not acceptable to the Governments concerned. 
The authors of the draft resolution took it for 
granted, however, that the Special Committee 
would avoid choosing persons to carry out conci
liation work who were not persona grata to the 
Governments concerned. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) stated that it was abso
lutely illogical to entrust the task of concilia~ion 
to a committee which would not be recogmzed 
by three of the four countries concerned. If 

ne peut faire que des recommandations. La 
delegation de l'URSS a deja fait des propositions 
relatives a la dissolution de la Commission Speciale 
et elle insistera sur ces propositions, puisque le 
probleme de Ia pacification des Balkans n'est pas 
susceptible de solution tant que la Commission 
demeure en fonctions. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) rappelle qu'il a pose une question 
relative au personnel et a l'equipement de Ia 
Commission speciale. Qu'entend-on par la ? De 
simples vetements, ou bien des avions et des 
canons? 

M. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) indique que 
ce qui est envisage, c'est que les choses continuent, 
en ce qui concerne ces questions materielles, 
comme par le passe. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
de l'Australie au paragraphe 10. 

Sur la demande de La Y ougoslavie, il esl pro cede 
au vote par appel nominal. 

L' appel commence par la Colombie, dont le nom 
est lire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Egyptc, Ethiopie, 
France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, 
Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, 
Chili, Chine. 

Valent conlre : Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique socialiste 
sovietique de Bielorussie. 

S' abslienl : la Pologne. 
L'amendemenl australien est adopte par 43 voix 

contre 4, avec une abstention. 

Exam en de l' additif propose par les qualre 
Puissances (A JC. l j364 Corr.l). 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) indique 
que le but de cet additif est d'acccntuer le 
caractere conciliateur de la Commission speciale 
et d'etendre les possibilites en ce domaine, 0 
conformement au sentiment manifeste au cours 
du debat general. 

Certaines delegations ont exprime la crain~e 
que la Commission speciale puisse faire cho1x 
dans ce domaine de personnes qui ne soient pas 
persona grata au pres des Gouvernements interesses. 
Les auteurs du projet de resolution, pour leur 
part, considerent comme acquis que la Commission 
speciale se gardera de choisir, pour exercer les 
fonctions de conciliation, des personnes dont 
la designation puisse deplaire aux Gouvernement_s 
interesses. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'i~ ~st 
absolument illogique de donner a une comm1sswn 
qui ne sera pas reconnue par trois des quatre 
pays interesses une tache de conciliation. Si l'on 
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there was really a desire to reach a conciliation, 
not only among the Balkan countries but, what 
was more important, between the United States 
and the Greek people, the First Committee would 
have t? appoint a body or a person having no 
connexwn with the Special Committee, of which 
Yugoslavia did not approve, and which i.t would 
never recognize. 

The CHAIR!\1AN put to the vote the four-Power 
addition to paragraph 10 c), which read as follows 

" ... and for this purpose, in its discretion to 
appoint, and utilize the services and good offices 
of one or more persons whether or not members 
of the Special Committee. " 

The vote was taken by a show of hands. The 
addition was adopted by 39 votes to 6, with 2 abs
tentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the para
graph as a whole, as amended. 

At the request of the representative of Yugoslavia, 
a roll-call vote was taken on each sub-paragraph
as follows: 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the ftrst sub
paragraph. 

Honduras, having been chosen by lol by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
~icaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 
Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Cuba, Denmark, Dominican R epublic, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti. 

A.gainst : Poland. 
The following countries did not take part in the 

voting : Ukrainian Sovid Socialist Hepublic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Hepublics, Yugoslavia, 
Byclorussian Soviet Soeialist Republic and Cze
choslovakia. 

The first sub-paragraph was adopted by 43 votes 
to one. 

The CHAHUIAN put to the vote sub-paragraph 
(a). 

Sweden, having been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first : 

In favour : Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States 
of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghan
istan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, 
Iraq, L iberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, 
::-\ew Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Saudi Arabia. 

The following countries did not take part in the 
voting : Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist _Republic, Czecho
slovakia, Poland. 

veui reellcment ahoutir a une concilialion, non 
seulemen t entre les pays halkaniqucs, mais, 
ee qui est plus important, entre les Etats-Unis 
et le pcuple grec, il fauclrait designer un organc 
ou nne personne qui n'ait aucune attache avec 
la Commission specialc, que la Yougoslavie 
reprouve ct qn'Plle nc reconna!tra jamais. 

Le Pm;;smE~T met aux voix l'adclitif des 
quatrc Pui~>31mces :m paragraphc 10 c) ; cct 
additif est redigc commc snit : 

(( ... et a cet efTet, de faire appel, dans toutc la 
mesure oil ellc le jugcrait utile, au concours et 
aux bons offices d'une ou plusicurs personnalites 
mcmbres ou non de la Commission speciale. " 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. L' addiiif est ado pie 
par 39 voix conlre 6, avec 2 abstentions. 

Le PRESID,ENT met aux voix !'ensemble du 
paragraphe 10, tel qu'il a etc amende. 

A la demande du representant de Ia Yougoslauie, 
lc vote a lieu alinea par alimia et par appel nominal. 

Le PnESIDENT met aux voix l'alinca premier. 

L'appel commence par le Honduras, doni le 
nom est lire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, l\lexiquc, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvellc-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Hoyaumc-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amcriquc, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, 
Australic, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chili, 
Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, Republique 
Dominicainc, Egypte, l~thiopic, France, Grece, 
Halti. 

Vote conlre: Pologne. 
Ne prennent pas part au vole: Hepubliqne 

socialistc sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Repu
bliques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Repu
bliquc socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie ct 
Tchecoslovaquie. 

Le premier alinea est adopte par 43 voix contre 
zzne. 

Le Pn.EsmENT met aux voix l'alinea a). 

L' appel commence par Ia Suede, doni le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d' Ame
rique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentine, Anstralie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, l~gypte, Ethiop:e 
France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, 
Irak, Lib6ria , Luxembourg, l\fcxique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelancle, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabic saouditc. 

Ne prennent pas part au vote : Republique socia
liste sovietique d'Ukrainc, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiqu.es, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecos
lovaquie, Pologne. 
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Sub-paragraph (:1) was adopted by 43 votes. 

The CuAIRMAN put to th e vot<; :mh-pa.ragraph 
(b). 

El Saivador, having been drawn by lot by ihe 
Chairman, was to vote first : 

In favour: El Salvador, E thiopia, France, 
Gr:.;('ce, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Lih ri::t, L1xembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
z~' : : !.·:nd, l'~icamgua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Pr:r~!t;nay, Philippines, S:>.udi Arabia, Sweden, 
Syria , Tnrk~y, Un~o:c of South Africa, United 
Kingdoe>, Lh itcd States of America, Uruguay, 
\T~'ru·· :-:-.1 ~ T;t~ ~ .. <:' r;1c ::, Afghnnistnn , _:\ :·~r~r:tinr.. , i-\ •. us
t~·; :: ~ ~ , ~ s ~~~:~L;J, DDli .. -~ 2, ~=1·· .··- ~~ :1 , (~l'·?'ldrr, ChHr, 
China, CclG~nbia, Cuba, i)~,;;-,~_:;~~. ;_; :_ :1:Li•:,m 
R epublic, Egypt. 

The following countries did not ta!~c parl in the 
voting : Ukrainia:1 Scrvict S0e;ali:ot R e;:mblic, 
Union of S()vi~t S'Jci~J:st IlL·;}ubiics, Yugc~Javia, 
By:.: loru:;';i~m Soviet S:)ci:ctlis t RspulJlic, Czeeho
s!ov?.bu, P<Jbnd. 

Sub-parr:graph (b) was ado pled by {3 votes. 

The Ciu.IR~L\N put to the vote sub-par::gr<1 ph 
(c). 

V enewcla, having teen drawn by lot by the 
Chairmen, voted first : 

In favour: Vcn ::>zueh, Ye:!lE.il, AfghaEistan, 
Argentina, Au;;trnlia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canad::, Chil e, China, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominic~n Hepublic, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, 
Greece, Haiti, Hond.ur2.s, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pah:istan, Panama, 
Paragtwy, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, S-weden, 
Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom, United States of America, Uruguay. 

The following countries did not take part in the 
voting : Ukrainian Soviet Socialist R epublic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Yugo
slavia, Poland. 

Sub-pt:rt:.r;raph (c) zuas r:.~Zopted by 43 votes. 

The CI:An:;,:A>: tl1c;1 pd to the vote; th~~ di'aft 
reso1ut·ion n..., 3 -\ .. ,?hoJc. 

The vole ;;;cs iahcn by a show of hcmds. 

The drnfl rc;;olution as a whole was adopted by 
43 votes. 

Th2 mec:ing rose at 7.15 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY -FIRST 
l\~EETING 

Held at l!(e Palais de Chaillot, l?c.ris, 
on Vledne.dag, 10 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

S:S . Cc:.:Li!:.!.~.lf~tim:. or tb.o diBcl:;.ssion. on 
tF.:_o \;il~' 02~ts to the -political i:n.de
j?::::::.(te::ca e~3.~.~1 ter~r·itO~ial i11tegrity 
ci Crr8sce 

L'alinca a) est adople par 43 voix. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea b). 

L' appel commence par le Salvador, doni le nom 
est tire a11 sort par le President. 

Volent pour : Salvador, Ethiopie, France, 
Grece, H aiti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays- Bas, Nouvelle 
Zelande, Nicaragua, Norv8ge, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, Suede, 
Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, Bd
giqu~, BoliTir, I:1 rC ~; i1, Canada , Chili, Chiae, 
Colombie, Cuba, Dn;;crrLl.rl-:, Repnblique Dor>~i
nicaine, Egypte. 

Ne prennent pas pari au vote: Rcpubliqu.; 
sociali.>t e sovietique d'tJkraine, Union des Repu
bliques socialistes sovictiqucs, Yougoslavie, Repu
bliquc socialiste sovi6tique de Bielorm,sie, Tch6cos
lo"'-.taquie. Pclognc. 

L'alinea b) est adopte par 43 voix. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea c). 

L'appel commence par le Venezuela, doni le 
non est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Egypte, Ethiopie 
France, Grccc, I--:Ia'iti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, 
Irak, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvclle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvcge, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay. 

N e prennent pas part au vote : Republique 
socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Repu
bliques socinlistes sovietiques, Republique soc~a
liste sovietiquc de Bielorussie, TchCcoslovaqmc, 
Yougoslavie, Pologne. 

L'alinea c) esi adopte par 43 voix. 

Le Pmi:siDENT met aux voix l'ens~mble du 
projet de resolut ion. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. 
L'cnsemble du projct de resolution est adople 

par 43 voix. 

La seance est levee a 19 h. 15. 

C:f.~NT-QiJ'ATBE-VINGT-ONZIEl'd'E 
SEliNCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillof, Pm·is, 
le mercredi 10 novs:;<b:·e 1948, a 10 h. 3C. 

Presidcnl: .M. P.-H. SPHK (Belgique) 

53. Suite d.e la discussion sur les 
i'. ~,. .., 'T)o'·:-'·i("r"ua 

lTIOl1aCCS 8_ ~ !l1Ctep6!1U2nCe r .. .:.~ ~ ..... 
et a l'integ:;.·iie te:;.•ritox-iale d~ la 
Gi·ece 
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REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
COM!>HTTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
and A/602). 

Continuation of the discussion of the four-Power 
draft resolution (A JC.l /352) 

Consideration of paragraphs 11 and 12. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that before considering 
paragraph 11 of the draft resolution presented by 
China, France, United Kingdom and United 
States, the Committee should examine the amend
ment proposed by the representative of Australia 
(A/C.l/361). 

.Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said he understood 
that this amendment suggested that the Special 
Committee on the Balkans might function in 
countries other than Greece. Yugoslavia could 
not admit t he Special Committee because it had 
been illegally constituted and functioned in & 

manner cont rary to the Charter. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands and tlze 
Australian amendment was adopted by 31 voles. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the text which 
had just been adopted became the new para
graph 11. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said with regard to 
the following (12th) paragraph of the four-Power 
draft resolution, dealing with consultation with 
the Interim Committee, that this provision would 
link the Special Committee with another illegal 
organ of the United Nations. For that reason, as 
well as for the other reasons which he had already 
given, the paragraph was contrary to the Charter 
and illegal. 

RAHIM KHAN (Pakistan) said that his expe
rience on the Special Committee indicated that 
there wus need for such a provision. So~etimes 
difficulties ;,rose in the interpretation of terms of 
refeeenc·~ and if there were no other machinery 
provided, it would be necessary to await the next 
session of the Assembly for clarification. This has 
occurred in the past and questions might well arise 
in the future. Accordingly, Pakistan would 
support this provision. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that the present 
discussion need not deal with the illegality of the 
Interim Committee ; however, he wished to point 
out that it was not yet known whether the 
Assembly would approve the continuance of the 
Interim Committee or what its functions would be. 
The phrase in brackets in what was now paragraph 
12 was unsatisfactory. It appeared that an 
attempt was being made to prejudge the discussion 
concer11.ing the Interim Committee. Moreover, 
Poland Hnd certain other States which considered 
the Interim Committee illegal had not partici
pated in its \YOrk. The inclusion of paragraph 12 
seemed to indicate the intention of discussing the 
Greek ques tion without the participation of 

RAPPOHTS DE LA CoMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 ET A/692). 

Suite de Ia discussion du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances (A jC.1 /352) 

Examen des paragraph:;s 11 et 12'. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, avant ce passer 
a l'examen du paragraphe 11 du projet de 
resolution presente par la Chine, lu France, 
le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis, la Commis
sion devrait examiner l'amendement propose par 
le representant de I' A.ustralie (A/C.l /351 ) . 

M. BEnLER (Yougoslavie) pense que cet 
amendement laisse entendre que la Commis
sion speciale pour les Balkans pourrait exercer 
ses fonctions dans d'autres pays que la Grece. 
La Yougosbvi~ ne saur·:cit admettre la Commis
sion speciale sur son tcrritoire, car cette 
Commif:sion a etc ir;.stituce illegalement et son 
fondiom:ement est contrairc aux disposit ions 
d~ la Chartc. 

},t is aux voix, l' amendement presente par ln 
delegation de l'Australie est adopte pa.r 31 voil". 

Le PRESIDENT precise que le t exte qui vient 
d'ctre vote devient le nouveau paragraphe 11. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare, a propos 
du paragraphe suivant 12 du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances, qui autorise la Commission 
Speciale a consulter la Commission interimaire, 
que cette disposition mettra la Commission 
speciale en rapport avec un autre organisme 
illegal de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Pour cette raison, ainsi que pour celles qu'il 
a deja exposees, M. Bebler estime que ce para
graphe est illegal et contraire aux dispositions 
de la Charte. 

RAHIM KHAN (Pakistan) declare que son 
experience en tant que mcmbre de la Commission 
speciale lui a prouve qu'il est necessaire d'inclure 
une telle disposition. II arrive parfois que des 
difficultes surgissent a propos de !'interpretation 
d'un mandat ; s'il n'existait ~mcun autre organe, 
il faudrait attendre la session suivante de 
l'Assemblee generale pour resoudrc ces difficultes. 
Cette situation s'cst deja presentee dans le passe 
et elle peut fort bien se presenter encore. La 
delegation du Pakistan appuiera done cette 
disposition. 

M. KATz-SucnY (Pologne) estim.e fJU8 la 
Commission n'a pas a discuter actuellcment 
de l'illegalite tk la Commission interimaire ; 
il desire faire obserYer toutefois que l'on ne 
sait pas encore si 1' Assem!Jlee generalc approu
vera le maintien de la Commission interimaire 
et, dans !'affirmative, quel en serait lc mandat. 
La mention qui figure entre parentheses au 
nouveau paragraphe 12 n'est pas satisfai s::mte. 
II semble que l'on veuille prejuger Ia question 
de la Commission interimaire. De plus, la Pologne 
et certains autres Etats, qui considerent la 
Commission interimairc comme illegale, n'ont 
pas part icipe a ses travaux. II semble qu'en 
ajoutant le paragraphe 12 l'on ait !'intention 
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certain delegations. l\Ir. Katz-Suchy believed 
that everyone would agree that, during the 
discu:-;sions in the First Committee, many useful 
points had been brought out in the speeches of 
those who would not participate in the Interim 
Committee. Paragraph 12 should therefore be 
rlcleterl. 

~Ir. DuLLES (United States of America) pointed 
out that the language used in this provision was 
identical with that which had been used at the 
previous General Assembly in the resolution 112 
(II) e~;lablishing the United Nations Temporary 
Commission on Korea. That resolution had been 
adopted before the Interim Committee was 
established and as the present situation was 
.;-omparable, the same language had been used. 

.t vote was taken by a show of hands. Para
iJraph 12 was adopted by 38 votes. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that his delegation had not 
participated in the voting. 

Consideration of llze amendment submitted by the 
Union of Sollfh Africa ( A/C.1f363) to para
qraph 13 

Mr. DuLLEs (United States of America) read 
out the South African amendment requesting the 
addition of the following paragraph to the four
Power draft resolution : 

" Commends the assistance and support which 
rws hitherto been given by Members of the United 
Nations to Greece at the express request of the 
constitutional Greek Government, and encou
rages further co-operation aimed at the conti
nuation of such assistance and support ". 

He SJ.id that it was duly appreciated by the 
United States, which was among those assisting 
the Greek Government. However, his delegation 
had some doubt as to the wisdom of asking the 
Committee to approve this amendment, not 
because it had any doubts that the aid should be 
endorsed, but because the particulars of the aid 
were not fully known to the Committee. 
:\.lthough the United States had provided com-'
plete quarterly reports to the Secretariat, these 
reports were not before the Committee. The 
First Committee's proceedings might be unduly 
prolonged if the matter were entered into. He 
;espectfully urged the South African represen
tative to withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. EGELAND (Union of South Africa) said the 
spirit of the remarks of the United States repre
sentative was appreciated. His delegation had 
no desire to prolong the present debate. He 
wished, however, to explain the reasons for pro
posing the amendment. In the opening state
ment on the Greek question made by the South 
African delegation reference had been made to 
the assistance given to Greece by various States. 
Other delegations in their remarks also had 
expressed the idea that without this aid, Greece 
would not have survived. Tribute had been paid 
to those who had given assistance and the amend-

d'examiner Ia question grecque sans Ia parti
cipation de certaines delegations. Tout le monde 
admettm que les representants qui ne partici
per:mt pas aux debats de la Commission interi
maire ont soulevc maintes questions utiles 
au cours des debats de la Premiere Commission. 
II conviendrait done de supprimer le para
graphe 12. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fait 
observer que les termes de cette disposition 
sont analogues a ceux qui avaient ete utilises 
dans Ia resolution 112 (II) instituant la Commis
sion temporaire des Nations Unies pour la Coree 
adoptee lors de la deuxieme session de l'As
semblee generale. Or, cette resolution a ete 
adoptee avant Ia creation de la Commission 
interimaire ; puisque la situation presente est 
analogue, il est naturel que les memes termes 
soient utilises . 

!!dis aux voix, le paragraplze 12 est adople 
par 38 uoix. 

M. BoGoMOLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) fait remarquer que sa dele
gation n'a pas pris part au vote. 

Exam en de l' amen dement presente par l' Union 
Sud-Africaine (A /C.1 /363) au paragraphe 13 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) donne 
lecture de l'amendement sud-africain tendant 
a ajouter au projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances de paragraphe suivant : 

<< Approuve !'assistance et l'appui que des 
Membres des Nations Unies ont fournis jusqu'a 
present a la Grece a la demande expresse du 
Gouverncment constitutionnel de la Gre2e, et 
encourage la continuation d'une collaboration 
visant a maintenir cette assistance et cet appui. )) 

II declare qu'il comprend toute la valeur 
de l'amendement puisque les Etats-Unis sont 
l'un des pays qui pretent assistance au Gouver
nement grec. Toutefois, sa delegation se demande 
s'il est judicicux d'inviter la Commission a 
adopter cet amendement, non pas qu'elle ait 
des doutes sur la necessite d'approuver !'aide 
en question, mais parce que la Commission 
n'en connait pas tons les details. Bien que les 
Etats-Unis aient communique au Secretariat 
des rapports trimestriels complets, la Commission 
n'a ete saisie d'aucun de ces rapports, et les 
debats risquent d'etre indument prolonges si 
I'on aborde I'examen de la question. M. Dulles 
prie le representant de !'Union Sud-Africaine 
de vouloir bien retirer son amendement. 

M. EGELAND (Union Sud-Africaine) declare 
qu'il comprend fort bien le sens des observations 
du representant des Etats-Unis. Sa delegation 
n'a pas !'intention de prolonger la discussion. 
Toutefois, il tient a exposer les raisons qui ant 
motive son amendement. Dans le discours que 
le representant de l'Union Sud-Africaine a 
prononce a l'ouverture des debats sur la question 
grecque, il a fait mention de !'aide accordee 
a Ia Grece par diffcrents Etats. D'autres dele
gations ont egalement fait observer que, sans 
cette aide, la Grece n'aurait pas survecu. 0~ 
a deja rendu hommage a ceux qui ont fourm 
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ment sought merely to crystallize those opinions. 
However, the records of the meetings clearly 
indicated the sense of the Committee. Accord
ingly, the South African delegation, in the 
interest of expediting the work of the First 
Committee, agreed to withdraw the amendment. 

l\Ir. DA vm (Haiti) was of the opinion that the 
records of the debate on the Greek question 
would show that the Committee had examined 
the matter from the international point of view. 
The Haitian delegation had expressed itself in 
favour of the reports of the Special Committee 
because they favoured the principle of non-inter
vention. However, the South African amend
ment appeared to have departed rather from the 
international spirit in which the Committee had 
been working and consequently, the Haitian 
delegation was satisfied that it had been 
withdrawn. 

Mr. KATz-SucnY (Poland) said it was fortunate 
that the South African amendment had been 
withdrawn for it had represented an attempt 
to make the Assembly a party to the Truman 
Doctrine. The United States had never tried to 
deny its intervention in Greece and the amend
ment would have endorsed the continuation of 
such action. Mr. Katz-Suchy wished to draw 
attention to expressions of United States opinion 
concerning the Truman Doctrine. He quoted 
from an editorial in the New York Herald Tribune 
dated 13 October 1948 which referred to. the 
Truman Doctrine as having by-passed the United 
Nations. An article in the New York Daily 
News of 13 September 1948 dealt with the rising 
cost of living in Greece, the decline in industrial 
production and other financial and economic 
difficulties. Mr. Katz-Suchy pointed out that 
these were the results of the alleged aid. 

Mr. BoGO:\IOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that he would not have spoken, 
had not it been apparent that the South African 
rcp-;esentative insisted upon delegations expressing 
their opinions. The USSR attitude concerning 
the present Greek regime and the intervention on 
the part of the United States and the United 
Kingdom was now well known. The whole world 
now knew that the military mission of the United 
States was the real boss in Greece. Apparently, 
the South African idea was that the Assembly 
should endorse that intervention in Greece. As 
such intervention was contrary to the Charter, the 
South African idea was unacceptable. 

Mr. ANDREWS (Union of South Africa) wished it 
to be quite clear that he had not asked for an 
expression of views. Indeed, it had been in 
order to avoid further statements that he had 
withdrawn his amendment. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) said that his d~legation 
appreciated the spirit of the South African 
amendment, for it corresponded to the views of 

cette assistance, et le seul but de l'amendcmcnt
etait de faire etat de ces opinions. Cependant, 
puisque les comptes rendus des seances montrent 
clairement queUe est !'opinion generalc de la 
Commission, la delegation de l'Union Sud
Africaine consent a retirer son amcndcmcnt 
pour pcrmettre d'activer lcs travaux de la Prr
miere Commission. 

M. DAviD (Haiti) pense que lt>s complcl> 
rendus des debats sur la question de Ia Grece. 
montreront que la Commission a examine cctte 
question du point de vue international. La 
delegation d'Hai:ti s'est prononcee en faveur 
des rapports de Ia Commission spcciale parce que 
ces rapports soulignent le principe de non-inter
vention. Or, l'amendement de l'Union Sud
Africaine semble s'ecarter quelque peu de !'esprit 
dans lequel la Commission a toujours travaille ; 
la delegation d'Hai:ti se felicite done de ce que 
l'amendement ait etc retire. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) est heureux que 
l'amendement de l'Union Sud-Africaine ait ete 
retire ; en effet, le but de cet amendement etait 
de rallier l' Assemblee generalc a la Doctrine 
Truman. Les Etats-Unis n'ont jamais tente de 
nier leur ingerence dans lcs affaires de Grece, 
et l'amendement n'aurait fait que prolonger 
cette situation. M. Katz-Suchy tient i:t attirer 
!'attention de la Commission sur certaines opi
nions emises dans les milieux americains au 
sujet de la Doctrine Truman. II cite un passage 
d'un Cditorial du New York Herald Tribune 
du 13 octobre 1948, dans lequel il est dit que la 
Doctrine Truman s'applique en dehors de l'Orga
sation des Nations Unies. Un article paru dans 
le New York Daily News du 13 septembre 1948 
parle de la hausse du cmlt de la vie en Grece, 
de la diminution de la production industrielle 
et d'autres difficultcs d'ordre financier ct econo
mique. Tels sont, pour l\L Katz-Suchy, les 
resultats de cette pretendue assistance. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare qu'il n'aurait pas 
pris la parole s'il n'avait pas etc evident que 
le representant de l'Union Sud-Africaine tenuit 
a ce que les delegations expriment leurs vues. 
Chacun sait quelle est l'attidude de l'URSS 
a l'egard du Gouvernement grec actuel et de 
!'ingerence des Etats-Unis ct du Royaume
Uni. Le monde entier sait aujourd'hui que 
c'est la mission militaire des Etats-Unis qui 
commande, . en fait, en Grece. En prcsentant 
cet amendement, l'Union Sud-Africaine avait 
apparemment !'intention de faire approuver cette 
ingerence par l'Assemblee. Or, cette inger.e1_1ce 
est incompatible avec la Charte ; la propos1t10n 
de l'Union Sud-Africainc est done inacceptable. 

M. ANDREWS (Union Sud-Africaine) tient a 
preciser qu'il n'a pas demandc que chacun 
expose ses vues. Au contraire, il a retire son 
amendement afin d'eviter que d'autres orateurs 
ne prennent la parole. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) comprend !'esprit 
dans lequel le representant de l'Union Su~
Africaine a presente son amendement, espnt 
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most delegations. However, after the remarks 
which had been made, it would support the 
withdrawal of the amendment. 

.t1 vole was taken and paragraph 13 was adopted 
by 43 votes. 

The CHAJJUIAN said that the Greek am<2ndment, 
referring to Greek children, discussion of which had 
been postponed, had now been withdra·wn and 
in its place stood a Belgian proposal (AJC.l j378) 
which would be presented after the four-Power 
dmft resolut ion as a whole had been voted upon. 
Thi s Belgian proposal wns a separate resolution 
and not a part of the four-Power draft resolution 

Mr. BoGOMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that the text of the 
Belgian proposal had not yet been received. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the evening meeting 
would open with a discussion of the Belgian pro
posal ; that would allow delegations time to 
study the t ext. 

Mr. BEnLEn (Yugoslavia) observed that the 
discussion on the draft resolution had latterly 
taken on a special form and some delegations had 
been accused of trying to obstruct t he voting 
procedures. The Yugoslav delegation had been 
accused of such obstructive tactics and Mr. Behler 
wished to rccail his earlier statement that his 
delegation wished to be sure that all members of 
the Committee had an opportunity to reflect 
upon each paragraph, since each of hem contained 
some element of injustice and illegality. For 
example, one provision called upon the First 
Committee to approve the reports of the Special 
Committee, which were utterly without found
ation. Another nrovision asked for endorse
ment of the obserivation groups which were the 
instruments of military intervention. In the 
circumstances, the Yugoslav delegation depre
cated a hasty approach and hoped to he able to 
give time to those who were seeking a conciliatory 
solution. Mr. Behler said that he wished to 
inform the First Committee of unofficial conver
sations during which the representative of 
France had t aken the initiative of suggesting a 
private meeting on the Greek question. 

The CHAIRMAN intervened and ruled out of 
order any reference to private conversations. 

Mr. BEBLEn (Yugoslavia) w<)nt on t o say that 
he opposed the draft resolution befo~e t he C?m
mittce, because it contaiued :::ccu:-;atwns 3.gmnst 
States which did not deserve to be::tr the blame. 
Other States than those named were responsible 
for interv.mtion in internal affairs and the creation 
of tl1reats to the independence of Greece. 1\fore
over, the inaccuracies of the Special Committee's 
reports hod been adequately exposed, and the 

qui traduit la pensee de la plupart des delega
tions. Toutefois, en raisons des observations 
qui viennent d'etre formulees, la delegation 
de la Grece appuicra le retrait de l'amendement . 

M.is aux vo ix, le paragraphe 13 est ado;ote par 
43 voix. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que l'amendement de 
la Grece concernant les enfants grecs, dont 
l'examen avait ete differe, a etc retire et se 
trouve maintenant remplace par une proposition 
de la Belgique (AjC.l /378), qui sera presentee 
apres que !'ensemble du proj et cle resolution 
des quatre Puissances aura ete mis aux voix. 
Le projet de resolution que veut presenter la 
Belgique est independant et ne fait pn~ partie 
du projet des quatre Puissances. 

l\1. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiqnes socia
listes sovietiques) fait obserber que le texte 
de Ia proposition de Ia Belgique n'a pas encore 
ete distribu e. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que la seance du 
soir commencera par l'examen de cette propo
sition, ce qui donnera aux delegations le temps 
d'en prendre connaissance. 

M. BEBLEn (Yougoslavie) fait remarquer 
que, depuis quelque temps, les dehats sur le 
projet de resolution ont pris une tournure parti
culiere et que l'on a accuse certaines delegations 
de vouloir retarder les votes. C'est ainsi que l'on 
a reprochC a la delegation de la Yougoslavie de 
recourir a des methodes d'obstruction. M. Behler 
tient a rappeler une de ses declarations ante
rieures au cours de laquelle il avait precise 
que sa delegation voulait assurer ~i tous les 
membres de la Commission la possibilite de re
flechir sur chaque paragraphe, etant donne 
que chacun d'eux contient quclque injustice 
ou quelque illegalite. La Premiere Commission est 
invitee, par exemple, a approuver les rapports 
de Ia Commission speciale, rapport s qui sont 
entierement sans fondement. Un autre para
graphe tend a faire approuvcr J'activite des 
groupes d'observation, qui sont lcs instruments 
d'une intervention militaire. C'est pourquoi la 
delegation de la Yougoslavie signale Je danger 
qu'entrainerait un examen trop rapide de la 
question, et espere pouvoir fa ire })cncficier 
d'un certain . delai ceux qui rechcrcbent unc 
solution de compromis. M. Behler tient a signaler 
a la Premiere Commission qnr des conver
sations officieuses ont eu lieu, au cours dcsquelles 
le representant de Ia France a pris ]'initiative 
de proposer une conference privee sur Jn qu es
tion grecque. 

Le PRESIDENT intervient pour stat uer qu'il 
n'est pas dans les regles de faire allusion a des 
conversations privees. 

lVI. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) explique que s'il 
s'oppose au projet de resolution rlont e:;t saisie 
la Commission, c'est parce qu'il porle contre 
certains Etats des accusations qu'ils ne meritent 
pas. L'ingerence dans les affaires interieures de 
la Grece ct lcs menaces a 1'independr.nce de ce 
pays sont le fait d'autres Etats. En outre, les 
inexactitudes que contiennent les rapports de 

I la Commission Speciale ont ete dellOllCCCS de 
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accusations levelled against the reports had not 
been refuted. The draft resolution was inad
miss~ble also because it encouraged the guilty 
parties to continue their intervention in Greece. 
The fact that the South African amendment had 
been withdrawn made little difference because 
the original text afforded sufficient encour
agement for the continuation of policies which 
were contrary to the Charter. The draft reso
lution perpetuated an organ of the United Nations 
which had had negative results and had been 
transformed into an organ of intervention. If 
the draft resolution were approved, the life of this 
organ would be prolonged, Balkan relations wou!d 
be worsened and the war in Greece would be 
extended. In short, the draft resolntion tended 
to undermine the principles of the United Nations 
and the cause of peace. 

l\Ir. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that the most important point 
connected with the Balkan question was United 
States intervention. This point had been ignored 
in the draft resolution ; on the contrary, the draft 
resolution had endorsed that intervention. 
Secondly, the draft resolution gave aid and 
comfort to one side in the civil war in Greece, 
which was contrary to the principles of the United 
Nations. Thirdly, the draft resolution, without 
presenting any facts, levelled accusations against 
Greece's northern neighbours although the inter
vention had been perpetrated by the United 
States and the United Kingdom. The draft 
resolution could not lead to a solution of the 
Greek question and could only worsen the 
situation. The Ukrainian delegation would there
fore vote against it. 

Mr. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) said he wished 
to recall, without repeating, his previous state
ments on this question. For the present, he 
merely wished to stress the fact that no one had 
refuted the critics of the reports of the Special 
Committee. Further, no one had refuted the 
criticisms of the activities of the Special 
Committee. Without giving any basis for the 
allegations and without hearing the accused 
parties, the draft resolution laid blame upon 
certain Governments. The Czechoslovak dele
gation considered the draft resolution ill-founded, 
biased and harmful. It would not constitute a 
step forward in the solution of the Greek question 
or in the promotion of amicable relations in the 
Balkans. It would lead to quite contrary results . 
The Czechoslovak delegation therefore opposed 
the draft resolution. 

Mr. BoGOl\iOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that his delegation had fre
quently expressed its opinio:-1 on the merits of 
the draft resolution. The various amendments 
offered had failed to improve it. The draft 
resolution could not imp!'ovc the Balkan situation; 
rather it tended to wo~sen it and the USSR dele
gation therefore would vote 3gninst it. 

!1'Ir. KATz-SucnY (Poland) said that his dele
gation had ab~ady given in full the reasons why 

far;on peitinente et les accusations portces contre 
ces rapports n'ont pas ete rcfutees. Le projet de 
resolution est inacceptable pour une autre raison 
encore : il encourage les parties coupables a 
poursuivre leur intervention en Grece ; le retrait 
de l'amendement sud-africain ne change pas 
grand-chose a la situation, car le texte primitif 
suftisait amplement pour lcs encourager a 
poursuivre nne politiqne contraire <1 la Charte. 
Le projet de resolution tend a conserver un 
organe de l'Organisation des Nations Unies qui, 
loin de donner des resllltats, est devenu un 
instrument d'intervcntion. L'adoption du projet 
de resolution aurait pour effet de prolonger 
!'existence de cet organe, d'accroitre la tension 
dans les Balkans et de propagc:r la guerrc qui sevit 
en Grece. Bref, le projet de resolution tend a 
saper les principes de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies et a compromettre la paix. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) estime que I'aspect lc plus 
important de la question des Balkans est !'inter
vention des Etats-Unis. Or, le projet de reso
lution elude cette question et approuve au 
contraire cette intervention. D'autre part, Ie 
pro jet de resolution offre aide et assistance a l'une 
des deux parties a la guerre civile de Grece, ce 
qui est contraire aux principes de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. Troisiemement, le projet de 
r~solution porte, sans formuler aucune preuve a 
l'appui, des accusations contre les voisins s~pten
trionaux de la Grece, bien que ce soient les Etats
Unis et le Royaume-Uni qui se soient rendus 
coupables d'intervention. Le projet de resolution 
ne pent ouvrir la voie au reglcment de la question 
grecque et ne peut au contraire qu'aggraver encore 
Ia situation. Aussi la delegation dr l'Ukraine 
votera-t-elle contre le projet de resolntion. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tcheco:·;1ovaquie) tient a 
rappelcr, sans toutefois les repetcr, ks declarations 
qu'il a faitcs precedemmerrt a ce propos. Pour 
l'instant, il se borne a souligncr le fait que personne 
n'a refute les critiques qui ont et0 formulees, 
tant a l'egard des rapports de h Commission 
speciale qu'en ce qui concerne ses agi~scments. 
Sans fournir aucune preuve de ses allegations 
ni entendre les accuses, l'Assemblee, par cette 
resolution, rejetterait la responsabi!ite sur certains 
Gouvernements. La delegation de la Tchecos
lovaquie estime que le projet de resolution est 
nuisible, denue de fondement et entache de 
parti-pris. L'adoption d'un tel projet nc contri
buerait nullemcnt a resoudre }a queRtion grecque 
ni a etablir des relations amicales dans les Balkans ; 
on aboutirait plutot a un resultat contraire. La 
delegation de la Tchecoslovaquie s'opposc done 
a l'adoptlon du projet de resolution. 

J.VL BoGoMOLOV (Union des Republiqucs socia
listes scvietiqucs) rappdle que sa delegation 
s'est deja nrononcec maintes iois sur le nrojet de 
resolution: Lcs divers amendements 'proposes 
n'ont pas reussi a en ameli.orer la l:.:rreur. Loin 
d'nmellorer la situation dans ks Balkans, ce projct 
tend plutOt it l'aggravcr. La dCleg::ttion de l'URSS 
votera done contre ce projet. 

M. KATz-Sucnv (Pologne) declare qu~ sa 
delegation a deja expliquc en detail les rarsons 
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it believed that the clraft resolution was contrary 
to the Charter and would help to maintain a 
sitt:at ion which w:ts likdy to endanger inter
natiOnal pe:1rc and s~curity . As it had considered 
the vari ces provisions t o be contrary t o the 
Cha::tcr, it had not participated in the v{) ling. 
However, as a protest ngainst the attempt to 
secure the s up port of 1 he General Assembly for 
Unit ed Statrs i0tenenlion, the Polish delegation 
,,·ould vote :1gainst the draft resoluti on af, a whole 

1\fr. KrsELE\' (Byelomssinn So,·iet Socialist 
Hcpublic) ~'tid Lhat it should be clear from pre
viow:. stat ements mncil' that his delegation \YOUld 
Yote agnii!st the draft iT~olution. 

,1 vole was lalu~n by a show of !rands on the reso
lution proposed by China, France, the United J(ing
dom and the United States (A fC.l /3.52 ), as amended. 

The resolution zws adopted by 48 voles to 6. 

Discussion of the U SS n draft resolution 
( LijC./1/358/Corr. 1) 

~\Ir. Boco ~!OLO\' (Union of SnYict Socialist 
Hepublics) ~;!lid tlw L hi ~: dcicgation had jusi voted 
ag;i i!lst the fot:r-Pu·.vcr resolution because it did 
not bcL:o, ·e that iL \\'ould promote peace in the 
Balkans. The USSH proposed that the Com
mittee should adopt the dr<lft resolution it had 
presented. The ::-c~~~'Ons for presenting t his pro
posnl had a. l r c ~ldy hc~cn uivcll but it would Lc 
m:cful to il;rEcatc tbe differences hct\wcn chis 
proposal cm cl the four-PoY.cr re~olution. The 
latter took a partial attitude• and pas~ed j udgment, 
while the USSH. proposal adYoc:'.~ecl po:siiiYe 
measure ~. . lt took cognizc:ncc of tl~c ncc2ssity 
of allowing t he H:dkan Slates Lo ~< Ltlc ~ h'.' ir 
problen:s \YithouL i11t crLTencc. The CSSB reso
lution prop 8>·e d, finlly , that a recommendation 
he made to t ]H' B~ilkan Governments that t hey 
cstabli :o h c:iplomr.tic relations. Secondly, th-2 
four Go,·er:Jme r.t·s ronccrned were um:ed to rr ncw 
their conw:1ti :ws for the settlement of fro ;;Licr 
qucst iom and to s"ttle their refugee prohh:ms. 
Thinlly, it wn~-; recommended th~ L Greece f,hould 
cUrr!inf:te di:~crih!jnation c:.g~1inst 1 ni~1oril.ies . 
Fourt hly, the fcur Government:' '.n•rc urged to 
inform ihe Secrel::~ry-General of t h<' pr ogress 
made in t he fulfilmcd of the fvregoiug rccom
mrndahons. Fiftttly, it w;1s r;:commendr d t hat 
all fordgn troops should !Jc withdrz,,yn. This 
\Y oulrl be the l;at.is for the settle1:1ent of the 
Balkan quc~iion i)y the co,wtrics co •1c~rncd and 
had also lY:cn noted in t!1e preamble of the pro
posal. Finally, it was proposed th2t the activities 
of the Special Committee he terminated. The 
USSR delegation hoped lhat this propc,sal would 
he properly understood. It asked for discussion 
and vot ing upon it to be done pa:.1graph by 
paragraph and for the votir~g to Lc hy roll-call. 

~.rr. Br::BLEr. (Yugoslavia) supported the USSR 
draft resolulion because it was the only proposal 

pour lesquelles elle estime que le projet de reso
lution est contraire a la Charte et contribue a 
prolonger nne situation susceptible de compro
mettre la paix ct la securite internationales. 
Comme elle jugeait les diverses dispositions du 
projet contraires a la Charte, clle n'a pas participe 
au vote. Toutefois, pour protester contre la 
tentative visant it faire sanctionner par 
I' Assemblee gcnerale !'intervention des Etats-Unis, 
la delegation polonaise votera contre le projet 
de resolution dans son ensemble. 

l\1. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste SOVIC

tiquc de Bielorussie) pense qu'il ressort clairement 
de ses declarations anterieures que sa delegation 
votera contre le projet de resolution. 

If est proce.de au vole a main levee sur le projei 
de resolution presenle par La Chine, La France, fe 
Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis (A/C.l /352), tel 
qu'il a ele amende. 

Par 48 voix contrc 6, la resohztion est adoptee. 

Discussion du pro jet de resolution de l' URSS 
(A /C. I j358jCorr.l) 

}1. BocoMoLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovictiques) expEque, que si sa delegation 
vicnt de voter cont re le projct de resolution des 
quatre Puissances, c'est parce que, a son avis, il 
ne pent pus faciliter lc retablissement de la paix 
d::ms les Bnlbms. L'URSS propose it la Commis
sion cl' adoptcr le projct de resolution presente 
par sa delcgat:on. On cormait deja les raisons qui 
motivcnt cctte proposition, ~ais il peut etre utile 
d'indiqner en quoi ccllc-ci difiere de la 
resolution rresentce par les quatre Puissances. 
Cctte dcrni(;rc adopte une attitude partiale et 
prononec un j ugement, tandis que la. proposition 
de l' UHSS pn!conise dea mesure~ concretes et 
reconnait qu'il faut hisser aux Etats balkaniques 
Ie soin de rcsoudre leurs difiercnds sans inter
vention eLrangcre. La rcsolulion de l'URSS 
propose, premi eremcnt, d'adrcsscr aux GoU\·erne
ments balkaniaues nne recomms.ndation les 
invitant a rCtabiir leurs rebtions diplomatiqucs; 
deuxiemement, elle pri8 ir.stamment Ics quatre 
Gouvernemcnts intcresscs de renouveler leurs 
conventions concernant le reg1ement des questions 
de frontieres , et des problemes relatifs nux 
refl;gies ; troisicmement, elle recommande a la 
Grece, de renoncer a toutc. mesurc descriminatoire 
a l'encontrc des rninorites ; quatriemcment , ellc 
invite les q uatre Gouvernemcnts en q uestion 3 
tenir le Sccrctaire g•Sncwl au courant d('s progres 
n~alises dan s !J':::: pplica Lion des recommanda t ions 
prcc<;dcntes ; cinquicmemcnt elk recommande le 
retrait de toutes les troupes etrangeres. Ces 
recommandations serviraient de base au reglement 
de la question des Balkans par lcs pays interesses, 
commc l'indiq ue lc preambule de la proposition. 
Enfin, lu resolution propose de mettre ftn a 
l 'activitc de la Commission speciale. La delegation 
de l'URSS espere que cette proposition sera 
compri~e dans son vrai sens. Elle demande que 
Ia discussion et Ie vote sur le projet aicnt lieu 
paragraphe par paragraphe ct que le vote ait lieu 
par appd nominal. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) appuie Ic proj et de 
resolution presente par l'URSS, car c'est Ia seule 
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submitted to the Committee which dealt >Yith the 
Greek question equitably, and in conformity with 
the Charter and with the fads of the situation. 
lf it was adopted, it would put nn end to forci[fll 
intervention in Greece's internal afinirs, tli:<sol~e 
the Special Committee, the activities of ~which 
had proved to he harmful to the maintenance of 
peace in the Balkans, and recognize the fact that 
the northern neighbours of Greece had not contra
vened the Charter. 

l\Ir. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Soci"[ist 
Republic) said that he supported the USSR dn,ft 
resolution for the following reasons : first, it 
recognized the fact that the situation in Greece 
was the result of interference by the military 
forces of the United States and the United 
Kingdom and proposed that those forces be 
withdrawn ; secondly, it provided for the ter
mination of the Special Committee the actiYities 
of which had contributed to the aggravation of the 
civil war ; finally, it provided a ;e'i-ies of concrete 
measures designed to settle the misundcntandings 
which existed between Greece and its Eorthern 
neighbours. The difference between the USSR 
draft resolution ar.rl the one which the Com
mittee had just adopLed l3y in the fact that the 
former provided a possibility of rcachir;g a solution 
of the Greek problem in the interests of the Greek 
people and not simply in the intcrc~ts of a ::mall 
governing clique. 

:vir. DuLLEs (United States of America) sum
marized the position of his delegation in respect 
nf the USSR draft re~olution. He opposed the 
preamble because it contained stat('ments wbich 
were contrary to the facts e~tahlished by the 
Special Committee. I-Ie \Yonld alw vote ::JC'ainst 
the recommendation relating to discrimil;'ation 
r.gainst r:ational minorities because it constituted 
int~rference in the internal affairs of Grcc0e. The 
lwo final paragraphs could not be accepted because 
they \Vere con1T<Jry to the four-Power resolution 
which the Committee had just adopted. 

Oe1 the other hand, the Uni!"cd States delegation 
would ~:upporL the fi~·~t, second and fifth open-Jive 
p1r2graphs relating to l he re-establishment of 
diplomatic rcl::ltionc and the negotiation of 
conve11tions in rcqwcl of frontier questions ;md 
the refugee problem. 

:i\1r. KISELEV (Byelorussinn Soviet Soci2li:;t 
Hcpublic) restated his vie·w that ;he USSH d:rnft 
resolution was the only proposal submitted to the 
Committee capable of solving the diHicult and 
tense situation in Greece and re-establi~hing 
peace and security in the Balkam. 

Mr. Kiselev could not understand by >vhat logic 
the representative of the United States had denied 
the facts stated in the preamble. \Vas it not an 
e;tablished fact that the situation resulting from 
the conflict between tl:c Greek people and the 
anti-democratic forces of the Athens Government 
had become worse during the past yenr '! \Vas it 
not also a fact that the Greek military forces were 
taking advantage of the situation to instigate 
provocative incidents in the frontier regions ? 
There was abundant documcntar:v evidence to 

des pmpo:sitions prcsenlel·s it la Commission uui 
traitc de la quc:;tion grecque d'une fa90ll cq~li
table et conforme a la Charie ; c'est aus:j In se-ule 
qui tienne compte des faits. L'aciopter t~quivau
drait a mf:ttre un tcrmc a l'ingcrcr.cc Cirangere 
dans les affaire:> intericures de la Grece, a suppri
mer ln Commission :opccjalc, dont l'activite s'cst 
n~velee prcjndiciable au maintien de la paix dans 
lcs Balkans, et a rcconnaltrc que les voisins du 
nord d,,. b Grccc n'ont pa~; enfreint la Charte. 

C'cst pour lcs raisons suivantcs que 
M. TAHASSENKO (Rcpublique socialistc sovietique 
d'Ukraine) appuie 1c projet de resolution presentc 
par l'URSS : premic.remcnt, cc projct Ctablit que 
la situation qui regne en Grece rcsulte de !'inter
vention des forces armces des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni, dont il propose le retrait ; deuxie
mement, il prevoit la dissolution de la Commission 
sprciale, dont J'activitc a contribuc a aggraver 
ln guerrc civile ; enfin, il prevoit une scrie de 
mesures concretes destinecs a mettre fin aux 
malentendus qui divisent la Gn3ce et ses voisins 
septentrionaux. Ce qui distinguc Ie projet de 
resolution presenie par l'URSS de celui que la 
Commission vient d'adopter, c'est lc fait que le 
premier offre unc possibilite d'aboutir a une 
solution de la question grecque dans l'intcret du 
pcupk grec et non pac; sculement dans !'interet 
de la petite clique qui cletient le pouvoir. 

l\I. DuLLES (Etals-Unic; d'Amerique) precise 
l'attitudc de sa delegation a l'egard du projct 
de resolution prc5rntc par l'URSS. Il s'oppose 
au preamlmle, car celui-ci conticnt des fh~cla
raiions contraires ~:ux bits etablis par la Commis
sion specia1e. II votera egalcmcnt conire la rccom
mandation relative aux mcsures discriminatoires 
{t l'ec'ard des minorites naiionales, cnr elle consti
tuerZ{it unc ingerence dans lcs [-d'faire;_; intCrieures 
deb Grecc. Quant aux deux derniers parag;·aphes, 
ils sm~t in::JCceptables, parce qu'ils sont contraircs 
a la rcwlution des quatrc Puissances que Ia 
Commio.sion vient d'adopter. 

P·1r cPni "" I" c!elr;antio'l de:; I~tats-Unis 
'TP,',jC'''t 'ic,:~,prn;1ier ~-~~~~u~i-e'l1'' el cinquieme 
~;;r~;gr:~}hcs·' ch; dispo::itu: qt~i t~ait;11t du reta
hliss~:mcnt des relations diplomatiqucs ct de la 
neuuciation de conventiow; ])our rec'ondre Jcs 
qu·~,t inns de frontieres ei 'le probleme des 
refugie5,. 

M. r.::rsSELEV (Hcptihlique socinlistc SOYictique 

de Bielorm:sie) prnclame a nouveau que lc projet 
de resolution presente par l'UHSS est la seule 
des propositioi{s presentees it la Commission qui 
soit susceptible de mettrc fin aux difficultes et a 
la tension qui rcgncnt en Grece ct de retablir la 
paix et 1::: sccnritc dans les Balkans. 

l\'L Ki:;celev nc voit pas sur quel raisonnement 
Io.giquP k representant des Etats-Unis a pu sc 
fo;1der pour nier les faits que mentionne le 
prC::lmhule. N'est-il pas etabli que la situation 
nrovoqure par le conflit qui oppose lc peuplc 
;!TCC aux forces antidcE10Cratiqucs du Gouyer-
c) • ? N' f nemenl d'Athenes a empire dcpms un an . es"-
il pas etahli aussi que les forces militaires .gr~cques 
profitcnt de Ia situation pour cn~er des mc1clcnts 
dans les regions frontieres ? II nc manque pa~ de 
documents probants a l'appui de cette assertiOn. 
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show that this \vas the case. Mr. Dulles had also 
denied t:hat ~he activities of the Snccial Committee 
were further :lggrnvatif'g the ; ituation on t he 
Greek fro:1tier and complicating the relations 
bebveen Greece and its northern ne ighbours. 
Bnt the fact re!nain ~ ct that t he Special Committee 
had d ·) ll2 nothing t o prevent the situation from 
dct•:r:on.ting and had not used its influence to 
promote n pea~dul ~~ct : lement. Those facts also 
were obvious and could e1ot be Cer:ied. 

l\Ir. Ki~eiev insist ed that adontion of the USSR 
dmft resolution \YOuld provide• n proper solution 
of the Gre e: k quest ion a:: d would enable the 
United Nations to rnt nn end t o the civil war 
whie~1 thre::.tencd Lo d~-.·clop into a n international 
con!iict. The delegation of the Byelorussian 
SSR gave its wholehearted support to the USSR 
drr.ft resolution. 

~Ir. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) explained 
that he had opposed the four-Power resolution 
mainly becau~e it had ignored the two basic facts 
of the Greek situation :the existence of a civil war 
in Greece and Anglo-American intervention in 
that civil war. The failare of the four-Power 
resolution to take those facts into account 
rendered it useless as a basis for solving the Greek 
question. The Czechoslovak delegation fully 
~upported the USSR draft resolution because it 
recognized the basic facts of the Greek situation 
and recommended practical measures, in conform
ity with the Charter, for ar1iving at a solution in 
the int.:rest s of the Greek people themselves. 
Mr. Prochazka par ~icularly commended the pro
posd for withdrawal of all foreign m1litary 
personnel from Greece. 

1\ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland) supported 1he USSR 
draft resolution for the reasons which he had 
explained culier. He considered it to be t he 
only proposal which would lead to a solu lion of the 
Greek problem. He reserved his right to speak 
iurt:1er on two of the paragrapl1s hcfore they were 
voted upon. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Hepublics) disputed the United States represen
tative's stateme~t that the preamble of the USSR 
draft resolut ion did not correspond to the true 
fac ts of th2 Greek situation. In support of his 
contention ?11r. Bogomolov said t hat during the 
summer of 1948 about 50,000 people, in other 
words 0.7 per cent of the entire population of 
Greece were imprisoned in concent ration c::1mps : 
7,000 persons, or 0.1 per cent of the populat ion 
had bee n ex (•cuted :since the liberation. There 
had been about 1,000 incidents on the northern 
frontier , llr ovoked by t he Greek Government. 
The documents r elating t o t hose i ncid ~nts were in 
the flle~; of ~he U nited Nat iom . l.Jthongh the 
Sneci ~ l C o:nmi ~ tce had ign ored mo:ct cf t hem, in 
s~mc c~s% il h:1d been forced t o recognize t he 
t rut h and t he se::ious nat ure of !he charges. 
The USSR del:·gation a lso com id<o;r ed t hat inter
IcreC~ce by t!1c United St3tcs and the United 
r(;·-· e~rlom in +h p internal ul1 airs of Greece ''" as c < 
J !l L_.j.o. -L ~l -"" 

M. Dulles contes te aussi que l'activite de Ia 
Commission speciale aggrave encore davantage 
la situation a la frontierc grecque et complique 
les relat ions entre la Grece et ses voisins du nord. 
II n'en rest e pas moins que la Commission 
spcciale n' a ricn fait pour empechcr la situation 
de s'aggraver et qu'elle n' a pas profite de son 
influence pour agir en favour d'un reglement 
pacifique. Ces faits aussi sont evidents et 
incontcstables. 

M. Kisselev est toujours d' avis que l'adoption 
du proj et de resolution de l'URSS apporterait 
nne solution convenable a la question grecque 
ct permeUrait a l'Organisation des Nations Unies 
de mettre fin a Ia guerre civile qui menace de se 
transformer en un conflit international. Aussi 
la delegation de la RSS de Bielorus.,ie appuie
t-elle chaleureusement le proj et de resolu tion de 
l'URSS. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) explique 
que s'il a combattu Ia resolution des quatre 
Puissances, c'est surtout parce qu'elle veut ignorer 
les deux elements principaux de Ia situation en 
Grece : I' existence de la guerre civile et !'inter
vention anglo-americaine dans cette guerre civile. 
La resolution ne peut, de ce fait, offrir une base 
qui permette d'apporter une solution a la question 
grecque. La delegation tchecoslovaque donne 
un appui sans reserve au projet de resolution 
de l'URSS parce que celui-ci reconnalt les faits 
qui sont a la base de la situation en Grcce, et 
recommandc, conformement a la Charte, des 
mcsures pratiques perrnettant d'arriver a nne 
solution qui satisferait les interets du pcuple 
~rec lui-meme. M. Prochazka approuve tout 
particulierement la proposition tendant an re~rait 
du territoire grec de toutes les troupes etrangeres. 

M. KATz-SucnY (Pologne) appuie !e projet 
de resolution de l'URSS pour les raisons 'qu'il a 
precedemment exposees. II considere cette propo
sition comme et ant la seule susceptible d'amener 
une solution du probleme grec. Il se reserve le 
droit de prendre a nouveau la parole, avant le 
vote, au sujet de deux des paragraphes. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Hepubliq?es 
socialistes sovie tiques) conteste la decl2ratwn 
du representant des E tats-Unis, suivant laquelle 
le preambule du pro jet de resolut ion ne corres~ond 
pas a la 5ituation reelle en Grcce. ,\ I' a ppm , de 
son affirmation, M. BoGOMOLOV declare qu au 
cours de l'ete de 1948, 50.000 personnrs environ, 
en d'aut res termes, 0, 7 pour 100 de 1a population 
t otale de Ia Grece, ont ete emprisonnees dans 
des camps de concentration ; 7.00_0 peson~c~ 
soit 0,1 pour 100 de sa populat:on ont . ete 
cxecutecs depuis la li.beration. II y a eu envuon 
1.000 incidents p:tovoques par le Gouvernement 
grec aux front ieres nord de la Grece. Les 
doct,ments rclatifs a ces incidents se tronvcnt 
dans l cos archives d0 !'Organisation des Nations 
Uni:2s. Bien aue Ia Commission sprcinle des 
N uLions Uni cs p ont l•=s Balkans ait vonln ignorer 
la nlup<'l_rt de ces incidents, clle a e ~ {: forc:\e de 

• ' f . l ' • c' t l ,.,;¥inu" (lt•S reconnmtrc par 01s a vcrhC c r ,..,.,.v ·• • · 
nccusations portecs. La delegation ~~ c l'l}RSS 
considcrc egalcmcnt qae l'ingcren C':' c_k:. Etats
Unis d'Amerique ct (:u H oyaumc-Um dan'S lrs 
affaire.s interieurcs de la Grecc est un fa::tcur 
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most serious cause of t he t ense situation in the 
Ralkans. 

A vote was taken by roll- call on the preamble of 
the USSR draft resolution, as follows. 

El Salvador, having been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Social ist 
~epublic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
"Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia. 

A.gainst: El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
H:1iti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Phi lippines, Saudi 
Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argen
tina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt. 

The preambule was rejected by 49 votes to 6. 

A vote was then taken by roll-call on the first 
operative paragraph of the USSR draft resolution 
as follows : 

New Z ealand, having been drawn by lot by 
the Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Poland, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist R epublic, Union of 
South Africa, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Vene
zuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Australia, 
Belgium, Brazil, B urma, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Canada, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Domi
nican R epublic, Ecuador, Egypt, E l Salvador, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece, Hait i, Honduras, 
Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands. 

Abstaining: Argentina, Bolivia . 
The paragraph was adopted by 53 votes, with 

2 abstentions. 

A vote was then taken by roll-call on the second 
operative paragraph of the USSR draft resolution, 
as follows : 

A fghan istan, lzaving been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Afghanistan, Australia, Belgium, 
Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, F rance, 
Haiti, Honduras, I celand, India, Iran, Irnq, 
Lebanon, Liberia , Luxembourg, M:exico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, P anama, Philippines, Poland, Saudi 
Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of South Africa, Unian of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, 
United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Yugoslavia. 

tres important dans In tension qui regne dans 
les Balkans. 

Il est procCde au vole par appel nominal sur le 
preambule du projet de resolution de l' URSS. 

L' appel commence par le Salvador, dont Ie nom 
a ete tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour : Pologne, Republique socialistc 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des flepuhliques 
socialistes sovictiques, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Biclorussie, Tchecoslo
vaquie. 

Voten t conire: S::\lvador, Ethiopie, France, 
Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Islande, Inde, Iran, 
Irak, Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvellc-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, 
P akistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peron, Philippines, 
Arabie saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaumc-Uni, E tats-Unis d'Ame
rique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Birmanie, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, 
Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, 
Egypte. 

Par 49 voix contre 6, le preambule esl rejete. 

ll est procede ensuite au vote par appel nominal 
sur le premier paragraphe du dispositif du projel 
de resolution . 

L'appel commence par la Nouvelle~Zelande, 
dont le nom a ete tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, 
Norvcge, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, 
P hilippines, Pologne, Arabie saoudite, Suede, 
Syric, Turquie, Republique socialist r sovietiqne 
d 'Uknine, Union Sud-Africc.ine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amcrique, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Yougoslavic, Afghanistan. Australie, 
Belgiqne, Bre~;il, Birmanie, R epubliqne socialiste 
sovietique de Bielorussie, Canada, Chili, Chine, 
Colombie, Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, D::m emark, 
R epnhlique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, 
Salvador, Ethiopie, France. Greee, Ha'iti, 
H onduras, Islande, Inde, Iran, Irak, Lib~P1, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas. 

S' abstiennent : Argentine, Bolivie. 
Par 53 voix contre zero, avec 2 abstentions, le 

paragraphe est adopte. 

ll est procede alors a un vote par appel nominal 
s11r le second paragraplle du dispasitif du projet 
de resolution. 

L'appel commence par !'Afghanistan, dont lc 
nom est lire au sort par lc President. 

Volent pour : Afg1nnistan, Au:> tr2.li~, Bdgique, 
Bresil, Birmanie, Republique soci::liste sovietiq~Ic 
de Bielorussie, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombtc, 
Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, Dancmark, Rcp~ !blique 
Daminicaine, Eqw::teur, Egypte, Salvador, 
f= thiopic, F rance, Halti, Honduras, Isbntle, 
Inch~. Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, Lux':'mbourg, 
Mex!que, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zel:J.ndc, Nicar~gna, 
Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Polo;;:H·, 
Arabie saondite, Suede, Syrie, Republique soeia
listc sovietique d' Ukraine, Union Sud-Afric:.in :>, 
Union des Hcpubliqucs sociali :-:tcs sovi~tiqne~, 
Royanmc-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique>. Ur u;::n ::y, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Yougoslnvie. 
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A bslaining: Argentina, Bolivia, Greece, Para
guay, P eru, T urkey 

The paragraph was adopted by 49 votes, with 6 
abstentions. 

;.\rr. K.\TZ-SGCHY (Poland) coulrl not understand 
the logic of the United States contention that 
the third operative paragraph of the USSR 
draf t resolution relating to cliscriminntion against 
national minor ities in Greece constituted inter
ference b Greek intc-rnn.l atTairs and therefore 
could not IJ ~ accepted. The fact that the Greek 
Government was discriminatirw against the 
:\Iaceclonian and ALbanian minorities,, had been 
established r;ol only by the various statements 
in the First Committee but by the evidence 
adduced by the Security Council's Commission 
of Investiga tion . The Commission of lnYes
tigation had reported that the persecution of 
those t v;o minorities was one of the factors 
giving rise to the situation in Greece. The 
Unit ed States delegation wus supporting the 
Declaration of Humctn Rights at present being 
discussed in th2 Third Committee. That 
declamtbn provided for safeguarding the 
right of 8.ll national minorities to usc t heir O\Vn 
langaag::<> and to develop their separate cultures. 
Hen ce it was entirely inconsistent to obj ect to 
the p:tragraph which provided for action in 
st: pport of that principle. 

:\Ir. BoGO:>.WLOY (Union of Soviet Socialis 
He;mblics) shared the opinion o[ the Polish 
reprcscr.tatiYc . Durin~ the debate in the Humrm 
B ights Commi~s ion , the United States repre
scnL:~tivc had agreed that the United Nations 
should comhat discrimination against national 
minorities. But in Greece there existed just 
such n si tuation. l'.Ir. Bogomolov cited as 
evidence of the denial of minority rights an 
order issued in HJ 15 hy the commander of the 
loc::tl natio::ul guard in the t own of Polykhnitos 
forbidding Maecdonian children between the 
nges of 2 and 10 years of age from speaking any 
langw·ge other than Greek. H ow could the 
UJ;it.:d States dclPGatioa support one view in 
the Thi rd Committee and another in the First 
CommiLt~c; '? I\ir. Bogomolov thought that the 
recommendation to the Greel;: Gov,~rnment to 
take measures to ensure t he remo,·al of diseri
mirw.tion in rc~;pect of its Macedonian and 
Albanian minorities was m full accordance 
w:th the spirit of the Charter and with the 
Declaration of Human Rights. 

:\Ir. DuLLES (United States of America) sa id 
tha t if the substance of t he recommendations 
was a lready covered by the Declaration of 
Humc.n Rights, as had been stated, then there 
was no reason to include it in the ussn draft 
resolut ion. That fact, however, did not affect 
his statement that the present recommendation 
was an interference in the internal affairs of 
Greece since the Declaration of Human Rights 
had no mandatory force ; it was merely designed as 

S'abstiennenl: Argentine, Bolivie, Grece, 
Paraguay, P erou, Turquie. 

Par 49 voix conlre zero, avec 6 abstentions, le 
paragraphe est adopte. 

:.vr. KATZ-Sucuv (Pologne) ne peut comprendrc 
a quclle logiqne obeit le representant des Etats
Unis d'Ameriquc lorsqu'il pretend qur. le troi
sieme paragraphc du dispositif du proj et de resc
lution, ayant trait aux mesures discriminatoires 
contre les minoritcs nationales en Grece, constitue 
une ingerence dans lcs affaires interieures de Ia 
Greee et ne pent done etre accepte. Le fait que 
le Gouvcrnement grcc pratique une discrimination 
contrc les minorites macedonicnne et albanaise 
a etc etabli, non seulement par les diverses decla
rations faites au sein de la Premiere Commission, 
mais aussi par les temoignages apportes par Ia 
Commission d'enquete du Conseil de securite. 
Cettc Commi~;s ion d'enqutte a apporte que les 
persecutions cxercces contre ces deux minorites 
constituaient l'un des facteurs ayant donne 
naissanccs a Ia sit uation qui existe en Grece. La 
dclcgut ion des E tats-Unis d'Amerique donne 
son appu.i it la Declaration des droits de l'homme 
qu'examine ac tuellement la Troisieme Commis
sion . Cctte decbration sauvegarde le droit ponr 
toutes les minor.itcs de parlcr leur propre langue 
et de dcveloppcr leur culture particulierc. 11 est 
done absolument illogique d 'clcver des objections 
au paragraphe qui fait !'objet de la presente 
discussion, puisque celui-ci prevoit des mcsures 
pour appliquer cc principe. 

M. BocoMoi.ov (Union des Republiques 
soeialistes sovietiquc8) partage !'opinion du repre
sentant de: Ja Pologne. Au cours du debat qui 
s'est dcroulc a u se in de la Commission des droits 
de l'homme, la representante des Etats-Unis 
d' Am6rique a convenu que !'Organisation des 
Nations uD.ies clevait lutter contre les mesures 
discriminatoires prises a l'egard des minorites 
nationalcs ; or c'est precisement la sit uation 
qui regnc en Greee. M. Bogomolov cite comme 
preuve de cc deni des droits des minorites un 
clccret , pris en 19-15 par lc commandant de. l~ 
section loeule clc la garde nationale dans !a YJlle 
de Polylchnitos, et interdisant aux enfants macc
doniens :'lgcs de 2 a 10 ans de parler une autre 
langue q ue lc grec. Comment la delegation des 
Etuts-Uni:; d' Amf~riq ue peut-elle appnyer unc 
certaine fayon de voir a la Troisieme Commission 
et une autre fac:on de voir a la Premiere Commis
sion ? ~I. Bog~molov estimc que Ia recomman
clation faite au Gouvernement grec de prendre 
des mesures afin que cesse toute discriminati?n 
a l'egard des minorites macedonienne et albanarse 
est parfaitemcn t conforme a !'esprit de la Charte 
et en pleine harmonic ayee la Declaration des 
droits de l'homme. 

:\f. DuLLES (Etais-Unis d'Amerique) decl?re 
que si, comme on vient de 1e dire, la DeclaratiOn 
des droits de 'l'hommc ticnt deja compte de Ia. 
subsbnce de c~tte rccommandation, il n'y a 
aucune raison pour qu'il en soit fait mention 
dans le projet de resolution. Ce fait, d 'ailleurs, 
ne change pas ce qu'il a dit, a savoir que cette 
recommandation constitue nne ingerence dans 
les affaires interieures de la Grece; la Dedaration 
des droits de l'homme n'a pas force obligatoirc 
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a standard for national conduct. Any question 
of enforcing such standards would be decided 
if and when the Assembly took up the mrttter 
of a convention based upon the Decl:::mtion of 
Human Rights. 

Mr. BEBLEH (Yugoslavia) interpreted the 
remarks of the United States renrcsentati.vc as 
implying that a distinction was to be drawn in 
favour of those Governments of which the 
United States approved. App::rrcntly Mr. Dulles 
considered that a convention recommending 
the abolition of discrimination by all the Member 
States '>Yas admissible, but that a recommendation 
to a particular country >vould be contrary to 
the Charter. It was well established that discrim
ination against racial and national minorities 
was a characteristic of the Greek regime. Not 
only had that been stated in the report of the 
Commission of Investigation ; it was tacitly 
admitted in the report of the Special Committee 
which said that the problem of the Albanian 
minority in Greece was gradually disappearing 
as the result of the immigration of Albanian 
nationals into Albania. It was obvious that for 
such mass emigration to take place, there must 
be severe oppression of the Albanian minority 
in Greece. Mr. Bebler appealed to the First 
Committee in the name of justice to adopt the 
recommendation in order to safeguard the Greek 
minority groups. 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) explained that his dele
gation would support the recommendation on 
account of its long tradition of sympathy with 
peoples subject to discrimination and because 
it believed that such a stand was in accordance 
with the purposes of the United Nations Charter. 

Mr. KATz-Sucny (Poland) considered that the 
contrast between the position of the United 
States delegation in the First and Third 
Committees respectively cast doubts upon the 
sincerity of the United States when it defended 
the rights of national minorities. The fact that 
the Third Committee was preparing a Declaration 
Df Human Rights did not prevent the First 
Committee from adopting a specific recom
mendation, while awaiting the Declaration's 
acceptance. He considered that it was the 
Committee's duty to adopt the measure in 
fulfilment of the Charter. The recommendation 
would only help the Greek Government to speed 
up the solution of a problem which, according 
to its own statements recorded in paragraph 98 
of the Special Committee's report, it desired 
to solve. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) denied the allegation 
that there was any discrimination against the 
minority groups in Greece. The greatest proof 
of the Greek Government's goodwill towards 
its minorities lay in the fact that it had always 
co-operated fully in any enquiries conducted by 
impartial missions. Until the States which 
accused Greece of discrimination were prepared 
to accept international enquiries with the same 
goodwill, their accusations could not be taken 

cllc est seukment COJH,:ue comme clevant consti
tuer une norme pour b conduite des (~tats. La 
question de h mise en application de ccs normes 
ne sera tranchee que lorsqne l'A:o;scmblee envi
~·agcra une convention hasce f,nr h DccL,ration 
des (1\;oits de l'homme. 

l\i. BEBLEP. (Yougosl::lyic) csti;ne que le reprc.
sentant des Etats-Unis, a lai~;se entendre uu'on 
doit Ltirc une distinciion en favour des Go{tver
nem':nt~> que les Etats-Unis approuvent. M. Dulles 
eonsi<i0re, semble-t-il, qu'une convention recom-
mnnclant de mettre fin aux m<2surcs discrimi
natoircs est acceptable, mais qu'une recomman
dation faite a un pays determine scrait contraire 
a la Chmte. Il a ete demontre que les autorites 
grecques se livrcnt constamment a des mcsures 
discriminatoires contre les minorites raciales 
et nationalcs. Non seulement, cela a ete constate 
dans le rapport de la , Commission d'enquete, 
mais cela a Cte tacitcment admis dans le rapport 
de la Commission speeiale oil il est dit que le 
probleme de la minorite albanaise en Grece est 
en train de disparaitre a la suite de !'emigration 
en Albanie des ressortissants albanais. II est 
evident que cette emigration massive ne peut 
Ctre que le resultat d'une cruelle oppression de 
la minorite albanaise en Grece. M. Bebler conjure 
la Commission, au nom de 1a justice, d'adopter 
la recornmandation qui s'efforce de prcsrrver 
les minorites en Grece. 

I\I. STEPHEN (Haiti) explique que sa delegation 
appuiera la recommandation en raison de sa 
sympathie traditionnelle envers les peuples qui 
font l'objet de mesures discriminatoires et parce 
qu'dle estime que cette attitude est conforme 
aux huts de la Charte des Nations Unies. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) cstime que le 
contraste qui existe entre !'attitude que la dele
gation des f~tats-Unis adopte a la Premiere 
Commission et celle qu'elle adopte i:t la Troisieme 
Commission permet de douter de la sincerite 
de ce pays lorsqn'il plaide en faveur des droits 
des minoritcs nationales. Le fait que la Troisieme 
Commission est en train de preparer nne Decla
ration des droits de l'homme ne devrait pas 
empecher la Premiere Commission d'adopter 
une recommG.ndation precise en attendant I' accep
tation de cette Declaration. M. Katz-Suchy estime 
que la Commission a lc devoir d'aclopter la recom
mandation, qui est conforme :1 l::t Charte. Cettc 
recommandation aidera le Gouvernement grec 
a tronver nne solution rapide pour un probleme 
que scion ses proprcs declarations, citees au 
paragraphe 98 du rapport de la Commission 
specialc des Nations Unies pour lcs Balkans, ce 
Gouvernement desire resoudre. 

l\L PrPINELIS (Grcce) refute les allegations 
scion ksquelles des mesures discriminatoires 
sen1ient prises en Grece contre les minorites. 
La mcillcure preuve de la bonne volonte mani
fcstee par le Gouverncment grec envers ses mino
rites, est Ic fait qu'il a toujonrs plcinement coopere 
a toulcs les inve~tigations entreprises par des 
missions impartiales. Jusqu a ce que les .Etats 
qui accusent la Grecc d'avoir recours a des mcsures 
discriminatoires acceptent de se soumettre a 



seriously. In fact, it was a disputed question 
whether there really w2.s a l\1acedonian nation. 
There were Macedonians in Greece, in Yugoslavia 
and in Bulgaria, just as other races were inter
mingled throughout the Balkans. There was 
also important dor.umentary evidence in respect 
of the treatment of Macedonian minorities in 
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. The minorities problem 
was very complicated and if it was to be discussed 
at all, it must be examined within the general 
framework of conditions in the Balkans. 

Mr. MuNoz MEANY (Guatemala) said that his 
delegation supported the recommendation because 
it was opposed to discrimination in any form. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Sacialist 
Republic) denied any sugg;;:::tion that the pro~o ~;al 
eo:1cerning discrimhation could in any way 
be regarded by the majority in the Committee 
as obstructive tactics. In spite of the Greek 
representative's statement, it \vas possible to 
bring abundant proo f of the existence of discrim
in~tion in Greece. The facts were proved and 
it was well known that the 50,000 Greek Mace
donians were forbidden to use their native 
language or to develop their particular culture. 
They were being subjected to persecution and 
it was well known that the monarcho-fascist 
bands of Zervas had driven hundreds of thousands 
from their homes. The Greek Government tried 
to explain the plight of the national minorities 
as the result of the civil war, but that was a 
misrepresentation of the real situation. The 
behaviour of the Greek Government was incom
patible with one of the basic principles of the 
Charter which Greece had signed. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) explained that he 
opposed the USSR proposal not because he did 
not disapprove of all discrimination, but because 
the Charter specifically forbade any intervention 
in the internal affairs of a State. The Committee 
could not request the Greek Government to 
alter its domestic legislation. The delegation 
of El Salvador, however, fully recognized the 
need for defend;ng the fundamental human 
rights of all peoples, but it considered that t he 
measures to enforce recognition of those rights 
would have to be contained in a special corrvention. 

Mr. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) consid ered that the Gr<' ~·l:: repre
sentative, ia casting doubt on the exi;:.Lci;ce of a 
Macedonian nation, had fully dispelled any 
doubts which might exist as to the exist ence of 
discrimination in Greece. To deny the existence 
of a Macedonian nation was a clear example of 
discrimination. He wondered whether the Greek 
representative had in view the oblitera~ion of 
the l\Jacedonian people, a method of settlmg the 
minority problem which the Tm:kish s.ulta.n h~d 
used in respect of the Armeman mmonty m 
Turkey. 

l\Ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland) expressed surprise 
at t:1c s1;atement of the representative of El 
S~lvador. If it was true that the Charter of 

des enquetcs internationales avec !a meme bonne 
volonte, leurs accusations ne pourront etre prises 
au serieux. En fait , il n'est pas certain qu'il 
existe reellement une nation macedonienne ; 
c'est nne question controversee. Il y a des Mace
doniens en Grecc, en Yougoslavic et en Bulgarie; 
d'aut res races sont egalement eparpilh~es a 
travers les Balkans. II y a egalement de nombreuses 
preuves documcntaires relatives au traitement 
auquel sont soumises Ies minorites macedoniennes 
en Yougos!avie et en Bulgarie. Le problcme des 
minorites est tres complique et, s'il doit etre 
examine, il faut !'examiner dans le cadre de Ia 
situation dans lcs Ballmns. 

M. MuNoz MEANY (Guatemala) declare que 
sa delegation appuiera la recommandation, parce 
qu'elle est opposee a t outes les mesures discrimi
natoires, queUes qu'elles soient. 

M. KISSELE v (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d;:. B i 6loru::;sic) r6l'nte les oJle;ptions selon lesquelles 
la r:ro;1o si~ion relali '• c aux mesures discr:mi
nat;ire~ pourruit ei re comiderce pnr la majorite 
de b Commi:;sion cmnmc un moyen d'obstructior.. 
En depit de la declaration du representant de 
la Gre::e, il existe de nombreuscs preuves que le 
Gou vernement grcc a recours a des mesures 
discriminatoires. Les faits sont etablis et chacun 
sait que les 50.000 Macedoniens de Grece ne 
peuvent ni utiliser leur langue maternelle ni 
dcveloppcr Ia culture qui leur est propre. lls 
font I' obj et de persecutions ; on sait que lcs bances 
monarcho-fascistcs de Zervas ont chasse des 
centaines de milliers de personnes de leurs foyers. 
Le Gouvernement grec essaie d'expliquer que la 
situation des minorites nationales est un rcsutat 
de la guerre civile, mais c'est une deformation de 
Ia situation veritable. L'attitude du Gouvernemcnt 
grec est incompatible avec les principes fonda
mentaux de Ia Charte, qui a ete signee par la Grece. 

M. CAsTRO (Salvador) explique qu'il est oppose 
a Ia proposition de l'URSS, non pas parce qu'!l 
approuve les mesures discriminatoires, mms 
parce que la Charte interdit expressement toute 
intervention dans Ies affaires interieures d'un 
Etat. La Commission ne peut inviter le Gouver
nement grec a modifier sa legislation intericure. 
La dclegatian du Salvador reconnait qu'il faut 
defendre les droits fondamentaux de tons les 
peuplcs, mais elle estime que les mcsures dcsti~ees 
a imposer Ia reconnaissance de ces droits devrment 
faire l'objet d'une convention speciale. 

M. TAnt..SSE!':Ko (HepulJ iqu e socialiste sovie
llquc d'Ukrainc) cstime qu'en m~ttant en dou~e 
!' ~xistectcc ch2 la n:1tion macedonienne, le repre
sentant de ln Grece a mis fin a tous Ies doutes qui 
auraient pu exister quant aux mesures discri~li
natoires qu'applique Ie Gouvernement grec. N1er 
l'existence de la nation macedonienne est un 
exemple certain de discrimination M. TAHASSENKO 
se demande si le representant de la Grece a en vue 
l' aneantissemcnt du peuple macedonicn s.elon la 
methode utiliEee par le Sultan de Turqure pour 
resoudre la question de Ia minorite armenienne 
dans son pays. 

.M. KATz-SucnY (Pologne) s'etonnc de la 
declaration faite par le representant du Sal':ado:. 
S'il est vrai que Ia recommandation qm f:ut 
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the United Nations forbade a recommendation 
such as that proposed in the USSR draft reso
lution, then the Charter was meaningless. If 
Mr. Castro really believed that the Assembly 
had no right to make any recommendations 
affecting the internal affairs of a country, he 
should have opposed the adoption of the four
Power resolution which contained very specific 
recommendations affecting the internal affairs 
of Greece's northern neighbours. 

Mr. K atz-Suchy agreed with previous speakers 
that the statement of the Greek representative 
had made it quite clear that discrimination 
against minorities did exist in Greece. He had 
attempted to justify it by speaking of discrim
in~tion by Greece's northern neighbours, but 
that vms not t he question. The Committee was 
net discnss.i rcg ttc problem of discrimination 
ago.ir:st m inc::-iLes in general. It was concerned 
only -,,-5th t iw 'Ge'"tment cf mino~~ties in Greece. 
Ev·cryL :::t~ h ~td adrnitted t hat the situation in 
Greece ··.vas very larzely due to her domestic 
policy. Consequently it V¥8.:> essential to adopt 
the proposal coat ained in the USSR draft reso
lution as a step t owards the solution of the 
Greek problem. 

The meeting rose at 1.05 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-SECOND 
MEETING 

H eld at the Palais de Chaiilol, Paris, 
on Vlednesd«y, 10 Novem ter 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : ~. ir. P.-I-I. SPAAK (Belgium). 

59. C.oati:nuation of the discu.sdon on 
the threats to the politicr.l inde
·;;e:,.i.de:'l.ce and territorial integrity 
(}! ~3l'~OG6 

REPOHTS OF THE UNITED XATIONS SPECIAL 

COMMITTEE ON THE BALKA!'iS (A/574, A/G'14 
and A /692). 

Continuation of the discussion of the USSR 
draft resolution ( AfC.1 j358fCorr.1). 

Mr. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) stated 
that the constitution and traditions of his country 
excluded ail discrimination practised either by 
law or- by custom. Two fundamental reasons, 
however, one of a legal and the other of a political 
nature, led his delegation to oppose the third 
operati ve paragraph of the draft resolution of 
the USSH. In the first place, the fo~m in which 
the attempt was being made to impose certain 
specifi c obligations on Greece with regard to 
h~r minorities would constitute an unwarrantable 
interference in affairs which cam~ wit hin the 
domestic jurisdiction of the Greek Government. 
~1areo·.7er, it could be expected that Greece 
should refrain from taking legal measures of 

l'objet du proj et de resolution presente par l'URSS 
est incompatible avec Ia Charte des Nations Unies, 
alors la Charte est denuee de tout sens. Si M. Castro 
croit reellement que l'Assemblee n'a pas le droit 
de faire des recommandations ayant trait aux 
affaires interieures d'un pays, il aurnit du s'opposer 
a l'adoption de la resolution presentee par les 
quatre Puissances et qui contient des recomman
dations expresses ayant trait aux affaires 
interieures des voisins septentrionaux de la 
Grece. 

M. Katz-Suchy pense, comme les orateurs 
precedents, que la declaration du representant 
de Ia Grece a fourni Ia preuve que la Grece applique 
effectivement des mesures discriminatoires contre 
les minorites. Le representant de la Grece a 
essaye de justifier cet etat de chases en parlant 
des mesures discriminatoires qui auraient ete 
prises p:1r les voisins septentrionaux de la 
Grece ; mais la n'est pas Ia question. La Commis
sion nc discutc pas le probleme des mesures 
discriminatoires prises contre les minorites en 
general. Elle s'occupe uniquement du traitement 
auquel on soumet les minorites en Grece. Tout 
k mond~ ::dmet aue la :- i tua1.im e:J. Grece est due 
en grande parli~. a !a politlque interieure de 
ce pays. P :1r consequent, il est indispensable 
d'adoptcr la proposit ion contenue dans le projet 
de resolution de l'URSS, afin de contribuer a la 
solution du probleme grec. 

La seance est levee :1 13 h. 05. 

CENT-QUATRE;-VINGT-DOUZIElv!E 
SEANCE 

T en uc au Palais de Chaiilol, Paris, 
le mercredi 10 noucmbre 1948, a 15 hcures. 

President : l.\L P. H. SPAAr< (Bl'Igique). 

59. Suite de la discu::>sion sur les 
m.ene,ces a l 'indepsndanco polit.i.que 
et a l'integrite te::."l'itor·iale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 

NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKAI'\S (A i574, 
A/644 ET A/692). 

Suite de la discussion du projet de resolution 
de l'URSS (AfC.1 f358. Carr. 1). 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) 
rappelle que la constitution et les traditions de 
son pays exclucnt to~1te discrimination, q u'elle 
s'opere par le moyen des lois ou des coutumes. 
Toutefois, deux raiso;Js essentielles, l'unc de 
caractere juridiquc ct !'autre de caractere poli
tique, amenent la delegation de la H.cpubliquc 
Dominicaine a se prononcer contre lc t roisieme 
para;zraplw du dispositif ciu projet de resolution 
de l'UTISS. En premier licu, la forme sous l::tquclle 
on veut imposer certaines oblig:1tions parti
culieres a Ia Grece, en ce qui concerne ses minorites , 
constituerait une ingerence inadmi~~ible . dans 
des affaires qui relevent de la competence nutwnale 
du Gouvernemcnt grcc. D'autre part, ce que l'on 
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discrimination , such as depriving those minorities 
of political ri ghts. However, n decision to t h e 
eHect Lhat Grel:'k should he the or.Jy lr.n guage 
m ed in public schools ::1nd in oJ!icial do(·unwnts 
did not in ~my 'yay eons1itt. tc an act of discr im
ination. For, as Henan had said, language 
was nn essent inl feature in t he ethnic physi og
nomy of a cou ntry and the GoYernm,~nt of that 
country had not 0 11ly the r ight hut the duty 
to combat lhe di sinte-gration of its nationn! 
uni i y. 

If it were in re::1lit y a question of discrimination 
lJ :::scd on r acial or rel igiot's causes, his delega ti on 
would b e the first to vote for the paragraph Hnder 
consideration. The Dominican Republic, which 
had had to struggle to maintain its national 
identity, would, however, for the r easons stated, 
vote against the third opcratiYe paragraph of 
the uSSR draft r esolution . 

::\Ir. .JHIE::-IEZ DE AH ECHAGA (Uruguay) Eitated 
that, for the reasons which had already been 
put forward by several other delegations, the 
Urnguay an delegation had to explain why it 
was opposed to the paragraph under diccussion. 
That should not he tak en to mean thnt Uruguay 
\Yas not radically opposed to all discrimination 
or that, in this case, it considered there would 
be interference in aiTairs \vhich came essentinlly 
within the domestic juriEdiction of a St ::1te. 

The r eal r eason was that the First Committee 
was n ot com;>etent to t ake a deeision in that 
connc:xion at the present ,,t age. The report 
of the United Nati ons Special Commit-::ce on the 
B alkans, parngr:1pl1 S3 (A/57,1) st ated, in fact, 
that the Special Committee was corrtine ing to 
study the whole problem of minorities in Greece 
and was no t y et prepared Lo submit its 
conclusions. If the Speci::l Committee could 
not come to :~ny conclusions on t he subj ec t, 
how could the Fi rst Committee do ~; o ? It was 
only logical therefore that the text proposed on 
that question by the U SSH delegation sh ould be 
rejected. That ,youlcl not in a ny way imply a 
passive attitude towards the problem, since 
the Special Committee would con tinue lo study 
the matter. 

l\Jr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said that the repre
sentative of the Dominican Ri~public had disputed 
the right of national minorities to their own 
language. Such an attitude was absolutely 
contrary to the Charter. 

The r epresentative of the Dominican R epublic, 
in order to justify his assertion t hat national 
minorities should be deprived of the right t o 
use their mvn language, h ad maintained that 
that did not const itute a civic right. However, 
the Greek Go;-ernment went still further and 
disputed the right of national minorities t o r eside 
in t heir nat ive vill:lges. It was known unrler 
what condit! ons the Albanian national minority, 
the Chams, had been obliged to leave Greece. 
The rig ht of t he Maeedonian national minority 
t o remain in its villages was also being disputed . 
The Prefect of Greek Macedonia, l\Ir. Bonis, had 
taken the initiative in dispersing the Macedonians 
and in sending them to other par ts of Greece, 

pent a ttendrc deJa Grece, c'est qu'elle s'abs~ienne 
de prendre des me~ ;ure:; legales de discrimination 
t d les que 1~, privntion des droits politiques. Mais 
le Ia i L de deLidcr que , dans les ecoles pubEqucs 
on rlans la r ec1action des documents officieh, 
le gree Ecra b ~c u le langue employee, ne con:titue 
nnllrment un ade de ct iscrimination. C'est que, 
comme Hcn:m 1":1 eli t, la langue consti ~ ue un 
t rait essent iel de l:l physionomie t echnique d'un 

1 
pays ct q <Je ie gonvernement de cc pays a non 
~; eulrme:: L le droit rnais lc devoir de s'oppcser a 
la clL~~:i n tcgr::tti on de son unite nationalc. 

S'il ~; 'agissait d fcctivemcnt d'une discrimination 
fondcc ~m r la race ou la religion, b delegation de 
la Rcpulllique dominic:Jinc serait la premiere i:t 
voter pour le paragraphc en question. I\lais la 
Hepnbliqne Dominicainc, qui a dii elle-meme 
lutter pour m <Ji n lcnir sa personnalite nationale, 
votera, pour les raisons indiquees, contre lc 
t roisieme pamgra phe du dispoo.itif du projet de 
la r esolution de l'UHSS. 

1\J. JmENEZ D E ARECHAG A (Uruguay) declare 
q ue, p our ll~S rai sons qui ont deja ete indiquees 
JJar un cert ain nombre d'aut res delegations, Ia 
delegation de l'Uruguay doit ex pliquer pourquoi 
elle sc prononce contre le paragraphe en discussion. 
Ccla ne signi fi e nullement que l'Uruguay ne 
soit pas ra dic~:lcment oppose a toute discri
minatioa, ou qu 'il considere que, dans ce cas, il 
y a intervention dans les aiTaircs qui relevent 
essen ticllemcnt de la compet ence nationale d'un 
Etat. 

La raiwn, c'est que Ia Premiere Commission 
n'est pas :i meme, a l'heure actuelle, de prendre 
nne decision en cette matiere. En effet, on pent 
lire au p:uagraphc gg du rapport de la Commi~sion 
~pecia l c des Nations Unies pour lcs Balkans 
(A/574) que cet organisme continue a etudier le 
probleme des minorites en Grece dans son e~sembl~ 
et ne pcut encore pre::enter :oes concluswns. S1 
dou~ Ia Commission specialc n'est pas a meme 
tl'nrriver u des conclusions sur cctte question, 
comment la Premiere Commission pourrait-ellc 
lc faire ? L a logiquc exige done que l'on _rcj e_tte 
le te}:te propose en cettc m atiere par la delegatwn 
de l'U HSS, ce qui n'implique d'ailleurs nullemcnt 
une ::Jttitude passive a l'cgard de ce probleme 
puisque la Commission speciale poursuivra son 
c [:UUC de la qHestion. 

i\1. B EELER (Yougoslavie) declare que le repre~ 
sentant de la Hcpublique Dominicaine a conteste 
le droit des minorites nationales a leur langue. 
Une t elle att itude est absolumcnt contraire a 1:1 
Charte. 

Sans doute, Ic reuresentant de la Republique 
Dominicaine, pour {ust ifier son affirmation selon 
laquelle les minorites nationales devraien.t etre 
privces du droit a I' usage de leur langue, a pretend_u 
qu'il ne s'agissait pas la d'un droit civique. l\!ms 
lc Gouvernement grec va plus loin; il va_meme 
j usqu'a contest er le droit des minorites na~wnalcs 
a resider dans leur village natal. On sad d~ns 
quellcs conditions la minorite nationale alban?IEe 
des Tchams a du quitter la Grece ; et quant a ~a 
minorite nationale macedonicnne, on es,::nc 
egalement de lui contester le droit de rester dans 
scs villages. C'est le prcfet de Ia Macedoine grecque, 
M. Bonis qui a pris !'initiative de disperser lcs 

' d' tres Maeedoniens et de les envoyer dans au -
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each family to a different village. That dha 
taken place in 1946 ; since then, however, that 
initiat ive had been assumed by the Athens 
Government ; it had been successfully carried 
out solely because there had been a shortage 
of transport and because UNRRA, which had been 
approached on the matter, had been dissolved 
and the United Kingdom Economic Mission had 
not complied with the Greek Government's 
request. 

It could be seen therefore that the right of 
natio~al minorities to their own language and 
th~ n ght to r eside in their own villages was 
bemg disputed. It was rather surprising then 
that t h e representative of El Salvador did not 
seem to be aware of the Greek Government's 
policy in that connexion since even the reports 
of the Special Committee had noted that state 
of affairs. 

The representative of the Dominican Republic 
had spoken of interference in affairs which came 
within Greece's domestic jurisdict ion. Would it, 
ho\vever, be acknowledged that the Special 
Committee which had studied t he situation of 
national minorities and made a report on that 
problem had been guilty of such interference ? 
Why did the Dominican Republic not condemn 
the Spedal Committee for its activities in that 
field ? Since all the arguments brought forward 
by those opposed to the USSR t ext were clearly 
unfounded, the First Committee should not 
hesitate to adopt the paragraph under discussion. 

General RoMuLo (Philippines) thought that, 
in order to have an accurate conception of the 
paragraph, it had to be considered in conjunction 
with the first two operative paragraphs which 
had already been approved and with vvhich it 
constituted a whole. Those two paragraphs aimed 
at promoting methods of reconciliation and, if the 
third paragraph were interpreted in the same 
spirit, it would become clear, in his delegation's 
opinion, that there was no question of a finding 
of guilt which, moreover, his delegation was 
convinced, would not in any way be justified. 

It was in that spirit that his delegation would 
vote in favour of the third paragraph of the 
USSR draft r esolution, for it was true to say, 
generally speaking, that the removal of all 
measures of discrimination would be desirable 
in order to eliminate certain factors which were 
at the root of the present difficulties. Since 
the draft resolution which had already been 
adopted had recommended to Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia that they should do certain 
things or should desist from doing certain things 
Greece should not take umbrage if certain 
recommendations were made to her in the 
interest of re-establishing peaceful relations in 
the Balkans. Moreover, his delegation could 
not withhold its support from a text which 
reaffirmed the fundamental principles of the 
Charter, and it would always be favourably 
disposed towards everything done for the pro
tection of minorities wherever they were to be 
found. 

Mr. WILSON (New Zealand) stat ed that he 
could not support the text relating to the Albanian 

regwns de la Grece, a raison d'unc famille par 
village. Cela s'est passe en 1946 mais, depuis lors, 
cette initiative a ete reprise par le Gouvcrnement 
d'Athenes et si elle n'a pas ete menee a bonne fin, 
c'est uniquemcnt parce que les transports ont 
manque et parce que l'UNRRA, a laquclle une 
demande avait ete adressee, avait e te dissoute, 
et que la mission economique britannique n'avait 
pas donne suite a la requete du Gouvernement 
grec. 

Ainsi, on conteste aux minorites nat ionales le 
droit a leur langue et le droit de resider dans leurs 
villages. Et il est assez surprenant que le repre
sentant du Salvador ait paru ne pas etre informe 
de cette politique du Gouvernement grec puisque 
les rapports deJa Commission spcciale eux-memes 
constatent cet etat de chases. 

En ce qui concerne la Republique Dominicaine, 
ellc parle d'intervcntion dans des affaires qui 
relevent de Ia competence nationale de la Grece. 
Mais, reconnaltra-t-on alors que la Commission 
speciale, qui a examine la situation des minorites 
nationales et fait rapport sur ce probleme s'est 
rendue coupable d'une semblable intervention ? 
Pourquoi la Republique Dominicaine ne con
damne-t-clle pas la Commission speciale pour ses 
agissements en ce domaine ? Tous les arguments 
presentes par les adversaires du texte de l'URSS 
ctant manifestement sans aucun fondement, il 
ne reste plus a la Premiere Commission qu'a 
adopter Ie paragraphe en discussion. 

Le gem\ral RoMuLo (Philippines) considere 
que, pour se faire une idee exacte de ce para
graphe, il est necessaire de le rapprocher des deux 
paragraphes precedents du dispositif, qui ont 
deja ete approuves et avec lesquels il constitue 
un ensemble. Or, ces deux paragraphes visent a 
favoriscr la conciliation et, si l'on interprete dans 
le meme esprit le troisieme paragraphe, on 
conviendra, comme la delegation des Philippines 
est amenee a le faire, qu'il ne s'agit nullement d'un 
verdict de culpabilite, qui d'ailleurs, la delegation 
des Philippines en est convaincue, ne serait 
nullemcnt justifie. 

C'est dans cet esprit que les Philippines votcront 
pour le troisieme paragraphe du projet de reso
lution de l'URSS. Il est vrai de dire, d'une maniere 
generale, que !'elimination de toute mesure de 
discriminat ion est m\cessaire si l'on veut remedier 
a certains des facteurs qui sont a l'origine des 
difficultes actuelles. De meme qu'en vertu du 
proj et de resolution qui a deja ete adopte, il est 
recommande a l'Albanie, a la Bulgarie et a la 
Yougoslavie de faire ou de cesser de faire certaines 
chases, la Grece ne saurait se formaliser de ce 
qu'on lui ad resse certaines recommandations 
dans !'interet du retablissement de relations 
pacifiques dans les Balkans. En outre, la dele
gation des Philippines ne saurait refuser son 
appui a un text e qui reaffirme les principes fonda
mentaux de la Charte, et elle sera toujours 
favorable a tout ce qui peut tendre a assurer la 
protection des minorites oil qu'elles se trouvent. 

M. WILSON (Nouvelle-Zelande) declare qu'il 
ne pcut se rallier au texte relatif aux minorites 
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and :\1acedonian minorities. If a minority 
problem existed in Greece, the only possible 
solution was a long-term one, which \vould call 
fo!' protracted discussions, as the experience 
of the League of Nations had shown. Moreover, 
tlw~e problems doubtless also existed in other 
Balkan countries. Finally, it would not be 
opportune to make a recommendation on a 
subject which would be covered by the recom
mendation the Assembly would make in connexion 
with human rights. 

There was, however, yet another reason for 
which his delegation could not approve the 
third operative paragraph of the USSR proposal : 
the item on the agenda of the First Committee 
was " Threats to the political independence and 
territorial integrity of Greece ", which \vas a 
question with a more limited scope than the 
Greek problem in general. 

It should be added that the recommendation 
at present under consideration appeared in a 
context \\·hich was unacceptable to his delegation. 
That would prevent it from approving that 
recommendation even if it \Wre justified. i'. i 

l\Ir. CooPEn (Liberia) said that the Charter 
rightly condemned discrimination, for, in the 
past, discrimination had been the cause of 
catastrophes such as the breaking-up of Austria
Hungary and the conflicts which had arisen in 
the l\Iidclle East. 

It was, moreover, impossible to assert that 
the adoption of the paragraph under discussion 
would constitute interference in the internal 
affairs of a State. What, then, could be said 
of the draft declaration of human rights ? Such 
an attitude would tend to encourage the recurrence 
of events such as the persecutions directed against 
the Jews. 

His delegation fully sympathized with the 
position of the Greek delegation, but it was of 
the opinion that peace and harmony could not 
exist bet\vecn nations when minorities were 
deprived of their rights. ·when minorities were 
persecuted," it generally resulted in the birth 
of nc\Y States. 

1\fr. l\IcKEIL (United Kingdom) took note of 
the declaration of principle made by the Liberian 
representati\·e. He considered it extremely 
doubtful, however, whether any positive 
conclusion could be reached in that conncxion 
with regard to Greece. The paragraph under 
consideration did in fact assert that not only 
did minorities exist, but that there were two 
types of nationalities, and that the Greeks had 
been guilty of discriminating against them and 
persecuting them. In other words, the USSR 
draft resolution implied that the persecution of 
those non-Greek minorities was responsible in 
part for the situation existing on the northern 
frontiers of Greece. 

The terms of reference of the Special Committee 
in that connexion should, however, be borne 
in mind : to study the practicability of a volun
tary transfer of minorities. That was a difficult 
soltrtion, but one for which precedents existed. 

[ albanaise et maccdonienne. S'il existe en Grece 
un prob1emc de minorites, il n'est susceptible que 
d'une solution a long termc, ce qui necessite de 
tres longues discussions, ainsi que Ie montre 
!'experience de la Societe des Nations. D'autre 
part, ces problemes doivent exister egalement 
dans d'autres pays balkaniques. Enfin, il ne 
serait pas opportun de formuler nne recom
mandation sur un sujet dont traitera la rccom
manclation eventuelle de l'Assemblee generale 
relative aux droits de l'homme. 

1\Iais il existe encore une autre raison pour 
laquelle I a delegation de la N ouvelle-Zelande ne 
peut approuver le troisieme paragraphe du 
dispositif de Ia proposition de l'URSS. En effet 
le point a l'orclre du jour de la Premiere Com
mission s'enonce comme suit : «Menaces a l'inte
grite territoriale et a l'independance politique de 
Ia Grece ''· C'est la une question plus limitee que 
le prohlcme grec clans son ensemble. 

II faut ajouter egalement que la recom
mandation qui est actuellement examinee figure 
dans un contexte qui n'est pas approprie et 
qui empecherait la delegation de la Nouvelle
Zelande de !'accepter meme si cette recom
mandation Ctait justifiee. 

M. CoOPER (Liberia) declare que c'est a juste 
titre que la Charte condamne toute discrimination. 
En cfiet, dans Ie passe, la discrimination a ete a 
l'origine de catastrophes telles que la dislocation 
de 1' Autriche-Hongrie et les conflits qui sont 
survenus dans le Moyen-Orient. 

II est, d'autre part, impossible de dire que 
!'adoption du paragraphe en discussion consti
tuerait unc intervention dans les affaires 
interieures d'un Etat, car alors, qu'en serait-il 
de la declaration des droits de l'homme? Un tel 
etat d'esprit serait de nature a preparer lc retour 
d'evenements semblables aux persecutions clout 
les J uifs ont ete victimes. 

La delegation du Liberia est en parfaite sym
pathie avec Ja position de la delegation de ~a 
Grcce, mais elle considere qu'il ne peut y av01r 
ni paix ni harmonic entre les nations la ou le~ 
minorites sont privees de leurs droits. Ce qm 
survient generalement lorsqu'on persecute les 
minorites, c'est que l'on assiste a la naissance 
de nouveaux Etats. 

M. Mr::NmL (Royaume-Uni) prend note de la 
declaration de principe qui a ete faitc) par le 
representant du Liberia, mais il considcre c.omm~ 
extremement douteux que l'on puissc arnver a 
aucune conclusion positive en cette matiere, en 
ce qui concerne Ia Grece. En fait, le paragraphe en 
discussion affirme que l'on se trouve en presence, 
non pas sculement de minorite8, mais de deux 
nationalites ct que les Grccs se sont rendt~s 
coupables de mesures discriminatoires ct de per.se
cutions :en d'autres termes, le projet de resolutiOn 
de l'URSS tend a montrer que les persecutions 
de ces minorites non e;recques seraient, dans une 
certaine mesure, responsables de la situation aux 
frontieres septentrionales de la Grece. , . 

Mais que !'on se souvienne clu mandat qu.~vm: 
regu la Commission speciale en cette ma~1ere · 
etudier la possibilite d'un transfert volontmr~ d~ 
minorites. C'est la une solution delicate ma1s a 
laquelle il y a des precedents. Or, on lit au para-
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Paragraph 87 of the report of the Special Com
mittee stated that a sub-committee had been 
established to study problems of r efugees and 
minorities, but that it had been impossible to 
complete the preliminary work in that field by 
a thorough and impartial investigation, since 
only the Greek Government had been willing to 
co-operate. Thus, delegations which had empha
sized the need for an impartial study would 
have to admit that in that particular case, that 
condition could not be fulfilled. That was the 
conclusion drawn by the Special Committee 
itself in paragraph 99 of the report, where it 
declared that it was not in a position to state 
its views. 

Further, the supplementary report cf the 
Special Committee (A/644) stated that, in the 
circumstances, it had been impossible to ascertain 
"·ith any accuracy the real desires of the Greek 
Sla\·ophones, and that, accordingly, when 
conditions permitted, an invr 'tigation should 
be carried out. In view of t. e fact that the 
Special Committee had admitted that it had 
been unable to establish the facts, how could 
the implication in the paragraph under consid
eration be accepted ? As! a matter of fact, it 
was a complex problem, with a long history, 
and it should be recognized that there was 
nothing in the evidence supplied by the Special 
Committee which would suggest that there was 
the slightest justification for the implication 
in the USSR draft resolution that the Greek 
Government ·was blameworthy. For that reason, 
the United Kingdom delegation would vote 
against the paragraph in question. 

:\lr. SoHLMAN (Sweden) stated that the Swedish 
delegation would vote against the paragraph 
because the recommendation therein was 
addressed to only one of the parties concerned. 
As had been shown by the position taken by 
the Swedish delegation during the discussion on 
human rights, Sweden favoured the principle of 
non-discrimination in regard to national minor
ities. However, in the present instance, that 
principle was being applied in a restrictive sense, 
unilaterally, and that could not be accepted. 

l\Ir. BoGOl\IOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Rqublics) noted that the discussion had shown 
the interest taken by the various delegations in 
that paragraph of the USSR draft resolution. 

The question was actually very simple. The 
text took note of the fact that there was discrim
ination against the national minorities of 
Albanian and :\1acedonian origin living on Greek 
territory, and accordingly recommended that the 
Greek Government should take action in order 
to nut an end to that discrimination. What 
was· there in that to justify a long discussion, 
unless it were perhaps the fact that the paragraph 
was embodied in a resolution submitted by the 
USSR? 

The delegations which had defended the 
riaht of the Greek Government to take such 
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discriminatory measures had done so 111 three 
different w:ays. The crudest method had 

graphe 87 du rapport de Ia Commission speciale 
qu'un sous-comite a ete cree afin d'etudier le 
probleme des refugies et des minorites, mais 
qu'il a ete impossible d'achever les travaux 
preliminaires - une enquete impartiale et 
approfondie - du fait que seul le Gouvernement 
grec etait pret a cooperer. Aimi, les delegations 
qui ont insiste sur la necessite d'une etude 
impartiale devront reconnaitre que dans ce cas 
particulier, cette condition n'a pu etre remplie. 
C'est la conclusion que tire la Commission spcciale 
elle-meme au paragraphe 99 du Rapport, 
lorsqu'elle se declare hors d'etat Ce sc prononcer. 

De plus, Ie rapport supplementaire de la 
Commission specialc indique (A/644) que, etant 
donne les circonstances, ii n'a pas ete possible 
d'etablir de fa<;on precise les desirs reels des 
Grecs slavophones et que, en. consequence, une 
enquete devrait etre menee lorsque les circons
tances le permettraient. Comment done, alors que 
la Commission speciale reconnait qu'elle n'a pu 
etablir les faits, accepter la these impliquee dans 
le paragraphe en discussion? En realite; il s'agit 
d'un probleme complexe, et qui a une longue 
histoire et il faut reconnaitre que rien, dans Jes 
donnees fournies par Ia Commission speciale, ne 
permet de justifier le moins du monde le blame 
au Gouvernement grec qu'implique le projet de 
resolution de l'URSS. En consequence, la dele
gation du Royaume-Uni votera contre le para
graphe en discussion. 

M. S0HLMAN (Suede) declare que la delegation 
suedoise votera contre le paragraphe, en raison 
du fait que la recommandation qu'il contient · 
n'est adressee qu'a l'une des parties interessees. 
Ainsi qu'il ressort de !'attitude adoptee par sa 
delegation au cours des debats sur les droits de 
l'homme, la Suede est en faveur du principe 
de non-discrimination en ce qui concerne les 
minorites nationales. Toutefois, il s'agit en 
l'occurence d'une application limitative, uni
laterale, de ce principe, et cela ne saurait etre 
accepte. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietique) constate que les debats ont 
montre !'interet que portent les difierentes 
delegations a ce paragraphe du projet de reso- . 
lution de l'URSS. 

La question est en realite tres simple. Le texte 
prend note du fait qu'il y a discrimination contre 
lcs minorites nationales d' origine albanaise et 
macCdonienne qui vivent en territoire grec et, 
en consequence, recommande au Gouvernement 
grec de faire en sorte que cette discrimination 
prenne fin. Qu'y a-t-il hl. qui justifie de longs 
debats, si ce n'est peut-etre le fait que ce para
graphe figure dans une resolution proposee par 
l'URSS. 

Les delegations qui ont defendu le droit du 
Gouvernement grec a prendre ces mesures de 
discrimination s'y sont prises de trois manieres 
differentes. La methode la pins primitive a 
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consisted in declaring that it constituted inter
vention in the internal affairs of Greece ; but 
in that case, questions of discrimination could 
never be dealt with without giving rise to accu
sations of intervention in the internal affairs 
of a State being made. A second group of 
delegations had used arguments which, if not 
more serious, were at least more complex, as 
they had stated that they were opposed to any 
discrimination, but that, in the present case, 
measures to eliminate it constituted intervention 
in the internal affairs of Greece. However 
illogical that attitude might be, it had at least 
brought forth a statement of principle opposing 
any discrimination. A third method had been 
used by the United Kingdom representative, 
who had spoken neither of intervention nor 
discrimination, but had simply stated that the 
question had not had sufficient study. 

As a matter of fact, none of those methods, 
all three of which recognized the Greek Govern
ment's right to take discriminatory measures 
against Greek nationals of Albanian or Mace
danian origin, were really sound. All democratic 
Powers which were Members of the United 
Nations should therefore express their unanimous 
condemnation of any discrimination against 
national minorities. And the USSR delegation 
had noted with particular satisfaction that 
some delegations had declared themselves in 
favour of the paragraph in question, precisely 
because of the need to oppose any discrimination 
based on ethnic grounds, wherever it might be 
practised. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) stated that the principle 
of abolishing discrimination against minorities 

·was absolutely right. But the question had 
already been discussed by other bodies and 
concrete decisions had been taken. Moreover, 
the principle should be generally applied, and 
the problem was such that a special session 
might be required to solve it. 

It was true that the problem did not even 
exist in some countries ; thus, in Syria, all racial 
and religious minorities were represented in 
Parliament, and the leader of the Syrian delegation 
represented a religious minority numbering 
scarcely 2,000. But the fact should be borne 
in mind that it was precisely the conduct of 
those minorities themselves towards their native 
land which enabled Governments or majorities 
to grant them equal rights. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third 
operative paragraph of the USSR draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. 
The paragraph was rejected by 21 votes to 13, 

with 19 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN made it clear that the recom
mendation in the fourth operative paragraph 
applied only to the recommendations which 
had been previously adopted. 

A vote was taken by roll-call as follows : 
Lebanon, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 

consiste a dire qu'il s'agissait 1:1 d'une intervention 
dans les affaires interieures de la Grece; mais 
alors, I' on ne pourrait jamais traiter des questions 
de discrimination sans etre accuse d'intervenir 
dans les affaires interieures d'un Etat. Un 
deuxieme groupe de delegations a use d'arguments 
sinon plus serieux, du moins plus complexes 
puisqu'elles ont declare qu'elles etaient opposees 
a toute discrimination, mais que dans le cas 
present, il s'agissait d'une intervention dans les 
afiaires interieures de la Grece. Toute illogique 
qu'elle soit, cette attitude comporte au mains 
une declaration de principe hostile a toute 
discrimination. Une troisicme methode a ete 
celle du representant du Royaume-Uni, qui n'a 
parlc ni d'intervention, ni de discrimination, mais 
s'est borne a dire que la question n'avait pas ete 
suffisamment etudiee. 

En realite, aucme de ces methodes, qui tendent 
toutes trois a rr onnaitre au Gouvernement grec 
le droit de pren .re des mesures discriminatoires 
contre les citoyens grecs d'origine albanaise 
ou macedonienne, n'est veritablement serieuse. 
L'unanimite devrait done se faire parmi toutes 
les Puissances democratiques qui sont Membres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies pour 
condamner toute discrimination contre les mino
ritcs nationales. La delegation de l'URSS a 
constate avec une satisfaction particuliere que 
certaines delegations se sont declarees en faveur 
du paragraphe en dicussion, en invoquant preci
sement la necessite de combattre toute discrimi
nation fondee sur des motifs d'ordre ethnique, 
ou qu'elle s'exerce. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) declare que le principe est 
tout a fait juste qui veut que toute discrimination 
exercee contre des minorites doive disparaitre. 
Mais c:>tte question a deja etc discutee par 
d'autres organismes et des decisions concretes 
ont deja cte prises. D'autre part, l'application 
de ce principe doit etre generale et il s'agit la d'un 
probleme tel qu'il faudrait peut-etre une session 
extraordinaire pour en venir a bout. 

Il est vrai que dans certains pays, le probleme 
n'existe meme pas : c'est ainsi qu'en Syrie toutes 
les minorites de race et de religion sont representees 
au Parlement et que le chef de la delegation 
syrienne represente une minorite religieuse d'a 
peine 2.000 ames. Mais il ne faut pas perdre de 
vue que ce qui permet a un Gouvernement ou 
a unc majorite d'accorder l'egalite de droit aux 
minorites, c'est precisement la conduite de ces 
minorites elle-memes envers leur patrie. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le troisieme para
graphe du dispositif du projet de resolution de 
l'URSS. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. 
Par 21 voix contre 13, avec 19 abstentions, l~ 

paragraphe est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT precise que la recommandation 
contenue dans lc quatrieme paragraphe du 
dispositif s'applique uniquement aux recomman
dations precedentes qui ont ete adoptees. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par le Liban, doni le nom est 

tire au sort par le President. 
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In favour: Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, , 
i\etherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, 
Panama, Philippines, Poland, Sweden, Turkey, 
Ukrainian SSR, Union of South Africa, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of 
America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugo
slavia, Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 
Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Chile, 
China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czecho
slovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, 
Iran, Iraq. 

Against: Lebanon. 
Abstaining: Bolivia, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, 

Greece, Peru, Saudi Arabia, Syria, United 
Kingdom. 

The fourth operative paragraph of the USSR 
draft resolution was adopted by 44 votes to one, 
with 9 abstentions. 

~Ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland) recalled that two 
years ago, the General Assembly had unanimously 
adopted a resolution on the regulation and 
reduction of armaments and armed forces [ reso
lution 41 (I)], which recommended the withdrawal 
of all troops stationed in foreign territory. Now, 
not only were there foreign troops still stationed 
in Greece, but fresh troops had arrived to 
reinforce the first contingents. If the United 
States vote on the resolution had been a sincere 
one, the United States delegation could not 
oppose the fifth paragraph of the USSR resolution 
providing for the implementation of a principle 
embodied in the resolution. Actually, the oppo
sition of the United States to that paragraph 
served to reveal the gulf between the words and 
the acts of the United States delegat ion. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) considered that paragraph of the 
USSR resolution of capital importance, for it 
was obvious that the presence of foreign troops 
in Greece constituted the main obstacle to the 
establishment of peace in the Balkans. 

l\Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated that he had 
already pointed out that the paragraph in question 
dealt with the most important factor of the 
problem, because the presence of foreign troops 
in Greece was not only the cause of the civil war, 
but it constituted a violation of the principle of 
non-intervention in the internal affairs of another 
State, a principle recognized by the Charter. 

l\1r. McNEIL (United Kingdom) recalled that 
British troops were in Greece with the consent 
and at the request of the legally - elected 
Government of that country. The United 
Kingdom had no territorial ambitions in Greece ; 
its troops there merely acted as police. Far 
from being a cause of civil war, the presence of 
British troops in that country had exercised a 
moderating and pacifying influence. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) pointed out to Mr. McNeil that Greece 
had troops of her own, and that the best way 
of ensuring order and peace in the Balkans was 
to "lvithdraw foreign troops, and permit the Greek 
people to settle their own affairs. 

Volent pour : Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Philippines, Pologne, Suede, Turquie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiqucs, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Y ougoslavie, Afghanis tan, Argentine, 
Australie, Belgique, Bresil, Birmanie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Canada, Chili, 
Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Tcheco
slovaquie, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
Equateur, Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
Inde. 

V ate contre : le Lib an. 
S' abstiennent : Perou, Arabie saoudite, Syrie, 

Royaume-Uni, Bolivie, Egypte, Ethiopie, France, 
Grece. 

Par 44 voi'x contre une, avec 9 abstentions, le 
quatrieme paragraphe du dispositif du projet de 
resoluthn de l' URSS est ado pte. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) rappelle que, il y a 
deux ans l' Assemblee generale a ado pte a l'unani
mite une resolution sur la reglementation et la 
reduction generale des armements et des forces 
armees [n\solution 41 (I)] danslaquelleon pn\voyait 
le retrait de toutes les troupes stationnees en 
territoire etranger. Or, en Grece, non seulement 
les troupes etrangeres sont toujours stationnees. 
mais de nouvelles troupes etrangeres sont venues 
renforcer les premiers contingents. Si les :Etats
Unis ont vote sincerement la resolution, ils ne 
peuvent s'opposer au cinquieme paragraphe de 
la resolution de l'URSS qui met en application le 
principe contenu dans cette resolution. En realite. 
!'opposition des Etats-Unis ace paragraphe montre 
l'abime qui separe les paroles des actes de la 
delegation des :Etats-Unis. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) estime que ce paragraphe de 
la resolution de l'URSS est d'une import ance 
capitale, car il est evident que la presence de 
troupes etrangeres en Grece constitue l'obstuck 
principal a la pacification des Balkans. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) fait observer qu'il :i 

deja indique que ce paragraphe s'occupe du 
point le plus important, du probleme car la 
presence des troupes etrangeres en Grece est non 
seulement la cause de la guerre civile, mais 
constitue une violation au mincine, reconnu par 
Ia Charte, de non-ingeren~e da~ns les affaire& 
interieures d'un autre Etat. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) rappelle que les 
troupes britanniques sont stationnees en Grece 
avec le consentement et a la demande du Gouver
nement legalement elu de la Grece. Le Royaume
Uni n'a aucune ambition territoriale en Grece ; 
scs troupes y assument une simple fonction de 
police. Loin d'etre une cause de guerre civile, la 
presence des troupes britanniques exerce dans ce 
pays une influence de moderation et de pacification 

M. KisSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) fait observer a M. McNeil que la 
Grece possede ses propres trouiJeS et que la 
meillcure fac;on d'assurer l'ordre et la paix dans 
les Balkans serait de retirer les troupes etrangeres 
de maniere a permettre au peuple grec de regler 
lui-meme ses propres affaires. 
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Mr. PnocnAZKA (Czechoslovakia) recalled that 
his delegation had already stated that the 
problem of the Balkans could only be solved 
by the withdrawal of foreign troops from Greece. 

Mr. BoGmroLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
R epublics) observed that both the United States 
and United Kingdom representatives were against 
intervention in t he internal affairs of Greece. 
President Truman himself, however, had recog
nized that British troops had assisted the 
Greek gendarmerie. He had therefore admitted 
that the Unih 1 Kingdom was using troops to 
intervene in tiL internal afiairs of Greece. Even 
though that ir ·;ervention "·as claimed to be on 
a small scale, such an argument could not 
justify opposition to the recommendation on 
the withdrawal of foreign troops from Greece. 

:\Ir. DuLLES (United States of America) pointed 
out in answer to the representative of Poland 
that resolution 41 (I) only concerned the with
drawal of armed forces stationed on the t erritory 
of l\Iemb:;r States ·without the full and publicly 
expressed consent of the latter. The comment 
of the Polish representative was consequently 
invalid since the foreign troops stationed in 
Greece \Vere there at the request and with the 
consent of the Greek Government. 

~1r. BEnLEn (Yugoslavia), replying to the 
United Kingdom representative, said that the 
British troops were in Greece before any invitation 
had been issued to them by the Greek Govern
ment. Furthermore, it would be recalled that 
the conditions prevailing at the time when 
elections were held were very far from normal ; 
British troops assigned to a special military 
mission were then present in Greece. Moreover, 
more than 30,000 opponents of the Athens 
Government were either in exile or in prison 
and had been unable to vote. 

The majority, if it rejected the paragraph 
under consideration, would show that it applied 
two different yardsticks since, on the one hand, 
it allowed British and American troops to remain 
in foreign territory and did not consider their 
presence as intervention and, on the other, 
condemned the popular democracies for their 
alleged intervention in Greece, when in actual 
fact, no proof had been adduced even of assistance 
in the way of food supplies. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) observed that he 
had stated that the USSR proposal was not so 
much a repetition of resolution 41 (I) as an 
attempt to apply the intentions embodied in 
that resolution. Futhermore, there was yet 
another resolution of the General Assembly 
that had not been respected by the United 
States : that which stipulated that economic 
asshtance and relief accorded to a country 
should not be used as a means for political 
pressure [resolution 48 (I)]. The Truman 
Doctrine and the Marshall Plan obviously violated 
that resolution. It was consequently not sur
prising that the United States should also ignore 
resolution 41 (1). The Polish delegation 
maintained that the General Assembly had 
recommended that all troops should be withdrawn 
and concluded that, if American troops had 

M. PRoCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) rappelle que 
sa delegation a deja indique que le retrait des 
troupes etrangeres de Greee constituait le seul 
moyen de resoudre le probleme des Balkans. 

l\I. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) constate que les repn\sentants 
des Etats-Unis et du Royaurne-Uni sont tous 
deux opposes a toute intervention dans les affaires 
interieures de la Grece. Or, le President Truman 
lui-meme a reconnu que les troupes britanniques 
a vaient aide la gendarmerie grecque. II a done 
aclmis que le Royaume-Uni intervenait dans les 
a1Iaires interieurcs de la Grece, au moyen de ses 
troupes. Meme si l'on pretend que eette inter
vention est faible, cet argument ne peut justifier 
que l'on s'oppose a la recommandation sur le 
retrait des troupes etrangeres de Grece. 

M. DULLES (Etats-Unis d' Amerique), rcpondant 
au representant de la Pologne, fait obserYer que 
la resolution 41 (I) concerne seulement le retrait 
des troupes stationnees sur lc t erritoire des 
Et0.ts membres sans le consentement de ceux-ci, 
librement ct publiquement exprime. La remarque 
du representant de la Pologne n'est done pas 
vulable puisquc les troupes etrangeres stationnees 
en Grcce le sont avec le consentement et a la 
demande du Gouvernement grec. 

M. BEBLEll (Yougoslavie) repond au repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni que les t roupes hritan
niques se trouvaicnt en Grece avant d'y avoir ete 
invitees par le Gouvernement grec. De plus, on se 
souvient que les conditions clans lesquelles ont 
eu lieu les elections en Grece etaient plus qu'anor
males, puisqu'elles eurent lieu en presence de 
troupes britanniques qui exer<;aient une mission 
militaire speciale. Enfin, plus de 30.000 adversaires 
du Gouvernement d'Athenes etaient soit en exil, 
soit en prison, et ne partieipaient pas au vote. 

Si la majorite rcjctte le paragraphe en discussion 
elle demontrera qu'elle utilise deux poids et deux 
mesures en permettant, d'une part, aux troupes 
britanniques et amerieaines de stationner en 
territoire etranger sans que cela soit considere 
comme une intervention et en condamnant, 
d'autre part, les !~tats de democratic populaire 
pour leur soi-disant intervention en Grece, alors 
qu'on n'a pu fournir aucune preuve rneme d'une 
aide en ravitaillement. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) rappelle qu'il avait 
declare que la proposition de l'URSS etait no.n 
pas une repetition de la resolution 41 (I), mms 
plutot une application de !'esprit de cette reso
lution. D'ailleurs, il cxiste une autre resolution de 
l'Assemb!Ce generale que 1es Etats-Unis n'ont pas 
respectee : c'est celle qui prevoit que l'aide ou 
les seeours economiques a un pays ne pe~:·ent 
etre utilises comme moyen de pression pohtique 
[resolution 48 (I)] Or, la doctrine Truman c~ le 
plan Marshall violent manifestement cette reso
lution. Il n'est pas etonnant, des lors, que .l~s 
Etats-Unis violent la resolution 41 (I). La del~
gation polonaise maintient que I' Assemblee 
generale avait recommande le retrait de tou~es ~es 
troupes et conclut que, si les troupes de~ Et~,s
Unis ont ete invitees a stationner en Grcce a Ia 
demande du Gouvernement grcc, c'est sans doute 
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been invited to remain in Greece at the request 
of the Greek Government, it was no doubt as 
a result of a secret agreement which had not 
been registered with the United Nations. , .. , ,.., 

• • • •' b~-.~ 

The CHAIRMAN put the fifth operative paragraph 
of the USSR draft resolution to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call as follows: 
The Philippines, having been drawn by lot 

by the Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Union of .Soviet Socialist R epublics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia, Iran. 

Against: Philippines, Sweden, Turkey, United 
States of America, United Kingdom, Uruguay, 
Union of South Africa, Venezuela, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Pakistan, Paraguay, 
Peru. 

Abstaining: Saudi Arabia, Syria, Yemen, 
Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Guatemala, India, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Mexico. 

The fifth operative paragraph of the USSR 
draft resolution was rejected by 38 votes to 7, with 
11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the sixth 
paragraph of the USSR draft resolution was 
in contradiction with the resolution of the four 
Powers (A/C.l /379) which had already been 
adopted by the First Committee. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
R epublics) considered that the Chairman had 
given his opinion as representative of a delegation 
and not as Chairman, for certain delegations 
had not been in agreement on that resolution. 
He would consequently request that the paragraph 
be put to the vote. 

~Ir. STEPHEN (Haiti) said that since a vote 
£ould not be reconsidered, he did not think it 
n ecessary for a vote to be taken on that paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that in order to avoid 
.any incident, he would put the sixth paragraph 
to the vote. 

A vole was taken by roll-call as follows: 
Czechoslovakia, having been drawn by lot by 

.the Chairman, voted first. 
In favour : Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian 

Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 
Socialist R epublics, Yugoslavia, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Against: Denmark, Dominican R epublic, 
Ecuador, Egypt , El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, 
·Greece, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, New 
Zealand, the Netherlands, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Paldstan, Panama, Paraguay, P eru, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States 
-~f America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghan-

a la suite d'un accord secret qui n'a pas Cte 
enregistre aupres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. 

Le PRI';smE-"T met aux voix le cinquieme 
paragraphe du dispositif du proj et de resolution 
de l'URSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par les Philippines doni le 

nom est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Pologne, Republique socialiste 

sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tcheco
slovaquie, Iran. 

Volent contre : Philippines, Suede, Turquie, 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Royaume-Uni, Uruguay, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Venezuela, Afghanistan, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cost a-Rica, Cuba, 
Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, 
Salvador, France, Grece, Halti: Honduras, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelandc, Nica
ragua, Norvege, Panama, Pakistan, Par::~guay, 

Perou. 
S'abstiennent : Arabie saoudite, Syrie, Yemen, 

Birmanie, Egypte, Ethiopie, Guatemala, Inde, 
Irak, Liban, J\Iexique. 

Par 38 voix contre 7, avec 11 abstentions, le 
cinquieme paragraphe du dispositif du projet de 
resolution de l' URSS est rejete. 

Le PnE:smE~T fait remarquer que lc sixieme 
paragraphe du proj et de resolution de l'URSS 
est en contradiction avec la resolution des quatre 
Puissances (A jC.l /379) deja adoptee par la 
Premiere Commission. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) estime que le President a donne 
son point de vue en tant que representant d'une 
delegation, mais pas comme President, car un 
certain nombre de delegations n'etaient pas 
d'accord sur cette resolution. II demande, par 
consequent, qu'un vote ait lieu sur ce paragraphe. 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) fait remarquer que, comme 
on ne peut revenir sur un vote deja acquis, il ne 
voit pas la necessite de voter sur ce parngraphe. 

Afin de couper court a tout incident, le 
PRESIDENT met aux voix le sixieme paragraphe . 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par la Tclu!coslovaquie doni 

le nom est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Tchecoslovaquie, Polognc, Repu

blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
R epubliques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie. 

Volent contre : Danemark, Republique Domi
nicaine, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, 
France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, 
Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, l\Iexique, Nouvelle
Zelande, Pays-Bas, Niacaragua, Norvege, Pakistan 
Panama, Paraguay, Peron, Philippines, Arabie 
saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, :Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argcn-
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i"t:m, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, 
Br:1zii, Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Co~ta Rica, Cuba. 

Abstaining: Guatemala. 
The sixth operative paragraph of the USSR 

draft resolution was rejected by 49 votes to 6, 
with one abstention. 

The CIJ.\IR:\IAN stated that the paragraphs 
adopted must now be put to the vote as a whole, 
namely, the first second and fourth operative 
pa,-agraphs. 

l\Ir. BoGO:IIOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) proposed that the entire proposal 
be voted upon. 

The CIIAIR:IIA)I quoted rule 118 of the rules of 
procedure, whereby : " Pa:-ts of a proposal shall 
be voted on separately... The resulting proposal 
shall be put to :1 final vote in its entirety." 

1\Ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland), arguing from 
precedent, pointed out that at the request of a 
representative, the whole of a proposal was put 
to the vote after having been voted upon 
paragraph by paragraph. The USSR draft 
resolution represented a whole which would be 
mem!inglcss if it were reduced to some of its 
component parts. 

l\Ir. BocmwLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) supported the point of view of the 
Poli,.h representative !and requested that the 
ussn draft resolution be put to the vote in 
its entirety. When a resolution was put to 
the vote as a whole, it was that whole which 
was approved or rejected with all its implications 
and with all its political significance. It would 
be illogical to act atherwise. 

The CHAIHl\IAN emphasized that the First 
Commiitec and the Assembly v;ould find them
selves in an absurd and illogical position if 
the USSB proposal were adopted as a whole, 
when some of its paragraphs contrary to the 
four-PoY>'er resolution (AJC.1j379) which had 
already been adopted, had been rejected. The 
converse would be equally illogical. He further 
pointed out that rule 118 of the rules of procedure 
was absolutely explicit. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) supported the 
opinion expressed by the Chairman and suggested 
that the point should be settled once for all. 
If the ruling of the Chair were challenged, it 
should be put to the vote. 

l\Jr. T AR."-SENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) thought that the t erm "resulting " 
in rule 118 was applicable to negative results 
and abstentions as well as to the positive results 
of each of the votes on parts of a proposal. 

:'.Ir. illr.NEIL (United Kingdom) considered that 
any illtcrpret.ation of rule 118 which differed from 
that g iven by the Chairman would lead to great 
confusion. \Vhen there were numerous 
amendments to a proposal, delegations often 
asked for an adjournment before voting on the 
p:·oposal as a 'vhole in order to obtain a text 

tine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba. 

S' absiienl : le Guatemala. 
Par 49 voix conlre 6, avec une abstention, le 

sixieme paragraphe du disposilif du projet de 
resolution de l' URSS est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il convient de voter 
sur l'enscmble des paragraphes adoptes, c'est-a
dirc les paragraphes premier, deuxieme et 
quatricme du dispositif. 

l\I. Bocol\WLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listcs sovietiques) insiste pour que toutc la 
proposition soit mise aux voix. 

Le PRESIDENT cite !'article 118 du reglement 
interieur, aux termes duquel : « apres le vote sur 
les differentes parties ( d'une resolution), la 
proposition qui en resulte est mise aux voix pour 
adoption definitive >>. 

1\:I. KATz-SucnY (Pologne), s'appuyant sur des 
precedents, fait observer que, lorsqu'un repre
sentant le demandc, !'ensemble de la proposition 
est mis aux voix apres avoir ete vote paragraphe 
par paragraphe. Le proj et de resolution de l'URSS 
est un tout qui ne signifierait plus rien si on le 
reduisait a certaines de ses parties. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiques socia
list es sovictiques) appuie les vues exprimees par 
le representant de la Pologne ct dem:mde que ~e 
proj ct de resolution de l'URSS soit mis aux vmx 
duns son ensemble. En effet, lorsqu'on met aux 
voix nne r esolution dans son ensemble, c'est cet 
ensemble qui est approuve ou rejete av~c t?ute 
sa portec, tout son sens politique. II serait Jllogtque 
d'agir autrement. 

Le Pn:EsiDENT souligne la situation ridicule 
et illogiquc dans laquelle sc trouverai~n~ la 
Premiere Commission et l'Assemblee generale 
si la proposition sovietique etait acceptee dans 
son ensemble, alors que certains de ses para
graphes, contraires a la resolution des qua~r~ 
Puissances (AJC.1 /379) deja adoptee, ont ete 
rejetes. Le cas inverse serait egalemcnt illogique. 
II rappellc, en outre, que I' article 118 du reglement 
intc!·ieur est absolument forme!. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) appuie l'opit;ion 
exprimee par le President et propose qu'o~ :e.gle 
cette question une fois pour toutcs. Si la dec!S!Oll 
du President est contestee, qu'on la mette aux 
voix. 

M. TARASSENKo (Hepublique socialiste so_dc
tique d'Ukraine) estime que !'expression << ~m.en 
resulte >> de !'article 118 s'applique auss1 ~J:cn 

b · 1 ~ux aux resultats negatifs et aux a stcnhons qt .": ;, 
resuitats positifs de chacun des votes parue.s 
d'une proposition. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) estime qt:c, 51 

I' article 118 du reglement interieur etait. I~tcr-
1, c trmere le prete autrement que comme a .,1 "'" . 

President ccla entrainerait une grande confu~1?11 • 
' d . uropo<Iiton Il rappell.e que, dans es cas ou une r o • 

f2it l'ohjet de trcs n~mbrcux amen~emen~s .. :~ 
arrive que des delegatwns demandcnl un aJOUI 
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which took account of all amendments, additions 
and deletions. That was done to prevent 
confusion. That procedure proved that the 
resulting text was a ne'v one. Furthermore, 
the reason for allowing a vote to be taken on 
parts of a proposal was to permit the adoption 
of one part while rejecting another. Finally, 
rule 102 of the rules of procedure offered a way 
out of the dilemma by allowing the Chairman's 
ruling to be put to the vote. 

Mr. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) did not consider that Mr. McNeil was 
right in regarding basic proposals and amendments 
as being of equal importance. 

Mr. BoGOllfOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) considered that it would be illogical 
to remove certain ideas embodied in a proposal 
and then to ,vote upon what remained of it 
and call the few paragraphs that had been 
adopted a proposal. He would suggest that the 
USSR proposal, if it were understood in that 
way, should not be put to the vote, but that 
the General Committee should be reauested to 
interpret rule 118 of the rules of pr~cedure. 

l\Ir. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) pointed out 
that the real difficulties which confronted the 
First Committee arose from the fact that it 
had discussed two contradictory draft resolutions 
in succession. It was clear that the Committee 
had retained only those paragraphs in the USSR 
proposal which were not contradictory with the 
previously adopted four-Power resolution. The 
question which should be submitted to the 
General Committee of the Assembly was rather 
whether it was necessary to vote on a resolution 
when it was utterly inconsistent with a resolution 
previously adopted. 

l\lr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) considered that the drafting of rule 118 
was not clear, and supported the USSR proposal 
that the General Committee be asked to interpret 
it. The USSR draft resolution constituted a 
whole which would no longer have any sense if 
some of its paragraphs were deleted. 

::\1r. DULLES (United States of America) said 
that the Chairman had given a ruling which 
v;as being challenged. Consequently, in pur
suance of rule 102, that ruling must be put to 
the vote. It was for the Committee itself to 
decide upon its own procedure ; the General 
Committee was not competent in the matter. 

Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) stated that, 
as the USSR proposal contained certain provisions 
w·hich did not appear in the four-Power resolution, 
it seemed proper to put those provisions t o the 
vote. He supported the proposal to ask the 
General Committee of the Assembly for an 
interpretation of rule 118. 

::.\1r. BoGOl\IOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), replying to Mr. Couve de Murvillc, 
stated that if a draft resolution submitted by 

nemcnt avant de passer au vote sur !'ensemble 
de la proposition de fac;on qu'un texte incorporant 
les amendements, additions et soustractions soit 
etabli afin d'eviter toute confusion. Cette maniere 
de proceder prouve qu'il s'agit bien la d'un 
nouveau texte, avec ses 'additions, soustractions 
et amendements. D'ailleurs, la raison pour 
laquelle on peut demander la division du vote 
est de permcttre l'adoption d'une partie de la 
proposition. Enfin, l'article 102 du reglement 
interieur permet de sortir du dilcmme en mettant 
aux voix la decision du President. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tiquc d'Ukraine) estime queM. McNeil se trompe 
en traitant sur un pied d'egalite les propositions 
principales et les amendements. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) pense qu'il serait illogique 
d'ext raire certaines idees contenues dans une 
proposition, de voter ensuite sur ce qui resterait 
de cette proposition, en qualifiant les quelques 
paragraphes adoptes du titre de proposition. n 
propose de ne pas mettre aux voix la proposition 
de l 'URSS ainsi comprise, mais de demander au 
Bureau de l'Assemblee d'interpreter l'article 118 
du reglement intericur. 

M. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) fait rcmarquer 
qu'en realite les difficultes auxquelles se hcurte 
la Premiere Commission proviennent du fait 
qu'elle a discute successivement deux projets de 
resolutions contradictoires. II est evident que la 
Commission n'a retenu de }a proposition de l'URSS 
que les paragraphes qui n'etaient pas en opposition 
avec la resolution des quatre Puissances, adoptee 
precedemment. La question qu'il faudrait 
soumettre au Bureau de l'Assemblee, scrait 
plutot celle de savoir s'il est necessaire de voter 
sur une resolution, lorsqu'elle est en complete 
contradiction avec une resolution deja adoptee. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie), estimant que la redaction de 
l'article 118 n'est pas claire, appuie la proposition 
de l'URSS tendant a demander au Bureau une 
interpretation de cet article. II fait remarquer 
en outre que le projet de resolution de l'UHSS 
constitue un tout qui n'aurait plus de sens si 
on en supprimait quelques paragraphes. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis) constate que le 
President a pris une decision, que cettc decision 
est contestee; des lors, en vertu de l'article 102, 
cette decision doit etre mise aux voix. C'est a la 
Commission de decider de sa propre procedure, 
et non au Bureau qui n'est pas competent en la 
matiere. 

M. VITERI-LAFRONTE (Equateur) declare que 
la proposition de l'URSS contient certaines 
dispositions qui ne sont pas contenues dans 1a 
resolution des quatre Puissances et qui ont leur 
importance. C'cst pourquoi il semble normal de 
mettre ces dispositions aux voix. Il appuie la 
motion tendant a demander une interpretation de 
l'article 118 au Bureau de l'AssembJee. 

JVL BoGOMOLov (Unlon des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), repondant a M.. Co~ve 
de Murville, declare que si un projet de resolutiOn 
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the minority could not be examined because a 
resolution had been adopted by the majority, 
it would be impossible henceforth to maintain 
peaceful co-operation within the United Nations. 

He thought that rule 118 was not clear ; side 
by side with the words "the resulting proposal", 
the English text also contained the words " in 
its entirety ". The Russian text, which was 
equally authentic, also contained the expression 
"in its entirety". The General Committee was 
competent to give a clear interpretation of the 
rule. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) observed that the 
Chairman's interpretation of rule 118 was illogical. 
If the preamble of a proposal was accepted and 
the operative part rejected, it was obvious and 
borne out by precedwt that the resolution as 
a ·whole, :md not only the preamble, should be 
put to the vote. 

:\Ir. GAr.ciA BAUER (Guatemala) did not think 
that the General Committee \Yas competent to 
interpret rule 118. In any case, the rule \Yas 
perfectly clc:.1r ; if the Chairman's ruling \vas 
challenged, rule 102 could always be applied. 

~Ir. THORN (New Zealand) stated that rule 118 
was in no ',vay ambiguous, and the Chairman's 
ruling was perfectly clear. Some delegations 
had referred to the difficulties which the Com
mittee would encounter if one course or the 
other were adopted. Actually, the USSR repre
sentative was proposing that his draft resolution 
should be voted upon in its entirety in the hope 
that it would be rejected, thus offering a way 
out of the awkward situation in which his 
delegation would find itself if some parts only 
of its proposal were adopted. 

The Cr-rAIR:\lA!'." recalled that he had authorized 
discussion of the USSR draft resolution only 
because that resolution contained certain recom
mendations which did not appear in the four
Power resolution but were not inconsistent with 
the latter. The Committee had adopted some 
of those paragraphs. He added that rule 118 
was perfectly clear and the words " the resulting 
proposal " could only mean the proposal resulting 
from the vote taken paragraph by paragraph. 
Nevertheless, for the sake of impartiality, he 
would first put to the vote the USSR proposal 
to ask the General Committee of the Assembly 
or an interpretation of rule 118. 

A vola was taken by show of hands. The 
proposal was rejected by 50 votes to 6, with one 
abstention. 

~lr. BoGoMor.ov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that his delegation could not 
consider the vote on the first, second and fourth 
paragraphs of its resolution as a vote on the 
USSR resolution in its entirety. 

The CHAifCIIAN put to the vote the first, second 
and fourth paragraphs of the operative part of 
the CSSH resolution. 

.:1 uotc was taken by show of hands. 

presente par la minorite ne pent etre etudie 
parce qu'une resolution a ete adoptee par la 
majorite, il serait desormais impossible de proceder 
a une cooperation pacifique dans le cadre de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Il estime que !'article 118 n'est pas clair, car 
a cote de !'expression (( qui en resulte )) se trouve 
egalement dans le texte anglais !'expression 
« in its entirety )) (dans son ensemble). De plus, 
le texte russe, qui fait egalement foi, contient 
aussi !'expression « dans son ensemble J>. Le 
Bureau de l'Assemblee est qualifie pour donner 
une interpretation claire de cet article. 

J\1. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que !'inter
pretation de !'article 118 par 1e President est 
illogique car, lorsque Ie preambule d'une propo
sition est adopte et le dispositif rejete, il va de 
soi, et il y a des precedents, que l'on ne met pas 
aux voix le preambule seulement, mais l'ensemble 
de Ia proposition. 

M. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) estime que le 
Bureau n'est pas competent pour interpreter 
!'article 118. Cet article est d'ailleurs parfaitement 
clair. Si la decision du President est contestee, 
il suffit d'appliquer !'article 102. 

M. THORN (Nouvelle-Zelande) declare que 
!'article 118 ne prete a aucune equivoque et que 
!'interpretation du President est parfaitement 
claire. Certaines delegations ont fait allusion aux 
difficultes dans Iesquelles s'enfoncerait la Com
mission si l' on procedait de telle ou telle maniere. 
En rcalite, si le representant de l'URSS propose 
que l'on vote sur !'ensemble de son projet de 
resolution, c'est dans l'espoir de la voir rejetee 
pour sortir de l'impasse ou il se trouvcrait si 
certaines parties seulement de sa proposition 
etaient adoptees. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que s'il a admis la 
discussion du projet de resolution de I'URSS, 
c'est parce que cette resolution contient certaines 
recommandations qui ne sont pas contenucs dans 
la resolution des quatre Puissances et qui ne 
contredisent pas cette derniere. La Commission 
a adopte certains de ces paragraphes. D'autre 
part, !'article 118 est parfaitement clair et 
I' expression (( la proposition qui en resulte :) . ne 
peut avoir qu'une signification : la proposition 
qui resulte du vote paragraphe par paragraph_e. 
Toutefois, par souci d'objectivite, il met aux vo1x 
par priorite Ia proposition de l'URSS tendant 
a demander au Bureau de l'Assemblee une 
interpretation de !'article 118. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
rejetee par 50 voix contre 6, avec une abstention. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques. socia
listes sovietiques) declare que sa deiegatwn ne 
pourra pas considerer le vote sur les paragra~hes 
premier, deuxieme et quatrieme de sa resolution, 
comme un vote sur la resolution de l'URSS, dans 
son ensemble. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux vmx les paragraphes 
premier, deuxieme et quatrieme du dispositif de 
la resolution de l'URSS. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee . 
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The three paragraphs were adopted by 48 votes, 
with one abstention, _ 

/ .--
'/ 

( 

Consideration of the A usiralian proposal 
( AJC.lf362) 

1\Ir. STCiLK (Venezuela), in supporting the 
Australian proposal, formally moved the addition 
<lf a sentence specifying that the President of 
the General Assembly or the Chairman of the 
First Committee and the Secretary-General should 
be vested \vith power of mediation and concil
iation between the four-Po·,ver concerned, with 
a view to achieving agreement. 

R.-\tiil\1 Khan (Pakistan) supported the Aus
tralian proposal and recalled that the Special 
Committee, which had encountered great diffi
culties in obtaining the co-operation of the four 
States concerned, had recommended that the 
General Assembly should consider ways and 
means of obtaining such co-operation. In that 
connexion, t he delegation of Pakistan had 
suggested that a goodwill mission consisting of 
not more than three world-renowned diplomats 
should be dispatched to the three States on the 
northern frontier of Greece after consultation 
with the five great Powers. 

The Pakistan delegation therefore suggested 
that the mediator or mediators should first 
get in touch with representatives of the five 
Great Powers, so as to clear the ground for 
action and improve the chances of success. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) recalled 
that, in the general debate, his delegation had 
already supported the Australian proposal, which 
it now welcomed as a gesture of conciliation. 
It proposed that the officers of the First 
Committee, namely, the Chairman and the 
Rapporteur, should also take part in the Paris 
meetings of the representatives of the four 
Powers concerned. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated that the 
only reason why he had not proposed that 
Mr. Spaak should act as mediator was that 
the latter had not been in Paris at the time 
when the Australian delegation had submitted 
its proposal. He heartily endorsed that suggestion, 
as well as the suggestion that the Rapporteur 
should also take part in the proposed talks. 
He also agreed to jthe amendment proposed 
by the delegation of Venezuela. 

Mr. KATz-SvcHY (Poland) stated that, although 
the circumstances in which the at tempts at 
conciliation were to take place would be less 
favourable after the adoption of the resolution 
{)f the four Powers, and although the repre
sentative of Greece would enjoy a privileged 
position, the Polish delegation supported the 
Australian proposal. 

It agreed to the United States representative's 
proposal to include the Chairman of the First 
Committee among the conciliators, but did not 
think that the Rapporteur should be included, 
as the success of the negotiations depended 
on the small number of mediators. 

The Polish delegation regretted ·that the 
Committee had not replied to the cablegram sent 

Les trois paragraphes sont adoptes par 48 voix 
et une abstention. 

Examen de La proposition auslralienne 
( A/C.l/362) 

M. STOLK (Venezuela), en appuyant cette 
proposition, propose formellement d'ajouter nne 
phrase precisant que le President de l'Assemblee 
ou le President de la Premiere Commission et le 
Secretaire general seront investis de fonctions de 
mediation et de conciliation aupres des quatre 
Puissances interessees, en vue de favoriser la 
conclusion d'un accord. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) appuie la propo!>ition 
de l' Australie et rappelle que la Commission 
speciale qui anit rencontre de grandes difficultes 
a obtenir la cooperation des quatre Etats intcresses 
avait recommande a l'Assemblee gencrale de 
rechercher les moyens d'arriver a n~ali ser cette 
cooperation. A ce sujet, la delegation du Pakistan 
avait suggerc qu'une mission de bonne volonte 
ne comptant pas plus de trois diploma:es, de 
renom mondial, flit envoyee dans les trois Etats 
du nord de la Grece, apres avoir pris contact avec 
les cinq grandes Puissances. 

La delegation du Pakistan suggere done que le 
ou les mediateurs prennent d'abord contact avec 
les representants des cinq grandes Puissances 
afin de deblayer le terrain et d'augmenter les 
chances d'accord. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) rappelle 
que, lors du debat general, sa delegation avait 
deja appuye la proposition de l'Australie. Elle 
salue aujourd'hui ce geste de conciliation. Elle 
propose que le Bureau de la Premiere Commission, 
c'est-a-dire son President et son Rapporteur, 
participent aussi aux reunions des representants 
des quatre Puissances interessees, a Paris. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) declare que 
c'est uniquement en raison de !'absence de 
M. Spaak de Paris au moment ou la delegation 
de I' Australie a presente sa proposition qu' elle 
ne l'avait pas propose comme conciliateur. II se 
rallie naturellement a cette proposition, de meme 
qu'a celle d'adjoindre le Rapporteur de la Com
mission. II est egalement d'accord sur l'amen
dement propose par la delegation du Venezuela. 

M. KATz-Sucnv (Pologne) declare que, quoique 
les circonstances dans lesquelles s'opererQ la 
conciliation soient moins favorables apres 
!'adoption de la resolution des quatre Puissances 
et bien que le representant de la Grece ait une 
situation privilegiee, la delegation polonaise 
appuie cependant la proposition australienne. 

Elle approuve la suggestion du representant 
des Etats-Unis tendant a inclure le President 
de la Premiere Commission parmi les conciliateurs, 
mais ne croit pas qu'il soit opportun que le 
Rapporteur doive en faire partie, car le succes 
de cctte tentative depend du petit nombre des 
mediateurs. 

La delegation polonaise 
gramme cmanant des 

reorette que Ie te1e
n~uf personnalitcs 
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by nine prominent Athenians, particularly as 
the authors of the cablegram were already 
undergoing punishment by the Athens Govern
ment. The fundamental problem was clearly 
one of internal conciliation in Greece itself. 
However, in view of the frontier incidents and 
of the abnormal relations between Greece on 
one hand and its three northern neighbours on 
the other, the Polish delegation would vote for 
the Australian proposal. 

Mr. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) supported the Australian proposal. 
He added in reply to the Pakistan representative's 
remarks that the USSR, which had neither 
strategic nor economic interests in Greece, was 
certainly not responsible for the situation in 
that country. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) supported the Australian 
proposal. His delegation did not wish on 
principle to exclude any attempt at mediation 
with the three northern States. He remarked, 
hov1ever, that after Mr. Behler's statement to 
the effect that his country would continue to 
furnish moral aid to the guerrillas, and after 
the Polish representative's attempt to introduce 
questions relating to Greek domestic affairs into 
the discussion, there seemed to be little chance 
of success. In no event ·would Greece be able 
to agree to a discussion of her internal affairs. 

Mr. Pipinelis supported the United States 
representative's proposal to include the Chairman 
and Rapporteur of the Committee in the list 
of mediators. 

Mr. BoGOMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that his delegation favoured 
the Australian proposal. However, he wished 
to ask in what capacity the President of the 
General Assembly and the Secretary-General 
would take part in the proposed meeting. He 
also asked the United States representative in 
what capacity the Chairman and Rapporteur of 
the First Committee were to participate. \Vritten 
proposals on that question accompanied by 
verbal explanations should be submitted. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated in reply 
to the USSR representative that the Australian 
delegation had approved a Venezuelan amendment 
proposing that the President of the General 
Assembly and the Secretary-General should act 
as conciliators ; they would do so on account 
of their high position and considerable experience. 
If the proposal were accepted, the President of 
the General Assembly intended to convene the 
meeting as soon as possible so as to establish 
contact before the General Assembly took up 
the discussion of the question. 

J'\Ir. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) thought that 
th~ addition to the Australian proposal of the 
sentence " The President of the General Assembly, 
the Chairman of the First Committee and the 
Secretary-General shall _act as conciliato;s . ~nd 
mediators " would furmsh an exa~t de1m1hon 
vf the part which they \vould play m the talks. 

atheniennes n'ait pas fait l'objet d'une reponse 
de la part de la Commission, d'autant plus que 
les auteurs de ce telegramme sont deja victimes 
de sevices de la part du Gouvernement d'Athenes. 
Le probleme fondamental est evidemment celui 
de la conciliation interne en Grece meme. De plus, 
etant donne les incidents de frontieres et les 
relations anormales entre Ia Grece, d'une part, 
et ses trois voisins du nord, d'autre part, la 
delegation de la Pologne votera en faveur de la 
proposition australienne. 

M. T ARASSENKo (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) appuie la proposition austra
lienne. II ajoute, en reponse a la declaration du 
representant du Pakistan, que la situation en 
Grece ne depend certainement pas de l'URSS, 
qui n'a pas d'interet ni strategique, ni economique 
dans ce pays. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) appuie la proposition 
australienne car sa delegation ne veut exclure 
en principe aucune tentative de mediation avec 
les trois Etats septentrionaux. II fait remarquer 
cependant qu'aprcs la declaration de M. Behler 
indiquant que son pays continuerait a fournir 
une aide morale aux partisans, eta pres la tentative 
du representant de la Pologne d'introduire, dans 
les discussions qui vont avoir lieu, des questions 
relatives aux affaires interieures de la Grece, les 
chances de succes deviennent faibles. De toute 
fa~on, la Grece ne pourra accepter que des 
questions d'ordre interieur soient discutees. 

M. Pipinelis appuie la proposition des Etats
Unis tendant a inclure Ie President et le Rap
porteur de la Commission, dans la liste des 
mediateurs. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que sa delegation est 
favorable a la proposition de l'Australie. II 
voudrait cependant demander en quelle qualite, 
le President de I' Assemblee generale et le Secn~
taire General participeront a Ia reunion projetee. 
II demande egalement au representant des Etats
Unis a quel titre le President et le Rapporteur 
de la Commission participeraient a la reunion. 
Des propositions ecrites devraient etre faites a 
ce sujet accompagnees de commentaires oraux. 

Lc colonel HoDGSON (Australie) repond au 
representant de l'URSS que la delegation austra
lienne a approuve un amendement du Venezuela 
tendant a ce que le President de l' Assemblee 
generale et le Secretaire general agissent en 
tant que conciliateurs. C'est en raison de leur 
position elevee et de leur experience considerable 
en la matiere qu'ils agiraient. Si cette proposition 
etait adoptee, le President de l' Assemblee generale 
aurait l'intention de convoquer la reunion le plus 
vite possible, de fa~on a faire rapport avant que 
I' Assemblee generale "discute la question. 

M. VITERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) estime. que 
!'addition de la phrase suivante a Ja proposltlOTI 
de l'Australie : « le President de l'Assemblee, le 
President de la Premiere Commission et le 
Secretaire o'eneral aPiront en !qualite de conci-· 
liateurs et"' de mldiateurs » · permettrait d~ 
determiner exactement le role qu'ils devraient 
jouer. 
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Mr. ~OGOMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) moved the adjournment of the meeting. 

_The proposal was adopted mJ 29 voles to 5, 
Wlih 8 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 6.05 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-THIRD 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 10 November 1948, at 8.30 p.m. 

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

60. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde
pendence and territorial integrity 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
CoMMITTEE oN THE BALKANs (A/574, A/644 
AND A/692). 

Discussion of the Belgian draft resolution 
(A fC.1 /378). 

• \t the suggestion of the representative of the 
USSR, the CHAIRMAN invited the representatives 
of Albania and Bulgaria to the Committee table 
for the purpose of answering any questions which 
the Committee might desire to ask. In response 
to a request from the representative of Poland, 
they were invited to make initial statements on 
the Belgian draft resolution. 

Mr. KuLISHEv (Bulgaria) said that his Govern
ment was concerned only for the welfare of the 
children and did not wish to prevent their return 
to Greece if that was the desire of their parents 
or guardians. However, it was important that 
the Greek Government should not be given an 
opportunity to exploit the children's plight for 
its own political ends, and the Bulgarian Govern
ment required assurance that the children would 
really be returned to their families. Mr. Kulishev 
requested that the Committee postpone its deci
sion on the draft resolution for a reasonable time 
jn order that he might have an opportunity to 
consult his Government and receive its instructions 
as to the position which he sould take in respect 
of the proposal. 

Mr. HEBA (Albania) stated that the Greek 
Government bore responsibility for the children's 
plight. They had left Greece in order to escape 
from the persecution and terror of the monarcho
fascist regime. Albania's interest in the children 
was entirely humanitarian. The Albanian Red 
Cross and other welfare societies had taken charge 
of the children upon their arrival and had gone 
to great lengths in providing for their comfort 
and weH-being. The children were in the charge 
of Greek personnel, responsible for their education, 
who had accompanied them across the frontier. 
Mr. Heba denied that any of the children had been 
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. M. BoG?.M_GLov (Union des Rcpubliqurs socia
li?tes sovietlques) propose l'ajonrnrmcnt dP h 
seance. ' 

Celte proposi~ion est adoptee par :!9 voi:r contr~ 5 
avec 8 absientzons. · 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 05. 

CENT-QUATRE;VINGT-TREIZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
le mercredi 10 novembre 1948, a 20 h. 30. 

President: M. P.-H. SPAAK (B elgique). 

60. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a 1 'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoM;mssioN SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/57-i, 
A/644 ET A/692). 

Discussion du projet de resolution de la Belgique 
( AjC.1f378) . 

Sur la proposition du representant de l'URSS 
Ie PRESIDENT invite les representants de I' Albanie 
et de la Bulgarie a prendre place a la table de !a 
Commision pour repondre aux questions que la 
Commission pourrait avoir a leur poser. Sur la 
demande du r epresentant de la Pologne, Jc 
President prie les representants de l' Albanic 
et de la Bulgarie de faire connaitre leur position 
a l'egard du projet de resolution presentc par Ia 
Belgique. 

M. KouLICHEV (Bulgarie) precise que son 
Gouvernement ne se preoccupe que de !'interet 
des enfants et n'a pas !'intention d'empechcr 
qu'ils soient rapatrics en Grece, si tel est Ie desir 
de leurs parents ou de leurs tuteurs. II importc 
toutefois de ne pas donner au Gouverncmcnt 
grec !'occasion de faire etat, a des fins politiqucs 
particulieres, de la faeheuse situation de c~s 
enfants ; le Gouvernement bulgarc veut avo1r 
}'assurance que Ies enfants seront reellemcnt 
rendus a leur famille. M. Koulichcv dcmn.ndc 
a la Commission d'ajourner d'un t emps rai~on
nable sa decision sur le projet de resolulwn. 
pour qu'il puisse consulter son Gou wrnei;'~n l 
et en recevoir des instructions sur la po~• twn 
qu'il doit prendre au sujet de cctte proposition. 

M. HEBA (Albanie) declare que c'est le ~~u:·cr
nement grec qui porte l'enticre rcsponsah11Jte .du 
malheur de ces enfants. Ils ont quitte la Grerr 
pour echapper a la persecution ct a b tcr~cnr 
que fait regner le regime monarcho-fascJstc. 
L'Albanie ne s'interesse :i ces cnfn.nis que .du 
point de vue purement hum:mitairc. La ~rm~
Rouge albanaise ct d'autres societes de b•cnf:u
sance se sont chargees de ces cnbnts h lr~1.~ 
arrivee dans Je pays, et ont fait tout ce qn 1 

etait possible pour leur assurer lc bicn-etrc ~t 
Jes soins neccssaires. Les enfants sont :i Ia g:u</ 

. 't n1Jl:lanc' du personnel gree qm Jes ava1 nero · · 



brought out of Greece by force. The reports of 
the Special Committee on the Balkans (A./574, 
A/G4,1) had themselves shown that there was no 
cvidca ce of alleged abductions ; all had sought 
r efuge in Albania in order to escape the bombs 
of t he Grc.:k Government air force. He request ed 
a delay of 48 hours before t he Committee adopted 
the Belgian draft resolution in order that he might 
ascertain the att itude of his Government in the 
matter. 

:\Ir. Prrr :>:ELIS (Greece) accepted the Belgian 
draft resolution, subject to the deletion of the 
third paragraph. He recalled that at the previous 
meeting he had wit hdrawn his own amendment 
on the understanding that the Chairman would 
draw up a revised t ext, placing the responsibility 
fLH. organizing the children's repatriation upon the 
International R ed Cross in co-operation with 
nation::d at~ t horities . He saw no reason why the 
Internat ional R ed Cross should not be able to 

· overcome any difficulties which might arise in 
carrying out its t ask. The third paragraph t ended 
to limit the parties' freedom to decide what 
authorities should carry out the repatriation on 
their oy.-n territories and should therefore be 
omitted. Under the provisions of the fourth 
paragraph, the International R ed Cross was 
entrusted with the task of co-operating with the 
national organizat ions concerned, and that seemed 
to be the correct solution. 

l\Ir. BEBLER (Yugoslavia), explaining that he 
had only just received the text of the Belgian 
draft resolution, expressed concern at the provision 
in the fi rst paragraph that the children could be 
returned at the request of their " guardians ". 
Under Yugoslav law, and presumably under the 
legal codes of other States, a child's guardian 
might be a court or tribunal. Care should there
fo;·.; lJc t aken to ensure that Greek courts did 
not ex};loit the situation to serve the purposes 
of ::t ]Wlitical campaign. H e also asked the 
Cummiltee to delay its decision on the draft reso
lut ion in order that the Yugoslav delegation might 
asc<Tt:tin the views of its Government in the 
matt,';- and to enable the Chairman of the Com
mittee to consult with the States concerned for 
the purpose of drawing up a t ext acceptable to all. 

l\1r. BoGmrowv (Union of Soviet Socialist 
R epublics) thought that the request of several 
delegations for a delay of 48 hours in which to 
consult th eir Governments and formulate their 
positions in respect of the draft resolution, was 
eminently reasonable. He saw no reason why the 
Committee should not agree. 

;.Hr. l\Icr\EIL (United Kingdom), observing that 
the Greek representative had not asked for post
ponc>ment of the decision, said that there was no 
reason for granting the request. He could not 
a<1rce that the representatives of two States who 
h~d been invited to the Committee table merely 

au dela de Ia frontiere, et qui s'occupe de leur 
education. M. Heba dement qu'aucun de ces 
enfants grecs ait ete emmene de force. Les 
rapports de Ia Commission speciale des Nations 
Unies pour les Balkans (A/574 et A/644) eux
memes montrent que I'on n'a aucune preuve des 
pretendus enlevements d'enfants; tous ant cherche 
refuge en A.lbanie pour echapper aux bombes de 
!'aviation du Gouvernement grec. M. Heba 
demande a la Commission d'attendre 48 heures 
avant d'adopter le projet de resolution pn\sente 
par la Belgique, pour lui permettre de connaitre 
avec precision !'attitude du Gouvernement alba
nais sur cette question. 

M. PrPINELis (Grcce) accepte le projet de 
resolution de la Belgique, a condition que soit 
supprime le troisiemc paragraphe. II rappelle 
que, a la seance precedente, il avait retire son 
amendement, en comptant que le President 
etablirait un t exte remanie qui confierait a la 
Croix-Rouge internationale, en collaboration avec 
les autorites nationales, le soin de rapatrier les 
enfants. Il ne voit pas pourquoi la Croix-Rouge 
internationale ne saurait pas surmonter les 
difficultes qu' ellc pent rencontrer dans I' accom
plissement de cctte t ache. Lc troisieme paragraphe 
t end a limiter, pour les parties en cause, la liberte 
de decider quelles seront les autorites chargees 
sur leur t erritoire respectif, d'assurer le rapa
triement. Ce paragraphe devrait done cere 
supprime. Selon les dispositions du quatrieme 
paragraphe, la Croix-Rouge internationale se voit 
confier la tache de travailler en liaison avec les 
organisations nationales par les Etats interesses. 
Voila, semble-t-il, la bonne solution. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) fait observer qu'il 
vicnt seulement de recevoir le texte du projet 
de resolution de la Belgique. Il manifeste quelque 
inquietude sur un point du premier paragraphe, 
selon lequel les enfants pourraient etre rapatries 
sur la demande de leurs (( tuteurs n. En Yougoslavie, 
comme en d'autres Etats sans doute, la loi 
reconnait que le tuteur d'un enfant peut etre 
nne cour de justice ou un tribunal. Il faut done 
veiller a ce que les tribunaux grecs n'exploitent 
pas la situation a des fins politiques. M. Behler, 
lui aussi, demande a la Commission d'ajourner 
sa decision sur le projet de resolution, pour 
que la delegation de Yougoslavie puisse s'informer 
des vues de son Gouvernement a ce sujet, et 
pour que le President de la Commission puisse 
conferer avec les Etats interesses en vue de 
l'etablissement d'un texte acceptable a taus. 

M. BoGoMoLOv (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiqucs) juge eminemment raisonnable 
la demande que viennent de formuler plusieurs 
delegations, d'un delai de 48 heures qui leur 
permette de consulter leurs Gouvernements et 
de preciser leur attitude a I'egard du projet de 
resolution. Il ne voit pas pourquoi la Commission 
ne l'accepterait pas. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni), observant que I~ 
representant de la Grece n'a pas demande 
l'ajournement de la decision, considere que la 
Commission n'a aucune raison d'acceder a cette 
demand e. II ne pent admettre que les representants 
de deux Etats, que la Commission a invites a 
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to nnswer questions, should be permitted to 
advise the Committee as to the manner in which 
it should organize its discussion. There ·was no 
justification for the Yugoslav request for postpone
ment, since the Yugoslav representative had 
had sufficient opportunity to familiarize himself 
with every aspect of the Greek question. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) recalled that the 
draft resolution had originated in a proposal 
which he had made on the previous day to detach 
the question of the Greek refugee children from 
the context of the four-Power resolution. At that 
time, Colonel Hodgson had asked that the organ
ization 'of repatriation be entrusted to some 
international body such as the International Heel 
Cross. The proposal, as it had been formulated 
by the Chairman, had been accepted by all, 
including t4e representative of Yugoslavia. The 
latter had, however, made his acceptance subject 
to the provision that the responsible authority 
in his country should be the Yugoslav Hed Cross. 
Colonel Hodgson had then re-drafted the proposal 
to provide that the International Hed Cross 
should organize the repatriation in co-operation 
with the national Hed Cross organizations of the 
countries concerned. Thus amended, the proposal 
had been accepted by the representative of Yugo
slavia. Colonel Hodgson found it difficult to 
understand why Mr. Behler desired a delay in 
which to consult his Government. As Deputy 
Foreign Minister for Yugoslavia it was surely 
possible for Mr. Bebler to take a decision on his 
own initiative. Since the draft resolution was 
perfectly clear and understandable, there could 
be no possible reason for procrastination. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) shared 
the view of the Australian representative. The 
draft resolution had been before the Committee 
for 48 hours and no amendments had so far been 
submitted. The General Assembly expected the 
Committee to conclude its discussion on the Greek 
question without delay and Mr. Dulies thought 
that postponement of the simple proposal to 
repatriate the refugee children would reflect 
upon the whole of the work of the General As
sembly. 

?\Ir. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) saw no reason why the Committee 
should not concede the request of the Albanian 
and Bulgarian representatives. They had not 
objected to the draft resolution and merely 
desired to consult their Governments. It was a 
perfectly legitimate request. To refuse it was 
to suggest that certain delegations were not 
interested in the fate of the refugee children hut 
desired only to complicate the Greek question by 
inducing the Governments concerned to reject 
the draft resolution. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that the Austra
lian representative had misunderstood the position 
taken by the Yugoslav delegation on the previous 
day. In addition to insisting that the repa
triation of Greek children from Yugoslavia should 

assister a la seance, a seule fin de pouvoir leur 
poser des questions, aient a lui donner des 
conseils sur la fa<;on dont elle doit organi:-;cr ses 
debats. Rienne justifie la demande d'ajournement 
qu' a presentee le representant de la Y ougoslavie ; 
il a eu tout le temps necessaire pour se familiariscr 
avec tous les aspects de la question grecque. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) rappelle que le 
projet de resolution a son origine dans une 
proposition qu 'il avait lui-meme presentee 1a 
veille, tendant a detacher du reste de la resolution 
des quatre Puissances la question des cnfants 
grecs rcfugies. Le colonel Hodgson avait alors 
demande qu'une institution internationale, la 
Croix-Houge internationale par exemple, fut 
chargee d'organiser lc rapatriement. Cette propo
sition, telle que l'avait exposee le President, 
avait recueilli l'accord de tous, meme du repre
sentant de la Yougoslavie. Ce dernier, toutefois, 
avait fait dependre son assentiment de la condition 
que, dans son pays, l'insti tution responsable 
flit la Croix-Houge yongoslave. Le colonel 
Hodgson avait alors modifie sa proposition, 
pour indiqucr clairement que la Croix-Rouge 
internationale devait organiser le rapatriement 
en collaboration avec les organisations nationales 
de la Croix-Houge des pays interesses. Le repre
sentant de la Yougoslavie avait accepte la 
proposition ainsi amendee. Le colonel Hodgson 
ne parvicnt pas a comprendre pourquoi M. Bebler 
veut obtenir un delai pour pouvoir consulter 
son Gouvernement. En taut que Ministre adjoint 
des affaires etrangeres de Yougoslavie, M. Behler 
a certainement la possibilite de prendre une 
decision de son propre chef. Le projet de resolution 
etant parfaitement precis et comprehensible, ii 
n'y a absolument aucune raison pour renvoyer 
la decision a son sujet. 

M. DuLLES (Etats~Unis d'Amerique) partage 
I' avis du representant de I' Australie. Voila 
48 heures, dit-il, que la Commission est saisie 
du projct de resolution, sans qu'aucun amen
dement ait etc propose. L'Assemhlee generale 
s'attend a ce que Ia Commission termine au 
plus tOt l'examen deJa question grecque. Ajourner 
la discussion d'une simple proposition tendant a 
rapatrier les enfants refugies serait, scion 
M. Dulles, jcter le discredit sur !'ensemble des 
travaux de I' Assemblee general e. 

M. TAnASSENKO (Hepublique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) ne voit pas pourquoi Ia 
Commission n'accederait pas a la demande des 
representants de l'Albanie et de la Bulgarie. 
Ces representants ne se sont pas opposes au 
projet de resolution ; ils desirent simplement 
consulter leurs Gouvernemcnts. Cette demande 
est parfaitement legitime. Hefuser cquivaudrait 
a laisser entendre que certaines delegations 
ne s'interessent pas au sort des enfants refugies, 
mais ont pour seul desir de compliquer la 
question grecque en incitant les Gouve:nem~nts 
interesses a repousser le projet de resolutiOn. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) croit que le repre
sentant de l'Australie a mal compris !'attitude 
que la delegation yougoslave a adoptee la veille. 
Elle a demande avec insistance que le rapa
triement des enfants grecs refugies en Yougoslavie 
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be under the control of the Yugoslav Red Cross, 
he had made the further reservation that the 
parents should first freely express their desire 
for the children's return. The present draft 
resolution did not take account of that reservation 
since it included orphans, and provided that the 
necessary authorization might be given by a 
guardian. He feared that the " guardian " might 
prove to be a court or tribunal of the Greek 
Government which would insist on the children's 
return to a countrs where civil war was raging. 
Mr. Behler also explained that it was for his 
Government to decide what Yugoslavia's position 
would be in respect of the draft resolution. While 
he was Deputy Foreign Minister, he had no right 
to take such a decision on his own account. Like 
the representative on the Ukrainian SSR 
Mr. Behler wondered, after hearing the statement 
of the United Kingdom representative, whether the 
aim of the Belgian draft resolution coincided with 
that of the four-Power resolution and was an 
attempt to place Yugoslavia in an impossible 
position. If the Committee w2.s really concerned 
with the fate of the Greek refugee children, it 
could not object to the request for some delay in 
order to come to a decision which the Yugoslav 
Government could accept. 

lVIr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) insisted that if the 
Belgian proposal was to result in the repatriation 
of the children and not be just another rhetorical 
resolution, it was essential to obtain the co
operation of the Yugoslav, Albanian and Bulgarian 
Governments. Hence the Committee could not 
refuse their representatives an opportunity to 
consult with their Governments. Mr. Katz-Suchy 
considered that the question was a non-contro
versial one. If representatives were anxious not to 
delay the debate on the remaining items of the 
agenda, it might be advisable to transmit the 
matter to the Third Committee, with a request 
that it work out a practical plan in consultation 
with such international bodies as the United 
Nations International Children's Emergency Fund. 
Mr. Katz-Suchy stated that he was prepared to 
submit a proposal to that effect. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) drew attention to the pacific character 
of the Belgian draft resolution. It was not a 
question of an order by the General Assembly, but 
merely an invitation to the States concerned, 
suagesting that they take certain steps. In the 
vi~w of the USSR delegation, the proposal was 
perfectly acceptable and reasonable. Mr. Bogo
molov sympathized with the desire of the United 
States and United Kingdom representatives to 
terminate the debate on the Greek question as soon 
as possible but . he c.ould see no objection ~o 
postponing the discussion for, say, 24 hours, m 
order that the delegations concerned might obtain 
the views of their Governments so that the 
question of the Greek children might be settled 

se fit sous le controle de la Croix-Rouge yougo
slave, mais en plus elle a fait cette reserve que les 
parents devraient d'abord, en toute liberte, 
demander expressement le rapatriement de leurs 
enfants. Le projet de resolution actuellement 
en discussion ne tient pas compte de cette reserve, 
puisqu'il inclut Jes orphelins dans Ia mesure en 
question ct prevoit que I'autorisation pourra 
etre donnee par un tuteur. M. Behler craint 
que le (( tuteur )) ne soit en fait une cour ou un 
tribunal relevant du Gouvernement d' AthEmes, 
qui reclamerait le retour des enfants dans un 
pays en proie a la guerre civile. II ajoute que 
c'est au Gouvernement yougoslave de decider 
de la position qu'adoptera _la Yougoslavie a 
l'cgard du projet de resolution. Sa qualite de 
Ministre adjoint des Affaires etrangeres ne lui 
donne pas le droit de prendre !'initiative d'une 
decision aussi grave. Comme le representant 
de la RSS d'Ukraine, M. Behler se demande, 
a la suite de !'intervention du representant 
du Royaume-Uni, si le projet de resolution de 
Ia Belgique ne vise pas au meme resultat que 
les resolutions des quatre Puissances et ne tend 
pas egalement a mettre la Yougoslavie dans 
une situation impossible. Si la Premiere 
Commission s'interesse vraiment au sort des 
enfants grecs refugies, elle ne peut refuser Je 
delai demande, qui permettrait d'arriver a une 
decision acceptable pour le Gouvernement 
yougoslave. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) souligne que si 
I'on veut que la proposition beige ait pour 
resultat le rapatriement effectif des enfants 
et ne soit pas simplement une nouvelle resolutiou 
academique, ii est essentiel d'obtenir la coope
ration des Gouvernements de la Yougoslavie, 
de I'Albanie et de la Bulgarie. La Commission 
ne peut done refuser aux representants de ces 
pays Ia possibilite de consulter leurs Gouver
nements. M. Katz-Suchy estime que Ia question 
des enfants grecs n'est pas une question qui 
puisse soulever une controverse ; si les membres 
de la Commission tiennent a ne pas retarder 
!'etude des points qui restent inscrits a I'ordre 
du jour, ii conviendrait peut-etre de transmettre 
cette question a la Troisieme Commission, en 
l'invitant a elaborer a son sujet un plan d'appli
cation pratique, en consultation avec des 
organismes internationaux, comme le Fonds 
international de secours a l'enfance. M. Katz
Suchy declare qu'il est dispose a soumettre une 
proposition a cet effet. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) souligne le caract ere 
pacifique du projet de resolution presente par 
la Belgique. II ne s'agit pas la d'un ?rdre que 
donnerait I'Assemblee generale mais d'une 
simple recommandation, invitant les Et?-~s 
interesses a prendre certaines mesures. La ??le
gation de l'URSS estime que cette propos1bon 
est tout a fait acceptable et raisonnable . .M. Bogo
molov comprend le desir des representants des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, de voir s'ach~ver 
dans le plus bref delai, !'etude du probleme 
grec ; toutefois, il ne voit person~ellement 
aucune objection a ajourner les debats de 
24 heures, par exemple, pour permettr~ aux 
delegations des pays interesses de recevOJr des 
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l'apidly, easily and amicably. He did not think 
that it was desirable to refer the problem to the 
Third Committee as the Polish representative had 
suggested, although he would not object to that 
procedure if the United States representative 
found it preferable. In order that the Com
Jnittee's work should not he delayed, Mr. Bogo
molov proposed that the decision on the draft 
l'esolution be taken at the end of the evening 
meeting on the following day and that the 
(ommittee proceed with the examination of other 
items on its agenda. 

In view of the humanitarian nature of the draft 
resolution, Mr. Bogomolov thought it could be 
accepted without any amendments. However, 
the final paragraph needed some clarification and 
it might be improved by certain minor revisions. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) said that, since 
several representatives had emphasized the huma
:nitarian character of the draft resolution and had 
accepted it without any reservation other than the 
request by the parties for time to consult their 
Governments, he withdrew his previous stat ement. 
As originator of the proposal, Colonel Hodgson 
thought that delay was immaterial so long as the 
objective was achieved and the children were 
returned to Greece. He supported the USSR 
j>roposal for a 24 hour delay and expressed the 
hope that the Committee might thus reach a 
unanimous decision. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) supported the 
USSR proposal to postpone the decision for 24 
lwurs and proceed with the discussio11 of the 
"ther draft resolutions on the Greek question. 

Mr. BEBLEn (Yugoslavia) regretted that the 
Yugoslav delegation had not been given full oppor
tunity to examine and amend the draft resolution 
.before it was submitted to the Committee. He 
l"ecalled that it had been agreed that the Chairman 
would prepare the text in consultation with the 
delegations concerned. The Yugoslav delegation 
intended to implement the draft resolution and 
ltefore accepting it, required time for serious study 
and consultation with its Government. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the text had been 
shown to the Yugoslav representative at the 
morning meeting. 

It was decided to postpone the debate on the 
Belgian draft resolution until the evening meeting 
•n the following day, and to proceed immediately 
with the discussion of the Australian draft 
resolution (A JC.l/362). 

The CHAIRMAN in reply to a request for infor
mation which the Polish representative had made 
at an earlier meeting, stated that a telegram to the 
(Jueen of Greece had been drafted by one of the 
observation groups of the United Nations Special 

instructions de leurs Gouvernements; de cctte 
maniere, le probleme des enfants grecs pou:rr.llt 
etre regie a !'amiable, rapidement et sans diffi
cultes. M. Bogomolov ne juge pas opportun de 
renvoyer ce probleme a la Troisicme Commission, 
ainsi que l'a propose le representant de la 
Pologne ; il ne s'opposera cepenclant pas a eette 
procedure si lc representant des Etats-Uni~ la 
juge preferable. Pour ne pas retarder les travaux 
de la Commission, M. Bogomolov propose que la 
decision sur le projet de resolution soit prise 
a !'issue de la seance de nuit du Iendemain, ('t 
que, pour le moment, la Commission poursuive 
!'etude des autres points de son onlre du jour. 

M. Bogomolov estime qn'etnnt donne son 
caractere humanitaire, le projet de reso
lution pourrait etre acceptc sans amendement. 
Cependa.nt, il faudrait apporter certains cc1air
cissements au dernier paragraphc, qui gagnerait 
peut-etre a etre legerement modifie. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) indique qu';\ 
la suite des interventions de nlusieurs Membres, 
qui ont fait ressortir le i caractere huma
nitaire du projet de n\solution et declare qu'ils 
l'acceptaient sous la seule reserve qu'on leur 
laissat le t emps de consulter leurs Gouvernement::;, 
il retire sa declaration precedente. II rappelle 
que la delegation australienne est a l'origine 
de la proposition et ajoute qu'un retard importe 
peu, pourvu que soit atteint le but poursuivi : 
le retour des enfants en Grece. II appuie la 
proposition de l'URSS demandant un delai de 
24 heures et exprime I'espoir que la Commission 
pourra parvenir a une decision unanime. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) appuie la propo
sition de l'URSS visant a remettre de 2:! heures 
Ia decision et a poursuivre !'etude des autres 
projets de resolution relatifs a Ia question 
grecque. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) deplore qu'il n'ait 
pas etc donne a Ia delegation yougoslave la 
possibilite d'etudier et de modifier le projet de 
resolution avant que celui-ci ffrt presente a la 
Commission. 11 rappelle qu'il avait ete convenu 
que le President, avant d'en Claborer Ie t €xtc, 
consulterait les delegations des pays interesses. 
La dch\gation yougoslave desire voir appliquer 
les dispositions du projet de resolution ; mais 
avant de !'accepter, elle demande a avoir le 
temps de l'Ctudier serieusement et de consulter 
son Gouvernement. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que Ie texte du projet 
de resolution a ete mis entre les mains du repre
sentant de Ia Yougoslavie a la seance du matin. 

Il est decide d' ajourner a la seance de nuit du 
lendemain la discussion du projet de resolution 
presente par la Belgique et de poursuivre immc
diatement l'examen du projet de resolution de 
l' Australie (A JC.l/362). 

Le PRESIDENT, en reponse a une demandc 
de renseignements que le representant de 1a 
Pologne a formulee au cours d'une seance 
precedente, declare que l'un des . groupes 
d'observation de la Commission spec1ale dt~s 
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CommiU~e Qn the Balkans hut k1.d been stopped 
on the decision of the Special Committee. 

Mr. KATz-SvcHY (Poland) said that i.t was 
immateris.l whether the telegram had reached the 
Queen of Greece or not. When he had raised the 
matter. it had been in order to demonstrate the 
bi.asod attitude of the observation group in 
question which had behaved, not as an intern:J.
tional organ of ohserYation should, hut as if it were 
a diplomatic body a ccred!tcd to the Greek 
Government. He explained that the t elegram had 
been proposed fo!!l)'wing a visit which the Qu een of 
Gret:ce had made to the obsen·ation group at 
Y.annina on 23 D<-'Ccmher 1947. The observation 
group lwd announced its d ecision to send the 
telegram ; that decision had hecn reported in the 
Greek Press. 

The CnAm:.uA~ rer:d a communication from the 
Greek representative with regard to the question 
of the nine Greek t rade union leaders who were 
under sentence of death. l\lr. Pipinelis stated 
that the men in question had been found guilty, 
after a public trial, of aiding the partisans by 
recruiting volunteers, transporting arms and 
carrying out a ·::ts of sabotage. It had been estab
lished th:.t one of the accused was a member of 
the crew cf a ship C'lrrying arms and ammunition 
from Albania. The ship had been sunk by a 
Greek war:,hip in the Gulf of Phokianos. Since 
the condemned men had entered a plea for 
clemency, execution -.,vould be postponed until a 
decision h:>..d been taken on the plea. Mr. Pipinelis 
stat ed that the matter was cntirdv within t he 
domestk jurisdiction of Greece and that the First 
Committee was not entitcd to make any recom
mendation. 

Mr. BERLER (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the 
Committee had no knowledge of the letter sent 
by the President of the Assembly to the Athens 
Government. 

Mr. KATz-Sucuy (Poland) said that, since the 
question had been raised, a very difTerent report 
of the affair had been given in the world Press. 
He had lmrncd from the Greek Maritime Union 
that in the case of the principal accused person, the 
only evidence adduced against him was the fact 
that his na;nc had been added in ink to some list of 
m embers of a subversive organization. l\1r. Katz
Suchy h~Hl d so received a cable from the English 
wife of mw of the other condemned men, thanking 
the Cmmni:tec for saving the life of her husband. 
Of courE'c~. ;<s t he reply of the Greek represen
tative h:1tl shown, the execution had only been 
postp0nrd for a time and m:ght be carried out at 
any momt•nt. Mr. K atz-Su chy pointed out that 
on the very day when so many members of the 
Committe·.' had appealed for clemency, nine 
people hnd b :;rn executed in Larissa and four in 
Yannina. The Polish delegation had received 
several m~ssages from Athens concerninrr the case 
of Minours Glezos, the editor-~r.-~hi2f of ~n Athens 
ncwsp:>"per, authorized to appear, who was 
awaiting l:'~~ecution for the sole crime of hav ing 

Nations Unies pour les Balkans avait prepare 
m1 t elcgramme destine a Sa Majeste la Reine 
de Grece, mais que ce h~legramme avait etc 
arrete par decision de la Commission speciale. 

M. KATz-Sucnv (Pologne) dit qu'il importe 
peu d e savoir si ce tClcgramme est parvenu ou 
non :':t la Reine de Grece. En soulcvant cette 
question, il a voulu mettre en lumicre l'attitude 
partialc du groupe ci'observation ; celui-ci ne 
s'e!'.t pas comparte comme devrait le faire un 
organe d'observation de caractcre international, 
mais comme l'aurait fait une representation 
diplomat ique accreditee aupres du Gouvernement 
grec. M. Katz-Suchy cxplique que c'est a la 
suite d'unc visite de Ia Reine de Grcce au groupe 
d'ohservation de .Ja nuina, le 28 decembre 1947, 
qu'a etc propose l'envoi de ce tclegramme. Le 
groupe d'obscrvation a anuoncc qu'il decidait 
d'envoyer Ie t clcgramme et la presse grecque a 
cnrcgistrc cctte decision. 

Le Pn.i:smENT donne lecture d'une communi
cation du representant de la Grcce. concernant 
ln question des ncuf chefs syndicalistes grecs 
cond:-.mncs a mort. M. Pipinelis declare que ces 
hommes ont Cte, apres jugement public. reconrrus 
coupables d'avoir aide les partisans en recrutant 
des volontaircs, en transportant des armes et en se 
livra nt a de~; actes de sabot :Jge. II a cte etabli 
que l'un des nccuscs fais~;it partie de !'equipage 
d'un hatiment transport:mt des armes c~ des 
munitions en provenance d'Albanie. Ce Mbment 
a etc coulc par un navire de guerrc heilcniquc dans 
le golfe de Phokianos. Les condamncs ayant 
prcscntc un recours en gnice, l' exccntion de la 
~entence a etc remise jusqu'a ce qu'une decisio n 
snit prise au sujet de ce recours. l\L Pipinelis 
declare aue c'est la une question d'ordrc interieur, 
qui est entierement du ressort de la juridiction ~ 
grecque, et que la Premiere Commission n'est. en 
droit de faire aucune rccommandation a ce suJet. 

M. BEULER (Yougoslavie) souligne que Ia Com
mission n'a pas connaissance d'unc depccltc 
adressee par le President de l'Assembl::\c au 
Gouvernement d' Athenes. 

1\'I. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) fait remarquer que, 
depuis que la question a ete soulevee, Ia presse 
mondiale a donne une version tres diffcrente de 
i'affc i :e. II a appris que 1a Federation des s~ndicat_s 
maritimes grecs que, pour le principal mculp~, 
I'accusation est fondcc uniquement sur le ~a1t 
que son nom a ete cjoute a l 'encre sur unc I:ste 
de membres li'unc organ; sation subvcr:- tYe. 
M. Katz-Suchy a eg.ulcment e~u de la fell_lme de 
l'un des autres condamne ;, qui est ang!msc, un 
t elcgrammc dans Iequel clie remcrcie la. Co.m
rr.i don d'avoir sauve la v 'c d ~ son man. Bren 
cnt cndu, ainsi qu'en tel11'1igne Ia reponse. du 
representant de la Grece, l'ex.~cution des conaam
nes n'est que differe.: et peut avoir lieu 3. tout 
moment. M. Katz-Suchy Lit remarquer que, !e 
jour meme oir un si grand nombre de membre ; de 
la Commission ont lance un appel a Ia cle~ence, 
neuf personnes ont etc executces a Lanssa ct 
quatrc a Jannina. La delegation polonaise a revu 
d'Athcnes plusieurs messages concernant _lc cas 
de Minoulis Glezos, redacteur en chef d'un JOllrnttl 
d' Athenes paraissant lcgalement, qui a etc con-
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publisbrd ~m article to which the Government 
objected. n~ had beca tried by a well-known 
wartirrw eullaborator who had added, as one of the 
accusation, .. that Glezo~; had torn down the Nazi 
flag from t he Acropolis during the German 
occupJ.ti(lil. 

Hetan:i:1:; to th~ Australian draft resolution, 
~fr. K'lt7.-Suchy drew attent ion to a report by the 
Fra:1cc-Pres'>e n·~ws agency to the ~:fl'ect that 
Grncr~l Markos had :c.e:1t a cable to th:~ Presichmt 
cf th;~ Gcm'rd Assembly on 8 ::~ovember, 
exprc'i:-: ing hi:-; de,;ire that th2 Assembly adopt son:e 
concil\:.;.i.;: ;r}' measnres. :\lr. Katz-Sachy asked 
that the e:,bL· be circabted as a document for the 
inform~t.ion nf the Committ ee. 

The ClcunMAN said that all communications 
which were not sent by Governments were circu
lated in a special list and could be examined by 
member;; oi the Committee. 

Discussion of lhe Australian draft resolution 
( A.JC.f1fJ6Z) and amendments submitted by the 
delegation$ of the United States, Venezuela and 
Ecuador (AfC.l/381, .4jC.lJ382 and AJC.l/383 
respecfi11ely). 

l\1r. Dt1LLES (United States of America), 
replying to a question from the Chairman, said 
that his :1mcndment (AJC.lj381) to the Aus
tralian draft resolution was not meant to 
exclude thr. Secretary-General from the proposed 
discus~ions between the Balkan Powcrs. It called 
for the insertion in the fourth paragraph, after 
the words " General Assembly ", of the phrase : 
" the Chairman and Rapporteur of the First 
Committee ". 

Mr. BO<..H>?.WLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republic-) favoured the conversations proposed 
in the Ausb a1ian draft resolution. He considered 
that the United States proposal to include the 
Chairman and Rapporteur of the First Committee 
in the talks would only complicate matters, as 
would the amendments of Ecuador and Venezuela. 
The USSH delegation would abstain from voting 
on all the amendments. 

Mr. BEBLEB (Yugoslavia) thought that the 
inc Ltsion of the Chairman and Rapporteur of the 
First Committee would change the complexion of 
the convers~tbns, as the representatives of the 
Ur..itcd Nations ;vould be equal in number to those 
of the four Balkan Powers. Since the President 
of the General Assembly and the Secretary
General wen~ the highest officials of the United 
Nations, th~ir participation should suffice. 

'Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) 
explnin ed that the United States amendment had 
bec•n introduced in recognition of the fact that the 
Australiaa proposal was for aclion by the First 
Committee and not by the General Assembly. 
A precedent had been set in the case of the ad hoc 
Committee on Palestine when an effort at conci-

damne a mort et qui attend d'Ctre execute. Son 
seul crime est d'avoir public un article qui a deplu 
au Gouvernement. Il a comparu en justice devant 
nn collaborat(!ur notoire du temps de gucrre, qui 
l'a accuse en particulier d'avoir, sous !'occupation 
allemand~. arrache de 1' Acropole le ch·apeau nazi. 

Revenant an projet de resolution de l'Australie, 
M. Katz-Suchy attire I' attention de la Commission 
sur unc information de l'agence F!'ance-Presse 
selon Inquc!lc Ie general Markos a, Ie 8 novembre 
envoye au President de l' Assemblee generalc u 
telegramme dans lequcl il exprime lc desir de voir 
l'Assemb~c~ prendre des mesnres de conciliation. 
M. Kntz-Suchy demande que le textc de ce tcle
gramme soit distribue aux membres de la Com
mission, comme clement d'information. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que toutes les 
communications qui n'cmanent pas de Gouvcr
nements sont mentionnees dans une listc speciale 
et peuvent ainsi etre examinees par les membres 
de la Commission. 

Discussion du pro jet de resolution de l' Australie 
(A fC.l j362) et des amendemenls presenlcs par 
les delegations des Etats-Unis, du Venezuela 
et de l'Equatcur (ilfC.l/381, AJC.Jf382 et 
AfC.l/383). 

I\i. DuL.LES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique), en re· 
ponse a une question clu President, dit que 
l' amcndcment preseate par sa delegation (A/C. 

· 1/381) au projet de resolut ion de l'Australie 
ne vise pas a exclure le Sccn\taire general des 
discussions qui sont envisagecs entre lc3 Puis
sances b~lkaniqnes . Il propose d'inserer, au 
quatrieme paragraphc, apres «President de l'As
semblee generale )) les mots : << le President 
et le Rapporteur de la Premiere Commission "· 

M. BoGoliiOLov (Union des Republiques socia
list es sovietiqucs) se prononce en faveur des 
conversations proposees dans le projet de reso
lution de I' Australie. II considere que la propo
sition des Etats-Unis tendant a fairc participer 
aux discussions le President et le Rapporteur 
de la Premiere Commission ne ferait que com
pliquer les choses ; il en serait de meme de !'adop
tion des autres amendements prcsentes par 
l'Equateur et le Venezuela. La delegation de 
l'URSS s'abstiendra de voter sur tous ces amen
dements. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) pense que la parti
cipation du President et du Rapporteur de la 
Premiere Commission aux discussions en modi
fi erait la nature, car les representants de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unics seraient alors en 
nombre egal u celui des representants des quatre 
Puissances balkaniques. Puisque le President 
de l'Assemhlec generale et le Secretaire general 
sont les autoriles les plus elevees dans la hierarchic 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, leur partici
pation doit suflire. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) explique 
que l'amcndement de la delegation des Etats
Unis a ete presente pour tenir compte du fait 
que, selon la proposition australienne, c'c~t 
a la Premiere Commission et non a l'Assemblee 
generale qu'il appartiendrait de pren~r~ des 
mesurcs. 11 cxiste deja en la matiere un precedent, 
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liation had been carried out under the auspices 
of the officers of the First Committee and the 
td hoc Committee. That seemed a very reason
~ble practice. Furthermore, the Australian 
:representative had stated that he had originally 
jntended to include the officers of the First 
Committee but had not done so because the draft 
resolution had been prepared hastily and there 
1lad been no time to consult with the individuals 
eoncerned before distributing it. 

.tl vote was taken by show of hands on the United 
Slates amendment ( AJC.l/381). It was adopted by 
42 votes to one, with 6 abstentions. 

At the suggestion of the Chairman, Mr. STOLK 
(Venezuela) withdrew his amendment (A/C.l/382) 
in favour of that submitted by the representative 
gf Ecuador (AJC.l/383). The latter called for 
the addition to the fourth paragraph cf the 
following text : " The President of the General 
Assembly, the Chairman of the First Committee 
and the Secretary-General will act in the capacity 
(lf conciliators and mediators ". 

The Committee agreed to a proposal of 
:Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) to insert the words " and 
Rapporteur " after the word " Chairman "in the 
:first line of the Ecuadorian amendment, and to 
substitute the word " to " for " will ", in the 
~econd line. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the Ecua
iorian amendment. It was adopted by 44 votes 
to one, with 5 abstentions. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) esplaincd that he 
had voted against the amendment because the 
inclusion of the officers of the First Committee in 
the proposed conversations would alter their 
character and be tantamount to including two 
additional delegates. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) asked for an assurance 
that the conversations proposed in the Australian 
draft resolution would not deal with any matters 
falling within the domestic jurisdiction of Greece. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) recalled that he 
had been asked a similar question by the USSR 
Jepresentative at the previous meeting and he had 
replied that the proposal did not attempt to lay 
down any conditions whatsoever in respect of the 
eonversation. The participants should be allowed 
complete freedom to reconcile their difficulties as 
they thought best. He would deplore any 
·attempt to lay down conditions. 

Mr. BoGOMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that he had not asked the 
representative of Australia whether the conver
sations would deal with the internal affairs of 
Greece. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) agreed that if the 
conversations were undertaken in good faith there 
could be no reason to lay down conditions. But 

dans le cas de la Commission speciale pour la 
Palestine, oil les tentatives de conciliations 
se sont effectm\es sous les auspices des membres 
du bureau de la Premiere Commission et de 
Ia Commission speciale. Cette methode parait 
tres raisonnable. En outre, le representant de 
l'Australie a declare que son intention premiere 
avait ete de faire intervenir aussi les membres 
du bu•·eau de la Premiere Commission, ma]s 
qu'il nc I'a pas fait parce qu'il a du rectiger le 
proj et de resolution au dernier moment , sans 
avoir eu Jc temps de consulter les personnes 
intercssees avant de le faire distribuer. 

Jl est procede au vote a main levee sur l' amen
dement propose par lcs Etats-Unis (A.JC.l/381). 
Par 42 voix conlre une, avec 6 abstentions 
l'amendemeni est adople. 

Sur la suggestion dn President, M. STOLK 

(Venezuela) retire son amendcment (A /C.l /382) en 
faveur de celui qu'a presente jle representant de 
l'Equateur (AJC.l/383). Celui-ci propose d'ajouter 
au quatrieme paragraphe Ia phrase suivante : 
<< Le President de I' Assemblee generale, le 
President de la Premiere Commission et le 
Secretairc general agiront en qualite de conci
liateurs ct de mcdiatcurs. )) 

La Commission adopte la proposition de 
M. STEPHEN (Haiti) tendant a inserer, a la 
premiere ligne de l'amendement de l'Equateur 
les mots : « et le Rapporteur » apres le mot 
« President », et a remplacer a Ia deuxieme 
ligne de cc texte le mot « agiront » par le mot 
« d'agir ». 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur 
l'amendement de l'Equaieur. Par 44 voix confre 
une, avec 5 abstentions, l' amendement est ado pte. 

M.' BEBLEH (Yougoslavie) explique qu'il a 
vote contre cet amendement, parce que Ia parti
cipation des mcmbres du bureau de Ia Premie~e 
Commission aux conversations envisagees modi
fierait leur caractere et equivaudrait a y faire 
entrer deux nouveaux delegues. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) demande a avoir }'assu
rance que, dans les conversations qu'envisage 
le projet de resolution australien, il. ne . ser_a 
traite d'aucun sujet relatif aux afTa1res mte
rieures de Ia Grece. 

L e colonel HoDGSON (Australie) rappelle que 
le representant de l'URSS lui a pose une questwn 
analogue au cours d'une seance pre~~dente, 
et qu'il a repondu alors que Ia proposrtwn, ne 
visait a fixer aucune condition, quelle qu elle 
fUt, concernant les conversations. Les participants 
doivent avoir complete liberte de regler, comme 
illeur parait preferable, les difficultes qui s'ofTrent 
a eux. II deplorerait toute tentative qui s~:ait 
faite pour poser des conditions en la matiere. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) fait ressortir qu'il n'~ p~s 
demande au representant de l'Austrahe . SI, 

dans les discussions, il serait traite des afTmres 
interieures de la Grece. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) reconnait que, si l~s 
conversations s'engagent en toute bonn~ _fm, 
il n'y a pas de raison pour poser des cont.htions 
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several statements had been made during the 
meeting, touching on matters of Greek internal 
policy and it was therefore desirable to have the 
assurance which he had requested. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) thought 
that the Greek representative's qualms could be 
allayed by recalling that the Charter precluded 
the United Nations from any intervention in 
matters which were essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of a State. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) considered that the 
attitude of the Greek representative gave very 
little hope that a settlement would result from the 
negotiations. 

Mr. LAWFORD (United Kingdom) supported the 
eKplanation given by the representative of the 
United States. 

Mr. PrPINELlS (Greece) was satisfied with the 
statements of the United States and the United 
Kingdom representatives. 

Mr. KATz-SuGHY (Poland) said that his dele
gation did not consider itself bound by the inter
pretation given by the United States and the 
United Kingdom. 

Mr. BoaoMOLOv (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that the matters which 
were to be discussed were very clearly set out in 
the Australian draft resolution and it could be 
seen that they did not relate to internal affairs. 
Moreover, the purpose of the conversations was to 
establish good neighbourly and normal diplomatic 
relations among the four Balkan Powers. Hence 
there could be no question of any party being 
required to accept provisions which were not 
acceptable to it. 

A vole was taken by show of hands on the
Australian draft resolution. It was adopted unani
mously. 

Discussion of the Yugoslav draft resoluliol» 
(A fC.l /368) 

The CHAIRMAN called for discussion on the 
Yugoslav proposal (A/C.l/368). 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said that the draft 
resolution present ed by his delegation had been 
intended for discussion before any other resolution. 
Its purpose was to initiate an examination of the 
Special Committee's reports and an analysis of its 
work. However the procedure followed by the 
First Committee had avoided discussion of the 
reports and the Rapporteur of the Special Com
mittee had evaded the questions put to him. 
Nevertheless, t he First Committee had acted 
as if the reports were well-founded and had 
adopted the four-Power draft resolution and 
r ejected the USSR proposal. Mr. Behler believed 
that in the circumstances there would be no sense 
in taking a vote on the Yugoslav proposal. He 
therefore "vishcd to withdraw it. 

. prealables. Mais iJ y a eu plusieurs declarationi 
au cours de la presente seance, touchant des; 
questions de politique interieure de la Grcce ; 
il est done souhaitable d'obtenir !'assurance 
qu'il a demandee. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) ·pense 
que l'on peut apaiser les craintes du representant 
de Ia Grece en rappelant que la Charte interdit 
aux Nations Unies d'intervenir dans des affaires 
qui relevent essentiellement de Ia competence 
nationale d'un Etat. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) considere que !'atti
tude du representant de la Grece laisse tr~ 
peu d'espoir que les negociations aboutissent 
a un resultat. 

M. LAwFORD (Royaume-Uni) appuie !'expli
cation qu'a donnee le representant des Etats
Unis. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) se declare satisfait 
par les observations du representant des Etats
Unis et de celui du Royaume-Uni. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) precise que ~t. 
delegation ne se considere pas liee par !'inter
pretation qu'ont donnee les representants des 
Etats-Unis · et du Royaume-Uni. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiquei 
socialistes sovietiques) souligne que les sujets 
qui seront discutes sont tres clairement exposes 
dans le projet de resolution australien ct qu'il 
apparaU bien qu'ils ne concernent pas des affaire~ 
d'ordre interieur. En outre, le but de la discussioll 
est d'etablir des relations diplomatiques normalei 
et des rapports de bon voisinage entre les quatre 
Puissances balkaniques. Il ne peut done pai 
etre question d'obliger I'une des parties a accepter 
des dispositions qui ne lui agreeraient pas. 

Jl est procede au vote a main levee sur le projet 
de resolution propose par l'Auslralie. Le projel 
de resolution est adople a l'unanimile. 

. Discussion du projel de resolution de [a YOUf}(}

slauie (AfC.l/368). 

Le PntsmENT ouvre le debat sur la propositio!l. 
de la deh~gation de la Yougoslavie (A/C.l/368). 

M. BEBLER {Yougoslavic) fait observer que 
le projet de resolution presente par sa delegation 
devait, dans son esprit, etre mis en discussion 
avant toute autre resolution. II vise a ce que 
l'on entreprenne l'examen des rapports de Ja 
Commission speciale et I'etude de ses travaux. 
Mais, dans Ia procedure suivie par Ia Premiere 
Commission, la discussion de ces rapports a 
ete laissee de cote, et le Rapporteur de la Commis
sion speciale s'est derobe aux questions qui 
lui out ete posees. La Premiere Commission, 
neanmoins, a agi comme si les rapports etaient 
bien fondes, a adopte le projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances, et rej ete la proposition 
de l'URSS. M. Behler estime que, dans ces 
conditions, il ne servirait a rien de voter sur 
la proposition yougoslave. II d(\sire clone l3. 
retircr. 
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Discussion of the Polish draft resolntion 
(A /C.l /375) 

The CHAIIDIAN called for discussion on the 
Polish draft resolution (AJC.l /375). 

J\lr. KATZ-SUCHY (Po1and) s:1id that the reasons 
for presenting this draft resolution had alre:1dy 
been fully expbined. Th;_, Special Committee's 
reports ought not to he accepted, for the Special 
Committee was not only illegal but had exceeded 
its powers, for example, in arrogating to itself 
the right of the Security Council to determine the 
existence of n " situation ". l\ir. Katz-Suehy was 
of the opinion that if t!Je Assembly desired to reach 
a solution of the Greek queslion and wished the 
four-Power conference, which had just been 
agreed upon, to ~mcceed, it should eliminate the 
principal obstacle, namely the Special Committee. 
That was the purpose of the Polish draft resolution. 

A. vote was taken by show of hands on the Poli5h 
draft resolution (A JC.jl j37 5). 

It was rejected by 38 votes to 6. 

J.lr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said he reserved the 
right to re-submit this proposal to the General 
Assembly. 

Diswssion on the agenda 

Mr. PROCH.-..ZKA (Czechoslovakia) intervened on 
a point of order to state that he had submitted a 
draft resolution on 5 November concerning an 
invitation to representatives of the Korean 
People's Democratic Republic to attend the 
Assembly during the discussion of the Korean 
question (AJC.l /367). As the journey from 
Korea was a long and difficult one, Mr. Prochazka 
proposed that priority be given to this draft 
resolution in order to allow travelling time ii the 
Committee should agree to extend the invitation. 
He did not intend to open the entire Korean 
question but only to deal with this one point 
which ought to be decided upon in advance. It 
was a small point which ought not to lead to much 
discussion and might conveniently be dealt -with 
on the following day. 

The CrL'-IR111AN stated that the disarmament 
question and the proposal concerning the return 
of Greek children were to be dealt with on the 
following day. If it was desired to modify the 
agenda, he would have to ascertain the will of the 
Committee. 

Mr. BoGo.MoLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
H.epublics) supported the proposal made by the 
Czechoslovak representative. He did not suggest 
that a general discussion on Korea should be 
begun, but it was important to consider the 
question of an invitation several days in advance 
because of the time factor. \Vhether it \V~~s dealt 
with on the following day or on the day after did not 
sesm to he m;::terhl, but this asnect of the Korean 
qnesLion f::hould certainly be~ dealt with some 

Discussion du projet de resolution dt la Pologne 
( AjC.l/375) 

Le Pn:EsmENT ouvre le dcbat sur le projet 
de resolution propose par la Pologne (A/C. 
1/375). 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) dit qut' lcs raisons 
ponr lesqueHes il a presente son projct tic reso
lution ont deja ete plcinement exposlics. Les 
rapports de la Commission speciaL~ n'ont pas 
a etre acceptes, car cctte Commission non seule
ment est illegale, mais a depasse ~es pouvoirs, 
par exemple en s'arrogeant le droit, qui app<>.rtient 
au Conseil de securite, de detEr"niner !'existence 
d'une << situation ». M. Katz-Snchy )<ense que, 
si I' Assembler desire aboutir a unr~ ~olution 
au sujet de la question grecquc d -:ouhaite 
que la Conference des quatre Pui~ancts, dont 
la reuGion vient d'etre decidee, soit touronnee 
de succes, elle doit eliminer l'obstack principal, 
qui est !'existence de la Commis~ion ~peciale. 
Tel est le but du pro jet de re3olution (lela Pologne. 

Il est pracedr au vote a main lerie sur le 
pro jet de rrsolulion de Ia Polognt (A jC.l/37 5 ). 

Par 38 voix contre 6, celle proposiion t.~t rejetee. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) se reserve Ie droit 
de soumettre a nouveau cette prOJlOSilion a 
l'Assemblee generale. 

Di$cussion sur l' ordre du jolll' 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie), so~1lcvant 
une motion d'ordre, rappelle que, le 5 noyembre, 
il a SOUmis un projet de resolution demandant 
que les representants de la Repilblique demo
cratique populaire de Coree fussent invites 
a assister aux debats de l'Assemblcc sur la 
question de Coree (A/C.l /367). Comme le voyage 
de Coree est long et difficile, M. Prochazka 
propose qu'on donne la priorite a ce projet de 
resolution, de maniere que, si la Commission 
accepte l'envoi de cette invitation, les rcpresen
tants en question aient le temps d'arriver. M. 
Prochazka n'a pas !'intention d'ouvrir le debat 
sur la question de Coree dans son ensemble, 
il desire simplemcnt traiter de ce seul point, 
sur lequel il faut qu'une decision soit prise a 
l'avance. C'est la une question limitee qui ne 
doit pas donner lieu a de longues discussions, 
et dont on pourrait sans inconvenient s'occupcr 
le lendemain. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que la question 
du desarmement et la proposition concernant 
le rapatriement des enfa!1ts grecs doivent ~tre 
examinees le lendemain. Si l'on desire modifier 
l'ordre du jour, il doit prendre a ce sujet I' avis de 
la Commission. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Rcpubliques socia
listes sovietiques) soutient Ia motion presentee 
par le representant de la Tehecosl.~vaqu~e ; 
il ne propose pas qu'on ouvre une mscuss1on 
aenernle sur la Carce, mais il estime important 
~ue l'on examine cette question d'invitatio? a 
adrcsser quelques jours a l'avancc, en rmson 
du facteur tcmns qui intervient. II ne Remblc 
pas essentiel qu'on l'ex~mine d~s le lelH.1C'main 
ou le jour suivant, roms certamemcnt 1l faut 



time before the substance of the qnes.tion was 
entered into. 

1\lr. DuLLES (United States of America) said 
that he was prepared to discuss the K orean 
(Jnestion, hut he believed thnt the renresentativcs 
of Czcchoslovnkia and the USSR hacl been misin
formed. The representatives of K orea ·were al
ready in Paris. 

Mr. RJSEI.EV (Bydorussian Soviet Soci?olist 
Republic) pointed out that the Kor:::an represen
t~tives who were in Paris came from Southern 
Korea. There was. als.o a Government in North ~rn 
Korea with its. capital in Pyongyang. The 
Cz..."Chos.lovak proposal concerned reprcsenbh•<es 
from Northern Korea and provision should be 
•ade for the time required to travel from Koren 
-to Paris. He movrd fonmillv that this item be 
discussed on the following lay after the disar
mament question had been disposed of and before 
the Belgian draft resolution concerning Greek 
,children was discussed. 

Mr. BocoMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
1\epublics) seconded this. motion. 

Mr. CJIANG (China) observed that tl1e Chninnan 
had stated that the Committee would discuss the 
qu~stion of disannament the following afternoon 
and the proposal concerning Greek chi ldren in the 
.evening. The next item on the agenda would be 
the Palestine question. The point raised by the 
representative of Czechos1ovakia nppeared to be 
out of order. l\Ir. Chang moved the adjournment 
()f the meeting. 

J.Ir. KATZ-SucnY (Poland) s:'lid tlwt he \\"QS 

·Opposed to adjcurnment. He believed that a 
4leci,ion should be tak(•n on the point of order 
raised by the Cze::hoslovak representative 
concerning giving priority to Uw question of an 
invitation to the representntives of Northern 
'Korea. Such a discussion 'v:1s unlikely to tnke 
long, for no doubt t1Ie reprcsentntive of the United 
States would desire to have both sides of the 
Korean question heard. A further reason for not 
adjourning was th~t when the Committee had 
considered the Australian draft resolution, the 
Chairman had s tate ~l that it would then consider 
the question of an appeal for clemency on behalf 
of the Greek patriot Glczos who had been 
condemned to death on 16 October. Moreover, it 
was stiH early. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the motion 
for adjournment. 

It was adopted by 31 voles to 7, with 7 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 10.35 p.m. 

_HUNDRED AND NINETY -POlJRTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
. on Thursday, 11 November 1948 at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. P.-H. SPA,\K (Belgium). 

que cet aspect un problcme de la Coree soit 
examin.:~ quelque t emps. avant que l'on aborde 
le fond dn probleme. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'.·\.mcrique) se declare 
pret i1 discuter la question de b CoTce ; ll croit 
cepcndant que lcs rcprest)nt::mls ide ~a Tcheco
slovaqui e et de l'URSS ont etc m:Jl in!ormes. 
En effct, les rcprescntants de ln Coree se trouvent 
dej{1 a Paris. 

I\1. KI&SELEV (Repuhlique socialiste s1wielique 
de Bielorussic) soulig1~c que lcs. reprc~e,ntants 
de la Coree qui se lrouvcnt a Pari& viennent 
de la Coree du Sud. La Coree du Nord a, elk nu:.si, 
un Gouvernemc.nt. qui a sa capitale a Pyongyang. 
La proposition de Ja Tchecoslovaquie concerne 
Jes repre:;cntm1ts de la Con~e du Nord et un doit 
prendre des dispositions nccessaires pour leur 
donner Jc temps de venir de Coree a PJris. 
M. Kisselev presente une moti.on fonnelle tendant 
a cc que ce point soit discute le lendemain. 
apres qu'on aura termine l'examcn de In question 
du desarmement, et avnnt que I'on abtmle fa 
discussion sur Ia resolution de Ia Belgique 
concernant Jes enfants grecs. 

M. BoGoMOI.ov (Union des Republiqms 
socialistes sovietiques) soutient cette motio11. 

l\1. CuANG (Chine) rappelle la declaration du 
President. selon laqnelle )a Commission examincra 
la question du tlc~annemcnt dans 1e courant 
de l'apres-midi tlu Jcndemain. et la propo!'jtion 
concernant lcs enfants grccs dans la soiree . 
Le point suivant de l'unlrc dtl jour sera la 
question de Palestine. La motion d'ordre s.oulcvce 
par Ic representant de lu TchecosJov:lquic ne 
semble pas conforme an reglement. J\i. Chang 
propose l' ajourncment de la seance. 

:YI. K \T?.-SUC!lY (Polognc) s'oppose n l'ajoar
nemcnt. ll estimc qu'on doit prendre unc dt~ision 
sur la motion d'ordrc soalcvee par 1e represen tant 
de la Tchecoslovaquie, au snjet de Ia priorite 
a donner a la ques tion d'une invitation il adrcsst:r 
aux repre;,entants de Ia Coree dn Nord. ll est 
peu I)rohub1e qu'une telle discussion prcnne 
beaucoup de temps car, sans aucnn doute, !e 
representant des f:tats-Unis voudra qu'on entende 
Jes deux parlics a la question de Corel'. Jl y a 
une autre raison pour ne pas ajourner la seance : 
quam! Ja Commission a abortlc l'cxamcn de b 
resolution de I' Australie, le President n dccbrc 
au'on aurait ensuite it examiner b question 
d'un appel a la clemence en f:weur du patriote 
grec Giezos, qui a cte condamnc a mort Je 
16 octobre. Au surplus l'lwurc n'est p:1s encore 
tres avancee. 

Jl est procede au vote a main levee s11r la zrwticn 
d' ajourncment. 

Par 31 uoi:r contre 7, avec 7 absl£'nlions, lfl 
motion d' ajourncment esl adoptee. 

La seance est lev(·e a 22 h. 3;). 

CENT-OUATRE-VINGT
QUA. '!'ORZIEI\tiE SEANCE 

T C!w e all P afilis de Cha!llot, Paris, 
lc jeudi 11 noucmbrc 1948, 0.15 hwrcs . 

President: l\1. P.-H. SPAAK (BC'lgiqn(·). 
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61. Continuation of the discussion on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon and 
the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments and arm.ed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council : report of Sub-Committee 
12 (A/C.1j356 jRev.1) 

Mr. DE SouzA Go!\mz (Brazil), Rapporteur of 
Sub-Committee 12, presenting the report of the 
Sub-Committee, said that it needed no expla
nation since it was a summary of the Sub
Committee's work. He regretted to report that 
the Sub-Committee had been unable to agree 
upon a common text which would remove the 
difficulties that had arisen during the discussion 
in the First Committee. He hoped the First 
Committee would be· able to discuss the problem 
in a conciliatory spirit. 

i\fr. CLEMEr.;ns (Czechoslovakia) stressed the 
serious nature of the problem. He had stated 
in the general debate that agreement would 
depend upon the goodwill of the great Powers. 
11te discussion in the First Committee and in 
the Sub-Committee had shown that the majority 
was still not prepared to accept the principle 
<Jf reduction of armaments and armed forces. 
All the efforts of the majority had been directed 
towards dissembling their negative attitude. 
Certain delegations, not daring to display openly 
to '\\orld opinion their opposition to the principle 
of armaments reduction, camouflaged it by 
artificial objections of a technical character and 
hr complicating a really simple question. 

By way of example, Mr. Clementis recalled 
the questions which had been raised as to whether 
the USSH. proposal (A/658 and AfC.ljSC.12/3) 
applied to all conventional armaments or only 
to some and whether it applied also to military 
budgets. Certain members of the Committee 
had complicated the simple proposal to reduce 
armaments by one-third and had brought forward 
the old and unfounded argument that such a 
reduction would leave the USSR in an advan
tageous position. They had apparently not 
regarded the atomic bomb as a weapon at all. 
Their insistence upon the illogical and dangerous 
separation of the related problems of the prohi
bition of the atomic bomb and the limitation 
of armaments was intended to make impossible 
a settlement of either. They had countered 
the USSR effort to promote world peace, by a 
campaign of calumnious propaganda against the 
USSR and the peoples democracies. The Sub
Committee had even been treat ed to a discussion of 
~1arxist-Leninist theory. The stress laid on the 
need for international confidence before taking 
the first steps towards disarmament had been 
intended to obscure the fact that the limitation 
of armaments was the very way to increase 
international confi.dence and security. In a 
word, the posit ion of the majority in respect of 
t he USSH proposnl had mad e a solution more 
difllcult. 

The French-Belgian draft r€'solution (A/C.l f 
351l /H!O v.l) which the majorit y of Sub-Committee 

61. Suite de la discussion sur 1 'inter
diction de l' arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite : 
rapport de la Sous-Commission 12 
(A/C.i /356 /Rev.i) 

l\1. DE SouzA GoMEZ (Bresil), Rapporteur de 
la Sons-Commission 12, presente le rapport de 
cette Sons-Commission. II dit qu'il est inutile d'y 
apportcr des explications, ce rapport etant UI 

resume des travaux de la Sous-Commission. Il 
regrette d 'avoir a signaler que la Sous-Commissioa 
n'a pu tomber d'accord sur un t exte commun qui 
permettrait de surmonter Ies difficultes souleveelt 
pendant la discussion a la Premiere Commission. 
Il espere que la Premiere Commission pourra 
examiner le probleme dans un esprit de conci
liation. 

M. CLEMENTIS (Tchecoslovaquie) souligne la 
gravitc du probleme. ll avait declare, au cours 
du debat general, que l'accord dependrait de b. 
bonne volontc des grandes Puissances. Lt 
discu ssion qui a en lieu a la Premiere Commission, 
puis a Ia Sons-Commission, a montre que It 
majorite n'etait toujours pas disposee a accepter 
le principe d'une reduction des armements et de~ 
forces armees. Tous les efforts de la majorite ont 
tendu a dissimuler cette attitude negative. 
Certaines delegations, n'osant pas tcmoigner 
ouvertement, devant !'opinion mondiale, de leur 
opposition au prindpe de la reduction des arme
ments, ont camouf1e cette oppo~ition en soulevant 
des objections artiftcielles d'un caractere 
technique et en compliquant une question, qui 
est cependant fort simple. 

A t itre d'exemples,M.Clementisciteles questions 
qu'on a posees pour savoir si la propo~ition de 
l'URSS (A/658 et AfC. 1 /SC. 12/3) s'appliquait a 
tousles armemcnts de type classique, ou seulement 
a quelques-uns, et si elle s'appliquait egalement 
aux budgets militaires . Certains m embres ont 
complique la proposition toute simple d'une 
reduction des armements d'un tiers, et, reprenant 
un vieil argument dcpourvu de fondement, ont 
declare qu'une telle reduction laisscrait l'URSS 
dans unc position pri viiCgiee. lis ne considerent 
sans doute pas la bombe atomique comme un~ 

. arme ! L'insistance avec Iaquellc ils ont voulu 
separer, d'une maniere illogique ct dangereuse, les 
problemes connexes de !'interdiction de la boml.Je 
atomique et de la limitation des armements, 
avait pour but d'empecher toute solution de l'un 
et de l'autre probleme. Ils ont rcpondu aux cfiorts 
de l'URSS en faveur de la paix mondiale par nne 
campagne de propagande calomnieuse contre 
l'URSS et les democraties populaires . La Sous
Commission a meme ete regalee d'une discussioa 
sur Ia theorie marxist e-leninist e. Si I' on a insiste 
sur le fait qu'il etait necessaire d'Ctablir ]3 
confi.ance internationale, avant de procedcr aux 
premiers dcsarmements, c'etait pour masquer ce 
fait que lc meillenr moyen d'aceroitre la confiance 
et la securitc l :l t ernationalcs est preciscment de 
reduire 1es annements. En un mot, Ia maj orite, 
par son atti tude vis-a-vis de la propm:ition de 
l'URSS, a rendu la solution plus difficile. 

Le projct de resolution franco-belge, Cjll C ~~ 
majorite de la Sou s-Commi~f'ion 12 a adopte 
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12 had adopted had no constructive effect. 1 

Mr. Clementis contrasted it with the Polish draft 
resolution (AJC.lfSC.l2/4), the operative part 
of which gave the answer to the declarative part 
of the French-Belgian draft resolution and 
llffered effective and constructive proposals for 
the implementation of disarmament. The 
French-Belgian draft resolution contained nothing 
more than an injunction to the Security Council 
to study the problem of information, while the 
Polish draft resolution actually called for the 
rstablishment of an international control body 
to supervise, control and collect information on 
the armaments of the permanent members of 
the Security CounciL Even the recommendation 
to study was weakened in the French-Belgian 
draft resolution by making such study dependent 
on " improvement in the international atmos
phere ", a phrase which hardly concealed that 
t~e majority lacked the courage to speak plainly 

lir. Clernentis ventured the view that USSR 
support of the Polish draft resolution had perhaps 
dismayed those who had misrepresented the 
justified and always carefully substantiated use 
by the USSR of the right of "veto". They 
eould no longer talk about USSR obduracy and 
unwillingness to reach an understanding after 
the USSR had accepted the Polish proposal that 
supervision and control should be ent rusted to 
an international control board within the frame
work of the Security Council but without the 
unanimity rule. What points of issue still 
remained '? The Polish proposal for the prohi
bition of atomic weapons did not conflict with 
the totally unfair resolution on atomic energy 
control recently adopted (A/C.l/341). To argue 
the opposite would imply that the aim of that 
resolution, which, moreover, was far from being 
impartial, had been that the atomic bomb should 
not be prohibited. 

\Vorld opmwn had expected acceptance of 
the USSR proposal for the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments of the five great Powers to result 
in a slackening of international t ension. Instead 
:t faced the prospect of an increased armaments 
race to the detriment of the important economic 
and social needs of the post-war reconstruction 
period. The resolution endorsed by the majority 
of the Sub-Committee did nothing to remedy 
that situation and, consequently, the Czechoslovak 
delegation would vote against its adoption. 

:\Jr. LoRIDAN (Belgium) explained how the 
Bdginn draft resolution had come to be submitted. 

(AfC.lj356fRev.l), est entii~rement depourvu de 
valeur constructive. M. Clementis !'oppose au 
pro jet de resolution de la Pologne (A /C.l fSC.12/4), 
dont le disposit if fournit une rcponse aux 
com:iderants du projet franco-beige et conticnt 
des propositions reellement constructives, t endant 
a la mise en ceuvre du dcsarmcment, Le proj et 
de resolution franco-beige ne fait rien de plus 
qu'inviter le Conseil de securite a etudier le moyen 
de recueillir des renseignements, alors que 1e projet 
de resolution polonais demande, en fait, qu'on 
institue, dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, un 
organisme de controle international ayant pour 
mission de surveiller et de controler !'application 
des mesures relatives a la reduction des arme
ments et des forces armees des mernbres perma
nants du Conseil de securite et de recueillir des 
renseignements officiels sur I'etat de leurs arme
ments et de leurs forces armees. Bien plus, dan~ 
le projet ,de resolution franco-beige, !'invitation 
adressee au Conseil de securite de poursuivre 
!'etude de la reglementation et de la reductioll 
des armements devient inoperante puisqu'on 
subordonne cette etude a : (( !'amelioration de 
!'atmosphere internationale n, expression qui 
dissimule mal le fait que la majorite n'a pas le 
courage de parler franchement. 

M. Clementis a !'impression que l'appui donne 
par l'URSS au proj et de resolution de Ia Pologne 
a peut-etre effraye ceux qui ont represente sous 
un faux jour ce droit de veto que l'URSS exerce 
toujours a bon escient et pour des raisons soigneu
sement justifiees. Ces Etats ne pouvaient plus, 
desormais, parler de l'entetement et de la mauvaise 
volonte dont l'URSS fait, scion certains, preuve 
quand il s'agit d' aboutir a un accord, puisque 
l'URSS acceptait la proposition polonaise tcndant 
a confier a un organ"sme de controle international, 
institue dans le cad re du Conseil de securitc, la 
mission de surveilLr et de controler !'application 
des mesures relatives ala reduction des armements 
et des forces armce~. sans que le vote affirmatif 
de tous les reprcsentants des Etats Mcmbres 
permanents du Conseil de securite fut exige. 
Quels points restaient done encore en li tige ? La 
proposition polonaise, tendant a !'interdiction 
des armes atomiques, ne va pas a l'encontre de· 
la resolution (AJC.l /341), rccemment adoptee en 
matiere de controle de l'energie atomique .. 
Pretcndre le contraire reviendrait a dire que cette 
derniere resolution qui, d'ailleurs, manque entie
rement d'impartialite avait pour but reel de 
ne pas interdire Ia bombe atomique. 

L'opinion mondiale esperait que la proposition 
de l'URSS, tendant a !'interdiction des armes 
atomiques et a la reduction d'un tiers des 
armements des cinq grandes Puissances, serait 
acceptee, et qu'il en resulterait une diminution 
de la tension intcrnationale. Au lieu de ccla, 
le monde doit maintenant envisager la pers
pective d'une course aux armements acceleree 
au detriment des importants besoins cconomiques 
et sociaux de la periode de reconstruction d'aprcs
guerre. Le projet de resolution approuve par Ia 
majoritc de la Sous-Commission n'apporte aucun 
rcmede a cette situation ; en consequence, la 
delt!gation tchCcoslovaque votera contre ce projet. 

J\1. LoniDAN (Belgique) explique comment _sa 
dcleoat ion a etc amcm!e a presenter son projct 
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He contrasted it with the USSH and Polish 
draft ref:olntions to which the BPlgian tlt'leg:rtion 
had rais<'d the following obj ections. 

Fir~t, the USSH draft resolution di<l not t ake 
aecotmt of the inherent technical di11ienltics of 
the F oblem of disnrnWilli' nt. l L completely 
dis r egarded the voli tical aspects of the problem 
and the necessity for l' llcctive cor:trol. Its 
simple nrithmctical formula cnulrl satisfy only a 
child. No o:w knew the size of tlw national 
arm~nncnts to be retlnerd by om~-third and the 
Bt·lginn delegation, for one, could not agree to a 
reduction of unknown quantities. However, l'vcn 
if such data were available, what was the meaning 
+)[ the proposal for a reduction by one-third '! 
lt was possible to rdire one-thinl of the 
dTectiv£>1> of the armed forecs hut it was not 
possible to put a warship into retirement. There 
wns n)so the question of budgetary appropriations. 
The difficulties anrl complexities of the problem 
were such us would provide ample matter for 
technical di~cussion, but Mr. Loridan thought 
he had snid enough to show the impraetical 
character of the USSR proposal. 

Secondly, how could one propose t!i!'.armmnent 
in the C.'lse of China v>here civil war was raging. 
The Chinese representative had com·incingly 
shown the impossibility of applying such a 
propos::~) to his country. 

Finnlly. tltcrc was the question of c·ontro1. 
One cmJ!d not call for a reduction of armaments 
unlr~s the peoples of the world were assured 
th:lt the decision \Yould be given c!Tcct everywhere. 
Disarmament could increase world confidence 
only if eO'ecli,.-c control accomp:mied it. or 
cot;ro:e, the CSSH ddc>gation might sny that 
its dr~:H r<'snlution provirled for the e~tahlishment 
of a control organ. but it was not enough to say 
that control should he t>stahlished. The machin
ery of control must actually be in operation. 

Although the Commission for Convent ional 
.;,.rmamenfs had already formn1nted the general 
princirl::s of dTectiYe control, no control organ 
w:ts yet in exi~tcncc nor had i ts princirJles been 
defined, especially in relntjon to Artid~ 26 of the 
Charter, which !entrusted the Security Council 
in co-cpcraticn with the Military Staff Committee 
with prepara1ion of plans for a system of regu
!aticm and reduction of armaments and anned 
forces for submission to the Member States. 
0:1ly wh-:>.n Article 26 had been fully implementccl, 
w.hen pbns had bef'n prepared and conventions 
negotiated and signed by the Member States 
could the cont rol organ fin ally come into o.per'
ation. Hs est::-,blishment required an atmosphere 
of nnders1anding a nd wou10 t ake ~ :long t ime 
in t he he~t d:rcurnstanccs. ~Jr. Vyshrnsky's 
reit er:tted denials could not change the basie 
r:eali ~y that. in prevn.Uing circumstances. adoption 
of the USSR prop.os.-::.l would n~snH: in reduction 
h dore cont:roi. That was a sten whi ch t he 
B rlgian delcgf;tion could not npp; ove. It ..,,:a:s 
in t he. tight o.f t he fnndamental objections to. 
t he USSH r esolut ion whi,~h hlr. Loridan had 
enumerated that the Belgian proposal had been 
submi ctd. 

de resolution. II Ie confronte avec les projets 
de resolution de l'UHSS et tic la Polognc auxquels 
!a delegation helge a fait les objections que 
l'orat eur expose. 

Premierement, le projct de resolution fld'URSS 
nc tient pas compte des diwcultcs h:chniques 
inhCrcntes au problcme du desannement. II 
neglige completem <:>nt les aspects poliliques dn 
prohlcme et la nccessite d'un rontrole cffectif; 
sa Iormulc urithmctique simple Tit' }Jourrait 
satisfaire qu'un enfant. Personnc nt" connalt 
l'importance des armements nationanx sur 
lesqnels doit porter In reduction d'un tiers, et la 
delegation bclgc ne pent a priori acc:epter une 
reduction portant sur des quantitcs inconnues. 
Cepcudant, meme si cette derniere donnte etait 
connue. que signifie la proposition tendaot a une 
reduction d'un tiers ? II est possible de mettre 
a la retraite un tiers des cffectifs des forces :~rmees, 
mais il n'est pas possible de mettre un :navire de 
guerre a la retraite. II y a aussi Ia qur5tion des 
credits hudgetaires. Les clifficultes et complexites 
du problcme sont de nature a fournir matiere a 
des discussions techniques ct M. Lorida:n estime 
en avoir dit assez pour montrer que la propositioll 
de l'URSS est inapplicable. 

Deuxiemement, comment pcut-on proJwser le 
dcsannement dans le cas de la Chine ou Ja guerre 
civile fait rage ? Le representant de la Chine a 
cxplique de manicre convaincante qu'il est impos
sible d'appliqucr une telle proposition a so• pays. 

En fin, il y a Ia question du controJe. On ne pent 
demander une rcdnction des :rrmcments sans que 
les pcuples du mondc aient !'assurance que la 
decision sera effective ct appliquee parlout. Lc 
llcsam1ement ne peut accro'itre la confiancc dans 
Ic monde que s'il s'accompagne d'un controle 
cflkace. La delegation de l'URSS pcut evi
demment dire (jUC son proj et de rf5,o!ution 
prevoit ]'institution d'nn organc de cnntrole 
international mais dire que le conirok doit Ctre 
etubli ne suffit pas. ]} fmlt que le systeme de 
contro)c fonctionnc effectivement. 

La Commission des armements de type da~ique 
a certes deja formule Jes principes gcneraux d'un 
cm::troie effeetif; ceprnuant il n'existe encore 
aucun organe de controle ct les attributions d'un 
tel organc n'ont pas encore etc fixces, particn
lierement du point de vue de I' Article 26 de Ia 
Chari:e. Ce dernier charge lc Conseil de secnrite 
d'elaborer, avec !'assistance du Comite d'etat
major, des plans de rcglementat ion et de reduction 
des armements et des forces armces qui seront 
s.oumis. aux Etat s Membres. L'organc de controlc 
uc pourra fonetionner que Jorsquc }'!,rude 21J 
aura cte pleinement mi1> en ceuvre et que: }('s 
plans: auront ete elaborf.s et les conventions 
signees par 1es £tats l\femh:res. La creation ~e 
cet organe neeessite nne atmosphere de compn.'
hension. et en mettant meme les cho~e s. an m1eux 
on ne peut guere esperer de le voir e.tabli 
avttnt longtemps. Les. denegahom; repCte.es, de 
M. Vychinsky ne changent rien a_u fait, que~ aans 
1.-s conditions present<'s. l'adopt1on de l:l propo
sition de l'URSS cominirait il la r eduction avant 
!'institut ion du controle. C'est la unc evcntua!ite 
que la delegation bclge ne saurait npprouver .. !-a 
proposition beige 1;1 ete prc~entee a In lum1 ~re 
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Mr. Loridan explained that under the pro- ' 
visions of the Belgian draft resolution, the 
preparation of a controlled inventory of existing 
armaments and armed forces would be the point 
Qf departure for any regulation and reduction 
of armaments. That central idl'a of the draft 
resolution submitted by the French ddegation 
had hecn taken up in the Belizian redraft which 
also took into account the Lrtc'i-ests and concerns 
of the other (Lclegaiions rcprrsc•nlcd in the Sub
Committee, a majority of which had accepted it. 
The pr,:paration of proposals for a controlled 
inventory of conventional armaments would he 
entrusted to the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments in accordance with its terms of 
reference. ·Though modest, the proposal, if 
~ccepted and logically implemented, '.vould consti
tute a constructive and realistic first step towards 
the final aim of regulation and reduction of 
~rmaments. 

M. Loridan expose que, aux termes du projct 
de resolution belge, un invcntaire controle des 
forces nrmecs et des armements existants 
scrvirait de point de depart a toute rcglementation 
et reduction des armcments. L'2 projet belgt~ 
remani6 reprend l'idee cssenticUc dn projet de 
resolution frangais ct il Lient cgalcment compte 
des interets · et des preoccupations des autres 
delegations represcntecs a !a Sons-Commission qui, 
pour la plupart, approuvent le projet hrlge. 
L'ebboration des propositions tcndant a procedcr 
a un inventairc controle des armes dn type 
classique serait conflec a 1a Commission des 
armements du type classique, conformement a 
sou mandat. Quoique modeste, cctte proposition, 
une fois ncceptee et mise en a:uvre d'une manicre 
logiquc, eonstitucrait un premier pas, constructif 
et realistc, vers le but final, a savoir la reglemen
tation et la reduction des nrmements. 

1\lr. TsJANG (China) would not discuss the 
~uestion of atomic weapons which had already 
:been fully examined by the Committee. The 
f)rob1em of atomic weapons was of great 
importance and closely connected with that 
of armaments reduction, a connexion which all 
nations kept in mind even though the United 
Nations, for reasons of convenience, had entrusted 
the problems to difTerent commissions for ex
~mination. 

Mr. Tsiang observed that the diHerence 
between the USSR and Belgian draft resolutions 
was that the former called for immediate accep
tance hy the permanent members of the Security 
Coun~il of the principle of reduction by one
third of their armaments within one year while 
the latter would begin the work of armament 
reduction by the careful collection and veri
fication of armaments data. The USSR proposal 
was manifestly unacceptable ; since no one knew 
the present quantitative and qualitative strength 
of national armaments or what the position 
would be after reduction, no one knew what 
acceptance of the principle would involve in 
fact. Since the world knew much less about 
the armaments of the USSR than about those 
of the other four permanent members of the 
Security Council, acceptance of the USSR 
proposal would be signing a blank cheque. That 
was quite unacceptable to the Chinese delegation. 
Mr. Tsiang considered that the first step towards 
disarmament must undoubtedly be the collection 
of information. That was a realistic and cautious 
~pproach to the problem. 

The second difference hebveen the two draft 
resolutions lay in the importance which they 
gave to the need for establishing an atmosphere 
of political confidence among nations. An 
extreme thesis was that the reduction of arma
ments was the best and probably the only way 
to increa~e interno.tional confidence. The other 
extreme position was that unless complete 
confidence was estal;lished, 00 reduction could 
take place. The Chinese delegrrtion took a 
middle vievv. It felt that confidence and dis
armament were interrel:::ted and that progress 

M. TsiANG (Chine) ne parlera pas des armes 
atomiques, question que la Commission a deja 
examinee en detail. Le probleme des annes 
atomiqnes est de la plus huute importance et se 
trouve etroitement lie a celui de la reduction 
des armements. Toutes les nations ticnnent compte 
de ce lien, bien que, pour des raisons d'oppor
tunite, !'Organisation des Nations Unies ait 
confie l'etHde de ces questions a des commissions 
uifierentes. 

l\L Tsiang fait remarquer que la difference 
entre ks projcts de resolution de l'UHSS et la 
Belgique consiste dans le fnit que le premier 
appelle l'accept.alion immediate par les membres 

I permanents dn Conseil de secnrite du principe 
de la reduction de leurs :~rmements d'un !iers, 
dans l'espace d'unc annee, tandis que, pour 
commencer l'.renvre de la reductiondesarmements, 
le second propose de reunir et de verifier soigneu
sement les donnees relatives aux nrmements. 
Il est evident que la proposition de l'URSS est 
inacceptable, attendu que nul ne connnit !'impor
tance quantitative et qualitative des armements 
nationaux a l'hcure presente, pns plus que la 
situation qui viendrait a exister a pres la reduction. 
En fait, on reste dans !'ignorance des com.equences 
qu'entrainerait !'acceptation de ce principe. Etant 
donne que les armements de l'UHSS sont bien 
moins connus que ceux des qnatre autres membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite, accepter Ia 
proposition de l'URSS reviendrait a signer un 
ch~que en blanc. Cela, la delegation chinoise ne 
peut !'accepter. M. Tsiang estime que la toute 
premiere mesure en vue du desarmement doit 
consister a recueillir des renseignements. C'est la 
une mnniere prudente et realistc d'abo:rder le 
probleme. 

La deuxieme difierence entre lcs deux projets 
de resolution reside dans le degre de priorite qu'ils 
accordent a la necessite de creer une atmosphere 
de confiance politique entre les nntions. Part~nt 
d'un extreme, les uns cstiment que la reductwn 
des armements est le meiiieur et, probablcment, 
le scnl moycn d'augmcnter la eonfiancc interna
tionale. Partant d'un autre extreme, Ies mrtres 
pretcndmt qu'aucunc reduction ne ponrra se 
faire tant qu'unc confi::mce complete n'aura :ras 
etc etablie. Le point de vue d'c l:l dCle~;atwn 
ehinoise se place entre ces deux ntlrtndes 



n one field would promote progress in the other. 
However, under present world conditions, it 
was conYinced that the fir st step to be taken 
must be in the field of political confidence. 
The most important factor causing distrust in 
Europe and in Asia was doubt as to the future 
policy of the USSR. Without some clarification 
of that policy, no steps could he taken towards 
rrcluction of armaments. 

:\lr. Tsiang had already stated the specific 
reasqn for the Chinese delegation's rejection of 
the USSR proposal. As the Committee well 
knew, China was faced with armed communist 
rebellion. Civil war was an experience which 
both the United States and the USSR had 
endured. Mr. Tsiang had no doubt as to what 
would have been their attitude if it had been 
proposed in the middle of their civil conflicts 
that they diiarm by one-third. Such a proposal 
would have been considered to be a hostile 
intervention in their domestic affairs. That 
was how the Chinese delegation regarded the 
present proposal of the USSR. Mr. Tsiang 
quotecl a dispatch of the A5sociated Press 
published in the New York Time.~ of 2 November, 
in which it was reported that the .Japanese 
Foreign Office had estimated that some 50,000 
Japanese prisoners of war captured by the 
USSR were employed by the Chinese Communist 
forces either as soldiers or as technicians. It 
had also been estimated that 13,000 Japanese 
were doing technical work in Manelmria. How 
coulrl the USSH delegation call for a one-third 
red u ::tion by China as a contribution towards 
international peace and collaboration when it 
was at the same time organizing and equipping 
.Japanese to fight against the Government of 
China ? That bizarre situation did not evidence 
a USSH desire for international peace and colla
boration. Indeed, the words of the USSR 
representative in the First Committee and the 
deeds of the USSR Government were as far 
apart as the North and South Poles. The 
first step towards the development of international 
peace must be an end of the employment of 
fifth columns by one State against its neighbours. 
If reduction of armaments was seriously desired, 
the first task must he to disarm fifth columns 
in Greece, China, and Korea. The Chinese 
delegation intended to present concrete proposals 
to that effect. 

~1r. "MANU ILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Hepublic), speaking on a point of order, thought 
the Chairman should protect the USSR ::~guinst 
slanderous assertions such as had just been 
heard. 

The CHAIHMAN stated that his function did 
not extend to the censoring of speeches. 

1\Ir. VvsruN sr'v (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) ohj :'c ted to the C!1inesc representntive's 
remarks. 

opposees. Elle estime que la confiance et le desar
mement sont matieres connexes, et que, aux 
progres effectues dans l'un de ccs domaines, 
correspondront des progres dans !'autre. 
Neanmoins, eu egard aux conditions actuelle~ 
dans le monde, la delegation chinoise est con
vaincue que le premier pas doit etre fait dans le 
domaine de la confiance politique. L'incertitude 
quant a la politique future de l'URSS constitue 
le facteur le plus important de la mefiance qui 
regne en Europe et en Asie. On ne pourra prendre 
aucune mesure visant la reduction des armement~ 
tant que des clartes n'auront pas ete apportee~ 
sur cette politique. 

M. Tsiang a deja eu !'occasion d'exposer Ia 
raison speciale qui incite la cteh!gation chinoise 
a rejeter la proposition de l'URSS. La Commis
sion n'ignore pas que Ia Chine est aux prises avee 
une rebellion communiste armee. Les Etats-Uni& 
et l'URSS savent ce qu'est une guerre civile. 
M. Tsiang n'a aucun doute sur !'attitude qu'ils 
auraient adoptee, si on leur avait propose de 
desarmer d'un tiers au cours des conflits civils par 
lesquels ils ont passe. lis auraient considere une 
telle proposition comme une ingerence dans leur~ 
affaires interieures. C'est ainsi que la delegation 
chinoise juge la proposition actuelle de l'URSS. 
M. Tsiang donne lecture d'une depeche de l'agence 
Associated Press publiec dans le New York Time& 
du 2 novembre, et selon laquelle le ministere des 
affaires etrangeres du Japan estime a quelque 
50.000 hommes le nombre de prisonniers de guerre 
japonais de l'URSS qui servcnt dans les forces 
communistes chinoises, soit en qualite de combat
tants, soit comme t echniciens. D'autre part, on 
a evalue a 13.000 hommes le nombre des Japonais 
sc livrant a des travaux techniques en Mand-. 
chourie. Dans ces conditions, comment la dele
gation de l'URSS peut-elle proposer que la Chine 
reduisc d'un tiers ses armements pour contribuer 
a la paix et a !'entente internationales, alors que. 
en meme temps, l'URSS equipe des Japonais 
pour combattre le Gouvernement de la Chine 't 
Cette situation etrange nc revele pas, de la part 
de l'URSS, un desir de contribuer a la paix et a 
!'entente internationales. En fait, les discours 
du representant de l'URSS a la Premiere 
Commission et les actes du Gouvernement de 
l'URSS sont aussi eloignes l'un de l'autre que le 
pole Nord !'est du pole Sud. Le premier pas sur 
la voie du developpement de la paix interna
tionale serait de mettre fin a l'emploi, par certams 
Etats, de cinquiemes colonnes dirigees contre 
ses voisins. Si I' on desire serieusement la reduction 
des armements, il faut desarmer tout d'abord 
les cinquiemes colonnes en Grece, en Chine et 
en Coree. La delegation chinoise a !'intention 
de soumettre des propositions concretes a cet 
effet. 
M.l\h~ourLSKY (Repuhlique socialiste sovietique 

d'Ukraine), prenant la parole sur un point d'ordre, 
estime que lc Pre~ident devrait protegcr l'URSS 
contre drs assertions diffamatoires, comme cdles 
qu'on vient d'entendre. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il n'entre pas dans 
~;es fonctions de censurer les dis::ours. 

;vr. VvcHrNSKY (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) s'cleve contre lcs obser
vations du representant de la Chine. 
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Turning to the question under c:liscussion, 
lfr. Vyshinsky noted that the First Committee 
had b efore it not only the Belgian draft proposal, 
but also the records and r eport of the work of 
Sub-Committee 12 in connexion with the USSR 
proposaL The Sub-Committee had had to deal 
with the USSR proposal as well as proposals by 
EI Salvador, Lebanon, Belgium, France, and 
Poland. 

The Belgian draft resolution was unacceptable 
because it was inconsistent with the General 
Assembly's resolutions of 24 J anuary [resolution 
1 (I)] and 14 December 194G (resolution 41 (I)] 
ronccrning t he prohibition of atomic weapons and 
the necessity of taking practical measures for 
the general regulation and reduction of armaments 
~nd armed forces. Except for a general phrase 
In the preamble, the Belgian draft resolution 
tJverlooked the question of prohibiting atomic 
weapons. It contained no proposal of substance 
for putting into effect the Assembly's decisions 
although, as everyone knew, the Assembly had 
been expressing the heartfelt wishes of all peace
loving peoples and their determination to imple
.rnent the principles of the Charter. The General 
Assembly res9lutions had laid a peremptory duty 
tln every Member of the United Nations to see 
to it that measures were taken for implementation 
~f the decisions on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the reduction of armaments and 
armed forces. The Belgian draft resolution 
typified the attitude taken by the majority of 
the m embers of the Atomic Energy Commission 
and the Commission for Conventional Armaments. 
They-had failed to e1rry out their duty for more 
than two years despite the increasing international 
tension caused by the unbridled armaments 
race and war propaganda of a number of countries, 
particularly the United States and the United 
Kingdom. 

Mr. Vyshinsky recalled the facts adduced in 
many previous statements of the USSR delegation 
to show that the deadlock in the Atomic Energy 
{;ommission and the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments had been due to the attitude of the 
United Kingdom and United States represen
tatives. Instead of seeking agreement in order 
lo carry out the two resolutions of the General 
Assembly to which he had referred, those States 
lmd unceasingly put new difficulties and obstacles 
in the way of any possible agreement. 

The behaviour of their delegations, in the 
Security Council the and in Atomic Energy Com
mission and finally at the present session of the 
General Assembly, both at plenary meetings and 
in the Committees, and parti cularly in Sub
t:ommittee 12, served to confirm the statement of 
Generalissimo Stalin that the aggressive elements 
in the United States and the United Kingdom were 
110t interested in reaching agreement and co
eperat ing with the USSR. They spoke of 
agreement and co-operation while they sought 
to wreck agreement, to shift the blame on to 
the USSR and to prove their allegation that 

Revenant a la question en discussion, l\1. 
Vychinsky fait remarquer que la Premiere 
Commission n'est pas saisie seulement du projet 
de resolution beige, mais, egalement , des comptes 
rendus et du rapport de la Sons-Commission 12 
concernant la proposition de l'UHSS. La Sons
Commission a etudie non seulement la proposit ion 
de l'URSS, mais aussi celles du Salvador, du 
Liban, de la Belgique, de la France et de la 
Pologne. 

M. Vychinsky de::lare que 1e proj et de reso
lution belge est inacceptable, parce qu' il est 
incompatiiJle avec lcs resolutions de l' Assemblee 
generale en date du 24 janvier [resolution 1 (I)] , 
et du 1·1 decembre 1946 [resolution 41 (I)] rela
tives a la prohibition des armcs atomiques et a 
la necessite de pr end.te des mesures pratiques en 
vue de la regiemcntatiJn et de la reduction gene
rales des armements ct des forces armecs. A 
!'exception d'une phro.se du preamhulc, con<;ne 
en termes generaux, le projet de resolution beige 
ignore la question de la prohibition des armes 
atomiqucs. II ne contient aucune proposition 
concret e en vue de mettre en ceuvre les dedsions 
de l'Assemblee, bien que nul n'ignore que celL- ::i 
a exprime les dcsirs de tous les peuples pacifiqucs 
et bur determination d'appliquer les principes 
de Ia Cbarte. Les resolutions de l'As£emblee 
generale imposent un devoir imperieux a tout 
Membre de !'Organisation des Nations Unics 
de faire en sorte que des mesures soient priscs 
en vue de la mise a effet des decisions concernant 
!'interdiction des annes atomiques et la r eduction 
des armements et des forces armees. Le projet 
de resolution helge caracterise nettement !'atti
tude prise par Ia majorite des membres de la 
Commission de l' energie atomique et de la 
Commission des armements de type classique. 
Ils ont failli a leur tache durant deux ans et plus, 
malgre une tension internationaJe de plus en plus 
aigue, causee par unc course efircnee aux arme
ments et par la propagande belliciste de nombre 
de pays, en particulier, des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni. 

M. Vychinsky rappelle les faits maint es fois 
cites par la delegation de l'URSS, qui prouvent , 
dit-il, que !'impasse a laquelle ont abonti la 
Commission de l' energie atomique et la Commis
sion des armements de type classique a ete causec 
par !'attitude des representants du Royaume-Uni 
et des Etats-Unis d'Amerique. Au lieu de chercher 
une base d 'accord, qui permettrait d 'exeeuter 
les deux resolutions de l' Assemblee generale 
auxquelles s'est refere M. Vychinsky, ces Etats 
n'ont cesse de susciter des difficultes et des obs ta
cles nouveaux a 1a conclusion d'un accord 
eventuel. 

L'attitude qu'ont observee leurs represent ants 
au Conseil de securite, ala Commission de l' energie 
atomique, et enfin au cours de la session actuelle 
de I' Assemblee generale, aux seances plenieres 
comme dans les Commissions et notamment a 
Ia Sons-Commission 12, confirme Jes declarations 
du Generalissime Staline. Celui-ci a declare que 
les elements qui, aux Etats-Unis et dans le 
Royaume-Uni, preconisent nne politique d'agres
sion, ne s 'interessent pas a un accord et a une 
cooperation avec l'URSS. S'ils parlent d'accord 
et de cooperation, Hs s'efforcent en meme temps 
de faire cchouer toute entente, et de rej et er sur 
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it was impossible to co-operate with the latter. 
Generalissimo Stalin had added that the inciters 
of a new war feared nothing more than co
operation w:th th e USSR because such a policy 
would undermine their position. The evidence 
of thi :s could be seen in the manreuvres of the 
Anglo-American bloc to confuse and complicate 
th<; delnte in the various Committees. Those 
mnnreuvrcs \verc designed to represent the 
USSR as respomible for the fail ure of the Com
mi5:;ions, in spite of the fact that no one d '2Sired 
success more or was more willing to compromise 
than the USSH. 

As one of the excuse:> \Vhich they had adduced 
to dissemble their u rrwiliingness to reach 
agreement on the prohibition of atomic weapons, 
the United States and United Kingdom repre
sentatives had stated the necessity of 11rst 
reaching agre·~ment on an internationn.l control 
org::m. Yet it woulJ. clearly have he en more 
logicnl to reach ngreement on the prohibition 
of atomic weapons before discussing the measures 
which should he taken to control compliance 
with that prohiLition. Despite its conviction 
that control should follow prohibition, the USSH. 
had agreed to the principle of two simultaneous 
convent!ons. Thereby the USSR had removed 
one of the obstacles preventing agre <?ment in 
the a tomic field. Never theless, the Anglo
American bloc chose to reject that proposal. 
By in si ~ti 1g on th ~ adoption of the United States 
control pLn by the USSR, it took a pasition so 
unfriendly to the USSH proposals as to be 
tantamount to attempting to wreck any agreement 
on the P'ohibition of atomic weapons, though 
they could D')t deny that the latter were solely 
weapons of aggression and attack. 

In that connexion, Mr. Vyshin~ky · quoted 
Profe so · Oppenheimer, Chairman of the Advisory 
Commit~e ~ of the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission, to the effect that the strategy of 
atomic weapons was essentially one of unexpected
ness and t error and would remain so regardless 
of any modifications which might be undertaken 
in its u~ -:-. It was because the atomic bomb was 
an agg~·cssiYe weapon not designed for defende 
that th·~ USSR insisted upon its prohibition. 
It could n•1 t be argued, as some people attempted 
to rln, that if the bomb were outlawed, the 
countries which had previously possessed it 
would find the-mselves without defence. There 
was thtr'; irre futable scie:1 tific evidence that 
those who wished to keep the atomic bomb 
must be held to be pbnning aggression. 

Mr. Vy:>lt imky also mentioned a statement 
by Professf)r Sven H ansen in the magazine 
Tcknisk Tigskrifl to the effect th~1t the United 
States firmly intended to main: ·:h its leading 
position in atomic science and its utilization 
for military purposes. That was th~~ true reason 
for the opposition to the present USSR draft 
resolu tion. It was not that the USSR had been 
stubborn in any way, as could be seen from the 

l'UBSS Ia responsabilite de cet echec pour demon
trer la pretendue impossibilitc de cooperer avec 
rc pays. Lc Gcncralissime Staline a ajoute qtle 
ccux: qui essaicnt de provoquer une nouvelle 
guerrc redoutent par-dessus tout une cooperalion 
avec l'UHSS, car unc politique d'nccord avec 
l'URSS saper~it leur position. On trouve un 
temoignage de cetie crainte dans les manceuvres 
dn bloc anglo-amcricain, manreuvres dcstinees 
a scmer le trouble et la confusion dans les travallx 
des commissions. On essaie de rendre l'URSS 
responsable de l'cchec de ees commissions, alors 
que nul autre pays ne desire davantage voir ces 
c!Torts couronncs de succes, et n'est plus dispo>e 
a accepter un compramis. 

Pour dissimuler leur mauvaisc volonte a aboutk 
<1 un accord sur !'interdiction des armes atomiques, 
les represcntants des Etats-Unis et du Royaume
Uni ont invoque, entre autres pretextes, Ia neces
site de parvenir en premier lieu a un accord sur 
Ia constit ution d'nn organisme de contr6le inter
national bien que, tle toute evidence, il et'\t etc 
plus logiquc de parvcnir :1 un accord ~u r }'inter
diction des armes atomiques avant d'etudier Ies 
mesurcs de controle necessaires nour faire 
respecter cette interdiction . Bie:-t qu'elle soit 
convabcu~ que !'interdiction doit preccder Ie 
controle, l'UHSS a accepte le principe de l' entree 
en vigueur simultance de deux conventions. Ce 
fais::mt, clle a supprime l'un des o!Jstaclrs qui 
s'opposaient :1 la conclusion d'un accord dans 
le dom<~inc de l'cncrgie atomique. Neanmoins, Ie 
bloc anglo-americain a juge bon de rejeter cette 
proposition. En insistant pour que I'URSS 
acccnte lc prorrramme de controle presentc par 
Jcs E.tats-Unis,""ee bloc observe une at1itude a ce 
point defavorablc, a l'egard des proposition& 
de l'URSS, qu'on peut considerer qu'i!s s'e!Iorcent 
de faire cchoucr tout accord sur !'interdiction 
des arm':'s atomiques ; il leur est impossible de 
nier puurtant que ces armes sont offensives ct 
ne peuvent etre utilisees qu'a des fins d'agression. 

A ce suj et, M. Vychinsky rappelle que . I~ 
professeur Oppenheimer, President du Com1~e 
consultatif de la Commission des Etats-Ums 
pour l'cnergie atomique, a declare que Ia strate.gie 
en matiere d'arrncs atomiques se fonde essentiel
lement sur l'cffet de surprise et la terreur, et qu'il 
en sera toujours de memc, queUes que soient les 
modifications apportees a !'utilisation de cette 
arme. C'est parce que Ia bombe atomique est nne 
arme d'agression et non une arme defensive que 
l'UHSS reclame son interdiction. On ne pcut 
pretcndre, comme certains ont essaye de le fa~re, 
que, au cas oula bombe atomique serait interd~te, 
Ics pays qui etaient auparavant en po:o.sesswn 
de !Jomb-cs, se trouveraient sans defense. La preuve 
est done faitc, de fa<;on irrefutable et scientifiqur, 
qu'il faut considercr ceux qui tentent de consrrvcr 
Ia bombe atomique commc fomenteurs d'agres~ 
sion. 

M. Vychinsky cite cgalement nne dec~arati_o~ 
du nr.Jfesseur Sven Hansen n la revne Tekmsk 
Tig;krifl, d'aprcs laqucHc lcs Etats-Ur.is ont 1:\ 
ferme intention de conserver leur avance d~~s 
le dom'line de la science atomique et dans l'nti.li: 
sation de cette science a des fins militair~s. V?1la 
la veritable raison de !'opposition que fart .naitre 
Ic projet de resolution aduellement soum,Js ~~r 
l'UBSS. Ce pays n'a pourtant fait preuve d old\-
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history o! the controversy over priority of 
prohibition and control. Before the USSR had 
made its proposal for two simultaneous conven
tions, the United States representative in the 
Working Committee of the Atomic Energy 
Commission and in the Commission itself had 
stated that the atomic problem could be solved 
only by just such a measure. Once the USSH 
had accepted that principle, however, the United 
States adv-anced the idea that the control 
convention should be given priority. It was 
clear Umt these manccuvres \Vcre dcsi.qned to 
camoufla~.;e tlw lack of desire for the pr~liibition 
of atomit.: \veapons and the attempt to prevent it. 

Ruling <:ircles in the United States, anxious 
to ensure continued leadership in the atomic 
field, were continuing to advocate a mad 
armament;.;; race. The facts of that armaments 
mce were well known. V.Tith each year the 
military lmdgets of the United States became 
more ami more inflated and the burden of military 
expenditure heavier on the shoulders of minions 
of worker:> and farmers in the United States. 
No one could believe that the immense increase 
ia armaments and the idolatry of the atomic 
bomb among military circles in the United States 
were Intended for the purpose of self-defence 
and collective security. No one could believe 
that the r·cpcated appeals by circles in the United 
States to str"ngthen the military alliance of the 
'.Vestern Powers, v;hich had recently conferred 
in. Paris on a strategic plan against an unknown 
enemy. evidenced a real desire to discuss the 
reduction of armaments and armed forces. 
On the contrary, those States did not shrink 
from direct v-iolation of the General Assembly's 
decisions of 24 January and 14 December 1946. 

In view of those facts, no one could believe 
in the pr.aceful aspirations of the Belgian draft 
resolution which had hcen supported by the 
majority of Sub-Committee 12. On the contrary, 
it re!1ectcd a desire not to permit the prohibition 
of atomic weapons or regulation and reduction 
of the :;,.nuaments and armed forces even of 
the live s,sreat Powers, and was completely 
unworkable. !t Yvas not accidental that the 
United States representatives had submitted no 
proposals of their own either in the First Com
mittee or in Sub-Committee 12, hut, except for 
some amendments, had preferred to remain 
in the background, preserving a semblance of 
non-iatcrfc:rence while letting other delegations 
expound United Stztes policy. No:r was it 
an accident that the United Kingdom and French 
representatives hastily withdrew their draft 
resolution. The latter had been restated in the 
Belgian dmft resolution, which the United States, 
the United .Kingdom, France and China supported 
because they all desired tu reject the USSR 

nation it aucun egan! ; l'Ctude de Ia controverse 
qui s'cst clevcc sur la question de la priorite u 
accorder it l'intcrdiction des nrmcs ou a l'Ctnbli.s
sement du controle, permet d'cn juger. Avant 
que l'UHSS ait prescnte sa proposition demandant 
la mise en vigueur simul~ance des deux conven
tions, ic repn5sentant des Etats-Unis ~J.Vait affirme, 
dcvant le Comitc de travail de la Commission 
de l't~ncrgic atomiqne et devant la Commis~ion 
eHe-meme, que eetk me-sure seulc pcrrnetirait 
d'apport.:c-r nne solution au probleme de l'encrgie 
atomique. Cependant, upres que l'URSS cut 
rcconnu cc principe, lcs Etats-Unis ont declare 
qu'il fnlbit accordrr priorite a la conyention 
relative au controle. Ces manmuvres ont mani
fcstcment pour objet de masqner le manque 
d'enthomiasme de ce pays a l'egard de !'inter
diction des armes atomiqucs et les efforts deployes 
par lui pour s'opposer a cctte interdiction. 

Les milieux dirigcants des Etats-Unis, qui 
desirent garrler la premiere place dans le domaine 
de l'cnergirJ atomique, nc cessent de prcconis<.>r 
unc course aux armemeuts eflrcnee. Lcs faits a 
cct cgard sont bien connus. Chaquc mmcc, le 
budget militairc des I';:tats-Unis prend de plus 
lourdes proportions et lcs charges des dcpenscs 
militaires pcscnt davantage aux cpaulrs de 
millions d'ouvriers et dc paysans. Nul nc peut 
croire que c'est a un souci de securitc collective 
ct de protection que correspondcut l'immem:e 
effort accompli par les Etats-Unis dans la produc
tion des armC'ments et l'interet passionne do'.lt 
les milieux militaires americains font preuve a 
l'cgard de la Lombe atomique. Nul nc peut croire 
que lcs appels lncess:mts lances par les milieux 
dirigcants des Etats-Unis, en vue de renforccr 
l'alliance militairc des Puissances occidcrrtalcs, 
qui sc sont reunies recemment a Paris pour dreESCr 
un programme de defense contre mt enncmi 
inconnu, temoignent d'un veritable desir d'ctudicr 
la reduction des armements ct des forces armecs. 
Au contra1re, ccs Etats n'hCsitent pas a violer 
ouvertement les decisions de l'Assemblcc gencrale 
du 24 janvier ct du 14 dccembre 1946. 

Dcvant cet etut de chose, il est impossible de 
croire aux intentions pacifiques du projet de 
resolution presente par la Belgique et soutenu 
par lu majorite de la Sous-Gommission 12. Ce 
projet, qui semble p!utot rc,'1eter le desir de n'auto
riser ni !'interdiction des annes atomiqucs, ni 
la reglementation et la reduction des annements 
ct des forces a:rmecs, meme en ce qui. concernc 
lcs cinq gra'1des Pui~sances, est ahsolument 
inapplicable. Ce n'est pas par lmsard que k repre
sentant des Etats-Unis n'a presentc, a la Premiere 
Commission comme a la Sous-Cormni~.sion 12, 
aucunc proposition au nom de son Gouvcrnemc!It, 
mais a prefcrc, a pres a voir soumis certains ~men
dements, rester d:1ns l'ombn·, feignant de ne pas 
intervenir, ct laissant a d'autrz:s delegations le 

1 soin d'expliquer la polWque des Etats-Unis. Ce 
n'est pas non plus par hasnrd que 1es representant£ 
du Royam.ne-U ni d de Ia Francese sont empresses 
de rctircr !cs proje~.:s de resolution qu'ils avaicnt 
prcsentes. Le prvjet d~ resolution de la Fr:mcc 
a etc integrc dans le projet de resolution de la 
Belgique qne les Etats-Unis, le Royaume-Uni, 
la France ct la Chine souticnnent, parce qu'ils 
dcsirent toas rejeter le projet de resolution de 
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draft resolution and to bury the General Assembly 
resolutions of 24 J anuary and 14 December 1946· 

The Belgian draf t resolution had no connexion 
with the title of the agenda item under which 
it was submitted, since it was designed for 
difl'erent purpose. It expressed pious hopes 
about ihe collection of information regarding 
armaments and armed forces in an attempt to 
£amouf1age its real aim of preventing disarma
ment. That aim was eviden t, however, in 
the second parugraph of the Belgian draft 
resolution, which stated t hat no agreement on 
the reduction of armnments \Vas possible so 
long as each State did not possess information 
concerning the armaments of other State~. 

J,:Ir Vyshinsky observed that the Belgian draft 
resolution did not take into account the reason 
for the failure of the work of the Atomic Energy 
Commis'iion ::mel the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments and o!Icred no practical proposals 
for ensuring i ls futurL~ s ucces~ . Th r purpose 
of the Belgian draft resolution was to preserve 
the reputation of those respon~ibl c for wrecking 
that work. An a nalysis of the reasons why 
those Commissions lw.d been unable to fu1li1 
th(;ir mandate might enable the Committee t o 
remO \'C the obstacles t o implementing the 
As-;embly resolutions of 2-! January and 14 De
cember 19:16. 

To show the artificial obst acles put in the 
way of su ch implementation, :Mr. Vyshinsky 
quoted Professor Shils of the University of 
Chicago, who had written in the Bulletin of the 
Association of United Stales Atomic Scientists, 
that the USSR proposals could have served as 
a sati sfactory basis for frnitful conversa tions if 
the majority of the Atomic Energy Commission 
had not been " irritated " at the USSR delegation. 
Professor Shils had also recognized that difierences 
in regard to the "veto" could have been overcome 
by a more objective and serene attitude on the 
part of the United States delega tion, and had 
add:2d that not the smallest concession had 
b een made to the USSR as regarded the con
vention for the prohibition of atomic weapons. 
In the opinion of the USSR delegation, those 
factors showed clearly the unwillingness of the 
United Stat es to implement the General 
Assembly's decisions wit h respect t o atomic 
energy and conventional armaments which had 
resulted in the failure of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. Nevertheless, the tasks of the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission 
for Conventional Armaments were so important 
for the future of mankind that it was impossible 
to be reconciled to continuation of the. deadlock. 

The peace-loving peoples of the world felt 
an imperative need for a way out of that deadlock. 
The only solution was the prohibition of atomic 
weapons, a step of tremendous significance 
toward liberating the world from the spectre 
of mass destruction and one which would allow 
for the peaceful development of atomic energy 

l'URSS et enterrer les resolutions tie l'Assemblee 
generale du 24 janvier et du 14 decembre 194G. 

Le projet de resolution de la Belgique n'a aucun 
rappor t avec le titre du point de I'ordre du jowr 
a propos duquel il a etc presente, puisqu'il pour
suit un but cntierement oppose. Ce projet exprime 
de pieux espoirs au sujet de la communication 
de renseignements concernant les armements 
et forces armees ; on t ente ainsi de dissimukr 
son veritable Lut qui est de s'opposer au de~ar
memcnt. Ce but apparait ccpendant de fa~on 
evidente au deuxieme paragraphe de ce projet, 
ou il e;~ t dednre de fat;on t res nette qu'aucun 
accord sur Ia reduction des armements n'est 
possible t ant que chaque f~tat ne disposera p:os 
de rcnscignemcnts au sujet des armements drs 
autres Etat~ . 

M. Vychinsky fait remarquer que le projet lk 
resolution cle la Belgique ne tient pas compte des 
rnisons de l'echec rcncontre par Ia Commission 
dcl'energie atomique ct la Commission des arm~
ments de type classique et ne presente aucune 
proposition concrete suscept ible d'assurer le 
succes de leur 2Ctivitc future. Dans !'esprit de 
scs auteurs, ce projet cloit sauvegarder Ia n:\pu
t ation de ceux qui sont responsables de I'echec 
des travanx de ccs Commissions. Si Ia Premiere 
Commission analysait les raisons pour lcsquelle~ 
Ia Commission de l'energie atomique et Ia Commis
sion des armements de type classique n'ont pu 
remplir leur mandat, clle pourrait ecarter Irs 
obst acles qui s'opposent a !'application des re~o
lutions de l' Assemblee generale du 24 janvier et 
du 14 dccembre 19,16. 

Pour montrcr Je caractcre artificiel de ces 
obstacles, M. Vychinsky se refere a un article du 
profcss cur Shils, de l'Universite de Chicago, p~ru 
dans le B11lletin of the Association of the Umtell 
Stales Atomic Scientists. Le professeur declare q~e 
les propositions de l'URSS auraient pu. s~rnr 
de base a des diSCUSSiOnS utiJes si la ma]Oflte de~ 
membrcs de la Commission de l'encrgie atomique 
n'avait et e << irritee >: par la delegation de l'URSS. 
Lc professeur Shils reconnait cgalement que lcs 
divergences qui s'etaient clcvees au sujct ?u veto 
auraient pu etre aplanies si la delegatiOn des 
E tats-Unis avait observe nne attitude pJm; 
objective et plus sereine. 11 ajoute qu'on ~·avait 
pas fait a l'URSS la plus petite con~es~wn au 
suj ct de la convention pour l'interd1cbon .des 
a:rmes atomiques. La delegation de l'URSS estm~e 
que ces facteurs mettent en lumicrc !e ~a.u:ms 
vouloir des Etats-Unis a appliquer les d eCJ Sl?ll~ 
de I' Assemblee generale portant sur la questiOJt 
de l'energie atomique et des armements de .typr 
classique, mauvais vouloir auquel il faut attnbu~r 
l'echec des travaux de la Commission de l'energH· 
atomique. Neanmoins, l'reuvre assignee a .la 
Commission de l'energie atomique et a la Comm~: 
sion des armements de type classique est ~' 1 

important pour l'avenir de l'humanite, qu'il e~t 
impossible d'acccpter que ces Commissions restent 
dans une situation sans issue. 

Les pcuples pacifiques sentent qu'il est absll~ 
lument necessaire de trouver un moyen qm 
permette de sort ir de !'impasse actuel~e . La seule 
solution ~st d'interdire les armcs atom1ques. Cette 
mesure serait de la plus haute importance, car 
elle Iibererait le monde de la menace d~~s 
destructions massives ct permettrait a l'energlt 
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to go forward unhindered by its utilization 
for military purposes. 

Unlike the United Kingdom and the United 
States, the USSR was in full accord with the 
Charter in this position. It was reducing its 
armaments and armed forces as well as its military 
budget while at the same time increasing its 
budget for economic, cultural and social services. 
This was made possible by the nature of the USSR 
policy which sought neither territorial gains nor 
domination. On the other hand, 36.1 per cent of 
the United States budget for 1949 was allocated 
for military expenditures, and Press reports 
forecast further increases. Through the Budget 
Bureau, President Truman had notified Secretary 
of Defense Forrestal on 16 July that the maximum 
set for military expenditures might require revision 
in the light of significant changes in the inter
national situation. A Reuters dispatch reported 
that United States expenditures for the arming 
of the United States and of certain Western 
European States would mount to the unprece
dented sum of 20,000 million dollars. On the 
other hand, in the USSR, total military appro
priations for the year 1948-1949 were 17.5 per 
cent of the total budget. While the United States 
had increased its military appropriations by 
4,600 million dollars or 43.4 per cent, the USSR 
had reduced its appropriations by 2,500 million 
rubles. Eighty-three per cent of the USSR 
budget covered economic, educational and cultural 
needs. 

The policy of the USSR aimed at international 
co-operation and the realization of the Charter 
principles and purposes, particularly those con
cerning armaments expressed in Articles 11, 26 
and 47 ; Article 47 even contemplated a reduction 
of armaments up to and including possible dis
armament. Those Articles were designed to guide 
the policy of Member States toward possible 
disarmament in the near future. In pursuing its 
policy of implementing the terms of the Charter, 
the USSR delegation had, as a first step, submitted 
a proposal not for total disarmament, but for the 
reduction by one-third of the armaments and 
armed forces of the permanent members of the 
Security Council who possessed the overwhelming 
proportion of armaments and bore the heaviest 
responsibility for the maintenance of peace and 
security. This proposal was also in accord with 
the General Assembly's resolution 41 (I) of 
14 December 1946, the implementation of which 
had not progressed despite thirty months of 
work in two separate Commissions. 

In opposing the USSR proposal the majority 
were directly opposing the principles of the 
Charter and the decisions of the General Assembly 
which the USSR and the popular democracies 
were constantly striving to implement. The 
USSR proposal did not suit the taste of those 
Governments whose foreign policy was directed 

atomique de se developper dans I' interet de la paix, 
en supprimant !'obstacle que constitue I'emploi 
de cette energie a des fins de guerre. 

L'attitude de l'URSS est entierement conforme 
a la Charte ; on ne peut pas en dire autant de 
!'attitude du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis. 
L'URSS est en train de reduire ses armements 
et ses forces armees, ainsi que ses credits militaires, 
tout en accroissant le budget de ses services 
economiques, culturels et sociaux. La nature 
meme de la politique de l'URSS, qui ne cherche 
ni a etendre sa domination, ni a realiser des gains 
territoriaux, lui permet de le faire. Par contre 
36,1 pour 100 du budget des Etats-Unis pour 1949 
sont reserves aux depenses militaires et les infor
mations de presse annoncent de nouvelles augmen
tations. Le 16 juillet, selon les instructions du 
president Truman, le Budget Bureau des Etats
Unis a fait savoir a M. Forrestal, Secretaire a la 
defense, que le maximun fixe pour les depenses 
militaires pourrait subir une revision, vu les 
changements importants qui se produisent dans 
la situation internationale. Selon une depeche 
de l'agence Reuter, les depenses prevues pour 
l'armement des Etats-Unis et de certains Etats 
d'Europe occidentale pourraient s'elever a un 
total de 20 milliards de dollars, chiffre sans 
precedent. Quant aux credits militaires de l'URSS 
pour I'annee 1948-1949, ils ne constituent que 
17,5 pour 100 de son budget total. Alors que les 
Etats-Unis augmentaient leurs credits militaires 
de 4 milliards 600 millions de dollars, soit de 
43,4 pour 100, l'URSS reduisait les siens de 
2 milliards 500 millions de roubles, 83 pour 100 
du budget de l'URSS sontreserves aux besoins 
d'ordre economique, culture! ainsi qu'aux besoins 
de I'enseignement. 

La politique de l'URSS a pour objectif la 
cooperation internationale et la mise en applica
cation des buts et des principes de la Charte, 
particulierement en ce qui concerne les armements, 
et dont on trouve l'enonce dans les Articles 11, 
26 et 47. L'article 47 envisage meme la reglemen
tation des armements jusques et y compris le 
desarmement eventuel. Ces articles sont destines 
a guider la politique des Etats Membres vers 
le ctesarmement eventuel et vers sa realisation dans 
un proche avenir. Conformement a sa politique, 
qui est de faire appliquer les termes de la Charte, 
l'URSS a presente, a titre de premiere mesure, non 
pas une proposition en vue d'un desarmement 
total, mais un projet tendant a reduire d'un tiers 
les armements et les forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite ; ces derniers, 
en effet, possedent la partie de beaucoup la plus 
grande des armements du monde et assument les 
plus lourdes responsabilites en ce qui concerne le 
maintien de Ia paix et de Ia securite. Cette propo
sition est egalement conforme ala resolution 41 (I) 
de l'Assemblee generale, en date du 14 ctecembre 
1946, dont Ia mise en reuvre n'a pas fait de progres 
en depit de trente mois de travail au sein de deux 
commissions differentes. 

En s'opposant a Ia proposition de l'URSS, la 
majorite enfreint directement les principes de Ia 
Charte et les decisions de I' Assemblee generale, 
dont l'URSS et les democraties populaires 
s'efforcent constamment d'assurer !'application. 
La proposition de I'URSS ne plait pas aux Gouver
nements dont la politique etrangere favorise Ia 
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toward a continuation of the armaments race 
although this was not stated openly. This hidde~ 
opposition was carried over into the Sub-Com
mittee 12 where representatives agreed with the 
USSR proposals in principle but then put forward 
qualifications and conditions which showed that 
they opposed the proposals. The French repre
sentative said the proposals were too general. He 
stated that it was not clear how the reduction 
would be carried out, what forces and armaments 
were involved. Some focussed their objections 
on control. This was the same method as had 
brought the Atomic Energy Commission to a 
deadlock. Inventory and control, significant as 
they were, afforded no solution of the question of 
reductions. The whole of the question must be 
dealt with. 

:\1r. Vyshinsky dismissed as disrespectful the 
argument of the representative of China that the 
brevity of the USSR proposal evidenced bad faith. 
The Chinese representative had objected that a 
control organ established within the framework of 
the Security Council would not be effective and 
could not therefore be accepted, but he had not 
said why such a control would not be effective. 
Actually, the USSR proposal on control was fully 
in accord with paragraph 6 of the General 
Assembly's resolution 41 (I) which the Chinese 
delegation "·as therefore refusing to implement. 

Some representatives had opposed the USSR 
proposal on the ground that it did not require the 
permanent members to submit information on 
the present state of their armaments and armed 
forces, but the answer to that was to be found in 
the last paragraph of the USSR proposal which 
stated that full official data on the state of the 
armaments and armed forces of the permanent 
members of the Security Council must be sub
mitted to the control body. Those represen
tatives had gone on to say that they had no infor
mation on the present forces of the USSR, but the 
whole world should know that these forces were 
at peace-time levels because the facts and figures 
had been published in the official gazette. The 
Chinese representative had alleged that the adop
tion of the USSR proposal would be equivalent 
to the signing of a blank cheque, but this argument 
was ridiculous in view of the USSR proposal to 
require full official data. 

The Chinese representative had also said that 
the adoption of the USSR proposal would have an 
unfavourable effect on the outcome of the civil war 
in China. However, whether or not the Chinese 
Government reduced its armed forces by one
third, there would be no efiect on the outcome of 
the battle by the Chinese people against the 
C~i~ese g~ner~ls which was now marked by the 
bnlhant v1ctones of the People's Liberation Army 
of China. Despite the slander spread by the 
Chinese representative concerning Japanese war 
prisoners allegedly sent by the USSR Government 
the destiny of the Chinese people would be settled 

course aux armements, chose que d'ailleurs on ne 
veut_ pas _av.ouer. Cette opposition dissimulee s'est 
mamfestee a I~ Sous-~ommission 12, ou les repre
sentan~s! apres , avmr accepte en principe les 
propositiOns de 1 URSS, ont multiplie les reserves 
et les conditions, ce qui montre bien qu'ils 
s'opposent en fait aux propositions de l'URSS 
Le rep_r~sentant. de la France a declare que c~~ 
prop?s1bons avment un caractere trop general. n 
a pretendu ne pas bien comprendre comment la 
reduction pourrait etre realisee et quels etaient les 
armemcnts et les forces armees dont il s'agissait. 
quelques represen~ants firent porter leurs objec
tions sur la questwn du controle. C'etait Ia une 
methode qui avait deja fait aboutir la Commission 
de l'energie atomique a une impasse. L'etablis
sement d'un inventaire, ainsi que le contr(J!e, 
queUe que soit leur importance, ne sauraient 
resouure la question de Ia reduction des arme
ments. C'est la une question qu'il faut traiter dans 
son ensemble. 

M. Vychinsky ccarte, parce qu'il est desobli
geant, !'argument du representant de Ia Chine, 
selon Iequella brievetc meme de la proposition de 
l'URSS temoignerait de sa mauvaise foi. Le 
representant de la Chine a presente une autre 
objection : d'apres lui, un organisme de contr61e 
constitue dans Ie cadre du Conseil de securite ne 
serait pas eflicace et c'est pourquoi on ne pourrait 
en accepter la formation ; mais il a omis de dire 
pourquoi cet organisme serait inefficace. En 
realite, la proposition de l'URSS est pleinement 
conforme au paragraphe 6 de la resolution 41 {I) 
de l'Assemblee generale; en d'autres termes, la 
delegation de la Chine refuse de faire appliquer 
cette resolution. 

Certains representants n'ont pas voulu accepter 
la proposition de l'URSS parce qu'elle ne deman
dait pas aux membres permanents de presenter 
des renseignements sur .l'etat actuel de leurs 
armements et de leurs forces armees. Mais la 
reponse a cette objection se trouve au dernier 
paragraphe du projet, qui prevoit que tous rensei
gnements officiels sur l'etat des armements et des 
forces armees des membres permanents du Conseil 
de securite doivent etre soumis a l'organisme de 
controle. Ces representants sont alles jusqu'a 
declarer qu'ils ne disposent d'aucun renseignement 
sur les forces armees de l'URSS ; or, tout Ie monde 
devrait sa voir que ces forces sont actuellement sur 
pied de paix, puisque renseignements et chiffres 
ont ete pubJies au journal officiel. Le representant 
de la Chine a pretendu que si l'on adoptait la 
proposition de l'URSS, on signerait un cheque en 
blanc ; cet argument est ridicule, carla proposition 
de l'URSS demande que l'on fournisse des rensei
gnements complets et ofliciels. 

Le representant de la Chine a allegue egalement 
que !'adoption de la proposition de l'URSS .affec
terait d'une fa~on defavorable l'issue de la guerre 
civile en Chine. Meme si le Gouvernement de Ia 
Chine reduisait d'un tiers ses forces armees, cela 
n'aurait aucun effet sur !'issue de la lutte du 
peuple chinois contre les generaux chinois, lutte 
marquee en ce moment par les victoires eclatantes 
de l'armee chinoise de liberation populaire. En 
depit des calomnies que repand le representant de 
la Chine, et selon lesquelles le Gouvernement de 
l'URSS aurait envoye en Chine des prisonniers de 
guerre japonais, le sort du peuple chinois sera 
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by the Chinese people themselves. The analogy 
drawn by the Chinese representative with the 
wars in the United States and the USSR was false 
because there was no parallel between the struggle 
of a Government against its people and the struggle 
of a people against its reactionary Government. 
Furthermore, the Chinese Government hardly 
played such an important role at the present time 
as to induce the USSR to introduce a draft reso
lution aimed against it. The need of the Chinese 
Government for all the arms and equipment it 
could get to suppress the Chinese people was the 
true reason why it opposed the USSR proposal. 

In Sub-Committee 12, the -representative of E 
Salvador had contended that there could be no 
reduction of armaments because of the present 
international atmosphere. He had referred to 
the situation in Greece, Korea and China, and 
had added that this atmosphere would be cleared 
up if the USSR would take steps to remove its 
restrictions on transport around Berlin. The 
USSR had done everything possible to reach 
agreement in the Berlin situation. Conversations 
with the six non-permanent members of the 
Security Council and China had led to agreement 
on the basis of informal USSR proposals, but the 
existence of that agreement had been denied 
by the United States and the United Kingdom. 
The latter countries must bear responsibility for 
the present tension ; yet they opposed all measures 
which would help in themselves to clear the 
atmosphere and to strengthen international peace 
and security. Their unwillingness to honour 
their agreements applied to the joint general 
directive of 30 August laid down at Moscow and 
to all other agreements on the Berlin question, 
beginning with those of Yalta and Potsdam. 

The USSR delegation had stated that since 
agreement had been possible on a convention to 
prohibit the use of toxic gases, a convention on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons was equally 
possible. The Belgian representative had said 
the analogy did not apply since the convention 
on toxic gases dealt with the utilization and not 
the production of these gases, while the convention 
on atomic energy must forbid both the utilization 
and the production of atomic energy for other 
than peaceful purposes. However, this objection 
'\'\-'"aS artificial. There was no question of prohi
biting the production of toxic gases. Atomic 
energy could also be produced. What was pro
posed was only the prohibition of its utilization 
for military purposes, just as in the case of toxic 
gases. One convention had permitted the pro
duction of toxic gases for non-military purposes. 
All that was asked was a convention for the 
prevention of the utilization of atomic energy in 
the same way. One convention permitted the 
production of toxic gases ; the USSR proposal 
would permit the production of atomic energy 
also, not for warlike ends, but for peaceful pur
poses only. The USSR insisted on the impor-

decide par Ie peuple chinois lui-meme. L'analogie 
que Ie representant de Ia Chine a tente d'etablir 
avec les evenements de Chine et les guerres civiles 
qui ont eu lieu autrefois aux Etats-Unis et en 
URSS est fausse, car il n'existe aucun rapport 
entre Ia lutte que m(me un Gouvernement contre 
son propre peuple et Ia lutte d'un peuple contre 
un Gouvernement reactionnaire. D'ailleurs, il est 
peu probable que le Gouvernement chinois tienne 
a I'heure actuelle une place suffisamment impor
tante pour que l'URSS songe a presenter un projet 
de resolution dirige contre lui. Le veritable motif 
qui a induit Ie Gouvernement de Ia Chine a se 
prononcer contre Ia proposition de l'URSS pro
vient de Ia necessite oil se trouve ce Gouvernement 
d'obtenir le plus possible d'armes et de materiel 
pour mettre a raison le peuple chinois. 

Au cours des debats a Ia Sons-Commission 12, 
le representant du Salvador a cherche a demontrer 
que Ia reduction des armements ne pouvait avoir 
lieu dans !'atmosphere internationale actuelle ; il 
a fait allusion a Ia situation en Grece, en Coree et 
en Chine. II a ajoute que ~ette atmosphere se 
trouverait purifiee si l'URSS prenait des mesures 
pour supprimer les restrictions sur les communi
cations avec Berlin. L'URSS a tout essaye pour 
aboutir a un accord sur !'affaire de Berlin. Des 
conversations engagees avec les six membres non 
permanents du Conseil de sccurite ainsi qu'avec 
Ia Chine ont eu pour resultat un accord fonde sur 
les propositions officieuses de l'URSS, mais 
!'existence de cet accord a ete dementie par les 
Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni. Ces deux Puis
sances doivent done porter Ia responsabilite de la 
tension actuelle ; pourtant elles s'opposent a toute 
mesure dont !'adoption serait susceptible de 
clarifier !'atmosphere et de renforcer Ia paix et la 
securite internationales. lis ne tiennent nullement 
a honorer leurs propres engagements, comme on 
peut le constater en ce qui concerne !'application 
des directives generales etablies en commun le 
30 aout a Moscou, ainsi que de taus les autres 
accords sur Ia question de Berlin, en commen~ant 
par les Accords de Yalta et de Potsdam. 

La delegation de l'URSS a fait remarquer que, 
puisqu'il avait ete possible de conclure un accord 
interdisant Ies gaz toxiques, il etait egalement 
possible d'interdire les armes atomiques. Le repre
sentant de la Belgique a estime que l'analogie 
n'etait pas valable, car Ia Convention sur les gaz 
toxiques s'applique a leur utilisation, mais non pas 
a leur fabrication, tandis que !'accord projete sur 
I'energie atomique doit interdire a Ia fois !'utili
sation et Ia production de I'energie atomique pour 
des fins autres que des fins pacifiques. C'est Ia un 
argument specieux. II n'est nullement question 
d'interdire la production des gaz toxiques. II est 
egalement permis de produire l'energie atomique. 
Ce qu'on propose, c'est uniquement d'interdire 
!'utilisation de l'energie atomique a des fins mili
taires, tout comme dans Ie cas des gaz toxiques. 
Une convention autorise Ia fabrication des gaz 
toxiques pour des fins non militaires. Tout ce 
qu'on demande, c'est de conclure une convention 
analogue pour prevenir I'emploi de I'energie ato
mique a des fins militaires. La proposition de 
l'URSS permet la production de I'energie ato
mique, non pas pour la guerre, mais uniquement 
a des fins pacifiques. L'URSS insiste sur l'impor-
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tance of the analogy and the historical precedent. 

The Belgian representative had maintained, as 
an objection to the USSR proposal, that countries 
governed by parliamentary democracy did not 
report the details of their armaments ; he there
fore concluded that the published information 
and information submitted by the five permanent 
members would be unreliable and incomplete. 
The Belgian allegation that countries governed 
by a parliamentary system did not tell the truth 
to their people was thus made to stand in the way 
of the USSR proposal. The Belgian represen
tative had preferred the French proposal to 
gather information first ; but if the data to be 
submitted by the permanent members under the 
USSR resolution were not to be trusted, why 
should there be any more confidence in the pre
liminary information submitted under the Belgian 
draft resolution, which incorporated the French 
proposal ? 

The same condition of international trust had 
also been discussed by the United Kingdom repre
sentative in the Sub-Committee. He had laid 
down certain prerequisites including the conclusion 
of peace treaties with Germany and Japan. But 
neither of the resolutions of the General Assembly 
of 24 January and 14 December 1946 set forth 
any such conditions and the United Kingdom 
representative was therefore advancing new 
prerequisites. But even if this prerequisite were 
accepted for the sake of argument, it was well 
known that Mr. Molotov, the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of the USSR, had submitted a proposal to 
the Council of Foreign Ministers in November 
1947 calling for the elaboration of a peace treaty 
with Germany as a matter of urgency. That 
proposal had been rejected by the United States 
and the United Kingdom. Consequently, if a 
peace treaty with Germany was a prerequisite 
for the creation of international confidence, that 
confidence had been destroyed by those Govern
ments which rejected Mr. Molotov's proposal and 
they must bear the responsibility for the absence of 
confidence. 

' The United Kingdom representative had said 
that USSR agreement to submit information 
along general lines on its armed forces would be a 
big step towards strengthening international 
confidence. The United Kingdom representative 
had added prophetically that the USSR would not 
do this. But the USSR draft resolution provided 
that the international control organ should receive 
full official data on the status of the armaments 
and armed forces of all the permanent members 
of the Security Council including the USSR. The 
fulfilment of the United Kingdom's prerequisites 
should have removed an obstacle to acceptance 
of the USSR proposal. The prerequisites were 
obviously a mere pretext for a refusal to agree on 
the reduction of armaments. 

tance de cette analogie et souligne !'existence de 
ce precedent historique. 

Le representant de la Belgique, en s'opposant a 
la proposition de l'URSS, a dit que les demo
craties a regime parlement~ire ne revelent pas les 
details concernant leurs armements ; il en a conclu 
que les renseignements publies et ceux qui seraient 
fournis par les cinq membres permanents seraient 
incomplets et errones. Ainsi, !'argument invoque 
par le representant de la Belgique, selon lequelles 
pays a regime parlementaire ne diraient pas la 
verite a leurs peuples, devient un obstacle qu'on 
oppose ala proposition de l'URSS. Le representant 
de la Belgique prefere la proposition de la France, 
selon laquelle il faudrait commencer par recueillir 
des renseignements ; mais si les donnees que les 
membres permanents doivent fournir aux termes 
de la resolution de· l'URSS n'inspirent pas une 
confiance suffisante, pourquoi accorderait-on une 
confiance plus grande aux renseignements prelimi
naires soumis en application du projet de resolu
tion de Ia Belgique, qui comprend Ia proposition 
de la France ? 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a egalement 
parle, a la Sous-Commission, des conditions 
necessaires a Ia confiance internationale ; il a 
formule certaines conditions prealables, entre 
autres, Ia conclusion de traites de paix avec 
l'Allemagne et le Japon. Toutefois, ces conditions 
ne figurent ni dans la resolution adoptee par 
l'Assemblee generale le 24 janvier, ni dans celle 
du 14 decembre 1946; les conditions prealables 
dont fait etat le representant du Royaume-Uni 
sont done nouvelles. Mais meme en supposant 
qu'on admette ces conditions prealables, l'on sait 
que M. Molotov, Ministre des affaires etrangeres 
de l'URSS, a soumis au Conseil des Ministres des 
affaires etrangeres, des novembre 1947, une 
proposition tendant a elaborer au plus vite u.n 
traite de paix avec l'Allemagne. Les Etats:r:ms 
et le Royaume-Uni ont rejete cette propositiOn. 
Par consequent, si Ia conclusion d'un traite de 
paix avec 1' Allemagne constitue vraiment une 
condition prealable a l'etablissement de _Ia 
confiance internationale, celle-ci a ete detrmte 
par les Gouvernements qui ont rejete Ia P.ropo
sition de M. Molotov; c'est done eux qm sont 
responsables du manque de confiance interna
tionale qui se fait sentir actuellement. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a decla~e 
que si l'URSS acceptait de fournir des rensei
gnements d'ordre general au sujet de ses forces 
armees, cela contribuerait grandement a renforcer 
la confiance internationale. Le representant du 
Royaume-Uni est alle jusqu'a predire q~e l'URS.S 
n'en ferait rien. Or, le projet de resolutiOn soumis 
par l'URSS prevoit que tous les membr~s 
permanents du Conseil de securite, y co~pns 
l'URSS, doivent fournir a l'organisme m~er
national de contr6le des renseignements officiels 
complets sur l'etat de leurs armements et de leurs 
forces armees. II semblerait qu'en accedant aux 
conditions prealables formuiees par, .le. ~epre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, on ait ehmme ~et 
obstacle a !'acceptation de la proposition soumi~e 
par I'URSS. Puisqu'il n_'~n est ri,en, !on p~~t ~oir 
desormais que ces conditions prealables ~ etm~nt 
qu'un pretexte pour refuser d'accepter Ia reduction 
des armements. 
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The United Kingdom representative had dwelt 
at length on the significance of the veto, repeating 
old arguments against the principle of unanimity 
which he alleged would apply in the work of the 
international control body proposed by the USSR. 
The assertions were irresponsible. The USSR 
draft resolution contained in the Third Report of 
the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC/31/Rev.1) 
provided that the control and inspection organs 
must carry out their functions on the basis of their 
own rules including the adoption of decisions in 
appropriate cases by a majority vote. At a 
meeting of the First Committee in 1946, 
Mr. Molotov, in reply to similar allegations, had 
said that it was incorrect to represent the question 
as if any State would be able to hinder control and 
inspection by a veto, since the veto applied in the 
Security Council and not in the control agency. 
It was therefore incorrect to say that the USSR 
was hindering control and inspection. Decisions 
of the Security Council under Chapters VI and 
VII of the Charter were to be taken in accordance 
with paragraph 3 of Article 27 of the Charter. 
But the work of the control organ was one thing 
and that of the Security Council another. There 
.,l>uuJ.Q be no veto at all in the control organ. 

Mr. Vyshinsky recalled that Mr. McNeil had 
peppered him with questions such as what was 
meant by armed forces, whether the one-third 
reduction applied to expenditures or armaments, 
etc., and the Belgian representative had asked how 
to reduce a cruiser by one-third. He thor.ght 
there were plenty of experts and technicians who 
could answer such questions and adopt some 
general standards, and pointed out that the records 
of the League of Nations contained many studies 
working out the details of just such proposals, none 
of which was new. The opponents of the USSR 
proposal were using such minor difficulties as 
scarecrows to avoid its adoption. The Peace 
Treaties with Italy, Bulgaria and Roumania had 
used the term armed forces without any expla
nation and everyone had understood it. The 
USSR proposal was perfectly clear, although of 
course it was always easy to repeat that it was 
not. Moreover, the USSR proposal was for 
reduction within one year and not immediately. 
No one had made a counter-proposal concerning 
the time-limit for reduction. 

The Belgian representative had said that 
Belgium did not wish to reduce its armed forces. 
But it was the five permanent members of the 
Security Council who were being asked to reduce 
their forces, not Belgium. The United Kingdom 
representative had said that certain States could 
not effect any further reduction in armaments 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a insiste 
longuement sur la signification du droit de veto ; 
il a invoque une fois de plus les arguments bien 
connus contre le principe de l'unanimite, et a 
pretendu qu'il en serait fait usage au cours des 
travaux de l'organisme international de controle 
dont l'URSS envisage la creation. Ces allegations 
sont entierement injustifiees. Le projet de reso
lution de l'URSS qui figure dans le Troisieme 
Rapport de la Commission de l'energie atomique 
(AECJ31/Rev.1), stipule queles organes de 
controle et d'inspection devront, en exergant 
leurs fonctions, se conformer a leur propre 
reglement qui devra prevoir que, le cas ecbeant, 
les decisions seront prises a la majorite des voix. 
En 1946, a une seance tenue par la Premiere 
Commission, M. Molotov, en reponse a des 
allegations du meme genre, a declare qu'il etait 
inexact de pretendre qu'un Etat, quel qu'il soit, 
pouvait utiliser le droit de veto pour empecher 
!'institution du controle et de !'inspection ; en 
effet, le veto s'exerce au sein du Conseil de securite, 
mais pas au sein de l'organisme de controle. II 
est done inexact d'affirmer que l'URSS entrave 
l'etablissement du controle et de l'inspection. Les 
decisions prises par le Conseil de securite en vertu 
des Chapitres VI et VII de la Charte doivent etre 
conformes aux dispositions de !'Article 27, 
paragraphe 3, de la Charte. Mais il ne faut pas 
confondre l'activite de l'organisme de controle 
avec celle du Conseil de securite. Le droit de veto 
ne doit pas s'exercer du tout au sein de l'organisme 
de controle. 

M. Vychinsky rappelle que M. McNeil lui a 
pose un grand nombre de questions telles que 
celles-ci : Que faut-il entendre par forces armees ? 
S'agit-il de reduire d'un tiers les depenses budge
taires, ou les armements ? etc. ; le representant 
de la Belgique lui a demande comment on pouvait 
reduire d'un tiers un croiseur. Le representant 
de l'URSS estime qu'il existe un grand nombre 
d'experts et de specialistes capables de repondre 
a ces questions et d'etablir des regles generales ; 
il fait observer que les archives de la Societe des 
Nations contiennent un grand nombre d'etudes 
qui traitent, en detail, de propositions en tout 
point analogues aux siennes ; celles-ci ne sont done 
pas nouvelles. Ceux qui s'opposent a !'adoption 
de la proposition de l'URSS cherchent a atteindre 
leur but en faisant de ces difficultes, relativement 
peu importantes, un veritable epouvantail. Le 
terme {( forces armees )) a ete employe dans les 
traites de paix conclus avec l' Italie, la Bulgarie 
et la Roumanie, sans preciser davantage, et 
personne ne s'est mepris sur le sens de ce terme. 
La proposition de l'URSS est parfaitement 
claire, bien qu'il soit evidemment facile de 
repeter a satiete qu'elle ne l'est point. En outre, 
aux termes de la proposition de l'URSS, la 
reduction serait effectuee en l'espace d'une annee, 
et non pas immediatement. D'ailleurs, personne 
n'a presente de contre-proposition au sujet des 
delais prevus pour la reduction. 

Le representant de la Belgique a declare que 
son pays ne desirait pas reduire ses forces armees ; 
ce n'est pas a la Belgique, mais aux membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite qu'on demande 
de reduire leurs forces armees. Le representant 
du Royaume-Uni a fait remarquer que certains 
:Etats ne pouvaient proceder a d'autres reductions 
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without endangering their ability to fulfil their 
obligations of maintaining law and order in various 
parts of the world. This seemed to be in accord 
with China's point of view except that the United 
Kingdom wished to use its forces outside of its 
own borders. Those countries which participated 
in military adventures in all parts of the world 
would of course oppose the USSR proposal. 

The arguments of the opponents of the USSR 
proposal did not weaken the basic question. 
They advanced secondary aspects in order to 
camouflage the principal point. It was said that 
international confidence must precede the adop
tion of the USSR proposal. This applied equally 
to the adoption of the Belgian proposal. Further
more the USSR delegation considered that the 
adoption of its proposal would in itself strengthen 
international confidence. It was said that com
plete information on the status of armaments 
and armed forces and a system of effective control 
must be ensured ; the USSR proposal provided for 
both these things. It was said that international 
control of atomic energy was essential ; the USSR 
proposal provided for the simultaneous entry into 
force of a convention on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the control of· atomic energy, the 
very position previously held by the United 
States and the United Kingdom. There were 
therefore no serious or effective arguments against 
the USSR proposal, but only artificial pretexts. 
It was clear that the leading circles in the United 
States and the United Kingdom wished not only 
to maintain their armaments and armed forces 
but to expand them in order to carry out their 
aggressive plans. That was the reason for their 
opposition to the USSR proposal and for the 
energetic efforts of the delegations of the United 
States, United Kingdom, China and France to 
wreck those proposals. There was no doubt 
however that the will of the people of the world 
for peace would prevail in the end. The USSR 
delegation, convinced of the correctness of its 
proposals and convinced that they were fully in 
accord with the interests of all peace-loving 
peoples, would struggle consistently for the 
adoption of its draft resolution and appealed to all 
other delegations which were sincerely ready to 
co-operate in the maintenance of international 
peace and security to support it. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that he viewed the 
question from a different angle than that of those 
countries directly concerned and was more opti
mistic despite the sharp controversy. He consi
dered that there were two essential points in the 
USSR proposal on both of which there was 
general agreement : firstly, the reduction of 
armaments, and secondly, the prohibition of 
atomic weapons and the constitution of a control 
agency. The only difference concerned the 
question of procedure. The USSR delegation 
wished the Assembly to take definite decisions on 
these points while other delegations, including the 
Syrian delegation, considered that the solution 
of such matters should be left to those organs 

sans risquer de ne plus etre en mesure de maintenir 
l'ordre public en diverses parties du monde, 
comme ils en ont !'obligation. Cette maniere 
de voir semble conforme a celle de Ia Chine, si 
ce n'est que le Royaume-Uni veut employer ses 
forces a l'exterieur. Les pays qui prennent part 
a des entreprises militaires dans telle ou telle 
partie du monde s'opposeront evidemment a Ia 
proposition de l'URSS. 

Les arguments invoques contre Ia proposition 
de l'URSS n'affaiblissent pas son element essentiel 
et insistent sur des aspects secondaires de la 
question afin d'en dissimuler la partie principale. 
On a dit que Ia confiance devait regner entre les 
nations avant que la proposition de l'URSS 
soit adoptee, ce qui est egalement vrai pour la 
proposition de la Belgique. De plus, la delegation 
de l'URSS estime que le fait meme d'adopter sa 
proposition renforcerait la confiance interna
tionale. On a pretcndu qu'il fallait obtenir des 
renseignements sur l'etat des armements et dts 
forces armees, et assurer un controle efficace : 
or, Ia proposition de I'URSS regie ces deux points. 
On a dit egalement qu'il etait indispensable d'insti
tuer un controle de l'energie atomique : la propo
sition de l'URSS prevoit egalement !'application 
simultanee d'une convention sur !'interdiction 
des armes atomiques et d'un systeme de controle 
de l'energie atomique, ce qui, precisement, a 
deja ete preconise par les Etats-Unis et le 
Royaume-Uni. On n'a done pas invoque d'argu
mehts serieux ni solides contre Ia proposition de 
l'URSS ; on s'est seulement servi de pretextes 
arbitaires. II est evident que les milieux dirigeants 
des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni veulent non 
seulement conserver leurs armements et leurs 
forces armees, mais encore les accroltre en vue 
de pouvoir executer leurs projets d'agression. 
C'est pourquoi ils s'opposent a la proposition de 
l'URSS ; c'est pourquoi les delegations des Etats
Unis, du Royaume-Uni, de Ia Chine et de Ia 
France s'efforcent de torpiller ces propositions. 
II est hors de doute, toutefois, que la volonte de 
paix qui anime les peuples de Ia terre finira par 
triompher. Convaincue de Ia justesse de ses propo
sitions et persuadee que celles-ci sont conformes 
aux inten~ts de tous les peuples pacifiques, Ia 
delegation de l'URSS perseverera dans ses efforts 
pour faire adopter son projet de resolution. Elle 
en appelle a toutes les autres delegations qui 
sont sincerement disposees a collaborer au 
maintien de Ia paix et de Ia securite interna
tionales, et leur demande d'appuyer sa propo
sition. 

M. EL-KHoum (Syrie) envisage cette question 
sous un autre angle que Ies pays directement 
interesses ; malgre l'apre controverse dont elle 
fait l'objet, il se declare optimiste. Pour lui, Ia 
proposition de l'URSS contient deux points 
essentiels sur Iesquels toutle monde est d'accord : 
premierement, Ia reduction des armements, et 
deuxiemement !'interdiction de l'emploi des armes 
atomiques, ainsi que Ia creation d'un organis~e 
de controle. II n'y a desaccord que sur Ia questiOn 
de methode. La delegation de l'URSS desire que 
I' Assemblee prenne des decisions precises sur 
ces points, tandis que d'autres delegations, y 
compris la delegation syrienne, es~im_ent que ~a 
tache de resoudre ces problemes dmt etre confiee 
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which had been specially created for the pur- 1 

pose. He thought the USSR draft resolution I 
on the regulation and reduction of armaments 
should be referred to the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments as the USSR proposal for the 
prohibition of atomic weapons had already been 
referred to the Atomic Energy Commission. He 
therefore thought Mr. Vyshinsky could be reas
sured that his proposals had not been overlooked. 
It was his optimistic view that they could be better 
and more quietly discussed in these special organs. 

Mr. El-Khouri agreed that the substance of the 
draft resolution submitted by his delegation 
(AJC.1f318) had been included in the draft 
presented by Sub-Committee 12 but wished 
clarification of some points. He asked what kind 
of control was envisaged in the second paragraph. 
He also wanted to know whether the organ of 
control referred to in the sixth paragraph was to 
be established by the Security Council or the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments or 
whether it was to be the same as that to be estab
lished for the control of atomic energy. If this 
were intended as a mandate to the Security 
Council and the. Commission for the establishment 
of a new organ he thought it should be more clear. 

He proposed the deletion of the phrase " as 
soon as the improvement in the international 
atmosphere permits " in paragraph 5. He did 
not think the General Assembly should imply that 
the atmosphere at present did not permit the 
Commission to proceed with its work, since that 
would offer an excuse to those wishing delay. It 
should rather ask the Security Council and the 
Commission to proceed with their work as quickly 
as possible. At the present meeting, the repre
sentative of the USSR had said that his Govern
ment was ready to submit all necessary infor
mation on its armaments and armed forces to the 
Security Council, and he therefore saw no justi
fication for stating that the atmosphere did not 
permit progress along this line. 

The meeting rose at 6.10 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY -FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 11 November 1948, at 8.30 p.m. 

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

62. Continuation of the discussion on the 
threats to the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
CoMMITTEE ON THE BALKANS (A/574, A/644 
and A/692). 

aux organismes qui ont ete specialement crees a 
cet efiet. De l'avis de M. El-Khouri, il faut 
renvoyer le projet de resolution de l'URSS, qui a 
trait a la reglementation et a la reduction des 
armements, a la Commission des armements de 
type classique ; d'autre part, la proposition de 
l'URSS tendant a !'interdiction des armes ato
miques a deja ete renvoyee a la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. L'orateur pense, par conse
quent, que M. Vychinsky devrait se rassurer, 
car on n'a pas dedaigne les propositions qu'il a 
presentees. M. El-Khouri est done optimiste et 
reste convaincu que les organes speciaux auxquels 
il a fait allusion pourront examiner les propo
sitions de l'URSS d'une fac;on plus utile et dans 
une atmosphere plus sereine. 

M. El-Khouri admet que le fond du projet de 
resolution presente par sa delegation (AJC.l /318) 
a ete compris dans le projet de la Sons-Commission 
12, mais ii desire quelques explications a propos 
de certains points restes vagues. Il demande quel 
genre de contrMe est envisage dans le deuxieme 
paragraphe. Il aimerait egalement savoir si l'orga
nisme de controle mentionne au paragraphe 6 
doit etre cree par 1e Conseil de securite ou par Ia 
Commission des armements de type classique, 
ou s'il doit colncider avec celui que l'on creera 
pour le controle de l'energie atomique. Si l'on 
veut mandater le Conseil de securite et la Commis
sion des armements de type classique pour creer 
un nouvel organisme, il faudrait le faire ent endre 
plus clairement. 

M. El-Khouri propose de supprimer, dans le 
paragraphe 5, la formule << des que le permettra 
!'amelioration dans les relations internationales~. 
Il ne pense pas que l' Assemblee generale · doive 
insinuer que !'atmosphere actuelle ne permet pas 
a la Commission de poursuivre ses travaux, car 
cela fournirait un excellent pretexte a ceux qui 
voudraient faire trainer les choses en longueur. 
L' Assemblee generale devrait, au contraire. 
demander au Conseil de sccurite et a la Commis
sion de pousser leurs travaux aussi vite que 
possible. Le representant de l'URSS a dit au 
cours de cette seance que son Gouvernement 
etait dispose a fournir au Conseil de securite tous 
les renseignements necessaires sur ses armements 
et ses forces armees ; M. El-Khouri ne voit done 
pas pourquoi on pretendrait que l'atmosphCre 
n'est pas favorable a cet egard. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 10. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT
QUINZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 11 novembre 1948, d: 20 h. 30. 

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

62. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a l'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/574, 
A/644 et A/692). 



Continuation of the consideration of the Belgian 
proposal (AfC.l/378) and discussion of the 
amendments submitted by the USSR (AfC.lf384f 
Corr.l) and Yugoslavia (A/C.l/386) 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) remarked that 
Mr. Spaak, in explaining his proposal, had failed 
to mention that guardians were included among 
the persons whose consent might be required for 
the repatriation of children. The insertion of the 
words " or, in his or her absence, their guardian " 
in the first paragraph of the Belgian draft reso
lution changed its meaning, as guardians might 
easily be appointed by the Athens Government 
in cases where the parents were dead or absent, or 
had been deprived of parental rights for political 
reasons. It would be preferable therefore not 
to mention guardians, so as to avoid disputes 
regarding the grounds for their appointment. 

On the other hand, it should be indicated that 
the father and mother must express their will 
freely. Besides, if the parents were in prison or in 
exile, the return of their children would serve no 
purpose. The Yugoslav amendment would 
improve the Belgian proposal by making it applic
able in cases where the parents were living in 
freedom in a safe area of Greece. It should not be 
forgotten that there was civil war in Greece ; all 
that a guardian could do would be to send the 
children to a welfare colony. Obviously, Greek 
children were better cared for in such colonies in a 
country where there was no civil war than in a 
colony exposed to the risks and dangers of war. 

Mr. LoRmAN (Belgium) thought that, contrary 
to what had been said by Mr. Behler, Mr.Spaak 
had had in mind the case of guardians in formu
lating the idea on which the Belgian draft 
resolution was based. 

As there were many orphans among Greek 
refugee children, their case had to be considered. 
Supposing even that they would be placed in a 
children's colony in a peaceful area of Greece, they 
would obviously be better off at home than in any 
foreign country. 

Mr. Loridan saw no reason why the word 
" freely " should not be inserted immediately, 
before the word " expresses ", but thought that 
the addition was superfluous, as the idea of free 
consent was implicit in the text. 

The representative of Belgium added that his 
delegation's draft resolution had been conceived 
in a humanitarian spirit ; its success would depend 
on the goodwill and good faith of the parties 
concerned rather than on a legal formula. The 
words " the father or mother or, in his or her 
absence, their guardian " covered all possibilities. 

Mr. Loridan noted with satisfaction that 
agreement in principle had been reached on the 
Belgian proposal. He had no objection to the 
adoption of the USSR amendment, but thought 
that the first English version of the amendment 
(A/C.l/384) was the better one. 

Suite del' exam en de la proposition belge (A fC.l /378) 
et discussion des amendements de l' URSS 
(AfC.lf384fCorr. 1) et de la Yougoslavie 
(A/C.l/386) 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) fait observer que, 
lorsque M. Spaak a explique sa proposition, il 
n'avait pas mentionne les tuteurs parmi les 
personnes dont le consentement pourrait etre 
requis pour le rapatriement des enfants. Les 
mots (( ou, a son defaut, leur tuteur », inseres dans 
le premier paragraphe du pro jet de resolution beige, 
en changent le sens, car des tuteurs pourraient 
fort bien etre nommes par le Gouvernement 
d'Athenes dans les cas oil les parents seraient 
defunts ou absents, ou encore auraient ete dechus 
de Ia puissance paternelle pour des raisons poli
tiques. II serait done preferable de ne pas 
mentionner les tuteurs afin d'eviter toute contes
tation sur Ies raisons qui ont preside a leur 
nomination. 

Par contre, il est necessaire d'indiquer que le 
pere et la mere doivent manifester Iibrement leur 
volonte. De plus, si ceux-ci etaient en prison ou 
en exil, Ie retour de leurs enfants ne servirait a 
rien. L'amendement yougoslave rendrait Ia propo
sition beige plus acceptable ; elle trouverait ainsi 
son application dans les cas oil des parents vivent 
en liberte dans une partie non dangereuse de Ia 
Grece. II ne faut pas oublier, en effet, que la 
guerre civile regne en Grece et qu'un tuteur ne 
pourrait qu'envoyer Ies enfants dans une colonie. 
II va de soi que les enfants grecs sont mieux 
soignes dans des colonies situees dans un pays 
oil ne regne pas Ia guerre civile que dans une 
colonie sujette aux dangers et aux risques de 
la guerre civile. 

M. LoRmAN (Belgique) pense que, contrai
rement a ce que dit M. Behler, M. Spaak, lorsqu'il 
avait exprime I'idee qui est a Ia base du projet 
de resolution beige, avait envisage le cas des 
tuteurs. 

Comme il y a de nombreux orphelins parmi 
les enfants grecs refugies, il faut bien envisager 
leur cas. A supposer meme qu'ils soient places 
dans une colonie d'enfants dans des regions 
paisibles de la Grece, il va de soi qu'ils seront 
mieux chez eux que dans n'importe quel pays 
etranger. 

M. Loridan ne voit pas d'inconvenient a ce que 
l'on ajoute le mot << Iibrement » apres le mot 
« manifeste », mais il croit que cette addition est 
superfine, car l'idee de consentement libre est 
implicite. 

Le representant de Ia Belgique ajoute que son 
projet de resolution a ete conc;u dans un esprit 
humanitaire et que son succes dependra plus de la 
bonne volonte et de la bonne foi des parties 
interessees que d'une formule juridique. 
L'expression «leur pere ou mere, ou a son defaut, 
leur tuteur » couvre tous les cas possibles. 

M. Loridan constate avec satisfaction qu'un 
accord de principe a ete realise sur Ia proposition 
beige. II ne voit pas d'objection a adopter !'amen
dement de Ia delegation de l'URSS, mais estime 
que le texte de cet amendement, dans sa premie~e 
version, en langue anglaise (A/C.l/384), sermt 
preferable. 



Colonel KoDGSON (Australia), on behalf of his 
delegation, accepted the text of the USSR 
amendment (A.C.1j384/Corr.1). The only point 
being contested was the expression " or, in his or 
her absence, their guardian " in the Belgian 
proposal. He was sure that the term " guardian " 
would not always meet the needs of the case in 
·view of present conditions in Greece, as parents 
taking part in the civil war had no opportunity to 
choose a legal guardian for their children before 
they died. The Australian delegation thought 
that the difficulty might be resolved by replacing 
the word " guardian " by " members of their 
family". 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), commenting on the fact that there 
had been some criticisms of the French translation 
of his amendment, suggested that the words 
"etant donne" in the fourth line should be replaced 
by .. ayant en vue''. 

Mr. ANDERSEN (Denmark) supported the 
Australian representative's suggestion ; reference 
should not be made to the guardian but to some 
member of the child's family. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) thought that the 
insertion of the word "guardian" was undesir
able, as under the prevailing conditions of civil 
war, it was impossible to say how that term would 
be interpreted by the Athens Government. 

The t erm " members of their family " proposed 
by the representative of Australia was an improve
ment but was not yet sufficiently precise, as 
part of a family might be on the side of the Athens 
Government while the father was fighting with 
the guerrillas. 

Mr. Katz-Suchy recalled resolution 157 (VII) 
adopted by the Economic and Social Council on 
24 August 1948, which dealt with the repatriation 
of refugee children to countries where normal 
conditions prevailed. That resolution provided 
for the children's return to their families, provided 
always that the interests of the individual child 
should be the determining factor in the case of 
orphans. He thought that the same principle 
ought to be applied in the present case. 

Mr. LAWFORD (United Kingdom) thought that 
the parents or, in their absence, the guardian of the 
child were the best judges of its interests. The 
text of the Belgian draft resolution was the 
more satisfactory in that respect. 

The United Kingdom delegation approved the 
USSR amendment in principle, but suggested two 
drafting changes, namely, the substitution of the 
word .. between " for " with " in the third line, 
and " with a view to empowering " for " in view 
of the fact that... will be empowered" in the 
fourth and fifth lines. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) 
supported the Belgian proposal. The expression 
" guardian " might not be perfect, but it was 
better than " member of the family ", as the 
relationship in the latter case might be very 
distant. The legal difficulties would certainly 
be less considerable if the word " guardian " were 
used. 

Le colonel KoDGSON (Australie) accepte, au 
nom de sa delegation, le texte de I'amendement 
de I'URSS (A/C.1f384JCorr. 1). Seule !'expression 
(( ou, a son defaut, leur tuteur )) contenue dans 
la proposition beige semble soulever quelque 
contestation. II est certain que le recours a la 
notion de tuteur ne correspondrait pas toujours 
a la n\alite, vu les circonstances actuelles en 
Grece, car les parents qui participent a la guerre 
civile n'ont pas !'occasion de choisir un tuteur 
legal a leurs enfants avant de mourir. La dele
gation australienne estime que la difficulte pourrait 
etre resolue en remplagant les mots (( leur tuteur )) 
par les mots (( des membres de leur famille ». 

M. BoGoMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), faisant remarquer que Ia 
traduction frangaise de son amendement a suscite 
quelques critiques de forme, suggere que 
!'expression (( etant donne» a Ia quatrieme ligne 
soit remplacee par !'expression (( ayant en vue». 

M. ANDERSEN (Danemark) se rallie a la 
suggestion faite par le representant de l'Australie 
et souhaite qu'il soit fait mention non de tuteur, 
mais de quelque membre de la famille de I' enfant. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) estime que le recours 
a la notion de (( tuteur » ne serait pas souhaitable, 
car dans les conditions presentes de guerre civile, 
on ne sait quelle interpretation lui donnerait le 
Gouvernement d' Athenes. 

Les termes ((membres de leur famille» proposes 
par Ie representant de l'Australie constituent une 
amelioration. Toutefois, il n'est pas encore ass~ 
precis car il se peut qu'une partie de Ia famille 
se trouve du cote du Gouvernement d' Athenes, 
alors que Ie pere combat avec les partisans. 

M. Katz-Suchy rappelle la resolution 157 (VII) 
adoptee par le Conseil economique et social, 
le 24 a out 1948, au sujet du rapatriement d' enfants 
refugies dans des pays oil Ia vie est normale. 
Cette resolution prevoit que les enfants doivent 
etre remis a leur famille et que !'interet des 
enfants sera le facteur determinant en ce qui 
concerne les enfants orphelins. II estime qu'il 
faudrait s'inspirer de ce principe dans le cas 
present. 

M. LAWFORD (Royaume-Uni) estime que ce 
sont les parents ou, a leur defaut, le tuteur de 
!'enfant qui sont les meilleurs juges de !'interet de 
ce dernier. Le texte du projet de resolution beige 
repond le mieux a cette preoccupation. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni approuve, 
en principe, l'amendement de l'URSS. Toutefois, 
M. Lawford suggere deux modifications de forme : 
a Ia troisieme ligne, remplacer le mot (( avec » 
par le mot (( entre )) ; et a la quatrieme ligne, 
remplacer !'expression (( etant donne que» par 
!'expression (( afin que ». 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) appuie 
la proposition beige. Sans doute, I' expressio11. 
(( tuteur » n'est pas parfaite, mais elle est meilleure 
que !'expression (( un membre de Ia famille », car 
ce membre pourrait etre tres eloigne. En utilisant 
le terme (( tuteur », les difficultes juridiques 
seraient certainement moindres. 



The United States delegation accepted the 
USSR amendment, taking into account the 
drafting explanation given by Mr. Bogomolov. 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) stated that the question 
of the repatriation of children was above all a 
humanitarian one. Any apparent differences of 
opinion could easily be resolved as it was clear that, 
in the absence of a father or mother, the person 
responsible for the children was their guardian. 
For that reason he supported the Belgian proposal 
as well as the USSR amendment. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) state~ in reply to 
Mr. Dulles that though the conception of the 
guardian might be clear from the legal point of 
view, it should not be forgotten that in the 
present circumstances in Greece it might assume a 
political character ; in other words, the guardian 
might be an official appointed by the Athens 
Government. 

The Yugoslav delegation would be prepared to 
accept the Australian representative's proposal, 
but thought that the expression " nearest rela
tive ", being more precise than " members of 
their family " would make general agreement 
possible. 

Mr. DE LA TouRNELLE (France) remarked that 
the amendment submitted by his delegation 
(A/C.l/387) had the advantage of presenting a 
simpler procedure for obtaining the consent of 
the children's parents, and avoided the use of the 
word " guardian " which might be controversial. 
It was understood that the word" parents" referred 
to the immediate ascendants. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) noted that the Belgian proposal was 
actuated by the natural wish to bring about the 
reunion of parents and children. In order to 
achieve that end, the parents' wishes must be 
expressed without outside pressure. As regards 
older children, they should be able to express 
their own opinion, which should be taken into 
account by the Red Cross organizations. 

He shared the point of view expressed by the 
representative of Poland, and thought that in the 
case of the repatriation of Greek children the 
criterion of the best interest of the individual child 
should be applied. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated that, as all 
delegations seemed to be prepared to accept the 
USSR amendment, the only remaining question 
was who should be called upon to express his 
wishes in the absence of the parents. The best 
solution of that problem seemed to be to introduce 
the idea of the closest relative. 

On the other hand, several delegations had 
rightly pointed out that the wishes of the children 
themselves should be taken into account, especially 
those from sixteen to eighteen years of age. 
Accordingly, the Australian delegation was 
submitting an amendment to the Belgian reso
lution (AJC.l /388). 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) stated that the amend
ment submitted by the French delegation would 
make the implementation of the Belgian draft 

La delegation des Etats-Unis accepte !'amen
dement de la delegation de I'URSS, compte tenu de 
!'explication de forme fournie par M. Bogomolov. 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) declare que la question du 
rapatriement des enfants presente avant tout 
un caractere humanitaire. Les divergences qui 
semblent se manifester pourraient etre facilement 
aplanies, car il est evident qu'a defaut du pere 
ou de la mere, seul le tuteur est responsable des 
enfants. C'est pourquoi il appuie la proposition 
beige, de meme que I'amendement de l'URSS. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) n\pond a M. Dulles 
que si la motion de tuteur est claire au point de vue 
juridique, il ne faut pas oublier que, etant donne 
les circonstances en Grece, elle pourrait revetir 
un caractere politique, car le tuteur pourrait 
etre un fonctionnaire nomme par le Gouvernement 
d'Athenes. 

La delegation yougoslave serait prete a accepter 
la suggestion du representant de l'Australie, 
mais elle estime que !'expression « le parent le 
plus proche» serait plus precise que !'expression 
cc membres de leur famille » et permettrait de 
mettre tout le monde d'accord. 

M. DE LA TouRNELLE (France) fait remarquer 
que I'amendement propose par sa deh~gation 
(A/C.l/387) a l'avantage de simplifier le meca
nisme du consentement des parents. De plus, il 
evite egalement le terme « tuteur » qui pourrait 
preter a controverse. Il va de soi que le terme 
cc parents » inclut les <c ascendants immediats ». 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiques socia
Iistes sovietiques) constate que la proposition 
beige est inspiree par Ie souci naturel de voir les 
parents et leurs enfants reunis. Pour que ce but 
soit atteint, il est necessaire que le desir des 
parents soit exprime sans contrainte exterieure. 
En ce qui concerne les enfants d'un certain age, 
ils devraient pouvoir exprimer leur opinion et 
les organisations de Croix-Rouge devraient en 
tenir compte. 

II partage le point de vue exprime par le repre
sentant de la Pologne et estime que, dans le c~s 
du rapatriement des enfants grecs, il faudrmt 
egalement faire intervenir le critere de !'interet 
de chaque enfant. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) declare que, 
puisque !'ensemble des delegations semble 
pret a accepter I'amendement de l'U~SS, Ia 
seule question a resoudre est celle de sav01r que!le 
est la personne qui, en !'absence des pare?ts, 
sera amenee a exprimer sa volonte. Sur ce pom~, 
la solution la plus claire semble etre de recounr 
a la notion de parent le plus proche. . 

D'autre part, plusieurs delegations ont, a 
juste titre, souligne qu'il fallait tenir compte 
de la volonte des enfants eux-memes surtout 
lorsqu'il s'agit d'adolescents de 1& a 18 .ans. La 
delegation de I' Australie soumet, en consequence, 
un amendement au projet de resolution beige 
(AJC.l /388). 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) declare que l'amen~ement 
de la delegation fran<;aise rendrait I'executi~n du 
projet de resolution de Ia Belgique plus facile et 
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resolution easier and more equitable. Parents' 
consent to their children's remaining abroad 
could not be taken for granted, but should be 
expressed clearly and without pressure. Children 
should not therefore remain abroad unless their 
parents expressed their wishes to that effect. 

As regards guardians, reference to them could 
not be omitted, as many of the children were 
orphans. It should be understood that under 
Greek law, the guardian was not necessarily the 
State. When a child was left without parents, 
a local tribunal decided on the choice of a guardian, 
priority being given always to the closet relative. 
It was therefore much more consistent with the 
legal position to retain the idea of guardianship. 

Taking into account the various reservations 
made, the Greek delegation was willing to accept 
the Belgian draft resolution. 

Mr. HEBA (Albania) recalled that he had 
already spoken of the material conditions in which 
Greek refugee children were living in Albania and 
of the fact that they were cared for and taught 
by a Greek staff. Generally speak~ng, the attitude 
of the Albanian Government had been inspired 
only by humanitarian feelings. 

The Albania Government was in favour of the 
Belgian draft resolution as amended by the USSR 
and Australia. It should always be borne in mind 
that Greek children had been brought to Albania 
with their parents' consent and of their own will. 

As regards the draft resolution before the First 
Committee, the Albanian welfare institutions 
would implement it in co-operation with the 
Albanian Red Cross, which was dealing with the 
matter. 

The question of Greek children would be 
satisfactorily solved if the wishes of the parents 
and children were taken into account and if 
truly humanitarian principles were allowed to 
prevail over any political motives. In that 
spirit, the Albanian Government would co-operate 
in the settlement of the question. 

Mr. KouLICHEV (Bulgaria) stated that, in 
agreeing to receive Greek children, Bulgaria had 
accomplished a humanitarian act. Despite pre
sent difficulties, the food and lodging of those 
children had been assured ; the Bulgarian Red 
Cross had organized their living conditions and a 
collection had been made in which the Bulgarian 
people had participated generously. 

Humanitarian feelings should also prevail in 
the future. Therefore, the Bulgarian Govern
ment approved the Belgian draft resolution and 
the USSR amendment, on the understanding 
that requests for the children's return would be 
made in conditions of complete freedom. The 
Red Cross should also make sure that the children 
would really be returned to their parents and 
that no abuses of a political nature would be 
permitted. Lastly, the children should be guaran
teed normal living conditions ; if their homes 
had been destroyed or their home areas had 

plus equitable. En effet, le consentement des 
parents au sejour de leurs enfants a l'etranger 
ne saurait etre presuppose : il doit etre exprime 
clairement et sans pression aucune. Les enfants 
ne devraient done rester a l' etranger que si les 
parents expriment leur volonte qu'il en soit ainsi. 

Quant aux tuteurs, on ne peut les passer sous 
silence puisque beaucoup d'enfants sont orphelins. 
Mais il faut savoir que scion la legislation grecque, 
le tuteur n'est pas necessairement l'Etat. Lorsque 
!'enfant n'a plus de parent, un tribunal local se 
prononce sur le choix du tuteur, en donnant 
obligatoirement la priorite au parent le plus 
proche. II est done beaucoup plus conforme a cette 
situation legale de faire appel a la notion de 
tutelle. 

Compte tenu des differentes reserves qui 
viennent d'etre indiquees, la delegation hellenique 
est prete a accepter le projet de resolution de 
la Belgique. 

M. HEBA (Albanie) rappelle qu'il a deja donne 
certaines indications sur les conditions mate
rielles dans lesquelles se trouvaient les enfants 
grecs refugies en Albanie et sur le fait qu'un 
personnel grec prenait soin d'eux et les instruisait. 
D'une maniere generale, !'attitude de l'Albanie 
n'a· pas ete inspiree que par des sentiments 
humanitaires. 

Le Gouvernement albanais est favorable au 
projet de resolution de la Belgique, tel qu'il a ete 
amende par l'URSS et par l' Australie. II convient 
d'avoir toujours present a !'esprit que les enfants 
grecs ont ete amenes en Albanie du consentement 
de leurs parents et conformement a la volonte de 
ces enfants eux-memes. 

En ce qui concerne le projet de resolution 
Soumis a la Premiere Commission, les institutions 
albanaises de bienfaisance l' executeront en coope
ration avec la Croix-Rouge albanais~ qui s'occupe 
de cette question. 

La question des enfants grecs trouvera une 
solution satisfaisante si I' on prend en consideration 
la volonte des parents et des enfants et si, d'une 
maniere generale, l'on s'inspire de principes 
veritablement humanitaires en dehors de tout 
mobile d'ordre politique. C'est dans cet esprit que 
Ie Gouvernement de l'Albanie coooperera au 
reglement de cette question. 

M. KouLICHEV (Bulgarie) declare qu'en 
acceptant d'Mberger des enfants grecs, la Bulgarie 
a accompli un acte d'humanite. Malgre les diffi
cultes actuelles, le ravitaillement et l'Mbergement 
de ces enfants ont ete assures. La Croix-Rouge 
bulgare a ete chargee d'organiser leur existence 
et une collecte a ete faite a laquelle le peuple 
bulgare a genereusement repondu. 

Ce sont ces sentiments humanitaires qui doivent 
egalement prevaloir dans l'avenir. Aussi, le 
Gouvernement de la Bulgarie donne-t-il son 
approbation au projet de resolution de la Belgique 
et a l'amendement de l'URSS, etant entendu que 
les demandes relatives au retour des enfants 
devraient etre faites en toute liberte. D'autre 
part, la Croix-Rouge devrait s'assurer que les 
enfants sont effectivement rendus a leurs parents 
et qu'il ne se produit aucun abus d'ordre poli
tique. Enfin, les enfants devraient se voir garantir 
des conditions de vie normale car, si leurs foyers 



become a theatre of military operations, it would 
be inhuman to expose them to new dangers. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated that his dele
gation would accept the Australian amendment. 
The French amendment, however, was unac
ceptable, as it would raise once again the question 
whether the children had or had not been taken 
away by force, a matter which had already been 
the subject of long controversy. It would be 
approaching the question from the wrong angle. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) observed that the 
Australian text left certain difficulties unsolved. 
What exactly was meant by " closest relative " ? 
There might well be a very distant cousin living 
in territory under the control of the Athens 
Government, while there was an uncle in territory 
under the control of the Democratic Army. It 
left room for many misunderstandings. As, 
however, the word " guardian " was even less 
satisfactory, it might perhaps be better to adopt 
a solution on the lines of that adopted by the 
Economic and Social Council for a similar problem : 
the organizations which were called upon to 
take action in that field might perhaps be asked 
to determine the best interests of the children in 
each individual case. 

Mr. BoGoMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) wondered what the French delegation 
had in mind. Did it want to reopen an inter
minable discussion ? Moreover, it was signi
ficant that only the Greek delegation had spoken 
in favour of the French amendment, and its adop
tion would be a tremendous mistake. On the 
one hand, it would create serious complications, 
and on the other hand it would place the in
terested countries in a delicate position, since it 
contained an implicit criticism of their attitude. 
It was not to be imagined, of course, that the 
French delegation was trying to wreck the Belgian 
proposal, but the text of the French amendment 
did nevertheless represent an attempt to frus
trate the efforts which were now being made. 

The merit of the Belgian resolution lay in the 
very fact that it was careful not to raise a delicate 
problem which had been discussed at great length 
in the First Committee. The delegations of 
Yugoslavia, Albania, and Bulgaria had already 
declared that they were prepared to accept the 
Belgian and USSR proposals. All delegations 
which were anxious to find a satisfactory solution 
to the problem would therefore vote against the 
French amendment. 

Mr. LAWFORD (United Kingdom) asked whether 
the representative of Poland had meant that the 
national organizations of the countries where 
the Greek children now happened to be would be 
called upon to decide what was in their best 
interest. 

With regard to the Australian amendment, 
which had been accepted by Yugoslavia, there 
were certain difficulties. What would be done 
in the case of a child who did not agree with its 
parents, or a very young child who had no rela-

etaient detruits ou si la regiOn dont ils sont 
originaires etait un theatre d'operations militaires, 
il serait inhumain de les exposer de nouveau au 
danger. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare que sa dele
gation accepte l'amendement de la delegation 
de I' Australie. Par contre, I' amendement franc;ais 
est inacceptable parce qu'il aboutit a soulever 
de nouveau tout le probleme qui a ete l'objet 
d'une si longue polemique, celui de savoir si les 
enfants ont ete enleves de force ou non. C'est 1:1 
aborder la question du mauvais cote. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que le texte 
australien laisse subsister certaines difficultes. 
Que faut-il, en effet, entendre par le plus proche 
parent ? II pourrait se produire qu'un cousin 
fort eloigne se trouvat en territoire controle par 
le Gouvernement d'Athenes, alors que, par 
exemple, un oncle se trouverait en territoire 
controle par I' Armee democratique. Bien des 
malentendus sont done possibles. Comme, d'autre 
part, le terme de tuteur est encore moins satis
faisant, l'on pourrait peut-etre se rallier a une 
solution semblable a celle qu'avait adopter le 
Conseil economique et social pour un probleme 
analogue : les organismes qui seraient appeles a 
intervenir dans ce domaine pourraient peut-etre 
etre appeles a se prononcer sur !'interet veritable 
des enfants, dans chaque cas particulier. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovictiques) se demande quel est le but 
poursuivi par la delegation franc;aise. S'agit-il de 
rouvrir une discussion interminable ? II est 
d'ailleurs assez significatif que seule la delegation 
grecque se soit prononcee en faveur de !'amen
dement fran<;ais, dont !'adoption constituerait 
une enorme faute. En effet, d'une part, de graves 
complications seraient creees, et, d'autre part, 
les pays interesses seraient places dans une 
situation delicate, puisqu'il y aurait un bliime 
implicite de leur attitude. Sans doute, ne faut-il 
pas penser que la delegation fran<;aise a cherche a 
faire echec a la proposition de la Belgique, mais 
le texte de l'amendement franc;ais n'en constitue 
pas moins une tentative pour frustrer les efforts 
qui sont actuellement accomplis. 

Le merite de la resolution beige consiste preci
sement dans le fait qu'elle evite de soulever un 
probleme delicat, longuement discute au sein de 
la Premiere Commission. Deja, les delegations 
de la Yougoslavie, de l'Albanie et de la Bulgarie 
se sont declarees pretes a adopter les textes de la 
Belgique et de l'URSS. En consequence, toute::. 
les delegations soucieuses de donner une solution 
satisfaisante a ce probleme ne manqueront pas 
de voter contre l'amendement franc;ais. 

M. LAWFORD (Royaume-Uni) demande si le 
representant de la Pologne a voulu dire que ce 
seraient les organisations nationales des pays oi~ 
se trouvent actuellement les enfants grecs qm 
seraient appelees a decider de !'interet de ces 
enfants. 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, l'amendeme.nt 
de I'Australie, accepte par la Yougoslavw, 
certaines difficultes subsistent. Quelle methode 
adopterait-on, en effet, si !'enfant n'etait p~s 
d'accord avec ses parents, ou bien s'il s'agissart 
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tives left at all ? The United Kingdom sup
ported the original Belgian text. 

Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) thought that 
a more flexible attitude should be adopted. It 
was no good indulging in legal subtleties, or trying 
to find a text that would provide for every contin
gency. A solution to the problem must be found 
in a humanitarian spirit, and the Committee 
must not allow itself to be hindered by technical 
difficulties which might cause unjustifiable delay. 
Moreover, the Red Cross societies which were to 
have the responsibility of settling the problem 
should know what discussions had taken place in 
the First Committee, so that they could model 
their work on those lines. They must not, how
ever, be given instructions which were too 
detailed, as that would only complicate matters. 

Mr. ANDERSEN (Denmark) did not consider the 
French amendment a very fortunate one, as it 
might lead to endless discussion. Furthermore, 
the addition of the word " freely ", proposed in 
the Yugoslav amendment, would also raise all 
kinds of difficulties. 

The Danish delegation asked the French and 
Yugoslav delegations if they would bear those 
remarks in mind. 

Finally, with regard to the Australian amend
ment, while it was true that the will of a child 
who was almost of age must be the determining 
factor in other cases, it would be wiser to allow 
the will of the relatives to prevail. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) expressed satis
faction at the unusual objectivity of the discussion, 
which was not marred by any polemical spirit. 

The French amendment was completely unrea
listic. How was it possible to speak of the consent 
of parents to their children staying in foreign 
countries when in the majority of cases at least 
one parent was missing ? The amendment 
should be rejected. 

With regard to the comments of the United 
Kingdom and Danish delegations, it must not be 
forgotten that it was the duty of the United 
Nations to respect the rights of the individual, 
whether they were six or fifteen years old. Ifa 
child wanted to go back to its own country, why 
should its will and destiny be subordinated to the 
will of the father and mother ? The will of the 
child itself must be the determining factor. 

If the First Committee was in favour of the 
Belgian text as far as the word " guardian " was 
concerned, the Australian delegation would be 
prepared to accept that, although it considered 
the Australian t ext broader and more represen
tative of the views of the majority of the Com
mittee. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) stated that his 
suggestion to entrust the organizations referred 
to in the draft resolution with determining the 
best interests of the children applied both to 
international and national organizations. 

d'un ~o~t j~une enfant qui n'eut plus de famille ? 
La delegatiOn du Royaume-Uni se prononce en 
faveur du texte prirnitif de la dClcgation de Ia 
Belgique. 

~· VITERI LAFRONTE ~Equateur) declare qu'une 
att1tude plus souple dmt etre adoptee en cette 
matiere. En effet, il ne faut pas se livrer a de~ 
subtilites juridiques, ni etablir un texte prcvoyant 
tous les cas. C'est dans un esprit hurnanitairc 
qu'une solution doit etre apportee a ce probleme 
et il ne convient pas de se laisser arreter par des 
difficultes techniques, qui risqueraient de causer 
des delais injustifies. D'ailleurs, les organismes 
de Ia Croix-Rouge qui seront charges de rcgler 
cette question devraient avoir connaissance des 
debats qui ont eu lieu a la Premiere Commission 
afin qu'ils puissent s'en inspirer. Mais il ne devrait 
pas leur etre donne d'instructions trop detaillees, 
qui ne feraient que compliquer les chases. 

M. ANDERSEN (Danemark) declare que !'amen
dement franvais n'est pas des plus heureux, car 
il risque de donner lieu a des discussions inter
minables. D'autre part, la partie de I'amendcment 
yougoslave qui concerne !'addition du mot 
« librement )) susciterait, elle aussi, des difficultes 
de toutes sortes. 

La delegation du Danemark demande aux 
delegations de Ia France et de la Yougoslavie 
si elles ne pourraient pas tenir compte de 
ces observations. 

Enfin, en ce qui concerne I'arnendement de 
l'Australie, s'il est vrai que la volonte d'un 
enfant qui approche de la majorite doit etre 
decisive il conviendrait de decider que, dans les 
autres ~as, ce sera la volonte des parents qui 
l'emportera. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) se felicite de 
l'objectivite exceptionnelle d'un debat que nul 
esprit de polemique ne vient entacher. . . 

L'amendement de Ia delegation franvmse fa1t 
bon marche des realites. Comment, en cfict, 
peut-on parler du consentement d~s parents au 
scjour de leurs enfants en pays etranger alors 
que, dans la plupart des cas, au m,o.ins l'un d'entre 
eux a disparu ? II convient done d e~arter ce tex~e. 

En ce qui concerne les observatiOns ~ormulees 
par Ies delegations du Royaume.-Um ~t .du 
Danemark, il ne faut pas oublier que I OrgamsatJ?n 
des Nations Unies se doit de respecter les drmts 
de I'individu, meme lorsqu'il s'a~it d'~n. en~a.nt 
de six ans ou de quinze ans. S1 celm-cr destre 
retourner dans son pays, pourquoi subordo?ner 
sa volonte et son destin meme a Ia volontc du 
pere ou de la mere ? C'~s~ !a volonte de !'enfant 
qui doit etre }e facteur deClSlf. . . 

Si le sentiment de la Premiere Commtssw~ 
est en faveur du texte de la Belgique e~ _ce 9u 

. d t t t r Ia dclc"atwn concerne la mentwn u mo « u eu ll , '? 
de l'Australie serait prete a se rallier a cc pmnt.de 
vue bien qu'elle considere que le texte au_strahcn 
est ie plus large et celui qui repond Ie mte.u~ au 
point de vue de la majorite de Ia Commtsston. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) ctecl.are que 
1~ 

. ,. 't f 't t ndant a donner au. 
suggestiOn qu ll aval ai e, e . t d resolution 
organisations c~t~es ~.an~ ~e proje fa~ts, ·vise Ics 
le droit d'apprecler 1 mter~t des en uc nationalcs. 
organisations tant internatwnales q 
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The delegation of Poland also believed that the 
wishes of the child should be the decisive factor 
particularly as in the majority of cases the childre~ 
were over six years old. The Australian dele
gation's position in that respect was therefore 
perfectly correct. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) stated 
that the decisive factor in the matter would be 
the goodwill of the parties concerned. The 
United States delegation therefore asked that the 
discussion should be closed. 

Mr. BoGoMoLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stressed the advisability of hearing 
the Albanian and Bulgarian representatives' 
opinions on the Australian amendment. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated that while 
it was true that Yugoslavia agreed to the Austra
lian amendment, the points of view of the other 
countries concerned should also be heard. 

Mr. 1-IEBA (Albania) recalled that he had pointed 
to the need for taking account of the wishes of 
the children themselves. The Government of 
Albania accepted the Australian amendment. 

Mr. KouLICHEV (Bulgaria) expressed his appro
val of the Australian amendment. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) said that he was unable 
to endorse the opinions expressed by some other 
delegations. Adoption of the Australian amend
ment would lead to an extremely involved situa
tion, as account would have to be taken of the 
wishes of the child and the father or mother or 
closest relative. ·which of those wishes would 
prevail ? In cases of young children it would 
be particularly difficult from the legal point of 
view to permit the will of the child to prevail 
over that of the father or mother. Moreover, 
it was obviously easy to influence a young child. 

If the First Committee wished to reach a 
solution which would be both clear and humani
tarian, it should avoid every possibility of 
pressure, such as would result from the adoption 
of the Australian amendment. The Greek dele
gation thought therefore that the Belgian text 
was preferable from both the legal and the prac
ical point of view. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated that if every 
eventuality was to be provided for, an entire 
code would have to be drawn up. Actually, the 
decisive factor would be the goodwill of the 
parties concerned. Besides, since the national · 
and international Red Cross organizations were 
to co-operate in the matter, it could be assumed 
that the plight of the children would not be 
exploited for political purposes, as some dele
gations seemed to fear. 

A further decisive consideration was that the 
delegations of Poland, Bulgaria, Albania and 
Yugoslavia had signified their acceptance of the 
Australian text. The latter therefore held out 
the best chances of success. In any event, it 
would be worth while to hear the point of view 
of the representative of Czechoslovakia, as there 
were Greek refugee children in Czechoslovak . 
territory. 

La delegation de la Pologne ccmsidere egalement 
que Ia volonte de !'enfant doit etre decisive. 
d'autant que, dans Ia plupart des cas, il s'agit 
d'enfants de plus de six ans. Le point de vue de 
la delegation de l'Australie en cette matiere 
est done fort juste. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
que c'est la bonne volonte des parties qui sera 
le facteur decisif en cette matiere. La delegation 
des Etats-Unis demande, en consequence, que 
le debat soit clos. 

M. BoGOMOLOv (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) souligne qu'il serait souhaitable 
de prendre connaissance du point de vue de 
l'Albanie et de la Bulgarie relativement a !'amen
dement australien. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare que, s'il est 
vrai que Ia Yougoslavie est d'accord sur !'amen
dement de l'Australie, il serait necessaire de 
connaitre le point de vue des autres pays interesses. 

M. HEBA (Albanie) rappelle qu'il avait indique 
Ia necessite de tenir compte de la volonte des 
enfants. Le Gouvernement de l'Albanie declare 
accepter l'amendement australien. 

M. KouLICHEV (Bulgarie) donne son approbation 
a l'amendcment australien. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) declare qu'il ne pent se 
rallier au point de vue qui a ete exprime par un 
certain nombre de delegations. L'adoption de 
l'amendement australien aboutirait, en effet, a 
creer une situation des p1us confuses, puisqu'il 
faudrait tenir compte de Ia volonte de l'enfant, 
du pere ou de Ia mere ou du plus proche parent. 
Laquelle de ces volontes l'emporterait-elle? 
En particulier, dans le cas oil il s'agirait d'un 
jeune enfant, il serait bien difficile, en droit, 
d'admettre que la volonte de cet enfant l'emport.e 
sur celle du pere ou de la mere. D'autre part, 1l 
est evident qu'un jeune enfant serait facilement 
influen<;able. 

En consequence, si la Premiere Commissio.n 
desire donner au probleme une solution a la fOIS 

claire et humanitaire, il convient d'eviter toute 
possibilite de pression, qui subsisterait si I:on 
adoptait l'amendement australien. La delegatiOn 
hellenique considere done que 1e texte beige est 
preferable du point de vue du droit et du realisme. 

M. BEBLER (Yo~goslavie) declare q"?e, si l'o?
voulait prevoir tous Ies cas possibles, II faudrmt 
rediger un veritable code. En n~alite, c'est la 
bonne volonte des parties interessees qui sera 
le facteur decisif. De plus, puisque les Croix-Rouges 
nationales et Ia Croix-Rouge internationale doivent 
cooperer en cette matiere, l'on peut compter que le 
malheur des enfants ne sera pas exploite a des 
fins politiques, si c'est ce que redoutent certaines 
delegations. 

Une autre consideration decisive est que les 
deleaations de la Pologne, de Ia Bulgarie, de 
l'Albanie et de la Yougoslavie ont donne l~u~ 
accord au texte australien. C'est done celm-ci 
qui offre les meilleures chances de reussite .. II 
serait toutefois opportun de connaitre le poi?-t 
de vue du representant de la Tchecoslovaqme. 
pays dans lequel se trouvent egalement des 
enfants grecs refugies. 



Mr. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) referred back 
to the statement of principle made by him on 
9 November (189th meeting). As regards the 
practical resolution which the Committee was 
proposing to adopt at present, it should not be 
forgotten that humanitarian considerations should 
prevail. In order to safeguard the interests of 
the children, therefore, the wishes of the father 
or mother, the relatives or the children themselves 
should prevail and be freely expressed. Further, 
as regards the choice of organizations, the dele
gation of Czechoslovakia supported the USSR 
amendment, which was the only fully satis
factory one. 

The Czechoslovak delegation also accepted the 
Australian amendment and the Yugoslav amend
ment concerning the free expression of the parents' 
wishes. Lastly, as regards the French amend
ment, the Czechoslovak delegation endorsed the 
criticisms expressed by a number of delegations. 
The amendment would merely lead the Committee 
off on a wrong track, as the representative of 
Australia had indicated. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
proposed by France (A/C.l/387) which read as 
follows: 

.. Amend the first paragraph of the Belgian 
draft resolution (A/C.l/378) to read as follows : 

" Recommends the return to Greece of the 
Greek children removed from their homes, if 
they are away without the free consent of their 
parents. " 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The French amendment was rejected by 29 votes 

to 2, with 18 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
proposed by Australia (A/C.l/388) which reads 
as follows: 

" Amend the first paragraph of the Belgian 
draft resolution (A/C.l/378) : to read as follows: 

" Recommends the return to Greece of Greek 
children at present away from their homes when 
the children, their father or mother or, in his 
or her absence, their closest relative, express a 
wish to that effects. " 

Mr. ANDERSEN (Denmark) stated that he would 
vote for the Australian amendment, which he 
interpreted as follows : if a child declared that he 
did not wish to return to his country, and if on 
the other hand his father or mother, or his 
closest relative, wanted him to return, the child 
would be sent back. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The Australian amendment was adopted by 

26 votes to 10, with 12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second 
paragraph of the Belgian draft resolution 
AJC.l /378). 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The paragraph was adopted by 43 votes. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) rappelle la 
declaration de principe qu'il a faite le 9 novembre 
(189e seance). En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, 
Ia solution pratique que l'on cherche a adopter 
aujourd'hui, il convient de ne pas perdre de vue 
que ce sont les considerations humanitaires qui 
doivent prevaloir. En consequence, afin que 
!'interet des enfants soit sauvegarde, c'est la 
volonte du pere ou de la mere, ou des parents, 
ou des enfants eux-memes qui doit prevaloir, et 
cette volonte doit etre librement exprimee. En 
deuxieme lieu, en ce qui concerne le choix des 
organisations, la delegation de la Tchecoslovaquie 
se rallie a l'amendement de l'URSS qui seul est 
pleinement satisfaisant. 

La delegation de la Tchecoslovaquie accepte 
egalement l'amendement de l'Australie et !'amen
dement de la Yougoslavie relatif a la libre mani
festation de la volonte des parents. En ce qui 
concerne enfin l'amendement fran~ais, la dele
gation de la Tchecoslovaquie se rallie aux critiques 
qui ont ete formulees par differentes delegations. 
Cet amcndement ne ferait en effet qu'aiguiller 
la Premiere Commission sur une mauvaise voie, 
comme le representant de l'Australie l'a montre. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
presente par la delegation de la France (A/C.l/387) 
et qui se lit comme suit : 

« Modifier comme suit le premier paragraphe 
du pro jet de resolution de la Belgique (AJC.l/378): 

<< Recommande le retour en Grece des enfants 
grecs eloignes de leur foyer, s'ils 1e sont sans le 
libre consentement de leurs parents. » 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. 
L'amendement franr;ais est rejete par 29 voix 

contre 2, avec 18 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
la delegation de l'Australie (AJC.l/388), qui est 
redige comme suit : 

« Modifier comme suit le premier paragraphe 
du pro jet de resolution de la Belgique (A/C.l /378) : 

« Recommande le retour en Grece des enfants 
grecs actuellement eloignes de leur foyer lorsque 
ces enfants, leur pere ou mere ou, a son defaut, 
leur plus proche parent, en manifestent la 
volonte. » 

M. ANDERSEN (Daneniark) declare qu'il entend 
donner a son vote favorable a l'amendement 
de l'Australie !'interpretation suivante : si un 
enfant declare ne pas vouloir rentrer dans son 
pays mais que le pere ou la mere ou le plus proche 
parent desire ce retour, l'enfant devrait etre 
renvoye dans son pays. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. 
L' amendement australien est ado pte par 26 voix 

contre 10, avec 12 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le deuxieme para
graphe du projet de resolution de la Belgique 
(AJC.l /378). 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. 
Le paragraphe est adopte par 43 voix. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the USSR dele- · Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
gation's amendment to replace the last two para- la delegation de l'URSS tendant a remplacer 
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graphs of the Belgian draft resolution by the 
following text (A/C.l /384/Corr. 2) : 

"Instructs the Secretary-General to request 
the International Committee of the Red Cross 
and the League of Red Cross Societies to organize 
and ensure liaison with the national Red Cross 
organizations of the States concerned with a 
view to empowering the national Red Cross 
organizations to adopt measures in the respective 
countries for implementing the present recom
mendation. " 

A vole was taken by show of hands. 
The USSR amendment was adopted by 46 voles. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amended 
text of the Belgian draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. 
The Belgian draft resolution, as amended, was 

adopted by 45 voles. 

Mr . . KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) pointed out that on 
16 October 1948, the editor of the newspaper 
Rizospaslis, Mr. Glezos, had been sentenced to 
death in Athens for having published an article 
by Mr. Zachariadis, at a time when his newspaper 
was still appearing legally in Athens. Mr. Glezos 
was a national hero ; under the German occu
pation, he had hauled down the Nazi flag which 
had been flying over the Acropolis. 

The delegation of Poland proposed that, in 
accordance with previous procedure, the Chairman 
of the First Committee should get in touch with 
the delegation of Greece with a view to obtaining 
a reprieve of the execution of Mr. Glezos. 

Mr. Katz-Suchy recalled the Chairman's state
ment on the preceding day that the Committee 
would return to the question after the question 
of the Greek children had been settled. The 
Polish delegation assumed that that was not a 
personal view of Mr. Spaak, but the view of the 
Chair. Mr. Katz-Suchy therefore repeated his 
request that the Chairman of the First Committee 
should initiate talks with the representative of 
Greece. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) ex
pressed his readiness to support the request of 
the representative of Poland, provided similar 
action were taken on behalf of eight persons 
who, according to the newspapers, had been 
sentenced to death by the Bulgarian courts. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the question 
raised by the representative of Poland was not 
on the agenda of the First Committee. 

The meeting rose at 11.15 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY -SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 12 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

les deux derniers paragraphes du projet de niso
lution de la Belgique par le texte suivant 
(A/C.1 /384/Corr.2) : 

(( Charge le Secn\taire general de demander 
au Comite international de Ia Croix-Rouge et a 
Ia Ligue des Societes de Ia Croix-Rouge d'orga
niser et d'assurer Ia liaison avec Ies organisations 
nationales de Ia Croix-Rouge des Etats interesses, 
en vue d'habiliter les organisations nationales 
de la Croix-Rouge a prendre dans les pays inte
resses les mesures necessaires a la mise en ceuvre 
de la pnisente recommandation. ll 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. 
L'amendement del' URSS est adople par 46 voix. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte du projet 
de resolution de Ia Belgique amende. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. 
Le projet de resolution beige amende est adopte 

par 45 voix. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) signale que le 
16 octobre 1948, a Athenes, M. Glezos, redacteur 
en chef du journal Rizospastis, a ete condamne 
a mort, pour avoir publie, alors que ce journal 
paraissait Iegalement a Athenes, un article de 
M. Zachariadis. Or, M. Glezos est un heros national, 
puisque c'est lui qui, sous !'occupation allemande, 
a enleve le drapeau hitlerien qui flottait sur 
l' Acropole. 

La delegation de la Pologne propose que, 
selon Ia procedure qui a deja ete suivie en cette 
matiere, le President de Ia Premiere Commission 
prenne contact avec la delegation hellenique afin 
qu'il soit sursis a !'execution de M. Glezos. 

M. Katz-Suchy rappelle que, la veille, le 
President avait declare que cette question serait 
reprise lorsque la Premiere Commission en aurait 
termine avec la question des enfants grecs. La 
deh~gation polonaise a considere qu'il s'agissait 
Ia non pas d'une opinion personnelle de M. Spaak. 
mais du point de vue de la Presidence. Il reitere 
done sa demande relative a une demarche du 
President de Ia Premiere Commission aupres 
du representant de Ia Grece. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) ctecla~e 
qu'il est pret a souscrire a Ia requete formulee 
par le representant de la Pologne, si toutefois 
une demarche semblable est effectuee en faveur 
de huit personnes qui, selon les journaux, ant ete 
condamnees a mort par des tribunaux bulgares. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que Ia question 
soulevee par le representant de Ia Pologne. ne 
figure pas a l'ordre du jour de la Premiere 
Commission. 

La seance est levee a 23 h. 15. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT
SEIZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 12 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M.A. CosTA ou RELS (Bolivie). 
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63. Continuation of the discussion on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of 
the armaments and armed forces 
of the permanent members of the 
Security Council : report of Sub
Committee 12 (AfC.1f356/Rev.1) 

Mr. CICMIL (Yugoslavia) said that the report 
of Sub-Committee 12 placed it squarely up to 
the First Committee to decide whether or not it 
would accept the principle of reduction of ar
maments and the prohibition of the atomic 
weapon in fulfilment of the General Assembly's 
resolution 41 (I) of 14 December 1946. On the 
one hand, the USSR (A/658 and A/C.1/SC.12j3) 
and Polish (A/C.1JSC.12 J 4) draft resolutions 
offered constructive proposals which could be 
implemented provided that there was goodwill 
and good faith among Governments. On the 
other hand, the Belgian draft resolution (AJC. 
1/323) was designed to postpone reduction indef
initely and to camouflage the refusal of certain 
States to take any action. 

Mr. Cicmil said that the reduction of armaments 
and prohibition of atomic weapons were of 
tremendous importance to international confi
dence and security. They would pave the way 
for solution of other questions which were creat
ing international tension. The USSR and Polish 
draft resolutions offered a means of breaking 
the deadlock which existed in the Commission 
for Conventional Armaments as a result of the 
position taken by the majority, led by the United 
States. The two proposals were correct in 
providing for the prohibition of atomic weapons 
as well as for a reduction of conventional arma
ments because those two problems were inex
tricably bound together and it was impossible 
to reduce armaments if atomic bombs continued 
to be stockpiled. The atomic bomb was a weapon 
of aggression and not of defence. Another 
constructive aspect of the USSR and Polish pro
posal lay in the provision for an international 
control body within the framework of the Security 
Council, but not subject to the " veto " in respect 
of its control activities. The Yugoslav delegation 
would vote in favour of the USSR and Polish 
draft resolutions because they alone would contri
bute towards a durable peace and would be in the 
interests of the peoples of the world who were 
groaning under the burden of ever-increasing 
armament expenditures. If other delegations 
wished to remove the fear of war, they should 
also support the USSR and Polish draft reso
lutions. 

Mr. Cicmil regretted that the majority of 
Sub-Committee 12 had not supported the pro
posals which would serve the interests of peace. 
The Belgian draft resolution which had been 
accepted constituted a retrogression from the 
decision taken by the General Assembly on 
14 December 1946. It was obvious that the 
gathering of information on national armaments 
could not constitute a prerequisite for their 
reduction ; the only logical purpose of that 

63. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter
diction de 1 'arme atomique et la 
reduction d 'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite: 
rapport de la Sous-Commission 12 
(AfC.i/356/Rev. 1) 

M. CicMIL (Yougoslavie) declare qu'il ressort 
tres nettement du rapport de la Sous-Com
mission 12 que c'est a la Premiere Commission 
qu'il appartient de decider si elle accepte ou non 
le principe de la reduction des armements et 
de !'interdiction de l'arme atomique, en execution 
de la resolution 41 (I) de l'Assemblee generale 
en date du 14 decembre 1946. D'un cote, les 
projets de resolution de l'URSS (A/658 et 
AJC.l/SC. 12/3) et de la Pologne (AJC.l/SC. 12/4) 
offrent des propositions constructives susceptibles 
d'etre mises en ceuvre, si les Gouvernements font 
preuve de bonne volonte et de bonne foi. De 
l'autre cMe, le projet de resolution de la Belgique 
(A/C.1/323) vise a ajourner sine die Ia reduction 
des armements et a deguiser le fait que certains · 
Etats refusent a prendre des mesures en ce sens. 

M. Cicmil souligne l'e:xtreme importance que 
presentent la reduction des armements et !'inter
diction des armes atomiques du point de vue de 
la confiance et la securite internationales. 
L'adoption de ces mesures permettrait des'ache
miner vers la solution d'autres problemes qui 
contribuent a creer la tension internationale. Les 
projets de resolution de l'URSS et de Ia Pologne 
offrent un moyen de sortir de !'impasse dans 
laquelle se trouve Ia Commission des armements de 
type classique par suite de Ia position prise par 
la majorite, sous Ia conduite des Etats-Unis. 
On a egalement eu raison de prevoir dans les deux 
propositions une interdiction des armes atomiques 
en meme temps qu'une reduction des armements 
de type classique, car ces deux problemes sont 
indissolublement lies et il est impossible de reduire 
les armements, tant qu'on continue a constituer 
des stocks de bombes atomiques. La bombe 
atomique est une arme d'agression et non pas de 
defense. Un autre aspect constructif des propo
sitions de l'URSS et de la Pologne est qu'elles 
prevoient un organe de controle international 
dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, organe oil 
le droit de «veto n ne s'exercera pas en ce qui 
concerne les activites de controle. La delegation 
yougoslave votera en faveur des projets de reso
lution de l'URSS et de la Pologne, car eux seuls 
peuvent contribuer a une paix durable et servir 
les inten~ts des peuples du monde entier, qui 
gemissent sous Ie fardeau de plus en plus lourd 
des depenses d'armement. Si d'autres delegations 
desirent voir se dissiper la crainte de la guerre, 
elles devraient egalement soutenir les projets de 
l'URSS et de la Pologne. 

M. Cicmil regrette que la majorite des membres 
de la Sous-Commission 12 n'ait pas appuye Ies 
propositions susceptibles de servir les interets de 
Ia paix. Le projet de resolution beige, qui a etc 
accepte, marque un recul par rapport ala decision 
prise par l'Assemblee generale le 14 decembre 1946. 
Recueillir des renseignements sur les armements 
des divers pays ne constitue evidemment pas 
une condition prealable de la reduction des 
armements ; en effet, cette mesure n'aurait un 
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measure was to implement a decision to reduce 
armaments. The control organ which the majo
rity text proposed would have no constructive 
task to perform. The position of the majority 
in the Sub-Committee was nothing more than a 
reiteration of the old militaristic thesis that secu
rity must precede reduction. The Belgian draft 
resolution offered nothing constructive and was 
quite unacceptable to the Yugoslav delegation 

Mr. OsBORN (United States of America) ex
pressed surprise at the objections which the 
Ukrainian SSR and USSR representatives had 
raised to the Chinese representative's statement 
with regard to the employment of Japanese 
prisoners of war by the Communists and at his 
insistence that fifth columns should be disbanded. 
Their attitude was difficult to explain in view of 
the justice of the Chinese position. Mr. Osborn 
noted that the USSR representative had not 
denied that Japanese prisoners of war were being 
so employed. 

The United States representative did not 
intend to reply to Mr. Vyshinsky's statements 
in detail because he thought that the points 
which the latter had raised were understood by 
everyone. It was true that the USSR delegation 
in the Atomic Energy Commission had not 
asked for any veto on the day-to-day activities 
of the proposed control agency. There was, 
however, a very great difference between the plan 
of the majority and the USSR plan on the subject 
of what the control agency should do. In the 
majority plan the control agency would operate, 
manage and own plants producing nuclear fuel 
and hence would be able to put into effect its 
own decisions as to the amount of nuclear fuel 
which might be produced in any country. The 
USSR plan, on the other hand, provided that the 
agency would make recommendations to each 
nation as to the amount of nuclear fuel which 
it should produce. Presumably, if those recom
mendations were not observed, the agency would 
appeal to the Security Council to enforce its 
decisions. Thus, enforcement would be subject 
to the veto. 

Mr. Osborn drew attention to the statement 
in the Belgian draft resolution that armaments 
reduction could only be attained " as soon as 
the improvement in the international atmosphere 
permits ". The USSR delegation, like its Govern
ment, seemed to ignore the real causes which 
had created an atmosphere of world tension 
during the past three years and which had divided 
the erstwhile comrades in arms. 

During the war the people of the USSR had 
fought heroically to defend their country. It 
was only after hostilities had ceased that the USSR 
leaders resurrected the Communist theory of the 
inevitability of a conflict with the so-called capi
talist States. As an example of the hostility of 
the USSR towards the Western Powers, Mr. Os
born cited the New York Times of 5 November 

sens que si elle etait prise en vue de mettre en 
reuvre une decision sur la reduction des armements. 
L'organe de controle que propose le texte de Ia 
majorite n'a a remplir aucune tache positive. 
L'attitude prise par la majorite de la Sons
Commission correspond tout simplement a Ia 
vieille these militariste que la securite doit 
preceder la reduction des armements. Le projet 
de resolution de la Belgique n'offre rien de 
constructif, et la delegation yougoslave ne peut 
aucunement !'accepter. 

l\1. OsBORN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) s'etonne 
de ce que les representants de la RSS d'Ukraine 
et de l'URSS aient cru devoir protester contre 
Ia declaration du representant de la Chine, qui 
avait parle de l'emploi de prisonniers de guerre 
japonais par les communistes chinois et qui avait 
demande instamment la suppression des 
cinquiemes colonnes. L'attitude de ces deux 
representants s'explique mal, eu egard au bien
fonde de la position chinoise. M. Osborn fait 
remarquer que le representant de l'URSS n'a 
pas nie que l'on employait des prisonniers de 
guerre japonais. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis n'a pas !'in
tention de repondre en detail aux declarations 
de lVI. Vychinsky, car il estime que toutle monde 
comprend les points que celui-ci a soulignes. II 
est exact que Ia delt~gation de l'URSS a la 
Commission de l'energie atomique n'a pas demande 
le droit de veto en ce qui concerne les activites 
courantes de l'organe de controle. II y a cependant 
une grosse difference entre le plan de la majorite 
et celui de l'URSS en ce qui concerne les taches 
de l'organe de controle. Selon le plan de Ia majorite, 
cet organe dirigerait, des points de vue admi
nistratif et technique, les usines produisant le 
combustible nucleaire et en aurait la propriete; 
elle serait done en mesure d'executer ses propres 
decisions en ce qui concerne la quantite de 
combustible nucleaire pouvant etre produite dans 
chaque pays. Le plan de l'URSS, au contraire, 
prevoit que l'organe ferait des recommandations 
a chaque pays, concernant la quantitc de com
bustible nucleaire qu'il devrait produire. Au cas 
ou ces recommandations ne seraient pas observees, 
il semble que l'organe devniit en appeler au 
Conseil de securite pour que celui-ci fasse appliqw;r 
ses decisions. Ainsi, la mise en application sermt 
soumise au veto. 

M. Osborn attire !'attention de la Commission 
sur la declaration qui figure au projet de resolution 
de la Belgique, et aux termes de laquelle. la 
reduction des armements ne deviendra posstble 
que lorsque «!'amelioration de l'atmo.sphere 
internationale le permettra ». La delegatwn de 
l'URSS comme son Gouvernement, semble ne 
pas vo~loir tenir compte des causes reelles qui 
ont cree cette tension mondiale au cours des 
trois dernieres annees, et divise des nations qui 
avaient combattu cote a cote. 

Pendant la guerre, le peuple de l'URSS a 
lutte Mroi:quement pour la defense de son pays. 
Ce n'est qu'apres la fin des hostilites que les 
chefs de l'URSS ont ressuscite la theorie commu
niste du conflit inevitable avec les Etats dits 
capitalistes. A titre d'exemple de l'hostilite 
de l'URSS envers les Puissances occidentales, 
M. Osborn cite le New York Times du 5 novembre, 
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in which was reported an article published in 
Bolshevik, the organ of the Central Committee 
of the USSR Communist Party, urging the Com
munists of other lands to transform themselves 
into revolutionary parties to prepare the way for 
armed revolt. The author of the article, 
Mr. Burgzhalov, had quoted Generalissimo Stalin 
as saying that the parliamentary struggle was 
only a preparatory phase for direct action against 
capitalism. He had added that " direction of 
the revolutionary activities of the masses was the 
basic activity of Communists". Mr. Osborn 
also cited Mr. Molotov's prediction a year earlier 
that " all roads led to Communism ". Such 
pronouncements did not create an atmosphere 
of confidence nor did Mr. Vyshinsky's statement 
which had again raised the bogey of capitalist 
encirclement and had impressed on the First 
Committee that Communism was to be the grave
digger of capitalism. From all those statements, 
it was clear that the USSR was once again 
publicily expressing the aim of world revolution. 

It was the USSR which had created an atmo
sphere of tension throughout the world. The 
USSR had imposed a curtain of secrecy over 
everything within its borders and kept the peoples 
of the USSR, nearly 10 per cent of the total world 
population, in ignorance of happenings in the 
outside world. Faced with that background of 
secrecy, the peoples of other nations were forced 
to believe the meagre information available, 
which suggested that the armed forces of the 
USSR exceeded those of any other nation or 
group of nations. The USSR had contributed 
to the international tension in other ways. It 
had forcibly annexed territory. It had destroyed 
the hopes for representative government in the 
countries of eastern and central Europe. It had 
obstructed the negotiation of peace treaties with 
Germany and Japan and, in the United Nations, 
the USSR delegation had rej ected the plan for 
atomic energy control which had been supported 
by 46 nations. In the Security Council, USSR 
representatives · had cast 28 vetoes, many of 
which specifically prevented the pacific settlement 
of disputes. Its summary rejection of the plans 
submitted by neutral States for the settlement 
of the Berlin question was yet another example 
of the manner in which the USSR had created an 
atmosphere of fear in the world. That fear was 
increased when the USSR reiterated assertions 
which the rest of the world knew to be untrue. 
It was pure nonsense to say that the United States 
desired to attack the USSR. Anyone familiar 
with history knew that the people of the United 
States would not permit a war of aggression. It 
was nonsense to say that the people of the United 
States did not control their Government. Their 
control had been clearly demonstrated in the 
recent elections. When the people of the USSR 
enjoyed similar freedom to choose their own 
leaders, a milestone would have been reached 
in human progress. 

In carrying out the will of its people, · the 
United States Government had taken very specific 

qui mentionne un article publie dans le Bolchevik, 
organe du Comite central du Parti communiste 
de l'URSS, oil l'on exhorte les communistes des 
autres pays de se constituer en partis revolu
tionnaires afin de preparer la revolte armee. 
L'auteur de l'article, M. Bourgjalov, cite le 
generalissime Staline, qui aurait dit que la lutte 
parlementaire n'etait qu'une phase preparatoire 
a !'action directe contre le capitalisme. II ajoute 
que << la tache fondamentale des communistes 
est de diriger les activites revolutionnaires des 
masses ». M. Osborn rappelle egalement ce que 
M. Molotov avait dit un an auparavant, a savoir 
que« tousles chemins menent au communisme ». 
De telles declarations ne creent pas precisement 
une atmosphere de confiance, non plus que les 
paroles de M. Vychinsky, qui a evoque a nouveau 
le spectre de l'encerclement capitaliste et explique 
une fois de plus a la Commission que Ie commu
nisme devait etre le fossoyeur du capitalisme. 
De toutes ces declarations, il ressort clairement 
que l'URSS proclame de nouveau, d'une fa9on 
publique, le but final de Ia revolution mondiale. 

C'est l'URSS qui a fait naitre la tension qui 
regne aujourd'hui dans le monde entier. Elle a 
pris des mesures visant a dissimuler aux pays 
etrangers tout ce qui se passe a l'interieur de ses 
frontieres eta maintenu son peuple, qui represente 
pres de 10 pour cent de Ia population totale du 
globe, dans !'ignorance des evenements exterieurs. 
Devant cette attitude de mystere, les peuples 
des autres pays sont obliges d'accorder credit aux 
rares informations dont ils disposent, et qui 
indiquent que les forces armees de l'URSS 
depassent celles de toute autre nation ou groupe 
de nations. L'URSS a contribue a creer la tension 
internationale de bien d'autres fa9ons encore. 
Elle a annexe certains territoires par la force. 
Elle a reduit a neant l'espoir des peuples de 
!'Europe orientale et centrale de voir s'instaurer 
un systeme de gouvernement representatif. Elle 
s'est opposee a Ia negociation de traites de paix 
avec I'Allemagne et le Japon. Au sein de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, Ia delegation 
de l'URSS a rejete un plan de controle de l'energie 
atomique qui avait ete approuve par 46 nations. 
Au Conseil de securite, les representants de l'URSS 
ont use 28 fois du veto, ce qui a bien souvent 
rendu impossible le reglement pacifique des 
differends. En rejetant purement et simplement 
les plans presentes par les Etats neutres en vue 
du reglement de la question de Berlin, l'URSS a 
donne un nouvel exemple de la methode qu'elle 
emploie pour faire naitre dans le monde une 
atmosphere de crainte. Cette crainte se trouve 
encore accrue lorsque l'URSS renouvelle des 
declarations que Ie reste du monde sait etre 
inexactes. II est absurde d'affirmer que les :Etats
Unis desirent attaquer l'URSS. Quiconque _a 
etudie l'histoire sait que le peuple des Etats-Ums 
ne tolererait pas une guerre d'agression. II est 
absurde de dire que le Gouvernement des Etats
Unis n'est pas soumis au controle de son peuple. 
Les recentes elections ont clairement prouve le 
contraire. Lorsque le peuple de l'URSS . aura! 
au meme titre que celui des Etats-Unis, Ia hberte 
de choisir ses chefs, une etape importante a~u~ 
ete franchie dans la voie du progres de l'humamte. 

Pour repondre a la volonte de son peuple, le 
Gouvernement des Etats-Unis a pris des mesures 
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steps to improve world confidence and to strength
en peace. It had offered to destroy its atomic 
bombs, to turn over its atomic plants to an inter
national agency and to accept the plan for prohi
bition of the atomic weapon and strict control 
over the use of fissionable materials advocated 
by the overwhelming majority of the General 
Assembly. In the belief that healthy economic 
conditions were a necessary adjunct of a lasting 
peace, the United States was co-operating with 
the countries of western Europe in a programme 
of economic reconstruction and rehabilitation. 
The United States had not excluded any nation 
from participating in that programme nor had it 
dictated terms to any nation. The United States 
had also done its utmost to strengthen the United 
Nation~ and had participated to the full in the work 
of all the specialized agencies. By contrast, the 
USSR had refused to participate in most 
of the latter agencies. On the basis of the 
preceding facts it was clear that the atmosphere 
of international confidence which was a pre
requisite for armaments reduction would not be 
established until the USSR, by actions as well 
as words, ceased to threaten the world with 
Communist_ aggression. 

' Any realistic discussion of armaments reduction 
must take into account the existing status of 
national armaments production as well as the 
size of armed forces. Mr. Osborn declared that 
the United States, in spite of existing world 
insecurity, was spending approximately 13,000 
million dollars for defence purposes, or less than 
one-sixth of the 80,000 million dollars which it 
had spent during the peak war year. Altogether, 
at the present time, the United States was spend
ing approximately 6 per cent of its total national 
income on defence. The number of effectives 
in the three services had been reduced from 
12 million on 30 June 1945 to well below a million 
and a half on 31 December 1947. Immediately 
after the end of the war, the overwhelming weight 
of American production, which had been devoted 
to war purposes, was immediately diverted to 
peacetime uses. In addition, the industrial 
resources of the United States had been used to 
assist the countries freed from enemy occupation 
to restore their peacetime economies, first, 
through the instrumentality of UNRRA and later 
through the Marshall plan. 

That turnover of productive capacity was a 
clear expression of the peaceful aims of the people 
of the United States. They wanted to produce 
for peace but they were not ready to jeopardize 
their security. When, three years after the war 
had ended, they had realized that other nations 
remained heavily armed and were even re-arming, 
they had reluctantly began to divert some of 
their productive resources to defence. They 
did so with regret, because they realized that the 
diversion of resources meant delaying the economic 
and social improvement which was essential 
to world stability and security. In fact, even at 
the present time, 94 per cent of the total United 

concretes en vue de developper la confiance 
mondiale et de consolider la paix. II a propose de 
detruire les bombes atomiques qu'il possede, de 
confier la direction de ses usines atomiques a un 
organisme international, enfin d'accepter le plan 
interdisant l'arme atomique et etablissant un 
controle severe de }'utilisation des matieres 
fissiles, que preconise la grande majorite des 
Membres de I' Assemblee generale. Convaincue 
que l'assainissement des conditions economiques 
est le complement necessaire d'une paix durable, 
les Etats-Unis cooperent avec les pays d'Europe 
occidentale dans !'execution d'un programme de 
reconstruction et de redressement economique. 
Les Etats-Unis n'ont refuse a aucune nation de 
participer a ce programme et n'ont impose de 
conditions a personne. Ils ont egalement fait tout 
ce qui etait en leur pouvoir pour renforcer !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, et ils ont participe 
pleinement aux travaux de toutes les institutions 
specialisees. L'URSS, au contraire, a refuse de 
participer aux travaux de la plupart de ces 
institutions. Si l'on se fonde sur les faits qui 
viennent d'etre enonces, il devient evident que 
!'atmosphere de confiance internationale qu'il 
est necessaire d'etablir avant de proceder a la 
reduction des armements ne pourra regner tant 
que l'URSS, par ses actes comme par ses paroles, 
continuera de faire planer sur Je monde la menace 
de l'agression communiste. . 

Une etude realiste du probleme de Ia reductwn 
des armements doit tenir compte de l'etat actuel 
de la production des armements nationaux, ainsi 
que des effectifs ?es forces armees. ~· Osb~r~ 
declare que les Etats-Unis, malgre I msecunte 
qui regne actuellement dans le monde,. ne 
consacrent que 13 milliards de dollars envir?n 
a leur programme de defense nationale, c:e~t-a-dire 
moins du sixieme de la somme de 80 milliards de 
dollars, chiffre maximum des depenses militaires 
annuelles pendant les annees de guerre. En t?ut, 
les Etats-Unis consacrent actuellement enVIron 
6 pour 100 de leur revenu total a la defense 
nationale. Pour !'ensemble des trois armes, les 
effectifs, qui etaient de 12 millions d'hommes Je 
30 juin 1945, ont ete ramenes le 31 decem~r~ 1947 
a un chiffre sensiblement inferieur a un mdhon et 
demi. AussitOt apres la fin de la guerre, I'immense 
production americaine, consacree jusqu'alors. aux 
fabrications de cruerre, a ete affectee en maJeure 
partie aux besofns du temps de_ paix. ~n outre, 
on a employe les ressources mdustnelles de~ 
Etats-Unis pour aider Ies pays liberes de l'enne~u 
a reconstruire leur economic de temps de paiX 
en recourant d'abord a l'UNRRA puis au Plan 
M~~ll. . 

Cette reconversion du potentiel de productw_n 
revele clairement les buts pacifiques que pours~nt 
le peuple des Etats-U~is. Ce peul?le v~u~ pro~mre 
pour la paix, mais n est pas dispose a vo1r sa 
securite compromise. Lorsgu'il s'est ren~~ c_ompte~ 
trois ans apres la cessation des host1htes, q_u 
d'autres nations restaient puissamment armees 
et procedaient meme a un rearmement, I~ peuple 
des Etats-Unis a entrepris a ~on corps defendant 
de consacrer une partie de ses ressources produc
tives a Ia defense nationale. II l'a fait a ~egret, 
comprenant que cet usage qu'il devait fa1~e de 
ses ressources retardait les progres econom1~ues 
et sociaux indispensables a l'equilibre et a Ia 
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States national income was used for peaceful 
purposes. 

Mr. Osborn contrasted the United States 
position with that of the USSR. From the public 
estimates available, it appeared that approxi
mately 16 per cent of the national income of the 
USSR was being devoted to munitions production 
and the support of vast military forces. That 
was more than double the proportion spent in the 
United States or in the western European coun
tries. Everyone recognized that the Russian 
people did not want war. In order to make 
them accept the vast expenditure on armaments, 
which was slowing up the improvement in living 
conditions in the USSR, the Government-control
Jed information agencies were keeping the people 
of the USSR in continuous fear and dread of war. 
The USSR Press published verbatim the speeches 
of the USSR representative in the General 
Assembly, but gave only a brief and distorted 
report of the speeches of representatives of the 
Vvestern nations. As an example of such dis
tortion, Mr. Osborn observed that the United 
States representative was reported by the Moscow 
papers on 12 October to have made a series of 
slanderous statements based on the forged docu
ments of the Nazis which had fallen into the hands 
of the State Department. In fact, Mr. Austin 
had not quoted a single German document. He 
had merely referred to Generalissimo Stalin's 
congratulatory telegram to Ribbentrop which 
had been published in all the Communist news
papers of the world. Mr. Osborn sometimes 
wondered whether the members of the Politburo 
and the Government of the USSR were not 
themselves falling victim to the frightening and 
false propaganda which depicted a world wanting 
to attack their country. He hoped that they 
would carefully read the records of the present 
session of the Assembly to convince themselves 
that the Western nations did not desire to under
take aggressive war. If they were not so con
vinced, then they were impervious to the truth. 

From published figures, the accuracy of which 
the USSR had not denied, it would appear that 
its armed forces totalled, at present, about four 
million men and its associated States possessed 
another two million. Taking into account the 
organization of the Red Army, that figure would 
leave considerably more than 250 divisions of 
combat troops in the USSR and its allied States. 
That figure was at least five times greater than 
the figure for the armies of all the western Euro
pean States put together. The experience of 
the last war had shown that combat troops consti
tuted the weapon of conquest, for it was only 
the foot soldiers who could conquer and subjugate 
occupied territories. If those figures were accu
rate, and there was no evidence to the contrary, 
then a reduction by one-third would not change 
the disproportion in the strength of the USSR 
armies as compared with those of other States. 
How could it be decided by how much States 
should reduce their armaments and armed forces 
unless accurate figures were available of the 
relative strength of nations and unless it was 

securite du monde. En fait, meme en ce moment, 
les Etats-Unis consacrent 94 pour 100 de leur 
revenu national a des fins pacifiques. 

M. Osborn oppose !'attitude des Etats-Unis a 
celle de I'URSS. II ressort des chiffres publies 
dont on dispose que l'URSS consacre environ 
16 pour 100 de son revenu national ala production 
de munitions et a l'entretien de forces militaires 
tres considerables ; cette proportion est plus 
de deux fois plus forte que la proportion 
~es depenses correspondantes dans les budgets des 
Etats-Unis ou des Puissances d'Europe occidentale. 
II est universellement reconnu que le peuple russe 
ne veut pas la guerre. Pour lui faire accepter ces 
immenses depenses militaires, qui font obstacle a 
!'amelioration des conditions de vie en URSS, 
les sources d'information sous controle du Gouver
nement maintiennent ce peuple dans la terreur 
incessante de la guerre. La presse de l'URSS 
publie le texte integral des discours prononces 
par le representant de l'URSS a l' Assemblee 
generale, mais ne donne qu'un compte rendu 
deforme et sommaire de ce que disent les repre
sentants des nations occidentales. M. Osborn cite, 
a titre d'exemple, le compte rendu donne par les 
journaux de Moscou selon lequel le representant 
des Etats-Unis aurait, Ie 12 octobre, prononce une 
serie de declarations diffamatoires fondees sur 
des documents falsifies par les nazis et tombes 
aux mains du Departement d'Etat. En realite, 
M. Austin n'avait pas cite une seule fois des 
documents allemands. II avait simplement fait 
allusion au telegramme de felicitations envoye 
par le generalissime Staline a Ribbentrop, qui a 
ete publie dans tous les journaux communistes 
du monde. M. Osborn en arrive a se demander 
si les membres du Politburo et Ies dirigeants de 
I'URSS ne sont pas eux-memes victimes de cette 
propagande de t erreur et de mensonge, qui brosse 
le tableau d'un monde pret a attaquer leur pays. 
M. Osborn espere qu'une lecture attentive des 
comptes rendus de la presente session de 
l'Assemblee les convaincra que Ies nations occi
dentales ne desirent pas entreprendre une guerre 
d'agression. Si cette lecture ne peut les convaincre, 
c'est qu'alors ils sont impermeables a la verite. 

Des chiffres qui ont ete publies et dont l'URSS 
n'a pas nie l'authenticite, il appert que les forces 
armees de l'URSS se montent actuellement a 
environ quatre millions d'hommes et que ses 
allies disposent en outre de deux millions 
d'hommes. Si l'on tient compte de !'organisation 
de I' Armee Rouge, ces effectifs supposent !'exis
tence de 250 divisions de premiere ligne en URSS 
et dans Ies pays qui sont ses allies. Ce chiffre 
est d'au moins cinq fois superieur a celui que I'on 
trouverait pour !'ensemble des armees d'Europe 
occidentale. L'experience de Ia derniere guerre 
a montre que ce sont les troupes de combat qui 
constituent l'arme de conquete, etant donne que 
seule l'infanterie est a meme de conquerir et de 
subjuguer les t erritoires occupes. Si ces chiffres 
sont exacts, et rien ne permet de supposer qu'ils 
ne le sont pas, une reduction d'un tiers ne modi
fierait pas la disproportion qui existe entre Ia 
force des armees de l'URSS et celle des armees 
des autres Etats. Comment peut-on decider quelle 
est la proportion dans Iaquelle les divers Etats 
devraient reduire leurs armements et leurs forces 

581 



known what was happening behind the Iron 
curtain ? 

The USSR appeared to regard the insistance 
upon availability of information as lan evil plot 
of non-Communist States to spy on developments 
in the USSR. But the United States, which 
based itself on the principle of national sovereignty, 
would not ask any nation to do what it was! not 
willing to do itself. Information on the military 
strength of the United States and the other 
western European nations was readily available. 
USSR citizens and diplomats had always been 
free to travel wherever they wished. In the 
USSR the contrary was true. Except for three 
or four specified cities, the territory of the Soviet 
Union was hermetically sealed to all foreigners. 
Even foreign diplomats were prohibited from 
travelling beyond a radius of fifty kilometers 
from Moscow. The fact that those restrictions 
were imposed during the present session of the 
General Assembly did not testify to the desire of 
the USSR Government for co-operation and 
understanding. 

Mr. Osborn turned to the problem of estab
lishing an atmosphere of international confidence. 
By accepting the principles of the Charter, the 
USSR had pledged itself to co-operate for peace 
in the world community. Could it be that the 
USSR, having signed the Charter, still held the 
view that war was inevitable unless some of the 
Members of the United Nations changed their 
systems of government ? It was the USSR alone 
that was carrying on propaganda in preparation 
for a new war. The USSR alone was working 
behind a veil of secrecy, and maintaining inflated 
armaments sufficient to carry on a war of conquest. 
How then could the rest of the world disarm ? 
Adoption of the USSR proposal for the reduction 
by one-third of the armaments of the five major 
Powers without any provision for verifying the 
implementation of that measure would not only 
perpetuate the present relative superiority of the 
armed forces of the USSR, but might even 
increase the threat of USSR aggression. In such 
a situation the General Assembly should seek every 
possible means to reduce international tension. 
In the field of armaments the General Assembly 
should develop as rapidly as possible, through the 
appropriate agencies in the United Nations, a 
plan for the reduction and control of conventional 
armaments which should embody a complete 
system of inspection, verification and publication, 
together with other safeguards against violation. 
Once that plan had been prepared, it might be 
hoped that the moral force of world opinion, 
together with the evident advantages of co
operating with other nations, would induce the 
USSR to change its attitude. That was why the 

armees, tant qu'on ne dispose pas de chiffres 
precis concernant la force relative des nations, 
et tant qu'on ignore ce qui se passe derriere le 
rideau de fer ? 

L'URSS semble croire que I'insistance avec 
laquelle certains Etats demandent que des 
renseignements leur soient fournis constitue une 
conspiration ourdie par les Etats non communistes, 
une tentative d'espionnage a l'egard de l'URSS. 
Mais les Etats-Unis, qui se fondent sur le principe 
de la souverainete nationale, ne demandent a 
aucun pays de faire autre chose que ce que les 
Etats-Unis font deja. II est facile de se procurer 
tous renseignements concernant Ia force militaire 
des Etats-Unis et des autres nations de !'Europe 
occidentale. Les citoyens et les diplomates de 
I'URSS ont toujours eu toute latitude de voyager 
partout oil ils le desiraient. II en est tout autrement 
en URSS. A !'exception de trois ou quatre villes, 
le territoire de I'URSS est absolument interdit 
a tous les etrangers. L'interdiction de se deplacer 
en dehors d'un rayon de 50 kilometres de Moscou 
atteint meme les diplomates etrangers. Que ces 
restrictions aient ete imposees au cours de h 
presente session de I' Assemblee generale, cela 
ne temoigne nullement d'un desir de collaboration 
et de comprehension de la part du Gouvernemeut 
de I'URSS. 

M. Osborn parle ensuite de Ia necessit e qu'il y 
a de creer une atmosphere de confiance inter
nationale. En acceptant les principes de la Charte, 
l'URSS a pris !'engagement de collaborer a 
l'ceuvre de la paix au sein de la communaute 
mondiale. Est-il possible que l'URSS, ayant 
signe la Charte, n'en continue pas moins a croire 
que Ia guerre est inevitable, a moins que certains 
Membres de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
ne rnodifient leur systeme de gouvernement ? 
C' est l'URSS, et l'URSS seule, qui fait de la 
propagande en vue d'une nouvelle guerre. Seule 
l'URSS croit devoir s'entourer d'un voile de 
mystere, et c'est elle seule qui rnaintient des 
armements excessifs, qui suffiraient a mener une 
guerre de conquete. Dans ces conditions, comment 
le reste du monde peut-il desarmer ? Si l'on 
adoptait la proposition de l'URSS, demandant 
que les armements des cinq grandes Puissances 
soient reduits d'un tiers, mais ne prevoyant 
aucune disposition qui permette de verifier 
!'application de cette mesure, cela aurait pour 
resultat de perpetuer la superiorite relative que 
les forces armees de l'URSS ont acquise, et cela 
pourrait meme aggraver encore la menace. d'une 
agression de la part de l'URSS. Dans ces circons
tances, I' Assemblee generale devrait rechercher 
tous les moyens pour rectuire la tension inter
nationale. Dans le domaine des armements, 
I' Assemblee generale devrait elaborer des que 
possible, par l'intermediaire des orga~es 
competents de !'Organisation des Nations Umes, 
un plan visant a reduire et a controler l~s 
armements de type classique ; c~. plan ?evrmt 
comprendre un systeme complet d mspechon, de 
verification et de publication, de me~e gue 
d'autres garanties assurant qu'a~cune vwlatlon 
ne pourra etre commise. Une foiS que ce plan 
aura ete elabore, on pourra esperer que Ia force 
morale de !'opinion mondiale et les ava':tages 
evidents qu'offre Ia cooperation internahonale 
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United States would vote for the Belgian draft 
resolution and would work loyally towards its 
implementation. Mr. Osborn hoped that the 
draft resolution would be adopted unanimously. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) stated his delegation's 
position in respect of the Belgian and USSR draft 
resolutions. He was prepared to accept the former 
although it did not fully meet the aims of his 
delegation. It was necessarily limited, restricted 
and fragmentary, because of the great difference 
of opinion which had arisen in Sub-Committee 12. 
In supporting a proposal to continue the work 
of the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
for a further year, Mr. Castro hoped that there 
would be an improvement in the international 
atmosphere which would enable the Commission 
to submit proposals for the reduction of armaments 
satisfactory to all Member States, especially the 
great Powers which were directly concerned. 

The delegation of El Salvador still held the 
opinion which it had expressed in Sub-Committee 
that the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments should 
be merged into a single organ. It had proposed 
that measure in an amendment submitted to the 
Sub-Committee and later withdrawn in view of 
the unfavourable atmosphere, partly because it 
opposed any unnecessary multiplicity of United 
Nations organs and partly because it believed 
that the questions which would arise in connexion 
with atomic energy control and armaments 
reduction were very similar and action on the 
former must precede any decision on the latter. 
If such a procedure had been adopted, it might 
have proved possible to establish a single control 
organ dealing with both atomic energy and con
ventional armaments. If the two problems were 
to continue to be discussed by separate Commis
sions, it was to be presumed that two different 
control organs would be proposed. 

Mr. Castro explained his objections to the 
USSR draft resolution. He considered that the 
measures proposed should not be taken unless a 
control organ was first created, with power of 
inspection in all countries, in order to ensure that 
the measures were carried out. The delegation 
of El Salvador believed that the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments would not be in a 
position to approve a definite proposal for arma
ments reduction before it had been able to com
plete its study of the subject. It might be found 
that to limit armaments reduction to the five 
great Powers would not suffice to remove the 
danger of a new world conflict. 

ame.neront l'URSS a modifier son attitude. C'est 
pourquoi les Etats-Unis voteront en faveur du 
projet de resolution beige et travailleront 
loyalement a sa mise en oeuvre. M. Osborn espere 
que ce projet de resolution sera adopte a 
l'unanimite. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) explique !'attitude de 
sa delegation en ce qui concerne les projets de 
resolution presentes par la Belgique et I'URSS. 
II est pret a accepter le premier de ces projets, 
bien que celui-ci ne reponde pas pleinement aux 
objectifs que sa delegation s'est fixes. Ce projet 
est necessairement restreint et fragmentaire, en 
raison des profondes divergences d'opinion qui 
se sont manifestees au sein de la Sous-Com
mission 12. En soutenant la proposition qui 
demande a la Commission des armements de type 
classique de poursuivre ses travaux pendant une 
annee encore, M. Castro espere qu'une amelio
ration du climat international pourra se produire, 
ce qui permettrait a la Commission de presenter, 
au sujet de la reduction des armements, des 
propositions qui seraient satisfaisantes pour tous 
les Etats Membres, et en particulier pour les 
grandes Puissances directement interessees. 

La delegation du Salvador, comme elle l'a 
deja dit a la Sons-Commission, estime que la 
Commission de I' energie atomique et la Commission 
des armements de type classique devraient etre 
fusionnees en un seul organe. La delegation du 
Salvador avait propose cette mesure dans un 
amendement qu'elle avait presente ala Sous-Com
mission, mais qu'elle avait du retirer par Ia suite, 
les circonstances lui ayant paru defavorables. En 
effet, la delegation du Salvador estime qu'il n'y 
a pas lieu de multiplier inutilement les organes 
de I' Organisation des Nations Unies ; elle considere 
que les questions relatives au controle de l'energie 
atomique ressemblent fort a celles qui ont trait 
a la reduction des armements, et pense que les 
mesures concernant le controle de l'energie 
atomique devraient etre prises avant qu'inter
vienne toute decision sur la reduction des 
armements. Si on avait adopte cette methode, 
il aurait ete possible de creer un seul organisme 
de contrOle charge de s'occuper a Ia fois de 
l'energie atomique et des armements de type 
classique. Si au contraire on doit continuer a 
examiner ces deux problemes, au sein de deux 
Commissions distinctes, on pent prevoir que l' on 
proposera la creation de deux organes de controle 
di:fferents. 

M. Castro expose ses objections en ce qui 
concerne Ie projet de resolution de l'URSS. II 
estime que les mesures proposees ne devraient 
pas etre prises avant qu'un organisme de controle 
ait ete cree, organisme ayant le pouvoir de 
proceder a des inspections dans tous les pays, de 
maniere a assurer ]'application effective dEs 
mesures envisagees. La delegation du Salvador 
pense que la Commission des armements de 
type classique ne pourra pas approuver une 
proposition formelle concernant la reduction des 
armements, avant d'avoir termine !'etude du 
probleme. II se peut qu'on ~ons.tate qu'~ne 
reduction des armements, appliquee aux cmq 
grandes Puissances, a !'exclusion des autres Etatf, 
ne suffise point a ecarter le danger d'un nouveau 
conflit mondial. 
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In supporting the Belgian draft resolution 
Mr. Castro said that it was his understanding 
that the proposed control organ would have uni
versal powers of inspection to ensure that the 
data submitted was accurate. Unless it was 
given the widest powers, the control organ would 
be unable to carry out its task satisfactorily. 
Mr. Castro expressed the hope that the existing 
atmosphere of tension in the world disappear so 
that the United Nations would be able to continue 
its activity in conformity with the principles and 
purposes of the Charter. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) noted that the 
conciliatory attempts of the First Committee 
had failed, for the Sub-Committee 12, despite 
the good work of its Chairman, had not been 
able to report out a draft resolution on which 
there was general agreement. In both the Sub
Committee and the First Committee, no dele
gation had dared openly to oppose disarmament, 
with the exception of the Chinese delegation 
which admitted its Government's need for more 
arms for use in its internal war with the Chinese 
people. This unanimity proved that the prin
ciple of disarmament was upheld by the peoples 
of the world who must bear the burden of the 
cost of armaments. 

No effective arguments against the draft reso
lutions of the USSR and Poland had been pre
sented, although many matters far removed from 
disarmament had been brought into the discussion. 
The statement of the United States representative 
earlier in the meeting was characteristic in that 
respect ; he had raised the issue of revolutionary 
Communism which had been intended to divert 
attention from the real issues and he had tried 
to prove that the army of the USSR and not the 
United States army was threatening attack. 
While the Polish delegation had not intended 
to raise these issues again, Mr. Katz-Suchy felt 
bound to touch upon them. 

One of the arguments which had been advanced 
from the very start was that effective control 
must precede disarmament, but now that the 
USSR and Polish draft resolutions containing 
provisions for control had been submitted, a 
new argument was brought in against them. This 
was a repetition of events in the Atomic Energy 
Commission where the United States harl at 
first tried to prove that inspection was the only 
effective control, but had insisted on further 
forms of control when the USSR accepted ins
pection. It was now stated that as long as 
there was no guarantee of international security 
and confidence, there could be no progress 
towards disarmament or the prohibition of 
atomic weapons. Such tactics only proved that 
the United States and its supporters wished to 
prevent any positive steps to achieve the goals 
laid down in the Charter and the Assembly's 
resolutions of 24 January and 14 December 1946, 
which dealt with these subjects. 

While the United States delegation and those 
which supported it were drawing attention to 
questions which had no connexion with the 

En soutenant le projet de resolution beige, 
M. Castro desire qu'il soit bien entendu que 
I'organe de controle dont on propose Ia creation 
aura des pouvoirs universels en ce qui concerne 
!'inspection, ceci afin d'assurer !'exactitude des 
donnees qui seront soumises. L'organe de contrtlle 
ne pourra remplir sa tache d'unefac;on satisfaisante 
si on ne lui accorde pas les pouvoirs les plus 
etendus. M. Castro espere que la tension qui 
existe actuellement dans le monde dispara1tra, et 
que !'Organisation des Nations Unies pourra 
continuer ses travaux conformement aux principes 
et aux buts de la Charte. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) constate que les 
efforts de conciliation de la Premiere Commission 
ont cchoue, puisque Ia Sons-Commission 12, en 
depit des efforts louables de son President, a ete 
incapable de presenter un projet de resolution 
reunissant tousles suffrages. Ala So us-Commission 
comme a la Premiere Commission, aucune 
delegation n'a ose s'opposer ouvertement au 
principe du desarmement, si ce n'est celle de Ia 
Chine qui a convenu que son Gouvernement avait 
besoin d'accroltre ses armements pour faire face 
a la guerre civile qu'il mene contre le peuple 
chinois. Cette unanimite prouve que le principe 
du desarmement trouve dans le monde l'appui 
de tous les peuples ; c'est en effet sur les peuples 
que retombe Ia charge des depenses d'armements. 

Personne n'a done pu avancer d'arguments 
valables contre les projets de resolution de l'URSS 
et de la Pologne,bien que, au cours de la discussion, 
on ait fait appel a des considerations fort eloigm\es 
du probleme du desarmement. Les paroles que le 
representant des Etats-Unis vient de prononcer 
sont caracteristiques a cet egard ; il a evoque le 
spectre du communisme revolutionnaire pour 
faire diversion. II a tente de demontrer que c'est 
l'armce de l'URSS et non celle des Etats-Unis 
qui constitue une menace d'agression. Sans avoir 
eu !'intention de soulever ces questions une fois 
de plus, la delegation polonaise se voit done dans 
!'obligation d'y revenir. 

L'un des arguments avances des le debut 
consistait a dire qu'un controle efficace devait 
preceder toute mesure de desarmement. Main
tenant que l'URSS et la Pologne presentent des 
projets de resolution tendant a etablir un tel 
controle, on leur oppose un nouvel argument. 
Ce n'est qu'une repetition de ce qui s'est deja 
passe a la Commission de I'energie atomique, 
oil les Etats-Unis avaient d'abord tente de prouver 
que !'inspection etait Ia seule methode efficace 
de controle, pour reclamer ensuite d'autres formes 
de controle, des que l'URSS eut accepte le principe 
de !'inspection. On declare maintenant que, tant 
que la securite et Ia confiance internationa!es 
ne sont pas fermement etablies, on ne peut fmre 
de progres dans Ie sens du desarmement et de 
!'interdiction des annes atomiques. Une telle 
tactique prouve seulement que les Etats-Unis et 
leurs partisans cherchent a eviter que des mesures 
positives viennent realiser les fins enonc~es dans 
la Charte ainsi que dans les resolutions de 
I'Assemblee generale en date du 24 janvie~ et du 
14 decembre 1946 relatives a ces questions. 

Tandis que Ia delegation d8s Etats-Unis et les 
delegations qui Ia soutiennent attirent ]'attention 
generale sur des questions qui n'ont aucun rapport 
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regulation and reduction of armaments, the 
armaments race, which had not been denied by 
the United States representative, was continuing, 
taking more than 38 per cent of the total United 
States budget. The United States represen
tative had not denied that the United States was 
trying to build up a military empire although he 
had tried to prove that it was for peaceful pur
poses. The 1947-1948 United States budget 
appropriated approximately 15,200 million dollars 
for rearmament but this did not complete the 
picture, for it was known that there were plans 
to build a tremendous United States air force 
which the press agreed would be able to strike 
into the very heart of the USSR. Such plans 
were contained in Mr. Finletter's book entitled 
Survival in the Air Age which proposed the 
expenditure of 75,000 million dollars during the 
next five years for such an air force. Further
more, there were United States plans for atomic 
research which were not included in its military 
budget and for building up far distant bases in 
the Atlantic, Pacific and Mediterranean. 

In support of his statements concerning military 
expenditures for armaments in the United States, 
Mr. Katz-Suchy quoted a number of excerpts 
from the United States News and World Report 
which he did not think could be suspected of 
anti-American propaganda. In refutation of the 
contention of the United States representative 
that the United States aims were peaceful, he 
quoted from an article in the United States News 
and World Report of 30 January 1948 entitled 
"North Africa's role in United States Strategy " 
concerning the acquisition of air and sea bases 
in the Mediterranean by the United States ; he 
thought the article proved that the United States 
was attempting to build up a vast empire with 
aggressive bases near Europe. To show that the 
United States was trying to bring its entire 
industry under military control, he quoted from 
an article in the New York Times of 26 September 
1948 describing the United States industrial 
mobilization plan. He agreed with the United 
States representative that the intentions of 
leading military circles in the United States 
were not in accord with the desires of the American 
nation and as an example of how the American 
Press was trying to build up a feeling of the danger 
of war, he quoted from editorials of the New 
York Daily Mirror of 1 November 1947 and the 
New York Daily News of 9 September 1947. 
He argued that the recent elections in the United 
States had proved that the American people 
rejected such warmongering, but that the feeling 
of tension was being created in order to force the 
Congress to appropriate the necessary funds for 
rearmament, as was stated clearly by the Wall 
Street Journal of 5 October 1948. 

Only recently a new matter had come to light 
which showed that preparation was being made 
for a new war : the Anglo-American plan for 
building up the economic and military strength 
of Germany which was being carried out despite 
the protests of France and the USSR. The 
Polish nation which had twice been the victim 

avec la n\glementation et Ia reduction des 
armements, la course aux armements se poursuit, 
et comme le representant des Etats-Unis ne le 
nie pas, absorbe plus de 38 pour 100 du budget 
des Etats-Unis. Le representant des Etats-Unis 
n'a pas nie que les Etats-Unis s'efforcent de batir 
un empire militaire ; tout ce qu'il a cherche a 
prouver c'est qu'en agissant ainsi, ils n'ont 
d'autre objectif que la paix. Le budget des Etats
Unis pour l'exercice 1947-1948 affecte un credit 
d'environ 15,2 milliards de dollars au rearmement. 
Mais ce n'est pas tout; on sait qu'il existe un 
projet en vue de constituer une formidable 
armee de l'air des Etats-Unis, et la presse pense 
que cette armee pourra porter ses coups jusqu'au 
cmur de I'URSS. On trouve I'expose de ce plan 
dans l'ouvrage de M. Finletter, intitule Survival 
in the Air Age, qui propose pourcette armee del' air 
une depense de 75 milliards de dollars au cours des 
cinq annees a venir. De plus, le budget milaitire 
des Etats-Unis ne comprend pas les depenses 
correspondant aux plans de recherches atomiques, 
ni a I' etablissement de bases lointaines dans 
!'Atlantique, le Pacifique et la Mediterranee. 

A l'appui de ses affirmations concernant les 
depenses d'armements aux Etats-Unis, M. Katz
Suchy cite un certain nombre d'extraits du 
United Slates News and World Report, publication 
que l'on ne peut guere, dit-il soup~onner de 
propagande anti-americaine. En rei:Jonse aux 
protestations du representant des Etats-Unis, 
selon lequel les Etats-Unis ne poursuivent que 
des buts pacifiques, M. Katz-Suchy cite un 
article, paru dans le United Stales News and 
World Report du 30 janvier 1948, sous le titre de 
«Role de !'Afrique du Nord dans la strategie des 
Etats-Unis », et qui traite des bases aeriennes et 
navales acquises par les Etats-Unis en Medi
terranee. Pour M. Katz-Suchy, cet article prouve 
que les Etats-Unis s'efforcent de batir un vaste 
empire dote de bases d'attaque proches de 
!'Europe. Pour demontrer que les Etats-Unis 
s'efforcent de placer toute leur industrie sous le 
controle militaire, M. Katz-Suchy cite un article 
du New York Times en date du 26 septembre 1.948, 
qui dccrit le plan de mobilisation industrielle 
des Etats-Unis. M. Katz-Suchy convient, avec 
le representant des Etats-Unis que les intentions 
des hautes spheres militaires sont en desaccord 
avec Ies aspirations du peuple americain, et pour 
montrer comment la presse americaine s'efforce 
d'inspirer a ses lecteurs le sentiment qu'il existe 
une menace· de guerre, M. Katz-Suchy cite 
!'editorial du New York Daily Mirror en date du 
1er novembre 1947, et !'editorial du New York 
Daily News en date du 9 septembre 1947. II 
soutient que les elections americaines viennent 
de prouver que le peuple americain desapprouve 
ce genre de propagande belliciste ; pourtant, 
ainsi que le reconnait ouvertement le Wall Street 
Journal du 5 octobre 1948, on cherche a Creer 
une atmosphere de tension pour obliger le Congres 
a voter les credits necessaires au rearmement. 

Tout recemment encore, un fait nouveau a 
apparu, qui prouve bien que l'on se prepare a 
une nouvelle guerre : c'est le plan anglo-americain 
visant a reconstruire la puissance economique 
et militaire de I'Allemagne, plan qui entre 
maintenant en application, malgre les protes
tations de la France et de l'URSS. La nation 
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of Nazi aggression must voice its anxiety concern
ing this programme which was contrary to the 
principles of the Potsdam Agreement. Mr. Katz
Suchy said that he had mentioned all these actions 
of the United States and her allies because they 
were responsible for the growing unrest and lack 
of confidence. In order to create the psycho
logical conditions which would help to bring about 
a settlement, a start should be made by disar
mament thereby eliminating one of the factors 
which contributed towards the increased tension. 
It was no use saying that the peace treaties had 
not been concluded, for it was well-known that 
the United States and the United Kingdom had 
violated the Potsdam and Yalta Agreements 
over and over again. In this connexion, he 
recalled the warnings on this question issued by 
the Foreign Ministers of Czechoslovakia and 
Poland and by the Warsaw Conference of Eastern 
European States. 

The aim of the USSR proposal was to decrease 
the tension and while it was not claimed that this 
proposal would bring a complete settlement of 
all outstanding problems, its acceptance would 
increase confidence and make further steps 
possible. On the other hand, the majority 
resolution was a complete departure from the 
General Assembly's resolutions of 24 January 
and 14 December 1946 and while it used the word 
disarmament at least twelve times, it avoided any 
kind of recommendation for the reduction of 
armaments. It was a veil behind which its 
authors tried to conceal their opposition to any 
real disarmament. 

The Polish delegation represented a country 
which had suffered enormous destruction during 
the last war and was interested in real disarma
ment in order to be able to proceed with its policy 
of reconstruction. Poland had undertaken a 
programme of disarmament immediately after 
the termination of the war. The Polish forces 
had been reduced by 50 per cent from their 
strength in 1938 and Poland's budget for military 
expenditures was only 11.8 per cent of its total 
budget while in 1939 it was 33 per cent and in 
1927 it was 30 per cent. Poland's devotion to 
reconstruction, which anyone could see, had been 
misinterpreted by certain military circles across 
the Atlantic Ocean. Since Poland was interested 
in real disarmament, it had tried to formulate 
a proposal as the basis of an agreement, taking 
into consideration the various objections and 
fears expressed in the Committee. 

Instead of laying down definite recommend
ations, t.1.is proposal stated a general principle 
for disarmament covering both conventional 
armaments and weapons of mass destruction 
and recommended that the five permanent 
members of the Security Council should take the 
initiative. The proposal tried to meet the many 
objections of the United States with regard to 

polonaise qui, par deux fois, a ete victime de 
l'agression allemande, a le devoir de manifester 
son inquietude devant un programme contraire 
aux principes consacres par les Accords de 
Potsdam. M. Katz-Suchy indique que, s'il a 
fait allusion a ces agissements des Etats Unis et 
de leurs allies, c'est parce qu'ils sont la cause 
du malaise actuel et de la mefiance internationale 
qui va en s'aggravant. Si reellement l'on veut 
creer le climat psychologique qui permettrait 
d'aboutir •a un reglement satisfaisant, on doit 
commencer par dcsarmer, en eliminant ainsi l'un 
des facteurs qui contribuent a augmenter la 
tension. Inutile d'alleguer que l'on n'a pas encore 
signe de traites de paix ; en efiet, il est de notoriete 
publique que les Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni 
ont, maintes et maintes fois, viole les accords de 
Potsdam et de Yalta. M. Katz-Suchy rappelle 
les avertissements qu'ont donnes a ce sujet les 
Ministres des Afiaires etrangeres de Tcheco
slovaquie et de Pologne, ainsi que les participants 
de la Conference des Etats de l'Est europeen a 
Varsovie. 

La proposition de l'URSS tend a diminuer la 
tension qui regne actuellement, et sans pretendre 
que cette proposition amenerait un reglement 
complet de tousles problemes en suspens, M. Katz
Suchy estime que son adoption renforcerait Ia 
confiance internationale et permettrait !'adoption 
de mesures ulterieures. D'autre part, Ia resolution 
adoptee par la majorite s'ecarte entierement 
des resolutions adoptees par l' Assembiee generale 
le 24 janvier et le 14 decembre 1946 ; bien que le 
mot de desarmement y apparaisse au moins 
douze fois, la resolution de la majorite evite de 
faire la moindre recommandation en vue de la 
reduction des armements. II ne s'agit que d'un 
paravent, derriere lequel les auteurs de la n\so
lution veulent cacher leur opposition a tout 
desarmement veritable. 

La delegation polonaise represente un pays qui 
a subi d'enormes destructions au cours de la 
derniere guerre et qui souhaite un veritable 
desarmement, dont la realisation lui permettrait 
de poursuivre sa politique de reconstruction. La 
Pologne a entrepris un programme de desar
mement des la fin de la guerre. Ses forces armees 
ont ete reduites de 50 pour 100 par rapport a 
leur effectif de 1938, et son budget militaire 
ne represente que 11, 8 pour 100 de son budget 
global, tandis qu'en 1939, il representait 
33 pour 100 et en 1927, 30 pour 100. Reconstruire, 
telle est la preocupation de la Pologne, comme 
chacun peut le constater ; preoccupation qui, 
d'ailleurs, a ete mal interpretee par certains 
cercles militaires de I' autre cote de 1' Atlantique. 
Etant donne !'interet que porte la Pologne au 
veritable desarmement, elle a voulu presenter une 
proposition qui puisse ofirir un terrain d'entente 
et qui tienne compte des objections que l'on a 
soulevees, et des craintes qui se sont manifestees 
au sein de la Commission. 

Au lieu d'etablir des recommandations precises, 
cette proposition formule des principes generaux 
sur le desarmement qui s'appliquent a la fois aux 
armements de type classique et aux armes de 
destruction massive et recommande que les cinq 
membres permanents du Conseil de sccurite 
prennent !'initiative des mesures dans ce domaine. 
Cette proposition tient compte des nombreuses 
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the veto power an~ made it.clear that it did not 
apply in the control organ. However, the 
United States representative was now concerned 
about the veto in the Security Council and even 
if the Charter should allow a modification of 
that, he would find some other objection. But 
such objections were not important and could not 
be accepted. Mr. Katz-Suchy appealed to the 
Committee to rebuild confidence by accepting 
a real and concrete plan for the regulation and 
reduction of armaments which would form a new 
basis on which to solve other differences. 

Mr. THORN (New Zealand) stated that this 
delegation supported in principle the resolution 
of the majority of the Sub-Committee, as offering 
the best hope for progress. He thought it strange 
that it had become an accepted procedure in the 
First Committee to have the majority decisions 
of sub-committees and committees treated as 
having no greater validity than the rejected draft 
resolutions, although the rules of procedure 
provided that decisions should be taken by a 
majority vote. He suggested that in the future 
the First Committee should vote only on the 
decisions contained in the Sub-Committee's report, 
although it was understood that the authors of 
resolutions rejected in a report were free to move 
them again in the Main Committee. His dele
gation also considered that the adoption of one 
resolution normally excluded support of other 
resolutions on the same point, and therefore 
would find it difficult to support the passages in 
the USSR and Polish resolutions recommending 
the prohibition of atomic weapons, although his 
delegation certainly desired such prohibition. 
The difficulty was to determine the conditions 
under which this objective could be realized. 

Mr. Thorne added that he shared the views 
~f the United States representative concerning 
the danger that the First Committee might be 
paralyzed in its work, and that his opinion was 
reinforced by the references made at the begin
ning of a recent meeting to the conduct of the 
Chairman. He wished to express his warm 
support for the conduct of the Chairman duiing 
the difficult debates. He wondered whether for 
some minorities t]le benevolent neutrality of the 
Chairman was no longer enough. 

The meeting rose at l:..!.:iO p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-SEVENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 12 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

objections presentees par les Etats-Unis au sujet 
du droit de veto, et precise que ce droit ne 
s'appliquera pas aux travaux de l'organisme de 
controle ; mais a present le representant des 
Etats-Unis se preoccupe du droit de veto au 
sein du Conseil de sccurite, et a supposer que la 
Charte permette de modifier cette disposition, 
le representant des Etats-Unis souleverait sans 
doute quelque autre objection. Ces objections 
sont done sans importance et ne sauraient etre 
prises en consideration. Le representant de la 
Pologne invite la Commission a retablir la 
confiance en adoptant un programme veritable 
et concret de reglementation et de reduction des 
armements, qui constituerait une base nouvelle 
pour la solution des problemes en suspens. 

M. THORN (Nouvelle-Zelande) declare que sa 
delegation approuve en principe la resolution 
adoptee par la majorite des membres de la Sons
Commission, car elle parait offrir les meilleures 
chances de progres. II estime anormal qu'on ait 
pris le pli, ala Premiere Commission, de considerer 
les decisions adoptees par la majorite des membres 
des sons-commissions et commissions, comme 
n'ayant pas plus de poids que les projets de 
resolution qui ont ete rejetes ; or il se trouve 
que, aux termes du reglement interieur, les 
decisions doivent etre prises ala majorite des voix. 
II pense qu'a I'avenir la Premiere Commission 
ne devrait mettre aux voi.x que les seules decisions 
qui figment dans le rapport de la Sons-Commission 
bien qu'il soit entendu que les auteurs des reso
lutions portees dans le rapport comme rejetees 
ont la faculte de les soumettre a nouveau a 
la Commission principale. Sa delegation estime 
egalement que !'adoption d'une resolution exclut, 
en regie generale, !'approbation d'autres reso
lutions sur le meme sujet ; il lui semble done 
difficile d'approuver certains passages des projets 
de resolution presentes par l'URSS et la Pologne, 
qui recommandent !'interdiction des armes ato
miques, bien que la delegation de la Nouvelle
Zelande desire certainement cette interdiction. 
La difficulte est precisement d'etablir dans quelles 
conditions ces armes pourront etre interdites. 

M. Thorn ajoute qu'il partage les vues du 
representant des Etats-Unis, qui craint que la 
premiere Commission puisse se trouver paralysee. 
Ces craintes ne sont que trop fondees, comme on 
peut s'en rendre compte par certaines allusions 
relatives a !'attitude du President, faites au 
debut d'une des seances precedentes. M. Thorn 
desire exprimer son entiere approbation de la 
fac;on dont le President a dirige ces debats 
difficiles. II se demande si, pour certaines minorites, 
il ne suffit plus que le President temoigne d'une 
neutralite bienveillante. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 50. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT
DIX-SEPTIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 12 novembre 1948 a 15 heures. 

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



64. Continuation of the discussion on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments and armed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council : report of Sub-Committee 
12 (AjC.1j356jRev.1) 

Mr. DE SouzA GoMES (Brazil) recalled that the 
Syrian representative had asked whether the 
control agency referred to in the Belgian amend
ment (A/C.1fSC 12/2) which had been adopted by 
Sub-Committee 12, was the same agency as that 
which had been provided for control of atomic 
energy. 

Speaking as the Rapporteur of Sub-Committee 
12, he said that, according to the statements 
which had been made in the Sub-Committee, that 
agency was not the same as the one provided for 
by the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The representative of Syria had also asked what 
was the exact meaning of the words " as soon as 
improvement in the international atmosphere 
permits ". Pointing out that that was a realistic 
phrase, Mr. de Souza Gomes said that the Belgian 
representative would be better qualified to explain 
his own t ext. 

Mr. DE LA TouRNELLE (France) said he would 
leave aside all references to international respon
sibility in the Berlin question to the reason for the 
maintenance of large forces of infantry in the 
centre of Europe, and to the real nature of the 
atomic weapon, which in any case had not so far 
been employed, except against an aggressor 
State. 

Confining himself therefore to the work of 
Sub-Committee 12, Mr. de Ia Tournelle said that 
although the French delegation would have 
preferred the draft resolution which it had sub
mitted (AfC.1 /325) it had supported the Belgian 
text as soon as it was apparent that the former 
would not receive the support of the majority of 
the delegations, and because of the various drafts 
before the Sub-Committee, the Belgian text came 
closest to the French draft resolution. 

It was not the fault of France that the efforts 
made at Geneva in the field of disarmament had 
not met with success. But France, which had 
been the victim of aggressive Powers and of its 
own pacific convictions, and which, like Poland, 
had suffered terribly during the Second World 
\Var, could not accept disarmament unless inven
t ories were called for and control established. 
Collective security could, in fact, only come about 
through progressive disarmament, balanced as a 
result of proper control, and to that end, it was 
indispensable to take into account the potential 
resources of each country and all legal and geo
graphical factors. 

It should not be concluded that France was 
not in favour of disarmament because the French 
delegation had not been able to accept the USSR 
resolution draft (A/658 and AJC.1/SC.12/3). On 
the contrary, if disarmament were real and not 
subordinated to propaganda aims, it would ensure 

64. Suite de la .discussion sur !'inter
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite : 
rapport de la Sous-Commission 12 
(A/C.1/356/Rev.1) 

M. DE SouzA GoMES (Bresil) rappelle que le 
representant de la Syrie a demande si l'organe 
de controle prevu par l'amendement beige 
(A/C.lfSC.12/2) qui a ete adopte par Ia Sons
Commission 12, est Ie meme organisme que 
celui qui est prevu en matiere d'energie atomique. 

En sa qualite de Rapporteur de la Sous
Commission 12, il precise que, selon les decla
rations qui ont ete faites au sein de Ia Sous
Commission, ii s'agit d'un organisme autre que 
celui qui a ete prevu par la Commission de 
l'energie atomique. 

Le representant de la Syrie avait aussi demande 
quel etait le sens exact de !'expression « des 
que !'amelioration de I'atmosphere internationale 
le permettra ». Tout en indiquant qu'il s'agissait 
Ia d'une disposition con<;ue dans un esprit 
realiste, M. de Souza Gomes declare que le 
representant de la Belgique serait plus qualifie 
pour interpreter son propre texte. 

M. DE LA TouRNELLE (France) declare qu'il 
laissera de cOte toute allusion aux responsabilites 
internationales dans l'affaire de Berlin, au sens 
qu'il convient de donner au maintien d'une 
infanterie innombrable installee au ct:eur de 
l'Europe et au caractere veritable de l'arme 
atomique qui, en tout cas, n'a jamais ete 
employee jusqu'ici que contre un Etat agresseur. 

Se Iimitant done aux travaux de Ia Sons
Commission 12, M. de la Tournelle indique que 
Ia delegation fran<;aise, bien qu'elle preferat 
le projet de resolution qu'elle avait presente 
(A/C.l/325), s'est ralliee au texte beige qui, 
des differents documents devant la Sous
Commission, etait celui qui se rapprochait le 
plus du projet fran<;ais, des qu'il est apparu 
que ce dernier ne pourrait recueillirl'approbation 
de la majorite des delegations. 

II n'a pas tenu a Ia France que les efforts 
accomplis a Geneve en matiere de desarmement 
n'aient pas ete couronnes de succes. Mais la 
France, victime des Puissances de proie et de 
ses propres convictions pacifiques, et qui, comme 
Ia Pologne, a terriblement souffert au cours de 
Ia deuxieme Guerre mondiale, ne saurait accepter 
de desarmement qui ne s'accompagne pas d'un 
inventaire et d'un controle. En effet, la securite 
collective ne saurait reposer que sur un desar
mement progressif et equilibre parce qu'effec
tivement controle, et a cette fin il est 
indispensable de tenir compte du potentiel de 
chaque pays et de tous les factcurs, tant 
juridiques que geographiques. 

De ce que Ia delegation fran<;aise n'a pu 
accepter le projet de resolution de l'URSS 
(A/658 et AfC.lfSC.12/3), l'on ne saurait done 
conclure que la France n'est pas favorable au 
desarmement. Tout au contraire, le desarmement, 
s'il est authentique, et non pas subordonne a 
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the security of France much more than would 
rearmament. 

It was in that spirit that the French delegation 
had laid stress in its draft resolution on the need 
for a control organ, periodical reports, and control 
and publication of such reports ; that was a solid 
basis for the boldest proposals. On the other 
hand, it was difficult to understand how certain 
delegations could minimize the importance of 
the problem of control. 

While, according to the Belgian text, it was 
for the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
to formulate " proposals for the receipt, checking 
and publication, by an international organ of 
control " of information regarding the effectives 
and conventional armaments of the States Mem
bers, the French draft resolution provided that 
the Security Council should establish a system of 
control and that the information provided by that 
organ should be submitted to the Commission 
for Conventional Armaments. Disarmament 
would be possible as soon as a rapid and effective 
control had been established. 

The French delegation considered that the 
armaments race aided and aggravated the tension 
resulting from international mistrust, and that 
inversely, all progress made in the matter of 
control of armaments and publicity given to the 
armaments of the various countries would 
certainly bring about an improvement in the 
international atmosphere. Action in that field 
should not therefore be dependent on other 
questions, but should be immediate and uncon
ditional. 

The French delegation thus supported the 
observation of the Syrian representative and hoped 
that the Belgian draft resolution would be amend
ed in such a way as to ensure that the actual 
carrying out of disarmament would not depend 
on any easing of the international tension, but, 
on the contrary, would help to bring it about. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) interpreted the state
ment made by the Rapporteur of Sub-Committee 
12 as meaning that, if paragraph 6 of the Belgian 
draft resolution were adopted by the General 
Assembly, the control organ to be set up would 
differ from that to be established by the Atomic 
Energy Commission. Thus, if the First Com
mittee and the General Assembly adopted the 
proposal relating to the establishment of a control 
agency, a draft treaty would have to be submitted 
to the Security Council and, after approval by 
that body, would have to be ratified by the 
Members of the United Nations in accordance 
with their constitutional procedure. However, as 
no action could be undertaken regarding the 
control of armaments until the control organ 
was in possession of the necessary information, and 
as the establishment of that organ depended on a 
real convention to be ratified by the States Mem
bers, all progress in the field of disarmament would 
be indefinitely delayed. 

Would it not therefore be simpler for the infor
mation to be submitted to the Commission for 

des fins de propagande, assurerait Ia securite 
de Ia France beaucoup mieux que le rearmement. 

C'est dans cet esprit que Ia delegation franc;aise 
avait, dans son projet de resolution, fait porter 
son effort sur l'organisme de contr6le, les decla
rations periodiques, le contr6le et la publication 
de ces declarations, et c'etait la une base solide 
sur laquelle pouvaient se greffer les propositions 
les plus hardies. Par contre, il est difficile de 
comprendre que certaines delegations puissent 
minimiser !'importance du probleme du contr6le. 

Alors que, selon le texte beige, il appartient 
a Ia Commission des armements de type classique 
de formuler (( des propositions pour la reception, 
la verification, et la publication par un organisme 
international de contr6le » des informations sur 
les effectifs et les armements de type classique 
des Etats Membres, Ie projet de resolution 
franc;ais prevoyait que ce serait le Conseil de 
securite qui etablirait le systeme de contr()le 
et que les renseignements fournis par cet orga
nisme seraient soumis a Ia Commission des 
armements de type classique. Le desarmement 
serait possible des qu'un contr61e authentique 
rapide et efficace serait etabli. 

La delegation franc;aise considere que Ia course 
aux armements entretient et aggrave la crise 
de confiance, et qu'inversement, tout progres 
realise en matiere de contrMe des armements 
et de publicite donnee aux armements de 
differents pays amenerait certainement une 
amelioration de !'atmosphere internationale. II 
ne faut done pas que !'action dans ce domaine 
soit subordonnee a differentes alltres questions, 
mais qu'elle soit immediate et inconditionnelle. 

La delegation fran~aise s'associe done a la 
remarque du representant de Ia Syrie et elle 
souhaite que le proj et de resolution de la Belgique 
soit amende de t elle sorte que les realisations 
concretes en matiere de desarmement ne soient 
pas subordonnees a une detente internationale, 
mais que, au contraire, elles contribuent a 
amener cette detente. 

M. EL-KHoURI (Syrie) interprete Ia declaration 
qui a ete faite par Je Rapporteur de Ia Sons
Commission 12 comme signifiant que, si le 
paragraphe 6 du projet de resolution beige 
etait ado pte par l' Assemblee generale, l'organe 
de contrOle qui serait etabli serait different 
de celui qui doit etre cree par Ia Commission 
de l'energie atomique. Ainsi, si la Premiere 
Commission et l'Assemblee generale adoptaient 
cette proposition relative a la formation d'un 
organisme de contrOle, un projet de traite devrait 
etre soumis au Conseil de securite et, apres 
approbation par celui-ci, ratifie par les Membres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies selon leur 
procedure constitutionnelle. Mais, comme aucune 
action ne pourrait etre entreprise en matiere 
de reglementation des armements avant que 
l'organisme de controle ait devant lui les 
informations necessaires et que la creation 
meme de cet organisme de contr6le dependrait 
d'une veritable convention a ratifier par tous 
les Etats Membres, tout progres en matiere de 
desarmement serait indefiniment retarde. 

Ne serait-il done pas plus simple que les 
informations puissent etre soumises a la 



Conventional Armaments without waiting on the 
establishment of a control organ which depended 
on a decision of the Security Council ? The five 
great Powers had stated that they were ready to 
submit such information to the Security Council 
and to the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments. Why then delay the time when they all 
conformed with the resolution 41 (I) of 1946 on 
that matter ? One or two years might elapse 
before all States had ratified the convention and 
if less than two-thirds of the States Members 
ratified it, for example, the question would arise 
whether it was in force. 

The Syrian delegation considered that para
graph 6 of the Belgian amendment, which had 
been adopted by Sub-Committee 12, barred any 
progress in the field of disarmament. From the 
first meeting of the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments the question would arise whether 
it could carry out its work before the establish
ment of a control organ. Clarification was 
therefore necessary regarding the exact nature of 
the " proposals which the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments would make", and, in 
particular, regarding the necessary ratifications. 

Mr. RoLIN (Belgium) regretted that doubt had 
apparently been cast on the sincerity of the dele
gations which had supported the · Belgian dele
gation's view. The Czechoslovak representative 
had stated that certain delegations were really 
opposed to disarmament and camouflaged that 
opposition under cover of t echnical objections. 
On the other hand, Mr. Vyshinsky had stated that 
certain delegations were acting on behalf of the 
United States, which remained in the background. 
The Yugoslav and Polish delegations had made 
similar statements. The efforts of the United 
Nations were doomed to failure if each side did 
not assume that there was some sincerity on the 
part of its opponents. No delegation had a 
greater right than the Belgian delegation to 
expect its sincerity to be believed, since the Belgian 
people had always deplored the state of disorgani
zation and chaos of the international com
munity. Doubtless, in the circumstances, mili
tary sacrifices had been the price paid for the very 
independence of Belgium but it was always with 
great regret and in no military spirit that the 
latter had made the necessary efforts, without, 
however, neglecting to work with all its strength 
for disarmament which was the ultimate objective. 

It was, on the other hand, rather strange that 
it had been thought necessary to reproach Belgium 
with the interest it had shown in the question 
raised by the USSR draft resolution. Belgium 
was not the only country which, although not 
appearing to be directly affected by that proposal, 
was taking an active part in the discussions, as 
seemed to be expected of all the Members of the 
Organization by those who had submitted that 
problem to the United Nations. In particular 
delegations such as those of Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Yugoslavia, the Ukrainian Soviet Social
ist Republic and the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 

Commission des armements de type classique 
sans que l'on attende Ia formation de l'organisme· 
de controle qui depend d'une decision du Conseii 
de securite ? Les cinq grandes Puissances se 
sont declarees pretes a soumettre ces informations. 
au Conseil de securite et a la Commission des 
armements de type classique : pourquoi done 
retarder le moment ou elles se conformeront 
a la resolution 41 (I) de 1946 en cette matiere ? 
Un delai d'un an ou deux pourrait se produire 
avant que toutes les ratifications aient ete 
effectuees et si, par exemple, moins de deux-tiers. 
des Membres seulement ratifiaient, Ia question se 
poserait de savoir si la convention est en vigueur. 

La delegation syrienne considere que le 
paragraphe 6 de l'amendement beige, adopte 
par Ia Sons-Commission 12, constituerait un 
obstacle a tout progres en matiere de desarmement. 
Des Ia premiere seance de Ia Commission des 
armements de type classique, la question se 
poserait de savoir si elle peut poursuivre ses 
travaux avant que l'organisme de controle ait 
etc etabli. II convient done que des eclair
cissements soient donnes sur Ia nature exacte 
des « propositions que ferait la Commission 
des armements de type classique » et, en parti
culier, sur les ratifications qui auraient a intervenir. 

M. RoLIN (Belgique) regrette qu'on ait paru 
mettre en doute Ia sincerite des delegations qui 
appuient Ia these que Ia delegation de la Belgique 
a soutenue. C'est ainsi que le representant de 
Ia Tchecoslovaquie a declare que certaines 
delegations etaient en realite opposes a tout 
desarmement et camouflaient cette opposition 
sous le couvert d'objections techniques. D'autre 
part, M. Vychinsky a declare que certaines 
delegations agissaient au nom des Etats-Unis, 
qui demeuraient dans l'ombre. Enfin, les dele
gations de Ia Yougoslavie et de Ia Pologne ont 
fait des declarations dans le meme sens. Or. 
les efforts de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
sont voues a l'echec si I'on n'accorde pas a ses 
adversaires memes une presomption favorable 
de sincerite. Nulle delegation d'ailleurs plus 
que celle de la Belgique n'est en droit d'attendre 
que l'on fasse confiance a sa sincerite puisque 
Ie peuple beige a toujours deplore l'etat de 
desorganisation, le desordre, dans lequel se 
trouve la communaute internationale. Sans doute. 
dans ces circonstances, des sacrifices d'ordre 
militaire sont-ils le prix de l'independance meme 
de la Belgique, mais c'est toujours a grand regre! 
et sans aucun esprit de militarisme que celle-c1 
a accompli les efforts necessaires, sans negliger 
d'ailleurs de travailler de toutes ses forces au 
desarmement qui reste le but ultime. 

II est, d'autre part, assez etrange que l'on 
ait songe a reprocher a Ia Belgique l'inte~et 
qu'elle porte a }a question soulevee par le p~OJCt 
de resolution de l'URSS. Car enfin, la Belgrque 
n'est pas le seul pays qui, bien que ne parai~s.ant 
pas directement affecte par cette proposition. 
participe activement aux debats, comme 
sctnblaient l'attendre de tous les Membres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ceux q~i ?nt 
saisi !'Organisation de ce probleme. En particuh~r. 
des delegations comme celle de Ia Tchecoslovaqme. 
de la Pologne, de Ia Yougoslavie et . ~es 
Republiques sovietiques d'Ukraine et de B1elo-
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Republic had shown proof of great enthusiasm for 
reduction of the military forces of the five great 
Powers. 

In the third place, Belgium was directly inter
ested in the way in which the military forces of 
France, the United States, and the United King
dom might possibly be reduced as all the great 
Powers, with one exception, seemed to understand. 

The Syrian representative had made a very 
important observation. He had asked whether 
the international organ of control provided for 
in the Belgian amendment would be set up by the 
Security Council or by the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments, and whether that organ would 
be the same as that to be established for the 
control of atomic energy. 

The whole question became whether, in virtue 
of a recommendation, the General Assembly 
could instruct the Security Council and the Com
mission for Conventional Armaments to set up 
an organ of control, which would evidently give 
rise to certain problems under Article 11 of the 
Charter. As a matter of fact, according to para
graph 6 of the Belgian amendment, the Com
mission for Conventional Armaments would only 
formulate proposals regarding the organ of control, 
but it was obviously not the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments which could set up the 
control organ. It would merely submit its pro
posals to the Security Council, of which it was a 
subsidiary body, which would establish the new 
organ. 

On the other hand, although the international 
control agency should in principle be different 
from the subsidiary organ of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, they could have some joint working 
groups. Thus, in the matter of enquiries, the 
same officials might perhaps endeavour to trace 
violations committed in the two fields. 

Referring to the second question asked by the 
Syrian representative, Mr. Rolin noted that the 
latter had stated, as had Mr. Vyshinsky, that any 
progress made in the field of disarmament would 
be an essential factor for the re-establishment of 
international confidence. It should be noted, in 
that connexion, that paragraph 5 should be 
interpreted in the light of paragraph 4, in which 
it was explicitly stated that the " renewal of 
confidence would be greatly encouraged " if some 
publicity were given to the armaments of the 
various countries. In the opinion of the dele
gations which had supported the Belgian amend
ment, the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments should begin work immediately. What 
were, in fact, the " concrete results " which 
depended on an " improvement in the interna
tional atmosphere " ? Achievement of the objec
tive of resolution 41 (I) which had been adopted 
in 1946, namely, the reduction of armaments. 
But, in order to attain those concrete results a 
basis for further progress should be established : 
the gathering of correct and verified information 
on the armaments and armed forces of the various 
States. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had been a little unjust towards 
the majority in not taking into account the evo-
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russie font preuve d'un zele extreme en matiere 
de reduction des forces militaires des cinq gran des 
Puissances. 

En troisieme lieu, la Belgique est directement 
interessee a la maniere dont seraient even
tuellement reduites les forces militaires de la 
France, des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, 
comme d'ailleurs les grandes Puissances, a 
!'exception d'une seule, paraissent toutes fort 
bien le comprendre. 

Le representant de la Syrie a fait une remarque 
fort importante. II a demande si l'organisme 
international de controle qui est prevu dans 
l'amendement beige serait cree par le Conseil 
de securite ou par la Commission des armements 
de type classique et si cet organisme serait le 
meme que celui qui doit etre cree pour le controle 
de 1' energie atomique. 

La question que l'on a posee se reduit en 
somme a savoir s'il y aura, en vertu d'une 
recommandation, mandat de l' Assemblee generale 
au Conseil de securite et a la Commission des 
armements de type classique, leur enjoignant 
d'etablir un organisme de controle, ce qui, 
evidemment, poserait certains problemes en raison 
de l' Article 11 de la Charte. En realite, selon le 
paragraphe 6 de l'amendement beige, la Com
mission des armements de type classique . se 
bornerait a formuler des propositions relatives a 
un organisme de controle mais ce n'est evi
demment pas la Commission des armements 
de type classique qui peut creer l'organisme 
de controle : elle ne ferait que soumettre des 
propositions au Conseil de securite, qui l'a elle
meme creee et qui creerait le nouvel organisme. 

D'autre part, bien qu'en principe l'organisme 
international de controle doive etre different 
de I' organisme subsidiaire de la Commission de 
l'energie atomique, il pourrait avoir certains 
organes communs. C'est ainsi qu'en matiere 
d' enquete, les memes agents pourraient peut-etre 
rechercher les infractions qui pourraient etre 
commises dans les deux domaines. 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, la deuxieme 
question posee par le representant de la Syrie, 
celui-ci, comme M. Vychinsky l'avait fait, a 
declare que tout progres accompli dans le domaine 
du desarmement serait un facteur essentie} 
du retablissement de la confiance internationale. 
A cet egard, il faut noter que le paragraphe 5 
doit etre interprete a la lumiere du paragraphe 4 
dans lequel il est precisement proclame que la 
« reprise de la confiance serait grandement 
favorisee » si une certaine publicite etait donnee 
aux armements de differents pays. Dans !'esprit 
des delegations qui ont approuve l'amendement 
beige, la Commission des armements de type 
classique doit se mettre immediatement au 
travail. En effet, quels sont ces « resultats 
concrets )) qui sont subordonnes a l' (( amelioration 
de }'atmosphere internationale » ? Il s'agit de 
l'objectif deja vise par la resolution 41 (I) adoptee 
en 1946, c'est-a-dire la reduction effective des 
armements. Mais, afin d'atteindre des resultats 
concrets, il faut etablir la base qui permettra de 
faire des progres ulterieurs, c'est-a-dire rassembler 
des donnees precises et controlces sur les 
armements et forces armees des differents Etats. 

M. Vychinsky a ete quelque peu injuste env.ers 
la majorite en ne tenant pas compte de l'evolutwn 



lution of its opinion which had been revealed in 
the Sub-Committee when the United Kingdom 
proposal was withdrawn. At that time, the 
USSR delegation had expressed some satisfaction 
at its withdrawal. The Belgian delegation, for 
its part, had always thought that it was inadmis
sible that a technical body like the Commission 
for Conventional Armaments should refuse to 
continue its work because there was not a mini
mum of international confidence. It was for the 
Security Council and the General Assembly to 
decide whether a mandate should or should not 
be carried out. In fact, a continuation of effort 
was an essential condition for the return of 
confidence. While it was true that the majority 
still could not accept the USSR proposal, it should 
be noted that the divergence was less great than 
it had been owing to the spirit of conciliation 
shown by the majority of Sub-Committee 12. 

The majority had opposed the USSR proposal 
for the following reasons. The proposal aimed at 
reducing the land, sea and air forces of the five 
great Powers by one third in a year. For the 
principal great Powers to obtain from their 
respective parliaments permission to undertake 
such a reduction, they would have to be in a 
position to reply to the question which inevitably 
would be asked regarding the strength of the 
armaments of other countries. Mr. Vyshinsky 
had pointed out that the decree for demobili
sation of the USSR forces had been published, but 
that information was far from being sufficient. 
What counted above everything were the arma
ments at present at the disposal of the units 
already set up, or stock piled, or in the process 
of manufacture. On the other hand, to ask 
States, which were rearming because of the inter
national situation, to reduce their military forces 
by one third, was tantamount to asking them to 
consolidate the present relationship between 
forces, which those Powers did not acknowledge. 

There was one essential point on which logic 
required firmness from the Western Powers. 
According to the USSR proposal, the permanent 
members of the Security Council should reduce 
their armaments for one year, during the course 
of which they would progressively receive military 
information, but in reality information should be 
furnished and control established before any 
agreement to disarm was accepted. In fact, it 
would only be humbug if a Power placed two
thirds of its air force out of action with the 
intention of replacing it by new machines which 
would not be put to use until the termination of 
the period of one year during which that Power 
had agreed to reduce its forces. The USSR 
proposal might give rise to the same results, for 
it asked the other great Powers to have their 
respective parliaments ratify a vague agreement, 
the exact details of which would only be given 
progressively, and might give rise to disputes. 

de son etat d'esprit, qui s'est revelee, au sein 
de Ia Sons-Commission, lors du retrait de la 
proposition du Royaume-Uni. A ce moment, 
Ia delegation de l'URSS avait marque quelque 
satisfaction a Ia suite de ce retrait. La delegation 
beige, pour sa part, a toujours pense qu'il n'etait 
pas admissible qu'un organe de caractere technique 
comme la Commission des armements de type 
classique eut refuse de poursuivre sa tache 
parce qu'iln'y avait pas le minimum de confiance 
internationale. C' etait au Conseil de securite 
et a l'Assemblee generale qu'il appartenait de 
decider si un mandat devait etre ou non rempli. 
En fait, la continuation des efforts est une 
condition essentielle pour Ia reprise de Ia con fiance. 
Si Ia majorite ne peut, toutefois, accepter Ia 
proposition de I'URSS, il faut noter que l'ecart 
est mains grand qu'au point de depart grace 
a !'esprit de conciliation dont a fait preuve la 
majorite de Ia Sons-Commission 12. 

Les raisons pour lesquelles la majorite s'oppose 
a Ia proposition de l'URSS sont les suivantes : 
Ia proposition tend a. rectuire d'un tiers pendant 
une annee toutes les forces terrestres, navales 
et aeriennes des cinq grandes Puissances. Or, 
pour que les principales grandes Puissances 
obtiennent de leurs Parlements respectifs qu'ils 
prennent un engagement en cette matiere, il 
faut qu'ils soient en mesure de n\pondre a Ia 
question qui leur serait inevitablement posee 
concernant !'importance des armements des 
autres pays. Sans doute, M. Vychinsky a-t-il 
indique que Ie decret de demobilisation des 
forces de l'URSS avait ete publie, mais ce 
renseignement est loin d'etre suffisant : ce qui 
compte avant tout, ce sont Ies armements qui 
existent a Ia disposition des unites deja 
constituees, ou dans les depOts, ou bien qui sont 
en cours de fabrication. D'autre part, demander 
a des :Etats qui, du fait des circonstances interna
tionales, sont en train de rearmer, de reduire 
d'un tiers leurs forces militaires, consisterait 
en realite a leur demander de consolider le 
rapport des forces actuel que ces Puissances 
ne reconnaissent pas. 

II y a un point essentiel sur lequel Ia logique 
meme commande la fermete des Puissances 
occidentales : selon Ia proposition de l'URSS, 
les membres permanents du Conseil de securite 
devraient reduire leurs armements pendant une 
periode d'un an, au cours de laquell~ ils recey:ai~nt 
progressivement des informations d ordre mihtaire, 
mais en realite c'est avant que !'engagement 
de desarmer soit souscrit que des renseigne
ments devraient etre fournis et le controle 
etabli. En effet, si une Puissance mettait, par 
exemple, hors de service les deux tiers de son 
aviation dans !'intention de les remplacer par 
des ap;areils nouveaux qui n'entreraient en 
service qu'a !'expiration de Ia periode. d'un a~, 
pendant Iaquelle cette Puissance se sera1t engag~e 
a reduire ses forces, il n'y aurait la qu'une mysti
fication. Or, Ia proposition de I'URSS est 
susceptible d'aboutir a des consequences de 
meme ordre puisqu'elle demand.e aux autres 
grandes Puissances de faire ratifier par leurs 
Parlements respectifs une formule vague, dont 
Ia precision ne leur serait donnee qu_'au ~ur et 
a mesure et qui pourrait donner heu a des 
contestations. 



Consequently, the proposal to reduce armed 
forces by one-third, which was the basis of the 
USSR draft resolution, was misleading and should 
be dropped, however attractive it might seem, 
because of the lightening of military burdens it 
would entail. 

With regard to the second paragraph of the 
operative part of the USSR draft resolution, the 
Belgian delegation was in favour of prohibition 
of the atomic weapon. But that prohibition 
would only be possible when those who had been 
asked to give up that weapon were sure that they 
were secure from any surprise move. 

Referring next to the third paragraph of the 
operative part of the USSR resolution regarding 
control, Mr. Rolin said that the explanation given 
by the USSR delegation that the veto could not 
be used in the organ of control but would be 
maintained by the Security Council seemed 
satisfactory. Belgium had certainly been always 
opposed to the veto, but the time did not seem 
yet to have come for the veto to be removed. 
Moreover, its maintenance or suppression would 
not in any way change the practical working of 
the control agency. Whatever might be the 
majority by which the Council decided that there 
had been a violation of a disarmament convention, 
the most important thing was that the majority 
should know whether it was in a position to 
curb aggression or the threat of aggression. 

The draft resolution adopted by Sub-Committee 
12 was justified by the fact that the international 
psychological and political situation was such 
that a large number of States, among them great 
Powers, could not accept a reduction in their 
armaments. As Sub-Committee 12 had shown, 
it was possible, with the consent of all the great 
Powers, from now on to make considerable prog
ress by putting an end to the secrecy which 
surrounded the armaments even of the democratic 
States. For it was certain that the figures in 
their budget gave no details in connexion with the 
different types of armaments. Nothing was 
known, a fortiori, about the armaments of the 
USSR. No doubt the various general staffs 
would balk at the proposal, but immediate 
progress could be made in that field. 

While it was not possible to approve the USSR 
draft resolution, it was none the less true, as 
Mr. Vyshinsky had said, that control called for 
prior agreement. Control should have a definite 
object, and on that point the majority should 
take a step to meet the position of the USSR, if 
the States, including the USSR, would agree to 
make their armament programmes public and to 
submit their present armaments to international 
control. Only when that information was at the 
disposal of the United Nations could the great 
Powers see whether economy was possible in the 
interest of their peoples. As to the alarmist talk 
of a certain Press, the light thrown on armaments 
hitherto so mysterious, would have the effect 
of putting an end to it. 

En consequence, Ia proposition de reduction 
d'un tiers des forces armees, qui constitue 
l'essentiel du projet de resolution de l'URSS, 
si seduisante qu'elle puisse sembler, en raison 
de !'allegement des charges militaires qu'elle 
entra1nerait, est trompeuse et doit etre 
abandonnee. 

En ce qui concerne le deuxieme paragraphe 
du dispositif du projet de resolution de l'URSS, 
la delegation de la Belgique est absolument 
favorable a !'interdiction de l'arme atomique. 
Mais cette interdiction ne sera possible que 
lorsque ceux a qui l'on demande de renoncer 
a cette arme auront ete mis a l'abri de toute 
surprise. 

M. Rolin se refere enfin au troisieme paragraphe 
du dispositif de Ia resolution de l'URSS relatif 
au controle, et declare que !'explication donnee 
par Ia delegation de l'URSS, selon laquelle le 
«veto )) ne pourrait intervenir au sein de l'orga
nisme de controle mais serait maintenu au 
Conseil de securite, semble satisfaisante. Sans 
doute, la Belgique a-t-elle toujours ete opposee 
au veto, mais le moment ne semble pas encore 
venu oil le veto peut etre elimine. De plus, son 
maintien ou sa suppression ne changerait en 
rien le fonctionnement pratique de l'organisme 
de securite. QueUe que soit Ia majorite a laquelle 
le Conseil de securite deciderait qu'il y a eu 
violation d'une convention de desarmement, 
ce qui compterait avant tout c'est que la majorite 
sache si elle est en mesure de reprimer l'agression 
ou la menace d'agression. 

Le projet de resolution adopte par Ia Sons
Commission 12 se justifie par le fait que la 
situation psychologique et politique interna
tionale est telle qu'un grand nombre d'Etats, 
parmi lesquels se trouvent de grandes Puissances, 
ne peuvent accepter une reduction des 
armements, Mais ce qui est possible, comme la 
Sons-Commission 12 l'a montre, c'est de realiser 
des maintenant un progres considerable en 
mettant fin, du consentement de toutes les 
grandes Puissances, au secret qui recouvre les 
armements meme des Etats democratiques, car 
il est certain que les chiffres de leurs budgets 
ne donnent aucune precision sur les differents 
types d'armement. A fortiori, ne sait-on rien 
des armements de l'URSS. Sans doute les 
differents :Etats-Majors protesteront-ils, mais 
un progres immediat peut etre realise dans ce 
domaine. 

S'il n'est pas possible d'approuver le projet 
de resolution de l'URSS, il n'en est pas moins 
vrai que, comme l'a dit M. Vychinsky, le controle 
suppose un engagement prealable : le controle 
doit avoir un objet concret, et sur ce point la 
majorite se doit de faire un pas vers Ia position 
de l'URSS si les Etats, y compris l'URSS, acceptent 
de rendre publics leurs preparatifs d'armements 
et de soumettre leurs armements actuels a un 
controle international. Ce n'est que lorsque 
ces renseignements seront a la disposition de 
!'organisation des Nations Unies que les grandes 
Puissances pourront voir si des economies sont 
possibles, dans !'interet meme de leur peuple. 
Quant aux propos alarmistes d'une certaine 
presse, la lumiere faite sur des armements 
jusqu'ici si mysterieux aurait precisement pour 
effet d'y mettre fin. 
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l\Ir. CHANG (China) said that he would not reply 
to certain attacks of a personal nature which had 
been made against him, but that he would answer 
briefly some remarks of the USSR representative 
regarding his country. · 

~\Ir. Vyshinsky had not liked the expression 
"blank cheque", which the Chinese represen
tative had used in referring to the agreement 
which the ussn representative had asked other 
permanent members of the Security Council to 
sign. And yet, v:hat the USSR representative 
propo:;cd was that the principle of a one-third 
reduction of military forces should he admitted 
before iuformation had been furni shed on the 
armaments and armed forces of the great Poy;crs. 
That word " before " was of capital importance, 
and justified the expression " blank cheque ". 

:.rr. Vyshinsky had of course st::lted that 
complete oflicial information ·would be pro·,-idccl. 
But it was not a question of simple information, 
even ofll6al ; an international control organ must 
be able to verify that information. 

l\Ir. Vyshinsky had stated that the Chinese 
representative had not done justice to the USSR 
resolution in so far as control was concerned, but 
the Chinese representative had stated, and main
tained, that the USSR text did not provide for 
certain forms of control and those for which it did 
provide were too vague. 

The Chinese delegation was not opposed to the 
suggestion that control should be within the 
framework of the Security Council's activities. 
But a certain doubt arose from the fact that the 
international control organ which the USSR 
delegation envisaged would be dependent on the 
Council and that its decisions would be submitted 
to the approval of the superior organ in which the 
" veto " was operative. 

It was true, however, that the Polish amend
ment, ,dlich had been accepted by the USSH, 
denoted ccr Lo.in progress. The time had not come 
to discuss the organization of a system of control 
in detail, but it y,ras certain that the problem of 
control 1vas of the greatest important:e. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had said that the comparison 
made by t he Chinese representative between 
current events in China and civil wars such as 
that which had occurred in the United States, for 
instance, was unfounded. l\fr. Vyshinsky had 
declared that, in China, it was the people who 
were fighting against a reactionary Government. 
But what was the exact meaning of the terms 
" democracy ", " progressive ", " reactionary " ? 
It 1vas to be hoped that the United Nations would 
give a definition of those terms ; China for her 
part \Yould be prepared to accept that definition. 
In the treatment of foreign correspondents, or 
sentencing to death or forced labour for political 
offences, if conditions in China were on the same 
level as those in the USSR, or if China p<>rmiltccl 
even a t housandth part of what went on in the 
USSR, then it might indeed be said th:1t China 
was reactionary. 

As regards the economic life of the country, on 
the other hand, the State played an important 

M. CHANG (Chine) declare qu'il ne repondra 
pas a certaines attaques d'un caractere personnel 
qui ont etc dirigees contre lui, mais qu'il repliquera 
brievement a certaines remarques relatives a 
son pays qu'a faites le representant de l'URSS. 

M. Vychinsky n'a pas aime !'expression 
<< cheque en blanc » qu'avait employe le repre
sentant de la Chine pour qualifier l'engagement 
que l'URSS demande aux autres membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite de souscrire. 
Et pourtant ce que propose l'URSS c'est que le 
principe de la reduction d'un tiers des forces 
militaires soit admis, avant que des informations 
aient Cte fournies sur les armements et les forces 
arm~es de ces grandes Puissances. Ce mot 
« avant » est capital ct c'est lui qui justifie 
!'expression de « cheque en blanc». 

Sar:s doute, M. Vychinsky a-t-il declare que 
des informations officielles completes seraient 
fouraies. Mais il nc s'agit pas de simples infor
mations meme officielles ; il faut qu'un organisme 
international de controle ait la possibilite de 
verifier ces informations. 

M. Vychinsky a declare que le representant 
de la Chine n'avait pas fait justice a la propo
sition de l'URSS pour ce qui est du controle, 
mais le representant de la Chine a dit, et il 
maintient, que le texte de l'URSS ne prevoit 
pas certaines formes de controle et que celles 
qu'il prcvoit efiectivement sont trop vagues. 

La delegation chinoise ne s'oppose pas a ce 
que le controle ait lieu dans le cadre des activites 
du Conseil de securite. Mais une certaine incer
titude resulterait du fait que l'organe du controle 
international prcvu par la delegation de l'URSS 
serait subordonne au Conseil et que ses decisions 
seraient soumises a }'approbation de l'organe 
hierarchiquement superieur, au sein duquel 
s'applique la regie du (( veto ». 

II est vrai, toutefois, que l'amendement de 
la Polognc, accepte par l'URSS, marque un 
certain progres. Lc moment n'est pas venu de 
discutcr en detail de l'organisation d'un systeme 

·de controle, mais cc qui est certain c'est que le 
probleme du controle est des plus importants. 

M. Vychinsky a nie la justesse de la compa
raison qu'avait faite le representant de la Clune 
entre lcs evenements qui se deroulent actuellement 
dans ce pays ct les guenes civiles qui o~t eu 
lieu, par exemple, aux Etats-Unis. M. Vycl.u~sk_Y 
a declare qu'en Chine c'etait le peu~le ~Ul e~a1t 
en lutte contre le Gouvernement reactwnnmre. 
Mais quel est le sens exact de ces. termes 
(( democratic », (( progrcssif >>, (( reactionnmre )~. Il 
serait a souhaiter que !'Organisation des NatiOn? 
Unies donnat une definition de ces termes a 
laquelle la Chine, pour sa part, .serait tout~ 
disnosee a se soumettre. En effct, s1, en ce qm 
codcerne le traitement des joumalistes etrangers 
ou les condamnations a mort, ou lc travail force 
pour motif politique, la Chine se trom·ait a.u 
mcme niYeau que l'URSS ou mcme permetta1t 
Ia millicmc par Lie de ce qui se passe . sur . le 
territoire de l'URSS, alors l'on pourrmt d1re 
que la Chine est reactionnaire. 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, la vic 
economique du pays, Ie role jouc par l'Etat en 
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part. The railways and war industries were 
entirely nationalized. Merchant shipping was 
65 per cent State-controlled. Of the four main 
banks in China, two belonged wholly to the State, 
while the other two were partly State owned. 
All that showed that China was far from being a 
reactionary country ; it had a mixed form of 
economy. 

Finally, in the field of agriculture, the only 
reason why it had not yet been possible to buy up 
and divide the large estates was that no institution, 
either public or private, was yet in a position to 
give the land-owning classes suitable compen
sation. But the Chinese Government fully accept
ed the principle that every man who worked a 
piece of land himself should own that land. Was 
that evidence of a reactionary Government ? 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) associated 
himself with the remarks made that morning by 
the New Zealand representative on the exceptional 
patience and good will shown by Mr. Spaak during 
the debate on the Greek question. 

Before embarking on the subject of disar
mament, Mr. McNeil observed that the USSR 
representative, referring to the negotiations on 
the Berlin question, had accused the United 
Kingdom and the United States of not desiring a 
peaceful settlement of the problem. Specifically, 
Mr. Vyshinsky had claimed that, in the course 
of private conversations, his delegation had made 
two concessions which would have permitted 
agreement, but that the United Kingdom dele
gation had gone back on its previous attitude and 
prevented that agreement from being reached. 
It was probable, as the Chinese representative 
had pointed out, that Mr. Vyshinsky used his 
phrases in a very special sense, and that, when he 
spoke of an " agreement " he meant " a formula 
which might, possibly, prove acceptable to his 
Government ". But that was not an agreement. 
In any case, the President of the Security Council 
could certainly bear witness to the fact that the 
United Kingdom delegation had never gone back 
on its attitude as regards the problem of Berlin. 
Moreover, the United Kingdom, together with the 
United States and France, had accepted the 
solution proposed by six members of the Security 
Council for putting an end to the impasse. How, 
in those circumstances, could Mr. Vyshinsky set 
himself up as the advocate of peace and systema
tically accuse the majority of obstruction ? 
Mr. Vyshinsky would perhaps say that the United 
Kingdom delegation was assured of a mechanical 
majority. Yet he had been able to observe, on 
many occasions, that Colonel Hodgson or Mr. Rolin, 
for example, had not refrained from vigorous 
opposition to the British point of view ; while the 
countries of the free and sovereign peoples' demo
cracies were never seen to table proposals at 
variance with the USSR proposals. 

Mr. McNeil went on to say that J\Ir. Vyshinsky 
had accused the British delegation of blocking the 
road towards disarmament, and piling difficulty 
upon difficultY. But the history of the debates 
in the Atomic Energy Commission, in the Com
mission on Conventional Armaments, and in the 

matiere de chemins de fer et d'industries de 
guerre (nationalises en totalite), de navigation 
marchande (sous le controle de l'Etat a concur
rence de 65 %), de banques (les quatres banques 
p:r;ineipalcs de la Chine appartiennent soit en 
totalite, soit en majorite a l'Etat) montre que 
la Chine n'a rien d'un pays reactionnaire mais 
qu'elle a un systeme d'economie mixte. 

Enfin, dans le domainc de !'agriculture, la 
seule raison pour laquelle le rachat et la redis
tribution des grands domaines r'ont pu encore 
etre open~s. c'est qu'aucun orgnl ;sme ni public, 
ni prive n'a encore ete en me ~ure d'accorder 
aux classes possedantes une 'compensation 
legitime, mais le Gouvernement de la Chine 
accepte sans reserve le principe selon lequel 
tout homme qui cultive lui-meme un marceau 
de terre doit en avoir la propriete. Est-ce la le 
fait d'un Gouvernement reactionnaire ? 

M. 1\IcNEIL (Royaume-Uni) s'associe aux 
remarqucs faites ce matin par le representant 
de la Nouvelle-Zelandc, concernant la patience 
et la bonne volonte exceptionnelles dont le 
President a fait preuve au cours des debats 
sur la question grecque. 

Avant d'aborder la question du desarmement, 
M. McNeil fait remarquer que le representant 
de l'URSS, faisant allusion aux negociations 
a propos de la question de Berlin, avait accuse 
le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis de ne pas 
vouloir de solution pacifique de ce probleme. 
Plus particulierement, M. Vychinsky a pretendu 
qu'au cours de conversations privees, sa 
delegation avait fait deux concessions permettant 
d'aboutir a un accord, mais que la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni avait fait marche arriere et 
avait ainsi empecM cet accord. Il est probable 
que, comme l'a fait remarquer le representant 
de la Chine, M. Vychinsky donne a ses expressions 
un sens bien particulier, et que, en parlant 
d'aceord, il voulait dire (( une formule qui, a la 
rigueur, pourrait etre acceptable pour son 
Gouvernement )), mais ce n'est pas la un accord. 
En tout cas, le President du Conseil de securite 
pourrait certainement temoigner que la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni n'est jamais revc!me sur sa 
position en ce qui concerne le probleme de Berlin. 
D'ailleurs, le Royaume-Uni, comme les Etats-Unis 
et la France, ont accepte la solution proposee 
par six des membres du Conseil de securite, 
afin de sortir de !'impasse. Comment, dans ces 
conditions, l\1. Vychinsky peut-il pretendre etre 
l'apotre de la paix et accuser systematiquement 
la majorite d'obstructionnisme ? M. Vychinsky 
dira peut-etre alors que la delegation du Royaume
Uni est assuree d'une majorite mecanique. II a 
cependant pu observer a maintes reprises que, 
par exemple, le colonel Hodgson ou M. Rolin 
ne se font pas faute de s'opposer violemment 
au point de vue britannique, alors que l'on ne 
voit jamais les pays de democratic populaire, 
libres et souverains, presenter des propositions 
allant a l'encontre des propositions de l'URSS. 

M. l\fcNeil constate ensuite que M. Vychinsky 
a accuse la delegation britannique de bloquer 
lc chemin du desarmement et d'empiler difficultes 
sur difficultes. Cependant, l'historique des debats 
au sein de la Commission de l'energie atomique, 
de la Commission des armements de type classiquc 

595 



1\Iilitary Staff Committee showed that it was the 
USSR which had systematically pursued a policy 
of obstruction. The First Report of the Atomic 
Energy Commission to the Security Council in 
December 19461 had been accepted by all the 
members of the Commission, with the USSR 
representative making the single reservation to 
the effect that political questions had not been 
dealt with, and would have to form the subject of 
study at a later date. In June 19L17, the majority 
of that same Commission found the USSR pro
posals unacceptable, and the Commission's Second 
Report in September 19"17 (AEC/26) was adopted 
by ten votes, the USSR delegation voting against 
it, and the Polish delegation abstaining. When 
the Commission's Third Report was submitted 
in June 1948 (AECj31jRev.1), the USSR repre
sentative vetoed it. That brief survey showed 
that there was almost unanimous agreement on 
nne side and one-way refusal to agree on the other 

The Commission for Conventional Armaments 
had considered three basic principles, which were 
accepted by the majority ; the USSR delegation 
had opposed them. In July 1947, that Com
mission had adopted a plan of work. The USSR 
delegation had proposed an alternative plan, 
which was consigered unacceptable. Never
theless, the USSR representative had· declared 
that he would be guided by his own plan of work 
in examining the problems before the Commission. 
In the light of such evidence of obstruction, how 
could Mr. Vyshinsky ask the First Committee to 
believe that the USSR delegation desired peace 
while the other delegations did not ? 

It was not, moreover, only in the United 
Nations that the USSR displayed an intransigent 
attitude ; it was no secret that the United 
Kingdom, the United States, France, China, 
Turkey, Greece, and even Yugoslavia! expe
rienced difficulty in their relations with the 
USSR. 

Mr. McNeil recalled that Mr. Vyshinsky had 
referred to the unparalleled success of the Geneva 
Convention prohibiting the use of poison gases, 
and had proposed that a similar principle should 
be adopted with regard to the problem of atomic 
energy. Everybody knew, however, that, during 
the Second World War, the various belligerents 
were manufacturing poison gases, and were in a 
position to use them. The fact that they had 
not used them was due merely to the fear of 
reprisals, and certainly not to any legal scruples. 
As regards atomic energy, therefore, the main 
point was not to forbid its use for military 
purposes, but to ensure control of its production 
and use. It had been repeated ad nauseam 
that it was very easy to switch over from peaceful 
to military use of nuclear fuel and that, for 
that very reason, it was essential to establish a 
complete system of control. The USSR was 
wrong to accuse the United Kingdom of having 
:increased its demands while the USSR had 

1 See Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission 
3rst year, special supplement. 

et du Comite d'etat-major, permet de se rendre 
compte que l'obstruction a ete menee systema
tiquement par l'URSS. Le Premier rapport de la 
Commission de l'energie atomique au Conseil 
de securitel, depose en decembre 1946, fut accepte 
par tous les membres de la Commission, le 
representant de l'URSS faisant une seule reserve, 
a savoir que les questions politiques n'avaient 
pas ete abordees et devraient etre examinees 
ulterieurement. En juin 1947, la majorite de 
cette meme Commission a estime que les propo
sitions de l'URSS n'etaient pas acceptables 
et son Deuxieme rapport, en septembre 1947 
(AEC/26) fut adopte par dix voix, la delegation 
de l'URSS votant contre ce rapport et la dele
gation polonaise s'abstenant. Le Troisieme rapport 
de la Commission fut presente au Conseil de 
securite en juin 1948 (AECj31jRev.1) et le 
representant sovietique opposa son veto. Ce 
bref historique permet de constater qu'il y eut 
accord quasi unanime d'un cote et refus d'accord 
a sens unique de !'autre. 

La Commission des armements de type 
classique, de son cote, envisagea trois principes 
de base qui furent adoptes par la majorite et 
auxquels s'opposa la delegation de l'URSS. 
En juillet 1947, cette Commission adopta un 
plan de travail. La delegation de l'URSS proposa 
une variante qui fut jugee inacceptable. 
Cependant, le representant de l'URSS declara 
que, dans I' exam en des problemes que la 
Commission avait a resoudre, il se baserait 
personnellement sur son propre plan. Comment, 
en presence de telles manifestations d'obstruction, 
M. Vychinsky peut-il inviter la Premiere 
Commission a croire a la volonte de paix de la 
delegation de l'URSS et a la mauvaise volonte 
des autres delegations ? 

Ce n'est d'ailleurs pas uniquement au sein 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies que se 
manifeste !'attitude intransigeante de l'URSS, 
car ce n'est un secret pour personne que le 
Royaume-Uni, les Etats-Unis, la France, la 
Chine, la Turquie, la Grece et meme la Yougo
slavie, ont des difficultes dans leurs relations 
avec l'URSS. 

L'orateur rappelle que M. Vychinsky a p~rle 
du succes sans pareil qu'a ete la Conventwn 
de Geneve sur !'interdiction des gaz toxiques 
et qu'il a propose d'adopter un principe semblable 
en ce qui concerne l'energie atomique. Chacun 
sait cependant qu'au cours de la second~ Gu~rre 
mondiale les divers belligerants fabnqument 
et etaient en mesure d'utiliser des gaz toxiques. 
S'ils n'ont pas ete employes, ce n'est certainement 
pas',par scrupule juridique, mais uniquemen~ 
par~1 crainte de represailles. Ai~si, e~ ce ,qm 
concerne l'energie atomique, I essentiel n es~ 
pas de decreter !'interdiction de son usage, a 
des fins de guerre, mais d'assurer le con,tr?l~ 
de sa production et de son emploi. On a repete 
a satiete que l'on peut tres aisement ch~nger 
!'usage du combustible n~~le~ire et l'apphq,uer 
a des fins pacifiques ou mihtaires, et qu~ c e~t 
precisement a cause de "cela _:~u'il ~aut ~tabhr 
ce systeme complet de ,controle. C es_t a, to:t 
que l'URSS accuse le Royaume-Um d av01r 

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux officiels de la Commiss!on 
. . ·· , upple'ment special. de l'energze atomzque, premiCrc annee, s 



taken a step forward in introducing the idea of 
simultaneous ratification of the conventions for 
prohibition and control. The United Kingdom 
had, in fact, never changed its attitude. The 
only way of dealing with the problem was to 
prevent all preparation or clandestine use of 
nuclear fuel for military purposes. The United 
Kingdom had always agreed to that plan; it 
was the USSR which had opposed it, and 
prevented its realization. 

Turning to the resolution on the regulation 
of armaments, adopted by the Sub-Committee 
(A/C.1J356JRev.1), Mr. McNeil said that its 
adoption would represent a concrete contribution 
to disarmament, whereas the USSR proposal 
was fallacious and could only facilitate a war of 
aggression. 

The United Kingdom, the British Dominions 
and the States of Western Europe had really 
disarmed, sincerely expecting that co-operation 
between the Allies would continue in the pursuit 
of peace. Now, however, the propaganda spread 
by the supporters of the USSR described those 
States as warmongers and aggressors because 
they did not give blind support to a Utopian 
resolution submittted by the USSR delegation. 
The United Kingdom and the democratic States 
were striving for peace, but, first and foremost, 
they attached such value to justice and human 
dignity that, were those principles to be attacked, 
they would unite once more to defend them. 
While it appeared innocuous, the USSR proposal 
furthered the USSR plan of domination. There
fore, armed with the experience of the years 
preceding the Second World War, those States 
had decided to adopt a firm policy. They desired 
peace, but not peace at any price ; and they 
wanted above all a solution conducive to peace 
through security. 

The USSR proposal to reduce the armed 
forces and armaments of the great Powers by 
one-third and to prohibit atomic weapons had 
the attraction of a slogan. For that reason, 
however, it was clearly unacceptable to the First 
Committee. 

Mr. Vyshinsky had said that his country 
had published statistics on its armaments and 
armed forces ; but the Belgian representative 
had just pointed out that statistics of that 
kind were insufficient, and of limited value 
even in a democratic State. In that connexion, 
it was interesting to compare the military 
effectives and the military budgets of certain 
States. British parliamentary statistics, which 
were published and would be scrutinized by the 
opposition, showed that, between June 1945 and 
June 1948, the total number of men under arms 
in the United Kingdom had dropped from 
5,090,000 to 2,032,000 in 1946, to 1,392,000 in 
1947 and to 846,000 in June 1948. By September 
1948, that figure had dropped to 787,000. In 
the space of three years, Great Britain had thus 
reduced her armed forces by five-sixths, retaining 
only a force which would scarcely suffice for 
police duties in a totalitarian country. The 
expenditure on the armed forces, computed m 

augmente ses exigences, alors que l'URSS auraih 
elle, fait un pas en avant en introduisant la 
notion de simultaneite de ratification des 
conventions d'interdiction et de controle. En 
fait, le Royaume-Uni n'a jamais change d'attitude. 
Le seul moyen de traiter ce probleme est 
de prevenir toute preparation ou tout usage 
clandestins de combustible nucleaire a des 
fins militaires. Ce plan a toujours eu l'accord du 
Royaume-Uni et c'est l'URSS qui s'y est opposee 
et a empeche de le realiser. 

M. McNeil, passant a la resolution sur la 
reglementation des armements adoptee par la 
Sons-Commission (AJC.1j356JRev.1), declare que 
son adoption constituerait une mesure concrete 
en faveur du desarmement, tandis que la propo
sition de l'URSS, par son caractere fallacieux, 
ne pourrait que faciliter une guerre d'agression. 

Le Royaume-Uni, les Dominions britanniques 
et les Etats d'Europe occidentale ont reellement 
desarme, car ils s'attendaient sincerement au 
maintien de la cooperation entre les Allies pour 
la poursuite de la paix. Or, actuellement, la 
propagande menee par les defenseurs de l'URSS 
pretend que ces Etats sont des fauteurs de 
guerre et des agresseurs, parce qu'ils n'appuient 
pas aveugJement une resolution utopique presentee 
par la delegation de l'URSS. Le Royaume-Uni 
et les Etats democratiques recherchent la paix, 
mais, avant tout, ils attachent a la justice et a 
la dignite humaine une valeur telle que si ces 
,principes sont attaques, ils s'uniront a nouveau 
pour les defendre. La proposition de l'URSS 
tend, sur des apparences trompeuses, a favoriser 
en fait les plans de domination de l'URSS. C'est 
pourquoi, forts de !'experience des annees qui 
ont precede la deuxieme Guerre mondiale, ces 
Etats sont decides a a voir une politique de fermete. 
Ils veulent la paix, mais pas la paix a n'importe 
quel prix et, pour cela, ils veulent, avant tout, 
trouver une'. solution qui permette d'aboutir 
a la paix par Ja' securite. 

La proposition de l'URSS, relative a la 
reduction d'un tiers des forces armees et des 
armements des grandes Puissances et a !'inter
diction des armes atomiques, constate l'orateur, 
a l'attrait d'un slogan. Toutefois, et pour cette 
raison, elle est evidemment inacceptable pour 
Ia Premiere Commission. 

M. Vychinsky a indique que son pays publiait 
des statistiques sur ses armements et ses forces 
armees, mais le representant de la Belgique 
vient de montrer combien ces publications, 
meme dans un Etat democratique, sont limitecs 
ct insuffisantes. A ce sujet, il est utile de faire 
une comparaison entre les effectifs et les budgets 
militaires de certains Etats. Les statistiques 
parlementaires britanniques, qui sont puhliees 
et qui sont soumises au controle de ]'opposition, 
signalent que, de juin 1945 a juin 1948, le total 
des hommes sons les drapeaux au Royaume
Uni est passe successivcment de 5.090.000 a 
2.032.000 en 1946, 1.392.000 en 1947 et a 846.000 
en juin 19,18. En septembre 1948, ce chiffre est 
tombe a 787.000. Ainsi en trois ans, Ie Royaume
Uni a supprime les cinq sixiemes de ses 
forces armees, pour ne garder qu'un contingent 
qui serait a peine suffisant aux forces de police 
d'un Etat totalitaire. Les depenses militaires 
evaluees par rapport au revenu national s'ele-
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relation with the national income, had amounted 
to 62 per cent in 1944-1945, 53 per cent in 1945-
1946, 20 per cent in 1946-1947 and only 10 per 
cent in 1947-1948. Those figures, which had 
been published and were subject to check, were 
valid evidence of the United Kingdom's real 
disarmament. That disarmament was the result 
not of a convention or a treaty, but of the 
British Government's will to peace. It was an 
authoritative refutation of the accusation that 
that Government had aggressive aims. 

On the other hand, Mr. l\lcNeil pointed out, 
the USSR rer ·esentative had stated that his 
delegation \You:J not provide complete figures 
on his countr) 's armed forces and armaments 
until the USSR resolution was adopted. That 
was a s:range logic, a logic certainly beyond 
. the understanding of the Western democratic 
States. While the United Kingdom published 
verifiable statistics on that subject, the USSR 
only rarely published figures and they were 
incomplete. l\Ir. Vyshinsky had said that, during 
the past three years, his country's army had 
returned to a peace-time footing. Information 
published in the Press, however, showed that 
in 194 7 only two classes had been released ; 
in 1048, one class had been demobilized, and that 
class was still stationed in Germany. It appeared, 
from reliable sources, that the number of ablc
bodi~d men under arms in the USSR in 1945 
was seven millions; in 1946, 5,800,000; in 1947, 
3,960,000 ; and in 1948, four millions. Thus, 
unless Mr. Vyshinsky gave other figures for the 
effectives of the Russian armed forces, and 
proved them authentic, the USSR draft reso
lution for the reduction of armies and armaments 
by one third would result in cutting down the 
British armed forces to 520,000, while the USSR 
armed forces would be kept at the figure of 
2,700,000. Why such a disproportion ? Was 
the plan Mr. Vyshinsky was proposing a plan 
for peace or a plan for USSR domination ? 
Let him explain why the effectives of the Red 
Army should remain at so high a figure, whereas 
as was constantly repeated, that army was not 
needed to quell internal dissensions, nor to take 
part in foreign military adventures, and inasmuch 
as the police forces in eastern Germany were 
progressively being transferred to German 
control. 

Mr. McNeil pointed out that, even if precise 
information on the armaments and armed forces 
of the various States were available, the principle 
of quantitative disarmament could not be 
admitted unless full provision were made for 
enforcement at the same time. It was, in fact, 
a difficult problem, and its solution depended 
on a number of factors. \Vould the reduction, 
for instance, apply to armaments in the same 
way as to armed forces ? Would it apply to 
war potential ? How was war potential to be 
defined ? How was control to be applied to 
war potential and war industries ? Should it 
be a global reduction, and apply to the military 
budget as a whole, or to each arm separately ? 
Should the land, sea and air forces all be reduced 
in the same way ? \Vere the obsolete arms, 
or the most modern and most dangerous, to be 

vaient en 1944-1945 a 62 pour 100, en 1945-1946 
a 53 pour 100, en 1946-1947 a 20 pour 100 et 
en 1947-1948 a 10 pour 100 seulement. Ces 
chiffres, publics et sujets a verification, sont 
les temoins valables du desarmement de fait 
du Royaume-Uni. Ce desarmement n'est pas 
le resultat d'une convention ou rl'un traite, 
mais traduit Ia volonte de uaix du Gouvernement. 
britannique. Il refute magi~tralement l'accusatiol_l 
suivant laquelle ce Gouvernement aurait des 
int2ntions agressives. 

M. McNeil constate, par contre, que le repre
sentant de l'URSS a declare que sa delegation 
ne fournirait pas de chiffres complets sur les 
armements et les forces armees de son pays 
avant que la resolution de l'URSS soit adoptee. 
C'est la une logique bizarre, qui n'est certainement 
pas comprise dans les Etats de democratic 
occidentale. Alors que le Royaume-Uni publie 
a ce suj et des statistiques controlables, l'URSS 
ne publie que rarement des indications, et celles-ci 
sont incompletes. M. Vychinsky a declare 
qu'au cours des trois dernieres annees, l'armee 
de son pays avait ete mise a nouveau sur le 
pied de paix. Cependant, des informations 
parues dans la presse il rcsulterait qu'en 1947, 
deux classes seulement ont ete liberees et que, en 
1948, une classe aurait ete demobilisee mais 
se trom,erait encore en Allemagne. ll semblerait, 
d'aprcs des indications dignes de foi, que en 
URSS le nombre des hommes valides sous les 
drapeaux etait en 1945 de sept millions ; en 
1946, de 5.800.000; en 1917, de 3.960.000 et 
en 1918, de quatre millions. Ainsi, a moins que 
l\1. Vychinsky ne donne d'autres chifires sur 
les effectifs des armees russes en fournissant 
des preuves de leur authenticite, le projet de 
resolution de l'URSS sur la reduction d'un 
tiers des armements et des forces armees aurait 
pour effet de limiter a 520.000 hommes les forces 
armees britanniques, tandis que les forces armees 
de l'URSS se maintiendraient a 2. 700.000 hommes. 
Pourquoi cette disproportion ? Est-ce un plan 
de paix ou un plan de domination de l'URSS 
que propose M. Vychinsky ? Qu'il donne les 
raisons pour lesquelles les effectifs de l'Armee 
rouge restent si cleves, puisque, ace qu'on repete 
constamment, cette armee ne doit pas etre 
utilisee pour reprimer les troubles in~~ri~urs, 
ni pour participer a des aventures mJhtmres, 
et que les forces de police en Allemagne orientale 
passent de plus en plus dans les mains allema~des l 

J\1. McNeil fait observer que, meme en presence 
de rensei~mements exacts sur les armements 
et les fo;'ces armees des divers Etats, on ne 
peut admettre le principe du desarmement 
quantitatif sans prevoir en meme t emps toutes 
les modalites d'application. II s'agit, en effet, 
d'un probleme difficile dont la solution depen.d 
d'une quantite de facteurs. La reduction s'apph
quera-t-elle, par exemple, de la meme f~<;o~ 
pour les armements et pour les forces armee~ · 
La reduction doit-elle s'appliquer au potentwl 
de guerre ? Comment deflnir le potentiel de 
guerre ? Comment appliq~er le . controle su~ 
le potentiel de guerre et les mdustnes de gue.rre · 
La reduction doit-elle etre globale, porter umqu~
ment sur le budget ou sur chaque arme en partJ
culier ? Faut-il reduire de la meme fa<;on les 
armees de terre, la marine ou !'aviation ? Va-t-on 
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-destroyed ? How was the one third reduction 
to be applied to countries inadequately equipped 
as regards certain types of armament ? How 
could the fact be ignored that the military forces 
of each State were intended to fulfil the spzcial 
requirements of the State ? For example, a 
one third reduction in the navy of a Stat e whose 
security depended on t hat arm to a much greater 
extent than on its land forces would undermine 
its entire defence system. To those various 
t echnical questions, the USSR delegation had 
replied merely that it would be time enough 
to examine them after its proposal had been 
adopted. That was proof that the proposal 
was a political propaganda gesture and one not 
calculated to contribut e to the establishment 
of security. 

There were, however, many methods whereby 
confidence and security could meanwhile be 
increased. Sir Hartley Shawcross had suggested, 
for example, that foreign Press correspondents 
might be allowed to travel freely in the USSR. 
Izvestia had published an article in reply to 
that suggestion, which it described as unac
ceptable for any sovereign State. That reply 
was indeed surprising r 

"Why were commercial aircraft not permitted 
to fly along certain prescribed routes over USSR 
territory, as over all other t erritory ? \Vhy 
could foreign diplomats not travel normally 
in the USSR ? Why col!-ld there not be diplomatic 
representatives and consulates in Minsk and 
Kiev ? Why could there not be exchanges of 
students and tourists, so that an atmosphere 
of trust and confidence could be created as a 
result of direct contact between the people of 
the USSR and t he people of t he United Kingdom ? 
Would all that be such threat to the sovereignty 
of the USSR ? Other democratic countries 
opened their frontiers freely t o books, newspapers, 
journalists, diplomats and ordinary people etc., 
and did not regard that as a threat to their 
national sovereignty. Agreements on subjects 
such as those could do much to restore confidence. 

As to the USSR proposal for reduct ion of 
armaments, it was an obvious propaganda move 
and was not well founded. It could only compli
cate the situation. In view of the impasse 
reached by the Military Staff Committee, 
moreover, Mr. Vyshinsky was well awnrc that 
discussion of all the technical problems raised 
by his draft resolution would likewise be fruitless 
as long as the present atmosphere of distrust 
persist ed. 

It should be not ed, further, that the proposal 
for reduction of armaments, in any case unac
ceptable, was in addition made conditional on 
the conclusion of an agreement to prohibit the 
use of the atomic weapon ; and that agreement 
was foredoomed to failure, as it contained no 
mention of control. What conclusion could be 
drawn ? That the USSR did not sincerely 
desire to reduce the strength of its present forces. 

detruire les armes demodees ou les armes les 
plus modernes et les plus dangereuses ? Comment 
s'appliqucra la reduction d'un t iers en ce qui 
concerne les pays dont l'equipement militaire 
est insuffisant en certains types d'armements ? 
Comment ne pas t enir compte non plus du 
fait que Ies forces militaires sont destinees a 
remplir des fonctions dependant des condit ions 
particulieres a chaque Etat ? Si l'on reduisait, 
par exemple, d'un tiers la marine d'un Etat 
dont la securite r epose sur cette arme beaucoup 
plus que sur son armee de t erre, on saperait 
par la base tout son systeme de defense. A ces 
diverses questions t echniques, la delegation de 
l'URSS sc borne a repondre qu'il sera temps 
de les examiner lorsque sa proposition aura 
ete adoptee. Cela prouve que cette proposition 
est un geste de propagande politique, qui ne 
contribue pas a etablir la sccurite. 

Cependant, il cxiste de nombreux moyens 
d'augmenter entre temps la confiance et la secu
rite. Sir Hartley Shawcross, par exemple, avait 
suggcre que les correspondants de la pressc 
etrangere puissent circuler librement en URSS. 
Les Izvestia ont public un article en reponse 
a cette suggestion, qualifiant la demande de 
M. Shawcross d'inacceptable pour tout Etat 
souverain. Cette reponse est vraiment surpre
nante I 

Pourquoi le t erritoire de l'URSS ne peut-il etre 
survole le long de certains corridors aeriens, 
comme n'importe quel autre territoire, par 
!'aviation commerciale ? Pourquoi les diplomates 
etrangcrs ne peuvent-ils se deplacer normalement 
en URSS ? Pourquoi ne peut-il y avoir des 
representants diplomatiques et des consulats 
a Minsk et a Kiev ? Pourquoi ne peut-on proceder 
a des echanges d'etudiants ct de touristes de 
fagon que, par le contact direct entre les peuples 
de l'URSS et du Royaume-Uni, puisse se creer 
une atmosphere de confiance et de solidarite? 
Est-ce que tout cela est si attentatoire a Ia souve
rainet e de l'URSS ? Mais les autres pays demo
cratiques, qui ouvrent librcment leurs frontieres 
aux livres, aux journaux, aux journalistes, 
aux diplomates, aux simples citoyens, etc. 
ne voient dans ces actes rien qui porte atteinte 
a la souverainete nationale ! Des accords sur 
des sujets comme ceux-la pourraient fairc beau
coup pour restaurer la confiance. 

Quant a la proposition de l'URSS tendant 
a la limitation des armements, elle a nettement 
un caract ere de propagande ct elle manque 
de fondemcnt. Elle ne peut que compliquer 
la situation. M. Vychi.nsky sait bien, d'ailleurs, 
par !'impasse a laquelle a abouti le Comite d'etat
maj or, que la discussion de tous les problemcs 
techniques qu'implique son proj et de resolution 
n'aboutirait pas a de meillcurs resultats tant 
que subsiste une atmosphere de mefiance. 

Faut-il noter, en outre, que cette proposition 
de reduction des armcments, deja inacceptable 
en soi, est rendue de plus conditionnelle a la 
conclusion d'un accord sur !'interdiction des 
armements atomiques qui, ne faisant pas mention 
du cont role, est vouee a priori a J' echec. Que 
faut-il conclure de ces faits ? C'est que l'URSS 
n'a pas reellement !'intention sincere de reduire 
le niveau de ses forces actuelles. 
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. Nevertheless, the United Kingdom delegation 
did not conclude that nothing should be done 
at present. Before proceeding to actual disar
m~ment, there were certain essential preli
mmary steps to be taken. Article 26 of the 
Charter and the draft resolution under discussion 
indicated the road that should be taken. At 
the moment, the real hope of peace lay not in 
disarmament, but in regulation of armaments. 
Before there could be disarmament, a plan must 
be dra-wn up, indicating the armament needs 
of each State, and providing for the centralization 
of published data on the armaments and armed 
forces of each Stat e as well as for the checking 
of those data and the control of disarmament. 

The United Kingdom delegation was prepared 
to support a plan of that kind, and asked whether 
the USSR was prepared to agree to such a plan 
for regulation of its armed forces and armaments 
under the auspices of the United Nations. If 
the USSR reply was negative, its position would 
become clear. If its reply was affirmative, then 
it would be able to support the majority reso
lution. 

The meeting rose at 6.05 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY -EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday 13 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

65. Establishment of an ad hoc Political 
Committee 

Mr. CoRDIER (Executive Assistant t o the 
Secretary-General) made a statement on behalf of 
the President of the General Assembly. He 
observed that a stage had been reached in the 
work of the Assembly and of the First Committee 
at which it appeared necessary to change the 
method of handling their agenda, since the 
remaining time was inadequate for discussion of 
the remaining items. The President of the 
Assembly, in consultation with the Chairman of 
the First Committee suggested that a new ad hoc 
committee be established to deal with items of the 
First Committee's agenda allocated to it. The 
fi rst matter to be dealt with by this committee 
would be the Palestine question; other items might 
be allocated later as appropriat e. The t ermi
nation of the work of other Assembly Committees 
meant that it would be possible for delegations t o 
adjust their schedules and assignments. The 
General Committee jwas to discuss this suggestion 
at a meeting that afternoon and it was hoped that 
a bri ef plenary session would approve it on Monday 
so that the ad hoc committee could begin 
functioning on Tuesday. It was expected that 
during the following week it would be possible for 
this committee to have two meetings daily concur
rently with the First Committee. 

Toutefois, la delegation du Royaume-Uni 
ne conclut pas que rien ne do it etre tente actuel
lement. Avant de proceder a un desarmement 
effectif, on peut recourir a certaines operations, 
preliminaires essentielles du desarmement. 
L'Article 26 de la Charte et le projet de resolution 
en cours de discussion montrent la voie dans 
laquelle il convient de s'engager. Pour le moment, 
ce n'est pas dans le desarmement, mais dans 
la reglementation des armements que reside 
un reel espoir de paix. Avant de desarmer, il 
faut, en efiet, etablir un plan qui determinera 
les besoins en armements de chaque Etat, et 
envisagera la centralisation des publications 
sur les armements et les forces armees de chaque 
Etat, ainsi que la verification de ces renseigne
ments et le cont r<Jle du desarmement. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni est disposee 
a se rallier a un plan de ce genre et demande 
a l'URSS si elle est prete a accepter un pareil 
plan de reglementation de ses forces armees 
et de ses armements sous l'egide de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. Si la reponse de l'URSS est 
negative, sa position perdra toute ambigu'ite. 
Si elle est affirmative, elle sera en mesure 
d'appuyer le projet de resolution de la majorite. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 05. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT
DIX-HUITIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 13 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President : M.A. CosTA ou RELs (Bolivie). 

65. Cr eation d'mu~ Commission politique 
speciale -

M. CaRmEn (Directeur du cabinet du Secretaire 
general) fait une declaration au nom du President 
de l'Assemblee generale. Il fait remarquer que 
les travaux de l'Assemblee et de la Premiere 
Commission sont maintenant parvenus a un point 
oil il appara'i't necessaire de modi fie r la me~hode 
d'examen des questions a l'ordre du jour, pUlsque 
le t emps dont on dispose encore est insuffisant 
pour les points restant a discuter. Apres ~cc.ord 
avec le President de la Premiere Comnusswn, 
le President de l'Assemblee propose la creation 
d'une nouvelle commission speciale, a laquelle 
serait confie.e !'etude de certaines questions 
inscrites a l'ordre du jour de la Premiere Con~
mission . La premiere question dont s'occup~rmt 
cette commission serait la auestion de Palestme ; 
d'autres questions pourrai~nt lui etre confiees 
ensuite, le cas echeant. L'achevement des travau_x 
des autres Commissions de l'Assemblee permettr::ut 
aux delegations de faire cadrer les taches qui leur 
sont assignees avec le temps dont elles disposent. 
Le Bureau de I' Assemblee do it discuter cette 
proposition a une seance qu'il tiendra dans l:a~res
mid.i et on espere que l'Assemblee gen.erale 
l'approuvera lundi, lors d'une courte s:a?ce 
pleniere, de sorte que Ia Commission sp~cwle 
pourrait commencer a fonctionner mardi. ~a 
semaine prochaine, cette commission pourra1t 
sieger deux fois par jour, en meme temps que 
la Premiere Commission. 
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66. Continuation of the discussion on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments and armed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council : report of Sub-Committee 
12 (AJC .1 J356 JRev.1 ) 

Mr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said he wished to deal with certain 
questions raised on the previous day in connexion 
with the resolutions proposed by the Belgian 
(A/C.ljSC12/2) and USSR (A/658 and AJCl/ 
SC 12/3) delegations, although some speakers had 
wandered far from the basic theme of the prohi
bition of atomic weapons and the reduction by 
one-third of the armaments and armed forces of 
the permanent members of the Security Council. 
A concrete question was before the First 
Committee and the introduction of irrelevant 
items only served to divert attention from vital 
matters and confound the work of the Committee. 
The USSR delegation did not approve of this 
method ; however, since it had been imposed upon 
it it would answer points which otherwise would 
have been ignored. 

Mr. Vyshinsky recalled that on the previous day 
(197th meeting) the representative of Syria had 
made cogent comments upon the sixth paragraph 
of the Belgian draft resolution and demonstrated 
its lack of logic. Once this paragraph crumbled, 
as it did beneath the Syrian attack, nothing 
remained of the Belgian draft resolution. The 
preceding five paragraphs merely offered various 
considerations and findings ; the core of the reso
lution was in the sixth paragraph. By revealing 
the weaknesses of this paragraph, the USSR 
delegation would show why it considered the whole 
resolution to be inadequate. 

The sixth paragraph stated that the General 
Assembly trusted that the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments would formulate proposals for 
the receipt, checking and publication by an 
international organ of control, endowed with 
universally accepted powers, of full information 
concerning armaments and armed forces. This 
control organ which was mentioned was not 
provided for, no authority was given for it and 
there was no description of its powers and 
functions or privileges and duties. The authors 
of the draft resolution should deal with these 
questions. It was not sufficient to say that the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments would 
draw up proposals for the control organ without 
stating how the organ would be e3tablished and 
what its powers and functions would be. To 
endorse such a procedure was too much like 
signing a blank cheque. 

The USSR draft resolution, on the other hand, 
dearly expressed the need to establish an inter
national control bodv within the framework of 
the Security Council~ This was a concrete and 
realistic proposal which was based upon the 
General Assembly's decision of 14 December 1946 
[resolution 41 (1)]. The alternative presented was 
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66. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite ~ 
rapport de la Sous-Commission 12 
(AfC.1 j356jRev.1) 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des republiques socia
listes sovietiques) desire parler de certaines 
questions qui ont ete soulevces Ia veille a propos 
des resolutions presentees par les delegations de 
Ia Belgique (A/C.l/SC12/2) et de I'URSS (A/658 
et A/C.l/SC12 j3). Il signale a ce propos que 
certains orateurs se sont fortement ecartes du 
theme fondamental de Ia prohibition des armes 
atomiques et de la reduction d'un tiers des arme
ments et des forces armees des membres perma
nents du Conseil de securite. La Premiere Com
mission se trouve en presence d'une question 
concrete et !'introduction de points sans rapport 
avec cette question ne sert qu'a detourner 
!'attention de questions d'interet capital et a 
apporter Ia confusion dans les travaux de la 
Commission. La delegation de l'URSS n'approuve 
pas cette methode, mais elle lui a ete imposee ; 
elle va done repondre a des questions qu'elle 
aurait, sans cela, passees sous silence. 

M. Vychinsky rappelle que, Ia veillc 
(197e seance), le representant de la Syrie a 
presente des observations fort pertinentes au 
sujet du sixieme paragraphe du projet de reso
lution de Ia Belgique, et a mis en evidence son 
manque de logique. Les fondements de ce para
graphe ayant deja croule sous les attaques de la 
delegation de Ia Syrie, il ne reste plus rien du 
projet de resolution beige. Les cinq paragraphes 
precedents sont de simples considerations et 
constatations et l'essentiel de la resolution se 
trouve dans le sixieme paragraphe. En revelant 
les faiblesses de ce paragraphe, Ia delegation 
de l'URSS va montrer pourquoi elle juge la 
resolution mal appropriee dans son ensemble. 

Dans ce sixieme paragraphe, I'Assemblee 
generale emet le VCBU que Ia Commission des 
armements de type classique formule des propo
sitions pour la reception, la verification et Ia 
publication par un organe international de 
controle, investi de pouvoirs acceptes par tous, 
d'informations completes sur les armements et 
les forces armees. Cet organe de controle, il en 
est fait mention, mais ricn n'est prevu a son sujet ; 
on ne precise pas son origine, on ne decrit pas ses 
pouvoirs, ses attributions, ses prerogatives et 
sa tache. Les auteurs du proj et de resolution 
devraient se preoccuper de ces questions. Il n'est 
pas suffisant de dire que la Commission des 
armements de type classique rcdigera des propo
sitions pour cet organe de controle. Il faut indiquer 
comment cct organe sera constitue, et quels 
seront ses pouvoirs et fonctions. L'approbation 
d'une tclle procedure ressemble trop a la signature 
d'un cheque en blanc. 

En revanche, le projet de resolution de l'URSS 
exprimc claircment la necessite d'etablir un 
organc de controle international dans le cadre 
du Conseil de securite. C'est la une proposition 
concrete et realiste qui est basec sur Ia resolution 
de I'Assemblee generalc du 14 deccmbre 19~6 
[resolution 41 (I)]. L'autre proposition ne f~ut 



a vague, almost parenthetical reference to a control 
organ with no provision for its establishment. 
Yet it was claimed that the USSR did not desire 
control and those who supported the Belgian draft 
resolution, which made no provision for a control 
organ, asserted that they were the proponents of 
control. The Syrian representative had been 
correct in stating that it was not possible to slur 
over the establishment of the control organ. The 
Belgian draft resolution was no more than empty 
phrases. 

The sixth paragraph of the Belgian draft 
resolution stated that the control organ should be 
endowed with universally accepted powers. As 
the Syrian representative had pointed out, this 
meant unanimous ratification. Mr. Vyshinsky 
pointed out that even such an important inter
national instrument as the Charter had entered 
into force without unanimous ratificat ion. The 
same was true of peace treaties which contained 
various provisions for a certain proportion of 
ratifications as prerequisites to entry into force. 
However, it \Vas unheard of that a treaty should be 
doomed in advance because unanimous ratifi
cation "·as required. Obviously, if the control 
organ had to be accepted by all States, rejection 
on the part of a single State could cause it to fail. 
Moreover, it was most extraordinary to provide in 
advance, before the terms of the treaty were 
known, that unanimous ratification would be 
required. This could only guarantee its failure. 

The USSR delegation could not accept such a 
hollow and confused formula as was offered in the 
Belgian draft resolution. Its vagueness had 
caused the Belgian representative to resort to 
obscure dialectics in his attempt to answer the 
questions put by the Syrian representative. He 
had said that he was unable to understand what 
was meant by a one-third reduction and asserted 
that an opportunity would be left for an increase 
in armaments after the year in which the one-third 
reduction had been made. Such nonsense could 
only be put forward in order to becloud the issue, 
for the Belgian arguments crumbled when they 
were examined. The basis of the Belgian proposal 
was unworkable and unacceptable. Provisions 
for a control organ were slurred over and were not 
defined, nor were the relations between that body 
and the Security Council. There was nothing 
concrete in the proposal. Although reference 
was made to checking and publishing information, 
no hint was given as to how this was to be done. 
Such a t ext could only be accepted by those 
whose political demands were rather limited, such 
as the United States and United Kingdom, who 
alleged that there was no need for atomic energy 
control or the reduction of armaments. 

On the other hand, the USSR draft resolution 
had aroused hopes among the peoples of the world 
who would want to know why their representatives 
were opposed to control and the reduction of 

allusion que vaguement, et comrne en passant, 
a un organe de controle, sans prevoir la fac;on 
dont ii sera constitue. Et pourtant on pretend 
que l'URSS ne desire pas de controle, et ceux 
qui appuient le projet de resolution de la Belgique, 
ou rien n'est prevu pour cet organe de controle, 
affirment que ce sont eux qui sont les partisans 
du controle. Le representant de la Syrie a dit 
vmi lorsqu'il a declare qu'il n'etait pas possible 
de traiter a la Iegere la question de l'etablis
sement d'un organe de controle. Le projet de 
resolution de la Belgique se reduit a des phrases 
vides de sens. 

Le sixieme paragraphe du projet de resolution 
beige stipule que l'organe de controle doit etre 
investi de pouvoirs universellement reconnus. 
Ainsi que l'a souligne le representant de Ia 
Syrie, cela implique une ratification unanime. 
M. Vychinsky fait remarquer qu'un instrument 
international aussi important que la Charte 
elle-meme a etc mis en vigueur sans qu'il y ait 
eu ratification a l'unanimite. II en est de rneme 
des traites de paix qui comprennent des clauses 
varices prcvoyant, comme condition prealable 
a leur entree en vigueur, le depot d'un certain 
nombre de ratifications. Cependant, on n'a jamais 
entendu dire qu'un traite dut etre d'avance 
voue a l'cchcc par une clause exigeant la rati
fication a l'unanimite. Sans aucun doute, si l'on 
declare que tous les Etats doivent accorder leur 
approbation a l'organe de controle, le refus 
d'un seul Etat pourrait entrainer l'echec de cet 
organe. II est, d'autre part, absolurnent extra
ordinaire de prevoir, avant meme que les t ermes 
du traitc soient connus, qu'une ratification 
unanime sera necessaire. Pareille disposition ne 
pourrait assurer que l'echec de l'organe. 

La delegation de l'URSS . ne peut pas accepter 
une formule aussi creuse et aussi confuse que celle 
qui est proposee dans le projet de resolution 
beige. Son imprecision a oblige le representant 
de la Belgique a recourir a une dialectique obscure 
pour essayer de repondre aux questions du 
representant de la Syrie. II a declare qu'il ne 
pouvait pas comprendre ce qu'on entendait par 
reduction d'un tiers et il a affirme qu'il serait 
possible d'augmenter les armements apres l'annee 
au cours de laquelle aura etc effectuee Ia reduction 
d'un tiers. On n'a pu enoncer pareille absurdite 
que pour obscurcir le probleme, car les arguments 
du representant de Ia Belgique ne resist ent pas 
a l'examen. Le principe sur lequel repose Ia 
proposition beige est inapplicable ct inacceptable. 
On a glisse sur les dispositions visant .a. c:eer 
un orgunc de controle, on ne les a pas prec1sees ; 
il en a etc de meme pour les rapports entre cet 
organc et le Conseii de securitc. L c projet de 
resolution beige ne presente aucun clement 
concrct. Bien qu'il mentionne le controle et Ia 
publication de renseignements, il nc donne 
aucune indication sur la maniere d'y proceder. 
Un pareil tcxte ne peut etre acceptc que par. ceux 
dont les exigences politiques sont assez re stre.mtes~ 
tels que les Etats-Unis et le Royau~e-Um •. qm 
ant pretendu que le controle de l'energ1e atomique 
ou la reduction des armements sont inutiles. 

Par contre, le projet de resolution de l'URSS 
a fait naltre l'espoir chez les peuples du monde, 
qui veulent savoir pourquoi leurs representants 
s'opposent au contr&le et a la reduction des 
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armaments. Against this proposal no valid 
arguments had been advanced ; it had been 
greeted with slander and noise devoid of content. 
It was laughable to hear the representative of 
Belgium state that the Belgian proposal had been 
brought closer to the USSR draft resolution. The 
fact was that one group demanded the prohibition 
of the bomb while the other advocated main
taining the bomb. The USSR delegation rejected 
the identity which the Belgian representative was 
trying to establish between the two proposals. 
The USSR was seeking a viable basis for prohi
bition in the decisions of the General Assembly. 
Its principal objective was the prohibition of the 
atomic bomb ; this constituted a profound differ
ence between the USSR and the group opposed to 
its proposal. The good name of the USSR could 
not be used to camouflage the policy of main
taining the threat of the atomic bomb. 

The USSR draft resolution proposed the first 
step towards disarmament. No return to an 
armaments race could be considered. This 
proposal should be followed by other steps 
directed towards the complete disarmament which 
was referred to in the Charter. On the contrary, 
the Belgian draft resolution was devoid of 
substance. It provided no basis for a control 
system ; the USSR delegation insisted upon the 
establishment of such a system. 

At the 196th meeting, Mr. Osborn had tried to 
reach new heights of eloquence. He had raised 
the question of why an atmosphere of fear and 
mistrust pervaded the world. It required no 
imagination to guess what Mr. Osborn's own reply 
was. He had said that the policy of the USSR had 
changed after the end of the war and had created 
this lack of confidence. Mr. Vyshinsky recalled 
that on 25 September he had shown how the policy 
of the United States had changed at the end of 
the war from one of friendship and co-operation 
It seemed that when the support of the armed 
forces of the USSR ceased to be a decisive factor, 
it was permissible to throw dirt at it and its 
Government. 

Mr. Osborn had not stated in what way the 
policy of the USSR had changed. He had merely 
referred to a silly sensational article in the New 
York Times of 5 November which carried headlines 
to the effect that the USSR was calling for a world 
upnsmg. Obviously Mr. Osborn had not taken 
the trouble to check the sources of the article 
although this could easily have been done. It 
was taken from an article printed in the Bolshevik 
on 15 September, which could have been bought 
in Paris. The Times article was a distortion which 
bore no relation to the original and Mr. Osborn 
would be well advised to get an accurate trans
lation of the latter. 

The Times article gave an outline of the history 
of the theory of Marxism and Leninism and of the 
struggle of the Communist party, and proceeded 
to give an interpretation thereof. The article 
stated that Marxism and Leninism were revolu
tionary. This, however, wasscarcely a revelation 
for it had been common knowledge for a century, 
since the publication of the Communist Manifesto. 
It would appear that Mr. Osborn was just discov-

armements. On n'a presente aucun argument 
valable contre cette proposition ; on a oppose 
seulement des arguments calomnieux, tapageurs 
et denues de substance. Il est risible d'entendre 
le representant de la Belgique declarer que sa 
proposition s'est rapprochee du pro jet de resolution 
de l'URSS. Le fait est qu'un groupe de Puissances 
demande !'interdiction de la bombe, tandis 
qu'un autre groupe en preconise le maintien. La 
delegation de l'URSS n'admet pas cette identite 
que l'on vent etablir entre les deux projets de 
resolution. Elle recherche, dans les decisions 
de l' Assemblee generale, des elements dont on 
pourrait tirer parti pour etablir !'interdiction de 
la bombe. Son principal objectif est d'interdire 
la bombe atomique : voila la difference profonde 
entre la delegation de l'URSS et l'autre groupe 
de Puissances. II n'est pas permis de se servir 
du bon renom de l'URSS pour masquer une 
politique visant a perpetuer la menace de la 
bombe atomique. 

Le projet de resolution de l'URSS propose la 
premiere mesure qui menera au desarmement. 
On ne pent envisager un retour a la course aux 
armcments.- Cette proposition devra etre suivie 
d'::mtres mesures qui aboutiront au desarmement 
complet auquel il est fait allusion dans la Charte. 
Par contrc, le projet de resolution beige est creux. 
Il ne prevoit aucune base pour ce systeme de 
controle que la delegation de l'URSS demande 
avec insistance. 

M. Osborn a essaye, ala 196e seance, d'atteindre 
a de nouvelles cimes d'eloquence. Il a demande 
pourquoi une atmosphere de crainte et de mefiance 
n§gnait dans le monde. Il ne faut pas beaucoup 
d'imagination pour deviner la reponse de :VI. Osborn 
lui-meme. II a declare que la politique de l'URSS 
s'etait modifiee apres la fin de la guerre et avait 
cree ce manque de confiance. M. Vychinsky 
rappelle qu'il a montre, le 25 septembre, de quelle 
maniere les Etats-Unis ont, a la fin de la guerre, 
abandonne leur politique d'amitie et de colla
boration. Il semble que, lorsque le soutien des 
armees de l'URSS eut cesse d'etre un facteur 
decisif, on a trouve permis de couvrir de bone les 
troupes ct le Gouvernement de ce pays. 

M. Osborn n'a pas explique en quoi la politique 
de l'URSS s'est modifiee. Il a simplement fait 
allusion a un article sensationnel et ridicule 
paru dans le Ne"w York Times du 5 novembre. 
Le titre de cet article donnait a entendre que 
l'URSS recherchait !'insurrection mondiale. Sans 
aucun doute, M. Osborn n'a-t-il pas pris la p2ine 
de controler les sources de cet article, bien qu'il 
eut cte facile dele faire. L'oriD.:ine en est nn article 
paru dans le Bolcheuik du l5 septembre, qu'il 
aurait pu se procurer a Paris. L'article clu Times 
est unc falsification qui n'a aucun rapport avec 
!'original et M. Osborn cut mieux fait de se 
procurer une traduction exacte de !'article en 
auestion. 
• L'article du Times fait l'historique des theories 
de Marx et de Lenine, ainsi que de la lutte du 
parti communiste pour le pouvoir et poursuit en 
en donnant une interpretation. L'article declare 
que le marxisme et le leninisme sont revolu
tionnaires. Il est difficile de considerer cela comme 
une revelation, le fait etant connu depuis la 
publication, au siecle dernier, du Manifeste 
communiste. Il semble que M. Osborn soit en 



ering facts which were well-known to his grand
father. l\Ioreover it should be recalled that in 
1873 :Marx had disavowed Bakunin and the 
anarchists and expressed himself in favour of 
entry into parliamentary politics as training for the 
coming struggle. However, he had maintained 
that the liberation of the working classes could not 
be achieved by parliamentary methods. Thus the 
call to revolution 'vas no new thing, but an integral 
part of the theories of Marx and Engels. 

The Times article also observed that the methods 
being followed in the new democracies differed 
from those which had been used in the USSR. 
This could not fail to be true for, apart from the 
separation. in time of some 30 years, quite different 
circumstances prevailed. 

The article in the Bolshevik had outlined the 
century-old theory of proletarian revolt as well as 
the ideas of Lenin and Stalin. It warned that 
each country had to take its own conditions into 
account when moving towards Socialism. It 
pointed out that the procedures followed in the 
new democracies varied among those States and 
also differed from the methods followed in the 
USSR. The policy in present circumstances 
could not be one of assassinations in the anarchist 
manner but rather one of the progressive liberation 
of the working classes. \Vhen Mr. Osborn took 
up the Times interpretation the result was 
confusion. He had attempted to show that the 
USSR leaders wished to export revolution. 
Mr. Vyshinsky recalled the interview between 
Mr. Howard and Generalissimo Stalin of 1 March 
1936. At that time Mr. Howard had asked 
whether the USSR had abandoned the idea of 
world revolution. Generalissimo Stalin's reply 
was that such a purpose had never been enter
tained and any credence given to t he idea was 
based upon misunderstanding, since the idea of 
exporting revolution was nonsensical when any 
country which wanted a revolution could have one. 
Mr. Osborn could look up this interview if he 
wished and discover how wrong he was in alleging 
that the USSR leaders sought world revolution. 

The real reason for the mistrust and fear 
pervading t he world had already been dealt with 
by Mr. Vyshinsky. At the second session of 
the General Assembly, he had, on behalf on the 
USSR, raised the question of warmongering and 
the Assembly had unanimously adopted a reso
lution [ 110 (II)] condemning propaganda for a new 
war, especially that spread in the United States. 
Mr. Vyshinsky observed, however, that this 
propaganda had continued and the war psychosis 
which was being encouraged engendered dread and 
mistrust and prevented world co-operation. 

As an example of the continuing warmongering 
propaganda, Mr. Vyshinsky drew attention to an 
article appearing in Newsweek by General Kenney, 
head of the United States Air Forces. The article 
said that the United States had two kinds of 
weapons for its struggle with the number one 

train de ctecouvrir des faits que son grand-pere 
connaissait deja. II faut se rappeler en outre 
qu'en 1873 Marx avait desavoue Bakounine et 
les anarchistes et s'etait prononce en faveur de 
!'entree des communistes dans l'arene parle
mentaire pour les entrainer aux luttes futures. 
Cependant, il n'avait cesse de soutenir la these 
que la liberation du proletariat ne pouvait se 
realiser par des methodes parlementaires. L'appel 
a la revolution n'est done pas une nouveaute, 
mais fait partie integrante des theories de Marx 
et d'Engels. 

L'article du Times fait egalement remarquer 
que les methodes suivies dans les democraties 
nouvelles different de celles qui ont ete appliquees 
dans l'URSS. Cela est forcement vrai puisque. 
independamment d'un ecart d'environ 30 annees 
dans le temps, les circonstances etaient entie
rement differentes. 

L'article du Bolchevik expose la theorie, vieille 
d'un siecle, de la rcvolte proletarienne, ainsi que 
les idees de Lenine et de Staline. II avertit chaque 
pays que, dans sa marche vers le socialisme, il 
doit tenir compte de ses conditions d'existence 
particulieres. 11 signale que le processus de !'evo
lution vers le socialisme dans les democraties 
nouvelles varie suivant Ies pays et differe 
egalement des methodes de l'URSS. Dans les 
conj onctures actuelles, Ia politique a adopter 
ne saurait etre une politique d'assassinat a Ia 
maniere anarchiste, mais plutot une politique 
de liberation progressive des classes laborieuses. 
Lorsque M. Osborn essaie de r eprendre !'inter
pretation du Times, c'est la confusion. Il a voulu 
montrer que les dirigeants de l'URSS desira~ent 
fai re de la revolution un article d'exportahon. 
M. Vychinsky rappelle a ce sujet I'entrevue du 
premier mars 1936 entre lVI. Howard et le gene
ralissime Staline. A cette epoque, M. lloward 
avait demandc si l'URSS avait abandonne l'idee 
d'une revolution mondia~e. La reponse du gene
raliss ime Staline avait it~ que personne n'avait 
jamais nourri de t els desseins, que croire a. Ia 
possibilite de faire de la revolution Ull artJc]c 
d'exportation ne pouvait provenir que d'un~ 
meprise, et que cette idee etait ridicule en SOl 
puisque chaquc pays, s'il le desire, est a meme 
de faire sa proprc revolution. M. Osborn p~ut 
verifier la teneur de cctte entrevue s'il en a env1e ; 
il decouvrira alors a quel point il se trompe en 
pretendant que Ies dirigeants de l'URSS cherchent 
a dcclencher la revolution mondiale. 

M. Vychinsky a deja parle des causes veritables 
de la mefiance 'et de la crainte qui pesent sur ~e 
monde. A la deuxieme session de l' Assernblee 
gcnerale, il a, au nom de l'URSS, pose le problem~ 
de !'incitation a Ia aucrre et l' Assemblee a ado pte 
a l'unanimite un~ resolution [110 (II)] co~
damnant la propagande bclliciste, tout par~l
culierement celle qui existe aux Etats-Um,s. 
M. Vychinsky~signalc que cette propagande n a 
point cesse et 'que cette psychose de guer~e que 
l'on encourage engendre la crainte et la mefiance 
et empeche toute cooperation mondiale. 

Comme exemple de cette propagande ?elliciste 
incessante, M. Vychinsky signale un article_ P?ru 
dans Newsweek so us la signature ~u genc~al 
Kenney, chef des forces aeri~nnes de~ Etats:U~IS. 
Cet article declare que 1es Etats-Ums ont a lvur 
disposition deux sortes d'armes pour la lutte 
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enemy (that is, the USSR) : its strategic air force 
and the atomic bomb. General Kenney believed 
that mass bombing was not only too costly but also 
unnecessary, as a single aircraft carrying one 
atomic bomb could achieve the same results. 
General Kenney then dealt with the real issue and 
said that aircraft could leave Britain in groups 
of two or three and slip into Russia at the 
height of 35,000 feet heading for Moscow. 
Mr. Vyshinsky pointed out that no journals or 
responsible statesmen in the USSR had proposed 
that USSR aircraft should steal into the United 
States at high altitudes and concentrate on New 
York. On the other hand the fact that the 
United States was preparing a new Pearl Harbor 
for the USSR was being proclaimed to the whole 
world by General Kenney. This General had 
selected further targets in European Russia such 
as Leningrad, Kiev and Odessa, not ing that the 
main resources of the USSR were still in this 
area although a great deal of industry was known 
to have been moved east of the Ura!s. 

General Kenney was far from being the only 
example. There were many other prominent men 
in the United States, including past and present 
high officers in the armed forces, who wrote on the 
same theme. In the USSR a man like General 
Kenney would be considered insane and treated 
accordingly. Nevertheless, it was claimed that the 
USSR was fomenting a new war. However, when 
the USSR had protested that General Kenney's 
article constituted a violation of the General 
Assembly resolution 10 (II) the reply had been 
given that the press of the United States was free. 
It would appear that the application of freedom 
was selective. \Varmongers were given free rein 
but men were put behind bars for writing anti
fascist articles or criticizing racial discrimination. 

To the question what was the cause of fear in 
the world, the USSR answered : the war propa
ganda of the United States and its systematic 
;preparation of plans to bring war to the soil of the 
USSR. These plans fortunately would fail for, 
.as Generalissimo Stalin had said, the peace
~oving forces of the world were too strong to 
allow Churchill and his warmongering minions to 
prevail. 

With regard to European problems, Mr. McNeil 
had said that the United Kingdom had never 
violated its obligations in connexion with Berlin. 
Mr. Vyshinsky pointed out that such violations 
were the cause of the present unrest in France: 
the Ruhr had been restored to Germany in viola
tion of the promises made to the United Kingdom's 
own allies. Such conduct offered no foundation 
for confidence and displayed a remarkable dis
regard for agreements. The fate of other agree
ments such as those of Postdam, Yalta, and the 
Agreement on capitulation of Germany might 
usefully be examined for further examples of 
breaches. Although France was now complain
ing of the' violation of the agreement of 5 June 
1945, it was only being punished for having assisted 

contre l'ennemi numero un (c'est-a-dire l'URSS): 
leurs forces aeriennes strategiques et la bombe 
atomique. Le general Kenney estimc que des 
bombardements massifs sont non seulement 
trop couteux, mais qu'ils sont egalement inutiles, 
puisque les memes resultats peuvent etre obtenus 
par un seul appareil porteur d?une seule bombe 
atomique. Puis, allant droit au fait, le general 
Kenney dit que les appareils peuvent quitter la 
Grande-Bretagne par groupes de deux ou trois, 
penetrer en Russie a une altitude de 12,000 metres 
et se diriger sur Moscou. M. Vychinsky signale 
qu'aucun journal, et qu'aucun homme d'Etat 
responsable en URSS, n'a jamais propose que 
des appareils sovietiques penetrent au-dessus 
du territoire des Etats-Unis a haute altitude, 
pour se concentrer sur New-York. Ainsi done, 
le general Kenney proclame au monde entier 
que les Etats-Unls prcparent a l'URSS un nouveau 
Pearl Harbor. II designe d'autres objectifs en 
Russie d'Europe, tcls que Leningrad, Kiev et 
Odessa, faisant remarquer que les ressources 
principales de l'URSS se trouvent encore dans ce 
secteur, bien qu'une partie importante du potentiel 
industriel de l'URSS ait ete deplacee a l'est de 
l'Oural. 

Le cas du general Kenney est loin d'etre isole. 
Bien d'autres personnalites americaines eminentes, 
parmi lesquelles des hommes ayant occupe, ou 
occupant encore, des grades eleves dans l'armee, 
ecrivent sur le meme theme. En URSS, un 
homme comme le general Kenney serait considere 
comme un fou et traite en consequence. Et 
pourtant, on accuse l'URSS de fomenter nne 
nouvelle guerre ; et lorsque l'URSS proteste et 
declare que l'article du general Kenney constitue 
une violation de la resolution 110 (II) de 
l'Assemblee generale, on repond que la presse 
est libre aux Etats-Unis. II semble que cette 
Iiberte ne s'applique que dans certains cas. On 
accorde toute latitude aux incitateurs ala guerre, 
mais on emprisonne ceux qui ecrivent des articles 
contre le fascisme ou s'elevent contre la discri
mination raciale. 

On se demande ce qui fait na1tre la crainte 
qui regne actuellement dans le monde ; l'URSS 
repond ; c'est la propagande belliciste americaine, 
c'est la preparation systematique par les Etats
Unis de plans destines a apporter la guerre a 
l'URSS. Heureusement, ces plans echoueront ; 
en effet, comme le generalissime Staline l'a dit, 
les forces pacifiques du monde sont trop fortes 
pour permettre le triomphe de Churchill et de sa 
clique. 

En ce qui concerne les problemes europeens, 
M. McNeil a affirme que Je Royaume-Uni n'avait 
jamais viole ses engagements relatifs a Berlin. 
Le Royaume-Uni, estime M. Vychinsky, a violt~ 
les promesses faites a ses allies, lorsque la Ruhr 
a ete rendue a l'Allemagne ; ces violations 
expliquent !'inquietude qui regne actucllement en 
France. Une telle attitude est pen faite pour 
inspirer Ia confiance et trahit un mepris des 
accords tout a fait frappant. On trouverait bien 
d'autres exemples de violation, en examinant de 
quelle maniere ont ete traites des accords comme 
ceux de Potsdam, de Yalta, et l'accord relatif a 
la capitulation de l'Allemagne. La France sc 
plaint que l'accord du 5 juin 1945 ait ete viole 
mais elle a elle-meme participe a la violation 



in the violation of other agreements. It was this 
irresponsible attitude toward international com
mitments which was undermining international 
confidence. 

l\Ir. Osborn had stated that the USSR had 
placed obstacles in the way of concluding a peace 
treaty with Germany. But why did he not admit 
that it was the \Vestern:Powers which were respon
sible for the failure to agree upon the peace 
treaties ? At the London Conference, Mr. Molotov 
had snbmitted a concrete proposal for an 
immediate settlement and the establishment of 
a single democratic government for the whole of 
Germany in accordance with the Potsdam Agree
ment. However, as the French newspaper 
L 'A ube had stated at the time, the three Western 
Governments had contravened the Potsdam 
Agreement by trying to set up a separate govern
ment for the western zones of Germany in order 
to countc:--balance the influence of the USSH. 

The \Vestern Po\\'ers had also prevented the 
COilclusion of a peace treaty with Japan by reject
ing the undertaking in the Four-Power Agree
ment -:_hat the preliminary preparation of peace 
settlements should be entrusted to the Council 
of Foreign l\Iinisters and by calling for the imme
diate convening of a conference of 11 Powers. 
The USSR did not object to an 11-Power confer
ence! but insisted that the preliminary work 
should be entrusted to the Council of Foreign 
Ministers. Mr. Osborn was completely wrong 
in saying that it was the USSR which had pre
vented the peace settlements. The USSR desired 
their conclusion because it recognized that the 
peace treaties were essential for the establishment 
of international confidence and trust. The respon
sibility for the absence of those treaties must 
be borne by the \Vcstern Powers which had 
refused to carry out their previous agreements 

Mr. Osborn had asserted that it was absurd to 
declare that the United States desired to attack 
the USSR. If he was referring to the American 
people, that was true, as the American people 
doubtless were not in fr.:.vour of such a reckless 
scheme. Mr. Vyshinsky recalled, however, that 
he had already adduced some evidence to show 
the inaccuracy of that assertion. As proof of 
the real desires of the United States, he could 
quote a great number of newspaper articles, but 
he contented himself wit h citing o;1e of them 
written by Mr. Lawrence, the science editor of 
the New York Times and published irr t hat 
newspaper on either 2 or 3 November. The 
writer urged an early attack on the USSR before 
it obtained possession of the atomic bomb and 
asser ted that the United States now possessed 
sufficient atomic bombs and long-range bombing 
aircraft to enable it to deal fatal blows at each 
of the 40 cities of the USSR with a population 
of more than 200,000. In preparation for such 
action, the writer- further urged that immediate 
steps be taken to prepare the peoples of the 
United States and Western Europe both ideolo
gically and psychologically for such aggress~on . 

l\fr. Osborn had asserted that the USSR did 
not have free elections and had drawn a compa
rison with the United States in that regard. 

d'autres accords, et elle en subit maintenant 
les consequences. C'est ce manque de respect 
pour les engagements internationaux qui sape 
la confiance dans le monde. 

M. Osborn a declare que l'URSS avait dresse 
des obstacles a la conclusion du traite de paix 
avec 1' Allemagne. Pourquoi n'a-t-il done pas 
reconnu que ce sont les Puissances occidentales 
qui sont responsables du desaccord au sujet des 
traites de paix ? A la conference de Londres, 
M. Molotov a presente nne proposition concrete 
en vue d'un r eglemcnt immediat et de la creation 
d'un Gouvernement democratique unique pour 
!'ensemble de I'Allemagne, conformement a 
!'Accord de Potsdam. Or, comme on a pule lire 
a l' epoque dans le journal fran<;ais L'Aube, les 
trois Gouvernements occidentaux ont viole cet 
accord en tentant de creer un gouvernement 
separe pour les trois zones occidentales de l'Alle
magne, en vue de contrebalancer !'influence 
de l'URSS. 

Les Puissances occidcntales ont egalement fait 
obstacle a la conclusion du traite de paix avec 
le Japon en denon<;ant !'engagement qu'ils 
avaient pris par !'accord des quatre Puissances 
de confier au Conseil des ministres des Afiaires 
etrangeres les travaux preliminaires ala conclusion 
du traite de paix, et en demandant la convocation 
immediate d'une conference de 11 Puissances. 
L'URSS ne voit pas d'objection a ce que l'on 
convoque cette conference, mais elle pretend que 
c'est au Conseil des ministres des Afiaires etran
geres qu'il faut confier les travaux preparatoires. 
M. Osborn est totalement dans I'erreur lorsqu'il 
declare que l'URSS s'est opposee a la conclusion 
des traites de paix. L'URSS souhaite la conclusion 
de ces traites parce qu'elle sait qu'ils sont indis
pensables pour retablir la con fiance internationale. 
Les Puissances occidentales, qui ont refuse de 
respecter leurs engagements anterieurs, sont 
seules responsables de ce que rien n'ait encore 
ete fait. 

M. Osborn a affirme qu'il etait absurde de 
dire que Ies Etats-Unis veulent attaquer l'URSS. 
S'il voulait parler du peuple americain, il avait 
certainement raison, car il est evident que le 
peuple americain n'est pas partisan d'un plan 
aussi insense. M. Vychinsky rappelle qu'il a 
deja donne quelques preuves de la faussete de 
cette affirmation. Comme preuve des veritables 
dcsseins des Etats-Unis, on pourrait citer un grand 
nombre d'artides de journaux. M. Vychinsky se 
contentera de citcr un article de l\1. Lawrence, 

I rech cteur scicntifique du New York Times. Cet 
article a paru le 2 ou le 3 novembre. M. Lawrence 
recommande d'attaquer l'URSS sans tarder, 
avant que ce pays possede la bombe atomique, et 
il affirme que les Etats-Unis ont actuellement un 
stock suffisant de bombes atomiques et disposent 
d'un assez grand nombre de bombardiers a grand 
rayon d'action pour pouvoir porter des coups 
terribles a chacune des 40 villes de l'URSS dont 
la population depasse 200.000 habi~ants: :f:'auteur 
preconise egalement des mesures 1mmed1~tes en 
vue de preparer les peuples des Etats-Ums et de 
!'Europe occidentale, tant ideologiquement que 
psychologiquement, a cette agression. 

M. Osborn a affirme que Ies elections ne sont 
pas libres en URSS et il a fait_ a cet egard une 
comparaison avec les Etats-Ums. II semble que 
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Apparently, although he had been Chief of the 
United States Propaganda Service, Mr. Osborn 
was not very well informed of the situation in the 
USSR. He should read the USSR Constitution 
and the newspaper reports relating to elections 
in the USSR. Like the United States, the USSR 
had two houses of Parliament, the House of 
Soviets, and the House of Nationalities, whose 
members were elected by direct and universal 
sufirage. To express their devotion and respect 
to their leaders, the people of the USSR flocked 
to the polls by hundreds of thousands. They 
were not dispersed and attacked by the police 
as in certain other countries. To criticize the 
manner in which elections were held in the USSR 
as Mr. Osborn had done, \Yas to demonstrate 
either political naiveti or very great ignorance. 

The United States representative had also 
asserted that his country 'vas taking special 
measures to strengthen world confidence and 
promote peace. \Vhat were those measures, 
Mr. Vyshinsky asked. It was difficult to place 
such an interpretation on United States policy 
after hearing the speeches of its representatives, 
after its refusal to reduce armaments and in the 
light of the discussion which was going on in the 
United States around the atomic bomb. The 
attempt was being made to camouflage the 
aggressive nature of United States policy by 
statements to the effect that the USSR was 
preparing for aggression ; those assertions were 
nothing but fairy tales. It was impossible to 
find a single statement by any leader of the USSR 
to prove that the latter was interested in anything 
other than peaceful reconstruction after four 
years of war againstHitleriteGermany. Mr.Vysh
insky denied the statement of the United King
dom representative that the USSR Government 
was scaring its people with the spectre of war. 
As Generalissimo Stalin had said, the tremendous 
efforts which were being made by certain people 
to incite to a new war were a complete fiasco 
becau~e the forces of public opinion which desired 
peace were much mightier than and would prevail 
over the forces of reaction and aggression. Far 
from cre~ting the fear of war, the Government 
of the USSR informed its people of the efforts 
which were being made by other States to create 
a war scare. How could the USSR be accused 
of not seeking armaments reduction when that 
was precisely what it wanted? And how could 
it be said that there had been no demobilization 
in the USSR when account was taken of the 
Governmental decrees which Mr. Vyshinsky had 
cited ? 

Mr. Vyshinsky criticized the figures which the 
United States reoresentative had adduced in his 
comoarison of tl1e military expenditures of the 
USSR and the United States. Mr. Osborn had 
asserted that the USSR spent 17 per cent of its 
national income on the military budget as com
pared \vith 6 per cent of the national income of 
the United States. He had endeavoured to 
justify his thesis by arguing that the USSR 
Government budget and the national income 
were one and the same thing. In fact, they 
were quite different. If one compared national 
armament expenditures on the basis of the budget 
alone, it would be seen that the USSR devoted 

M. Osborn ne soit pas tres bien informe de ce qui 
se passe en URSS, bien qu'il ait ete le chef du 
service de propagande des Etats-Unis. Il devrait 
prendre connaissance de la constitution de l'URSS 
et lire les informations de presse concernant les 
elections dans ce pays. Le Parlement de l'URSS, 
tout comme celui des Etats-Unis, se compose de 
deux Chambres, le Soviet de l'Union et le Soviet 
des nationalites, dont les membres sont elus 
au suffrage universe! et direct. Pour exprimer 
leur devouement et leur respect envers leurs 
chefs, les habitants de l'URSS vont aux urnes 
par centaines de milliers. Ils ne vont pas attaques 
et disperses par la police comme dans certains 
autres pays. Critiquer Ia maniere dont les elections 
ont lieu en URSS, comme l'a fait M. Osborn, 
temoigne de na'ivete politique ou d'une tres 
grande ignorance. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a egalement 
declare que son pays prenait des dispositions 
speciales en vue de raffermir la confiance dans 
le monde et favoriser le retablissement de la 
paix. Quelles sont done ces mesures ? demande 
M. Vychinsky. Il est difficile de les trouver dans 
la politique des Etats-Unis, lorsqu'on a entendu 
les discours des representants de ce pays, lorsqu'on 
constate que ce pays a refuse une reduction des 
armements, et lorsqu'on assiste aux discussions 
dont la bombc atomique fait l'objet aux Etats
Unis. Toutes les tentativcs faites pour dissimuler 
le caractere agressif de la politique des Etats-Unis 
en pretendant que l'URSS se prepare a l'agression 
relevent de la fantaisie. On ne saurait invoquer 
aucune declaration des chefs de l'URSS qui 
prouve que ce pays s'interesse a autre chose 
qu'a une reconstruction pacifique necessaire 
a pres une guerre de quatre ans contre l' Allemagne 
hitlerienne. l\1. Vychinsky refute !'argument du 
representant du Royaume-Uni selon lequcl le 
Gouvernement de l'URSS agite devant son peuple 
l'epouvantail de la guerre. Comme l'a declare le 
generalissime Staline, lcs efforts considerables 
de certains en vue de fomenter une nouvelle 
guerre sont un fiasco complet, car la volonte de 
paix de l'opinion publique est bien plus forte, 
et triomphera des forces de la reaction et de 
l'agression. Loin de faire craindre a son peuple 
une autre guerre, le Gouvernement de l'URSS 
lui montre les efl'orts deployes par d'autres 
Etats pour susciter cette psychose de guerre. 
Comment peut-on rcprochcr a l'URSS de ne pas 
vouloir une reduction des armemcnts alors que 
c'est precisement ce qu'elle demande ? Comment 
peut-on pretendre qu'il n'y a pas eu de demo
bilisation en URSS, si l'on a eu connaissance des 
decrets gouvernemcntaux cites par :NI. Vychinsky? 

JVI. Vychinsky conteste les chiffres que le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis a cites lorsqu'il a comp~re 
le budget militaire de l'URSS a crlui des Etats
Unis. M. Osborn a affirme que l'URSS consacrait 
17 pour 100 de son revenu national aux depenscs 
miiitaires alors que le budget militaire des 
Etats-Unis representait 6 pour 100 du revcnu 
national. Le representant des Etats-Unis s'est 
effcrce de justifier son argument en pretendant 
que le budget gouvernemental et le revenu national 
de l'URSS sont la meme chose. En rcalite, il y a 
une grande difference entre les deux. Si l'on 
compare, uniquement du point de vue du budget, 
les credits prevus pour l'armement national, on 
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,nnly 17 per cent of its budget to armaments while 
the United States spent 36 per cent for military 
purposes. 

The United States representative had reproach
ed l\lr. Vyshinsky for accusing Mr. Austin of 
following the example set by the State Depart
ment when it published the false compendium of 
Nazi-Soviet relations. What Mr. Vyshinsky had 
in fact said was that Mr. Austin had cited an 
animportant document, of which there were 
thousands in existence, and had attempted to 
treat it as a document of historical importance. 
Mr. Austin had followed the example of the State 
Department in distorting the significance of the 
document. 

lllr. Vyshinsky then turned to the statement of 
the United Kingdom representative. Mr. McNeil 
had been quite incorrect when he had attempted 
to deny the existence of a preliminary unofficial 
agreement between the six neutral States and the 
USSR on the Berlin question. That agreement 
had resulted from the informal conversations 
~onducted between the USSR representa
tive and the President of the Security Council, 
2\Ir. Bramuglia, acting on behalf of the neutral 
States. The USSR representative had suggested a 
draft resolution to be submitted to the Security 
C:ouncil which would have broken the deadlock 
which had been reached and paved the way for 
co-operation. Two amendments had been 
suggested to the draft resolution, one of which had 
been accepted by the six neutral States but had 
been rejected by the United States and the 
United Kingdom. By that rejection, the two 
last-named States had wrecked the agreement. 
Mr. McNeil had therefore no justification in 
asserting that there had been no agreement. Had 
the United States and the United Kingdom 
accepted the draft of sub-paragraph 2 (c) of the 
draft resolution which said that paragraphs (a) 
and (b) should be put into effect by 20 November 
1948, the resolution would have been adopted 
without any difficulty in spite of the USSR belief 
that discussion of the Berlin question by the 
Security Council was a violation of international 
agreement. 

Mr. McNeil had accused the USSR of intran
sigence because it had rejected the working plan 
submitted by the Atomic Energy Commission, 
although it had been accepted by the majority 
of the Committee. But was it surprising that the 
USSR sometimes rejected majority decisions in 
view of the support which the Western Powers 
were able to count upon from the Marshall Plan 
States as well as the States of the Western Union ? 
\Vas it surprising that the majority of the Com
mittee often endorsed the proposals of the United 
States and the United Kingdom ? The USSR 
opposed the majority plan for atomic energy 
control because, as Professor Blackett had pointed 
·out, the international control organ, which it 
provided for, would be nothing more than an 
international espionage organization acting in the 
interests of the Western Powers which were 
assured of majority control over it. The USSR 
could not accept an organ taking its orders from 
the majority bloc which was so unfriendly towards 
the USSR that it had excluded the representatives 
of the eastern European States from all the leading 
offices in the organs of the General Assembly. 

constatera qu'ils representent 17 pour 100 du 
budget de l'URSS et 36,1 pour 100 du budget 
des Etats-Unis. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a reproche a 
M. Vychinsky d'avoir accuse M. Austin de suivre 
l'exemple du Departement d'Etat qui avait 
publie un resume falsifie des relations entre 
l'Allemagne et l'URSS. M. Vychinsky a dit en 
realite queM. Austin avait cite un document sans 
importance, comme il en existe des milliers, en 
tentant de le presenter comme un document 
d'importance historique. M. Austin a imite le 
Departement d'Etat en donnant a ce document 
une valeur qu'il n'avait pas. 

Passant a Ia critique de la declaration du repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, M. Vychinsky declare 
que M. McNeil s'est trompe du tout au tout en 
contestant qu'il y ait eu accord officieux prealable 
entre les six Etats neutres et l'URSS sur la 
question de Berlin. Cet accord etait intervenu 
a la suite de pourparlers officieux entre le repre
sentant de l'URSS, d'une part, et le President 
du Conseil de securite, M. Bramuglia, agissant 
pour le compte des Etats neutres, d'autre part. 
Le representant de l'URSS avait propose un 
projet de resolution a soumettre au Conseil de 
securite, ce qui aurait permis de sortir de !'impasse 
en ouvrant la voie a la collaboration. Deux 
amendements a ce projet de resolution ont ete 
proposes ; l'un d'eux a ete accepte par les six 
Etats neutres, mais les Etats-Unis et le Royaume
Uni l'ont rejete, reduisant ainsi !'accord a neant. 
M. McNeil a done tort d'affirmer qu'il n'y a pas 
eu d'accord. Si les Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni 
avaient accepte le texte de l'alinea 2 c) du projet 
de resolution, qui stipulait que les alineas a) 
et b) devaient etre mis en vigueur le 20 novembre 
1948 au plus tard, la resolution eut alors ete 
adoptee sans aucune difficulte, bien que l'UR~S 
estimat qu'en discutant de la question de Berlm, 
le Conseil de securite violait les accords inter
nationaux. 

Pour avoir rejete le plan de travail prop?se 
par la Commission de l'energie atomique, bie~ 
que Ia majorite de la Commission l'eut accepte, 
l'URSS se voit accusee d'intransigeance par 
M. McNeil. Qu'y a-t-il de surprenant a c~ gu.e 
l'URSS rejette parfois les decisions de Ia maJonte, 
alors que les Puissances occidentales peuvent 
compter sur l'appui des Etats benet1ciaires du 
Plan Marshall, en particulier des Etats Membres 
de l'Union occidentale ? Qu'y a-t-il de surpren~nt 
a ce que la majorite de la Commission sou~cnve 
souvent aux propositions des Etats-Ums et 
du Royaume-Uni ? Si l'URSS s'oppose a.u. plan 
de controle de l'energie atomique precomse par 
la majorite, c'est que, comme l'a fait remar.quer 
le Professeur Blackett, l'organisme internatiOnal 
de controle que prevoit ce plan ne serait pas a~tre 
chose qu'une organisation internationale d'espwn: 
nage au profit des Puissances occidentales, q~I 
sont assurees d'y detenir la majorite, done d Y 
faire la loi. L'URSS ne peut pas accepter un orga: 
nisme ainsi domine par le bloc majoritai~e? ~u,1 

est si hostile a l'URSS qu'il n'a pas hes1te a 
exclure les representants des Etats d'Europe 
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The USSR could not agree to a concept of atomic 
control which would give the Western majority 
complete mastery over its national economy. 

True international co-operation, said Mr. 
V_yshi~sky, was based not on the political 
d1ctahon of the majority or minority but on 
decisions agreed to by both. It was in the spirit 
o-f such co-operation that the USSR, with a popu
lation of 200 million citizens, accepted equal voting 
power with little Yemen. All States were to be 
respected equally by the United Nations regardless 
of their size. 

Mr. :McNeil had indulged in a long dissertation 
on the meaning of the Convention for the prohi
bition of the use of toxic gases in warfare. In spite 
of all his arguments, there could be no doubt that 
the Convention had been successful and toxic 
gases had been eliminated from warfare. ·why 
then was it not possible to conclude a similar 
con vcntion for the prohibition of atomic bombs ? 
Toxic gases had been abolished because of the 
horror in which their use was universally held. 
\Vas not the use of the atomic bomb a still greater 
horror ? The Belgian representative had 
distorted the problem by suggesting that it was 
not merely a question of prohibiting the utili
zation of atomic energy for war but of controlling 
its production and management. It was not the 
production of toxic gases which had been prohi
bited but their military use, for some toxic gases, 
like atomic energy, were used for peaceful purposes. 
Thus, there was a complete analogy between the 
t.wo problems and there was no reason why there 
should not be a convention for the prohibition of 
atomic bombs without limiting the use of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes. 

The United Kingdom representative had also 
dealt with the problem of armaments reduction. 
Mr. Vyshinsky rejected Mr. McNeil's assertion 
that the USSR had not demobilized. Appar
ently, Mr. McNeil's information was false. 
Mr. Vyshinsky cited the demobilization decree of 
5 February 1947 which was pubJished in all the 
USSR newspapers, and which dealt with the 
demobilization of certain age groups. There 
were also later decrees such as the one in 
February 1948, which was published in the news
papers of 16 :March, and which dealt with demobili
zation of all the age groups which had been under 
arms during the war. As evidence of the extent 
to which the armed forces of the USSR had been 
reduced, the decree stated that the USSR Army 
would· consist henceforth of only two basic age 
groups, those of 1946 and 1947. Any attempt to 
deny the facts thus established could only be 
characterized as propaganda. The representa
tives of the United Kingdom and the United 
States had asserted that the strength of the USSR 
armed forces amounted to four million men.lfthey 
knew the exact figure, as they insisted, then what 
need was there to ask the USSR to publish 
figures ? The USSR would submit official data 

orientale de tous es postes directeurs dans les 
organes de I' Assemblee generale. L'URSS ne 
peut pas admettre qu'on conc;.oive le contrflle de 
l'energie atomique d'une maniere qui permettrait 
une main-mise compH~te de la majorite oc:cidentale 
sur son economic nationale. 

Une collaboration internationale reelle se fonde, 
non sur la dictature politique de Ja majorite 
ou de la minorite, mais sur des decisions prises 
d'un commun accord par les deux. C'est parce 
qu'elle envisage ainsi la collaboration que l'URSS 
dont Ia population atteint 200 millions de citoyens, 
accepte d'Ctre mise, du point de vue du droit de 
vote, sur le meme plan que le yemen, qui est un 
petit Etat. Tous les Etats, quelle que soit Jenr 
importance, doivent jouir d'une egaleconsideratkm 
au sein de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

M. McNeil a longuement disserte sur Ia portee 
de la Convention qui interdit l'emploi des gaz 
asphyxiants en temps de guerre. Or, quoi qu'il 
puisse dire, il ne fait aucun doute que cette 
convention a atteint son but et que les gaz 
asphyxiants n'ont plus ete employes dans la 
guerre. Dans ces conditions, qu'est-ce qui empeche 
de conclure une convention analogue, qui inter
dirait I'emploi des bombes atomiques ? Si les 
gaz asphyxiants ont ete abolis, c'est en raison 
de l'horreur universelle qu'inspirait leur emploi. 
Or, Ia bombe atomique n'est-elle pas d'un effet 
plus horrible encore ? Le representant de Ia 
Belgique a fausse le probleme en insinuant qu'il 
ne s'agissait pas simplement d'interdire l'emploi 
de l'encrgie atomique a des fins guerrieres, mais 
encore de controler sa production et son exploi
tation. Ce n'est pas la production des gaz 
asphyxiants qu'on a interdite, mais leur emploi 
pour la guerre, car certains gaz asphyxiants, 
tout comme I' energie atomique, sont egalement 
utilisables a des fins pacifiques. II y a ainsi 
analogie complete entre les deux problemes ; 
par consequent, il n'y a aucune raison de ne pas 
conclure une convention qui interdirait les bombes 
atomiques, sans limiter I' emploi de I' energie 
atomique a des fins pacifiques. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a egalement 
disscrte du probleme de la reduction des arme
ments. M. Vychinsky repousse !'allegation de 
M. McNeil, selon laquelle I'URSS n'aurait pas 
demobilise. Il semble bien que M. McNeil soit 
mal renseigne. M. Vychinsky cite en effet le 
decret de demobilisation du 5 fevrier 1947, portant 
demobilisation de certaines classes, decret que 
tous les journaux de l'URSS ont publie. 11 y a 
eu d'autres decrets, plus recents, tel que celui 
de fevrier 1948, portant demobilisation de toutes 
les classes qui ont fait la guerre ; celui-ci a paru 
dans les journaux du 16 mars. Pour montrer dans 
quelle mesure les forces armees de l'URSS ont 
ete reduites, M. Vychinsky signale que dorenavant, 
aux termes de ce decrct, l'armee de l'URSS se 
composera essentiellement de deux classes, les 
classes 1946 et 1947. Tenter de nier les faits ainsi 
etablis ne peut relever que d'une propagande 
systematique. Les representants du Royaume-Uni 
et des Etats-Unis affirment que les effectifs des 
forces armees de I'URSS se montent a quatre 
millions d'hommes. Si, comme ils le prctendent, 
ils connaissent les chiffres exacts, quel besoin 
ont-ils alors de demander a l'URSS de publier 
des chiffres ? L'URSS attendra, pour donner a 
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on its armed forces to the international control 
body when other States did likewise. He recalled 
that the Belgian representative had cast doubt on 
the reliability of the figures which the Govern
ments of the Western Powers included in their 
budgetary reports to their Parliaments. 

Mr. McNeil had asked for what purpose the 
USSR was maintaining its armed forces. 
:Mr. Vyshinsky considered that a satisfactory 
answer could be found in a book written by a 
number of leading United States experts dealing 
with the demobilization programme of that 
country. The book asserted that at present there 
were more than three million persons in the 
United States serving in the armed forces who 
formed the largest peace-time military forces that 
had ever existed in the history of their country. 

Mr. Vyshinsky also cast doubt on the United 
Kingdom representative's statement that the 
United Kingdom had progressed far on the road 
to demobilization. He recalled that on 
14 September, Mr. Morrison had announced in the 
House of Commons that the demobilization 
programme would be held up for a period of three 
3 months and that the number of effectives in the 
United Kingdom armed forces would be 18,000 
more at the end of 1948 than they would have been 
if the original demobilization plan had been 
implemented. In other words, the demobilization 
plan no longer existed. Mr. Morisson had also 
spoken on the need for a rapid increase in the 
auxiliary services and had announced that 
destroyers would be withdrawn from reserve and 
placed in active service, while the number of 
factory workers would be increased in order to 
double the production of certain weapons. There 
was also a question of the creation by the United 
Kingdom of a tremendous army in central and 
east Africa. Mr. Morrison had said that General 
Dimoulen who commanded the east African 
military units was anxious to create a large army 
out of the 17 million Africans of whom 200,000 had 
participated in the last war. It was also widely 
known that the United Kingdom Minister of 
War, Mr. Alexander, had declared in the House of 
Commons on 23 September that the British army 
would receive new kinds of equipment, and that 
new weapons and warships were being produced 
rapidly. He had announced that within the next 
few months the strength of the territorial army 
would be increased by at least 100,000. On the 
same day as Mr. Alexander had made his 
statement, Reuter's News Agency had announced 
from Italy that the British Naval Reserve was to 
be increased from 31,000 to 125,000 officers and 
men, in other words, an increase of 400 per cent. 

The foregoing figures constituted sufficient refu
tation of Mr. McNeil, charge that the USSR was 
engaged in warmongering. Mr. Vyshinsky 
asserted that the United Kingdom possessed a 
considerable number of warmongers, such as 
Mr. Churchill and Lord Vansittart, who were 
instigating military preparations for a new war. 
Not only did the United Kingdom Government 

l' organe de controle international des rensei
gnements officiels sur ses forces armees, que les 
autres Etats en fassent autant. A ce propos 
l' orateur ra ppelle que le representant de Ia 
Belgique a emis des doutes sur le credit qu'il y a 
lieu d'accorder aux chiffres figurant dans les 
comptes rendus budgetaires que les Gouver
nements des Puissances occidentales presentent 
a leurs Parlements respectifs. 

M. McNeil a demande dans quel but l'URSS 
maintenait ses forces armees. M. Vychinsky 
estime qu'une reponse adequate est fournie par un 
livre qui a ete ecrit par un certain nombre 
d'experts americains dont l'autorite est reconnue, 
livre qui traite du programme de demobilisation 
dans ce pays. II est dit dans ce livre qu'aux 
Etats-Unis l'armee compte actuellement plus 
de trois millions de personnes et que ce chiffre 
n'a jamais ete depasse en temps de paix. 

M. Vychinsky exprime egalement des doutes 
au sujet de Ia declaration faite par le representant 
britannique en ce qui concerne les progres 
accomplis par le Royaume-Uni dans la voie de 
Ia demobilisation. 11 rappelle que M. Morrison 
a annonce a la Chambre des Communes, le 
14 septembre, que la demobilisation serait 
suspendue pour une periode de trois mois et 
qu'a Ia fin de 1948 les effectifs des forces armees 
du Royaume-Uni depasseraient de 18.000 le 
chiffre prevu par le plan de demobilisation. En 
d'autres termes, ce plan n'existe plus. M. Morrison 
a egalement declare qu'il fallait augmenter 
rapidement les services auxiliaires ; il a annonce 
que des contre-torpilleurs places actuellement 
en reserve seraient de nouveau affectes au service 
actif, tandis que le nombre des ouvriers d'usine 
serait augmente afin de doubler la production de 
certaines armes. Il est egalement question de 
creer une formidable armee britannique en 
Afrique centrale et orientale. M. Morrison a 
declare que le general Dimoulen, qui commande 
les unites britanniques en Afrique orientale, 
desire recruter une importante force armee parmi 
les 17 millions d 'Africains dont 200.000 ont 
participe a Ia derniere guerre. On sait egalement 
que le Ministre de Ia guerre britannique, 
M. Alexander, a declare a Ia Chambre des 
Communes le 23 septembre, que l'armee britan
nique recevrait un nouveau type de materiel, 
et que la fabrication de nouvelles armes ~t ~a 
construction de navires de guerre se poursmvait 
a une cadence acceleree. II a annonce qu'au 
cours des mois prochains, les effectifs de l'a~ee 
territoriale seraient augmentes d'au m01~s 
100.000 hommes. Le jour oil M. Alexander a fait 
sa declaration, l'agence Reuter annon<;ait d'I~alie 
que la reserve navale britannique qui se chiffre 
actuellement a 31.000 marins et officiers doit ~tre 
portee a 125.000 marins et officiers ; en .d'autres 
termes, il s'agit d'une augmentation de 
400 pour 100. . 

Les chiffres que M. Vychinsky vient de ~Iter 
suffisent amplement a refuter les declaratiOnS 
de M. McNeil, qui accuse l'URSS d'inciter a I~ 
guerre. M. Vychinsky declare que le Royaume-Um 
possede un nombre considerable de faute~rs de 
guerre tels que M. Churchill e~ Lo~d Vansitt;art, 
qui incitent le Gouvernement a fmre des prepa
ratifs militaires en vue d'une nouvelle guerre. 
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camouflage the activities of those people, it 
participated in their work. Mr. Vyshinsky 
recalled that, at the second session of the Assembly, 
he had named nine leading warmongers, including 
Mr. Dulles. If necessary, he could name eighteen 
additional warmongers in the United Kingdom. 

Mr. McNeil had asked the meaning of the 
proposal for reduction of armaments by one
third and whether it included war potential. 
Mr. Vyshinsky replied that the USSR proposal 
was intended to cover all the armed forces. Once 
the proposal had been adopted, the related 
technical questions could be settled. The proposal 
allowed a whole year in which to find a solution 
for them. It was useless to raise the technical 
problems at the present time or to ask what was 
the strength of national armed forces. The nature 
of the information which would have to be 
provided required study by expert statisticians. 
When the time came, the USSR would provide 
information simultaneously with other Powers. 
It was only necessary for delegations to show good 
faith and all the questions connected with the 
proposal would be solved at the proper time. 
Mr. Vyshinsky considered that the date of the 
adoption of the USSR draft resolution would be a 
great day in the annals of history. 

Mr. Vyshinsky replied to Mr. McNeil's remarks 
relating to the restriction of movement of foreign 
diplomats in the USSR and to radio propaganda 
said to be indulged in by the latter. How could 
Mr. McNeil speak of the rights of diplomats when 
USSR diplomats in the United Kingdom were 
likely to be insulted, beaten, or even killed ? He 
recalled the murders of Mr. Voykov and 
Mr. Vorovsky, and incidents such as the one wnich 
took place on 1 November last when a crowd of 
30 or 40 people stood outside the USSR Embassy 
in London for 10 or 15 minutes and shouted abuse 
against the USSR. The police had not taken a 
single step to protect the honour of the USSR flag 
and its Embassy. It was well known that in 
certain countries, the USSR Embassies wer ebeing 
shot at by machine-guns from passing automobiles. 
\Vas that the manner in which to respect diplo
matic rights ? Mr. Vyshinsky also recalled that 
certain members of the United Kingdom and 
United States diplomatic services had abused the 
hospitality accorded to them by the USSR and 
had indulged in activities other than those that 
ought to be carried on by diplomats in friendly 
countries. 

In concluding his statement, the United King
dom representative had stated that the proposal 
for armaments reduction was unacceptable in 
substance. If that was true, it must be because 
reduction was incompatible with the purposes and 
plans of the United Kingdom. Mr. Vyshinsky 
wondered what were those purposes and plans 
which the United Kingdom had not mentioned. 
One of the arguments used against the USSR 
proposal was ~hatit did not provide for reduction 
on a sufficient scale. If that was the case, why 
did the Western States not accept a lesser degree 
of reduction as a preparation for fur ther steps ? 

Mr. Vyshinsky concluded by stating that 

Non seulement le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni 
camoufle l'activite de ces personnages, mais il y 
participe lui-meme. M. Vychinsky rappelle qu'au 
cours de la derniere session de l'Assemblce il 
avait nomme neuf des principaux fauteurs de 
guerre, parmi lesquels M. Dulles. S'il le faut, il 
peut en nommer dix-huit autres au Royaume-Uni. 

M. McNeil a demande queUe ctait Ia signification 
de la proposition tendant a n~duire les armements 
d'un tiers et il a egalement demande si cctte 
proposition s'appliquait au poten1iiel de guerre. 
M. Vychinsky repond que la proposition de l'URSS 
s'applique a toutes les forces armees. Une fois 
que Ia proposition aura ete adoptee, les questions 
techniques qui y ont trait pourront etre resolues. 
La proposition prevoit une annee pour les resoudre. 
II est inutile de soulever des problemes techniques 
a l'heure actuelle et de demander quels sont les 
effectifs des forces armees des differents pays. La 
nature des renseignements qui devront etre 
fournis necessite l'Ctude d'experts en matiere 
de statistiques. En temps voulu, l'URSS fournira 
des renseignements a ce sujet, en meme temps 
que les autres Puissances. II faut seulement que 
les delegations fassent preuve de bonne foi, et 
toutes les questions relatives a cette proposition 
seront resolues en temps utile. M. Vychinsky 
estime que le jour de }'adoption du projet de 
resolution de l'URSS sera une date importante 
dans les annales de l'histoire. 

M. Vychinsky replique aux declarations de 
M. McNeil, au sujet des restrictions a Ia liberte 
de mouvement imposees aux diplomates etrangers 
en URSS et a Ia propagande radiophonique a 
laquelle se livrerait ce pays. Comment M. McNeil 
peut-il parler des droits des diplomates lorsque 
des diplomates de l'URSS au Royaume-Uni 
risquent d'etre insultes, battus, et meme tues ! 
II rappelle l'assassinat de MM. Voykov etVorovsky 
ainsi que les incidents comme celui qui a eu lieu 
le 1 er novembre dernier, lorsqu'une foule de 30 
a 40 personnes se rassembla devant l'ambassade 
de l'URSS a Londres, et vocifera pendant 10 a 
15 minutes des insultes contre l'URSS. La police 
n'a rien fait pour proteger l'honneur du drapeau 
et de l'ambassade de l'URSS. Chacun sait que 
dans certains pays, les ambassades de l'URSS sont 
attaquees a Ia mitrailleuse par des voitures en 
marche. Est-ce ainsi que l'on respecte les droits 
des diplomates ? M. Vychinsky rappelle egalement 
que certains membres du service diplomatique 
du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis ont abuse 
de l'hospitalite qui leur avait ete accordee par 
l'URSS, et se sont livres a une activite incom
patible avec leur statut de diplomates envoyes 
dans un pays ami. 

Finalement, le representant du Royaume-Uni 
a declare que la proposition au sujet de la reduction 
des armements etait inacceptable quant au fond. 
Si cela est vrai, c'est que la reduction des 
armements est incompatible avec les buts et Ies 
plans du Royaume-Uni. M. Vychinsky se demande 
quels sont ces buts et ces plans, que le Royaume
Uni n'a pas mentionnes. Un des arguments 
avances contre Ia proposition de l'URSS est que 
Ia reduction prevue n'est pas suffisamment 
importante. Si tel est le cas, pourquoi les Et~ts 
occidentaux n'acceptent-ils pas cette reductiOn 
jugee insuffisante, en attendant que soient 
decidees de nouvelles reductions ? 
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adoption of the proposal for armaments reduction 
would be a historic decision welcomed by the 
peoples of the world. It would dissipate the 
fears of a new war and provide a foundation for 
future peaceful and amicable settlements. 

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY -NINTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday, 13 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

67. Continuation of the discussion on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments and armed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council : report of Sub-Committee 
12 (A/C.1f356/Rev.1) 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) declared that the proposal submitted 
by the Belgian delegation (A/C.l/SC.12/2) was 
utterly unacceptable. 

Certain delegations, which, like that of China, 
attempted to separate the question of the prohi
bition of atomic weapons from that of the 
reduction of conventional armaments were merely 
helping the United States to evade the first 
question. 

Mr. Rolin had referred to the experience he 
had gained at Geneva; however, since that 
" experience " had ended in complete failure, 
it could not but mislead Mr. Rolin and prevent 
him from seeing the problem as it was. 

The resolution which had been approved by 
Sub-Committee 12 (A/C.1f356jRev.l) was not 
a progressive measure ; it repudiated the prin
ciple of the prohibition of atomic weapons and 
of disarmament, and completely ignored the 
urgent necessity for concrete and realistic action 
which, in the interests of peace and security, 
must be taken to put a stop to the armaments 
race, to warmongering in the United States and 
certain other ~;ountries, and to the dangerous 
situation created as a result of the fact that 
the atomic bomb had not as yet been outlawed. 

Seventy-nine per cent of the total budget of 
the United States was to be used for military 
purposes; the United States was arming a 
number of other countries, and building military 
bases on foreign territory ; it had set up a joint 
military staff which included representatives of 
certain European Powers ; those were concrete 
facts which could not be concealed. Yet 
Mr. Osborn had attempted to conceal them by 
using one basis of comparison with respect to 
the United States military budget, and another 
for the military budget of the USSR, relating 

M. Vychinsky termine en declarant que 
!'adoption de Ia proposition sur la reduction des 
armements serait une decision historique qui 
serait favorablement accueillie par les peuples du 
monde en tier. Cette decision dissiperait les craintes 
d'une nouvelle guerre et constituerait une base 
de reglement des differends par des moyens 
pacifiques et amicaux. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 50. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT
DIX-NEUVIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 13 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

67. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des mernbres 
permanents du Conseil de securite : 
rapport de la Sous-Commissixn 12 
(A/C.1 /356 /Rev .1) 

M. MANOUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) declare que la proposition qui 
a ete presentee par la delegation de la Belgique 
(A/C. 1 JSC.l2f2) est absolument inacceptable. 

Certaines delegations, parmi lesquelles celle de 
la Chine, en cherchant a separer le probleme de 
!'interdiction de l'arme atomique de celui de la 
reduction des armements de type classique, ne 
visent en realite qu'a aider les Etats-Unis qui 
cherchent a eluder la premiere de ces deux 
questions. 

M. Rolin a parle a !'experience qu'il a acquise 
a Geneve. Mais c'est la une <<experience » qui, 
puisqu'elle a abouti a un fiasco complet, ne saurait 
qu'egarer M. Rolin et l'empecher de voir le 
probleme tel qu'il se pose. 

De fait, la resolution qui a ete approuvee par 
le Sous-Comite 12 (AjC.l/356/Rev.l) ne represente 
aucun pas en avant : elle renie les principes de 
!'interdiction de l'arme atomique et du desar
mement et constitue une meconnaissance totale 
de l'urgence qu'il y a a prendre des mesures 
concretes et realistes dans !'interet de ]a paix 
et de la securite, pour mettre fin a la course aux 
armements, a la propagande belliciste qui se 
dechaine aux Etats-Unis et dans un certain 
nombre d'autres pays, ainsi qu'a la situation 
dangereuse qui resulte du fait que la bombe 
atomique n'a pas encore ete mise hors la loi. 

Soixante-dix-neuf pour cent du budget total 
des Etats-Unis sont consacres aux depenses mili
taires ; les :Etats-Unis procedent a l'armement 
d'un certain nombrc d'autres Etats, a la consti
tution de bases en territoire etranger ; ils ont 
constitue un comite d'etat-major mixte, au sein 
duquel sont representees certaines Puissances 
europeennes : ce sont la trois ordres de fait abso
lument concrets et impossibles a dissimuler. 
II est vrai que M. Osborn a voulu dissimuler ce 
fait en employant une base d'evaluation di!f~
rente pour les budgets militair"-~ des Etats-Ums 
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the first to the national income of the United 
States and the second to the total national 
budget of the USSR. That was simply juggling 
with figures, yet that method, which the USSR 
delegation had already proved in Sub-Committee 
12 to be utterly misleading, was being used 
again in the First Committee. Thus the United 
States, for lack of valid arguments, was resorting 
to a systematic distortion of facts in order to 
conceal its race for armaments. Furthermore, 
how could the figure of 6 per cent mentioned by 
the United States representative, be reconciled 
with that of 79 per cent of the budget which, 
according to the President of the United States, 
represented the military expenditures of his 
country? 

It was no longer only warmongering, but a 
complex plan for concrete action by the ruling 
circles of the United States which the First 
Committee must not overlook lest it fail to carry 
out the very purpose for which it had been set up. 

In order to forestall the baleful consequences 
of the actions of the United States, the First 
Committee should adopt the resolution submitted 
by the USSR, which proposed concrete measures 
to end the armaments race ; the text was very 
specific, including percentages of reduction, the 
countries concerned and the time limit for the 
implementation of the reduction. Finding no 
real loopholes in the text, some had tried to 
claim difficulties in its application, and had 
attempted to shelve the resolution by requesting 
that complete military information should be 
submitted. It had been alleged that the USSR 
was trying to conceal the size of its military 
forces and that it had no real intention of putting 
its cards on the table. The very people, however, 
who were insisting on the importance of that 
information were the ones who conscientiously 
tried to evade the question of a statement by 
the United States concerning the quantity of 
atomic weapons in its possession. 

Yet at the meeting of 12 October 1948 (158th 
meeting), the USSR delegation had stated that 
if its resolution was adopted, it would submit 
all the necessary data, putting its cards on the 
table. What had the instigators of the armaments 
race done ? They showed that all their clamour 
concerning the need for military information 
had been a mere diversion, for neither in their 
speeches nor in their Press was the USSR 
statement of 10 October 1948 given any mention. 

The USSR delegation had gone even further. 
On 25 October 1948 (AfC.lfSC.l2fSR.8) it had 
submitted an addendum (AfC.l/SC.12f3) to its 
proposal of 25 September (A/658), which, it 
might be said, took the ground from under the 
feet of those who until then had played a most 
dubious game. The USSR delegation proposed 
that the General Assembly should recommend 
the establishment of an international control 
organ which would receive full official data 
concerning the armaments and armed forces 
of the permanent members of the Security 
Council. What was unacceptable in that 

et de I'URSS : pour I'URSS, ii a compare les 
depenses militaires a !'ensemble du budget, alors 
que pour les Etats-Unis il a donne Ia proportion 
du budget militaire au revenu national. C'est 
Ia tout simplement jongler avec les faits et 
pourtant cette methode, radicalement fausse, 
comme la delegation de l'URSS l'a deja demontre 
au sein du Sous-Comite 12, a ete de nouveau 
employee au sein de la Premiere Commission. 
Ainsi, les Etats-Unis recourent, a defaut d'argu
ments, a une deformation systematique des faits 
afin de dissimuler Ia course aux armements a 
laquelle ils se livrent. D'autre part, comment 
concilier le chiffre de 6 pour 100 donne par M. 
Osborn, et le chiffre de 79 pour 100 du budget 
total qui, scion le President des Etats-Unis, 
representerait les depenses militaires de son pays ? 

II ne s'agit plus seulement aujourd'hui d'une 
propagande belliciste, mais d'un plan complexe 
d'activites concretes des milieux dirigeants 
americains que la Premiere Commission ne saurait 
ignorer sans faillir a la tache meme pour laquelle 
elle a ete creee. 

II faut done aujourd'hui prevenir les conse
quences pernicieuses de l'action des Etats-Unis 
en adoptant le projet de resolution de l'URSS, 
qui propose des mesures concretes pour mettre 
fin a la course aux armements : tout est fort 
bien precise dans ce texte, pourcentage de reduc
tion, Etats interesses, laps de temps sur lequel 
la reduction doit porter. A defaut de fissure 
reelle dans le projet de l'URSS, on a cherche a 
y trouver certaines difficultes d'execution, et 
l'on s'est efforce d'enterrer ce texte en demandant 
que des informations completes soient fournies 
dans le domaine militaire. On a dit que l'URSS 
cherchait a dissimuler ses forces militaires et 
qu'elle n'avait pas !'intention d'abattre ses cartes. 
Mais il faut bien voir que ceux-la meme qui insis
taient sur !'importance de ces informations elu
daient soigneusement le probleme d'une decla
ration a faire par les :Etats-Unis sur la quantite 
d'armes atomiques a leur disposition. 

Or, qu'est-il arrive ? Ala seance du 12 octobre 
1948 (158e seance), la delegation de l'URSS a 
declare que, si sa proposition etait adoptee, elle 
s'engagerait a faire connaitre toutes les donnees 
necessaires : c'etait la jouer cartes sur table. 
Qu'ont fait alors Ies fauteurs de Ia course aux 
armcments ? lis ont laisse voir que tout le bruit 
qu'ils faisaient a propos de la necessite de 
soumettre des informations militaires n'etait 
qu'une diversion, car ils ont passe sons silence, 
dans leurs discours et dans leur presse, la decla
ration de la delegation de l'URSS du 10 octobre 
1948. 

La delegation de l'URSS a etc plus loin. Le 
25 octobre 1948 (A/C.lfSC.12/SR8), elle a presente 
un additif (AfC.1fSC.12/3) a sa proposition du 
25 septembre (A/658) et l'on peut bien dire que 
le sol s'est derobe sous les pieds de ceux qui avaient 
jusqu'ici joue un jeu des plus douteux: la dele
gation de l'URSS a propose que l'Assemblee 
generale recommande d'instituer un organe de 
controle international auquel scraient commu
niquees des donnees officielles completes sur les 
armements et les forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite. Qu'y avait-~l 
d'inacceptable dans cette proposition ? Ne consh-
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proposal? Was it not an adequate basis for 
co-operation in the reduction of armaments ? 
Yet, as the official records of Sub-Committee 
12 showed, a majority consisting of the repre
sentatives of the United States, China, France 
Belgium, Brazil and Lebanon, r ejected the 
addendum submitted by the USSR ; that 
addendum provided a realistic method for the 
submission of information concerning not only 
the quantities, but the types of different kinds 
of weapons and data concerning jet-propelled 
as well as atomic weapons. But the Anglo
American bloc did not want military information 
to be submitted, just as it had refused to accept 
the USSR proposal of 29 October 1946, on which 
:Mr. Molotov had made an important statement 
on 28 November 1946 in the First Committee. 
In each case the Anglo-American bloc had 
confined itself to mere words and had refused 
to take action. The vote in Sub-Committee 
12 on the addendum proposed by the USSR 
was in keeping with a whole series of votes held 
in the General Assembly during the present 
session, and in the Commission for Conventional 
ArmamEnts and Atomic Energy Commission. 
Thus, on 2 October 1948, the USSR proposal 
for the simultaneous entry into force of con
ventions relating to the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and to control of atomic energy had 
been rejected. Similarly and it was 
something the peoples of the world would not 
forget - the USSR proposal of 11 June 1947, 
relating to a simultaneous control of all the 
stages of atomic weapons production, and the 
USSR proposal of 3 October 1947, concerning 
the laying down of specific principles on the 
reduction of armaments and war production 
had been rejected. How could Mr. McNeil ask 
the Soviet delegations to explain to him the 
meaning of war potential when the method 
of furnishing data concerning the reduction of 
various types of armament and the time limit 
when such reduction must go into effect were set 
out in the USSR proposal of 3 October 1947 ? 
Finally, certain Powers had opposed the appli
cation of the provisions of Article 43 of the 
Charter whereby all members of the United 
Nations had pledged to make available to the 
Security Council armed forces equal in strength 
and composition. 

AU those considerations led to the conclusion 
that there was a conspiracy to undermine the 
very foundations of mutual trust and international 
peace by defeating all proposals likely to ensure 
international security. What had been the 
contribution of the Anglo-American bloc in 
that respect ? Two and a half years had passed 
since 13 June 1946 when the Baruch declaration 
was made, and that bloc had not retreated an 
inch in spite of the fact that its original position 
was totally unacceptable to the USSR. Moreover, 
the Anglo-American thesis, which had been 
stated in the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments as early as 27 October 1947, and 

tuait-elle pas une base adequate pour une coope
ration en matiere de reduction des armements ? 
Or, comme I'attestent les documents officiels de 
la Sons-Commission 12, il s'est trouve une majo
rite composee des Etats-Unis, de la Chine, de 
la France, de la Belgique, du Bresil et du Liban 
pour repousser l'additif propose par l'URSS et 
en vertu duquel des informations auraient ete 
soumises selon une methode realiste et compor
tant !'indication non seulement des quantites, 
mais des categories d'armements et toutes indi
cations relatives aussi bien aux projectiles a 
fusees qu'aux armes atomiques. Mais le bloc 
anglo-americain ne veut pas que les informations 
militaircs soient fournies, pas plus qu'il n'a voulu 
accepter Ia proposition de I'URSS du 29 octobre 
1946 sur laquelle M. Molotov s'etait explique 
dans son importante intervention du 28 novembre 
1946, a Ia Premiere Commission. Dans les deux 
cas, lc bloc anglo-americain a entendu s'en tenir 
a de simples propos et a recule devant les actes. 
Le vote intervenu a la Sous-Commission 12 sur 
!'addition proposee par l'URSS se situe dans 
un ensemble constitue par differents votes qui 
sont intervenus tant a I'Assemblee generale au 
cours de cette session qu'au sein des Commissions 
des armements de type classique et de I'energie 
atomique. C'est ainsi que, le 2 octobre 1948, etait 
rej etee la proposition de I'URSS relative a une 
entree en vigueur simultanee des dispositions 
relatives a l'interdiction et au controle de 
l'energic atomique. C'est ainsi que- et les 
peuples ne sont pas pres de l'oublier- Ia propo
sition de !'Union sovietique du 11 juin 1947, 
relative a un controle simultane de tous les stades 
de la production des armes atomiques, avait ete 
rejetee, et que la proposition de I'URSS du 
3 octobre 1947, relative a l'etablissement de princi
pes precis en matiere de reduction des armements 
et de Ia production de guerre, avait egalement 
ete rejetee. Comment done M. McNeil peut-i! 
demander aux delegations sovietiques de lm 
expliquer ce que c' est que le potentiel de guerre, 
alors que dans la proposition du 3 octobre 1947, 
la delegation de l'URSS a indique comment 
devaient etre donnees les precisions relativement 
a Ia limitation des differentes categories d'anne
ments et aux delais fixes pour !'execution des 
decisions sur Ia reduction des armements. C'est 
ainsi, enfin, que certaines Puissances se sont 
opposees a !'execution des dispositions de 
I' Article 43 de la Charte, selon lequel to us les 
Membres de !'Organisation des Nations Uni~s 
se sont engages a mettre a Ia disposition du Conse1l 
de securite des forces armees egales par leurs 
effectifs et leur composition. 

En presence de taus ces faits, on est force de 
conclure a !'existence d'une conspiration destinee, 
en faisant echec a toutes les propositions suscep
tibles d'assurer le securite internationale, a saper 
Ies bases memes de la confiance mutuelle et de 
la paix internationale. D'autre part, en q~oi. a 
consiste la contribution du bloc anglo-amencam 
en ce domn.ine ? Deux ans et demi ont passe 
depuis la declaration Bar~ch du 13 jt~in 1946 et 
ce bloc n'a pas recule d un pouce b1en que sa 
position primitive fflt totalement in~c~eptable 
pour l'URSS. De meme, a la CommiSSIOn des 
armements de type classique, des le 27 _o~t~bre 
1947, etait exposee la these anglo-amencame, 
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which the Belgian proposal reiterated word for 
word, proclaimed that any reduction in 
armaments must necessarily be preceded by an 
improvement in the international atmosphere. 
The Anglo-American bloc had thus given proof 
of unrelenting stubbornness and made any co
operation impossible. 

As Generalissimo Stalin had said on 29 October 
1948, the Anglo-American bloc wished to confine 
itself to speeches on international understanding, 
whereas they had themselves destroyed it and 
were trying to put the blame on the USSR. 
That was because they were laying plans for 
unleashing a new war and were afraid of co
operation with the USSR which would foil the 
plans of the warmongers. The enemies of 
international co-operation were not even 
consistent : in reply to the USSR proposal of 
29 October 1946, they had said that the USSR 
wished to make its demobilization appear as a 
reduction in armaments ; yet at the present 
time, they were saying that the USSR had kept 
vast armies and that it was consequently in a 
privileged position from the very start. 

Generally speaking, there was nothing but 
confusion in the arguments of the United States 
and United Kingdom. For example they had 
attempted to justify their reluctance to disarm 
by pointing to the popular movements which 
were asserting themselves in various parts of 
the world. The United States and the United 
Kingdom had never received any authority to 
intervene in the internal affairs of other States 
with a view to repressing popular movements 
which, according to them, might justify an 
increase in their armaments. Furthermore, the 
United Kingdom Government had stated that 
it would need armed forces to ensure its control 
over its vast colonial domain. Chapter XII of 
the Charter, however, made no such provisions 
with respect to colonial Powers and a policy 
such as that of the United Kingdom could not 
but increase the anxiety of colonial peoples. 

As regards China, it had gone so far as to 
insinuate that in the ranks of the Chinese National 
Liberation Army there were Japanese war 
prisoners, some of whom had been captured by 
USSR armed forces. It was common, of course, 
fm Governments such as that of Greece or China 
to attempt to disclaim responsibility for their 
military defeats ; but before Mr. Osborn asked 
the USSR to deny such fantastic accusations, 
the Chinese representative should first of all 
submit facts. The latter, however, had not 
brought forward information officially issued by 
his Government, with which the USSR main
tained diplomatic relations, but had merely 
referred to a cable from an American Press 
correspondent in Tokyo. Finally, as regards 
the parallel drawn by the representative of 
China between the American Civil War and the 
present conflict in China, it was obvious that the 
Chinese Government would correspond not to 
Lincoln's side but to that of the Southern slave
owners. 

The United Kingdom representative, on the 
other hand, had quoted figures concerning the 
demobilization of British forces, figures which 
could be found in any military almanac. In 
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que la proposition beige reprend textuellement, 
et selon laque1le !'amelioration de l'atmosphere 
internationale doit absolument preceder la reduc
tion des armements. Le bloc anglo-americain 
a done fait preuve d'un entetement invincible 
et rendu toute cooperation impossible. 

Comme le Marechal Staline l'a declare le 
29 octobre 1948, les Anglo-Americains veulent 
se horner a faire des discours sur l' entente inter
nationale : or, celle-ci a ete ruinee par eux et ils 
veulent en rejeter le blame sur l'URSS. C'est que 
I'on cherche a declencher une nouvelle guerre 
et que l'on a peur d'une cooperation avec l'URSS, 
qui ruinerait les plans des fauteurs de guerre. Les 
ennemis de la cooperation internationale ne sont 
pas meme consequents avec eux-memes. En 
reponse a la proposition de l'URSS du 29 octobre 
1946, ils ont dit que l'URSS voulait donner a sa 
demobilisation I'apparence d'une reduction des 
armcments. Or, aujourd'hui, l'on declare que 
I'URSS a maintenu de vastes armees et qu'elles 
se trouvent ainsi avantagces au depart. 

D'une maniere generale, tout n'est que confusion 
dans !'argumentation des Anglo-Americains. C'est 
ainsi qu'ils ont tente de justifier leur repugnance 
a desarmer en alleguant les mouvements populaires 
qui se produisent dans les differentes parties du 
monde. Mais jamais les Etats-Unis nile Royaume
Uni n'ont re<;u mandat d'intervenir dans les 
affaires interieures d'autres Etats pour assurer 
la repression des mouvements populaires qui, 
selon eux, justifieraient !'augmentation de leurs 
armements. D'autre part, le Gouvernement du 
Royaume-Uni declare qu'il lui faut des forces 
armees pour assurer la garde de son vaste domaine 
colonial. Mais le Chapitre XII de la Charte ne 
prevoit rien de semblable en ce qui concerne 
les Puissances coloniales, et une politique comme 
cellc du Royaume-Uni ne peut qu'accroitre 
!'inquietude des populations coloniales. 

Quant a Ia Chine, elle a ete jusqu'a insinuer que, 
dans les armees de liberation chinoise, se 
trouveraient des prisonniers de guerre japonais 
dont certains avaient ete captures par les forces 
de l'URSS. Sans doute, est-on habitue a ce que 
des Gouvernements comme ceux de la Grece 
ou de Ia Chine cherchent a se decharger de la 
responsabilite de leurs desastreux echecs militaires. 
Mais, pour que ces allegations fantaisistes meritent 
de la part de l'URSS ce dementi que demandait 
M. Osborn, il faudrait au moins que le repre
sentant de la Chine eut avance des faits. Or, 
celui-ci n'a pas invoque d'informations officielles 
emanant de son Gouvernement, avec lequel 
l'URSS entretient des relations diplomatiques, 
mais une simple depeche d'un correspondant de 
presse americain a Tokio. En fin, en ce qui concerne 
la comparaison faite par ~e r~present~~t _de Ia 
Chine entre la guerre de secessiOn amen.came et 
le conflit actuel en Chine, il est aise de vmr que le 
Gouvernement de la Chine correspondrait non 
pas au camp de Lincoln, majs a celui des escla
vagistes du Sud. . . . 

Le representant du Royaume-Um, lm, a fourn1 
des chi fires relatifs a la demobilisation des forces 
du Royaume-Uni, chifires qu'on P~l!t . trouver 
dans n'importe quel almanach m1htmre. En 



exchange he had requested the USSR to submit 
information on its military forces, information 
which would undoubtedly be of great use to 
the newly-created joint European military staff. 
The Soviet delegations were not so naive : they 
understood, as the First Committee would not 
fail to understand, that the British proposed a 
fool's bargain, for the United Kingdom would 
not submit any information on its sea or air 
power. As a matter of fact, the United Kingdom 
was not asked to give information at the present 
stage ; such details would have to be submitted 
only after the First Committee or the General 
Assembly had taken a decision to that effect. 

Mr. McNeil had alluded to the question of 
possible future diplomatic relations between the 
United Kingdom and the Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic. The United Kingdom repre
sentative had only to announce that the question 
of the payment of war reparations to the Ukrainian 
SSR and of the presence in British territory 
of White emigre organizations engaged in sabotage 
activities against the Ukrainian State would 
be solved to the satisfaction of the Ukraine ; 
an acceptable basis would thus be established 
for diplomatic relations between the Ukrainian 
SSR and the United Kingdom. 

Mr. McNeil had also mentioned exchange of 
students. But he was forgetting that USSR 
citizens, even those on official missions, were 
frequently abducted when on United Kingdom 
and United States soil. Furthermore, was it 
the appropriate time to talk about the possible 
opening of a British consulate in Kiev, when 
the USSR consulates in New York and San 
Francisco had had to close as a result of the 
intolerable situation in which the American 
authorities had placed them ? Finally, 
Mr. McNeil had spoken of tourism, while in 
British territory there were such strange tourists 
as the members of the Galitchina division, set 
up by the Nazis. Mr. McNeil spoke of the 
freedom of the air routes for civilian aviation 
over USSR territory, although he knew that 
in the United States, there were special schools 
in which White Guard Russians were studying 
the topography of the USSR, as reported in an 
article appearing in the European edition of the 
New York Herald Tribune of 4 November 1948. 
There was only one thing which Mr. McNeil 
had not mentioned : he had not asked the United 
States to put an end to the armaments race, 
which was the main obstacle to the re
establishment of international confidence. 

The Ukrainian delegation was consequently 
forced to reply to Mr. McNeil that the people 
of the USSR could not give freedom of access to 
its territory to those who gave evidence of their 
hostile attitude towards its population and its 
political and social structure. Nor could it 
generally satisfy the requests of Mr. McNeil 
as long as the atomic bomb had not been out
lawed and as long as in the United States and 
the United Kingdom the race for armaments 
continued. 

Was it in the interests of co-operation or 
.xather for the purpose of sabotaging it to submit 
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revanche, il a demande a l'URSS de fournir des 
informations sur ses forces militaires, rensei
gnements qui viendraient sans doute a point pour 
l'Etat-major mixte europeen, nouvellement cree. 
Mais les delegations sovietiques ne sont pas si 
na!ves : elles comprennent, comme la Premiere 
Commission ne pourra manquer de le comprendre 
egalement, que les Britanniques proposent un 
marche de dupes puisqu'ils ne soumettraient 
aucun renseignement au sujet de leur flotte et de 
leur aviation militaire. D'ailleurs, personne ne 
demandait au Royaume-Uni de fournir des 
renseignements a ce stade : de telles informations 
n'auront a etre donnees que lorsque la Premiere 
Commission ou l' Assemblee generale auront pris 
une decision a cet effet. 

M. McNeil a fait allusion, d'autre part, a la 
question d'eventuelles relations diplomatiques 
entre le Royaume-Uni et la Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine. Mais le representant du 
Royaume-Uni n'a qu'a annoncer que les questions 
du paiement des reparations pour dommages de 
guerre a la RSS d'Ukraine et de la presence en 
territoire britannique d'organisations d'emigres 
blancs ukrainiens se livrant a un travail de 
sabotage contre l'Etat d'Ukraine, seront resolues 
de maniere satisfaisante ; il existera alors une 
base acceptable pour l'etablissement de relations 
diplomatiques entre la RSS d'Ukraine et le 
Royaume-Uni. 

M. McNeil a parle egalement d'echange 
d'etudiants. Mais c'est oublier qu'il arrive fre
quemment aux citoyens de l'URSS qui se trouvent 
sur le territoire du Royaume-Uni ou des Etats
Unis, d'etre enleves, meme lorsqu'ils sont en 
mission officielle. De meme, en ce qui concerne 
l'ouverture eventuelle d'un consulat etranger a 
Kiev, serait-ce le moment de l'ouvrir, alors que 
les consulats de l'URSS a New-York et a San
Francisco ont dii. fermer par suite de la situation 
intolerable dans laquelle les autorites americaines 
les avaient places ? Enfin, M. McNeil parle de 
tourisme, alors qu'il se trouve sur le territoire 
du Royaume-Uni de singuliers touristes, les 
hommes de la division Gazetchina, creee par les 
nazis. M. McNeil parle de la liberte du survol du 
territoire de l'URSS par I' aviation civile, alors que 
dans des ecoles speciales des Etats-Unis des gar.de~ 
blancs etudient la topographic de l'URSS, ams1 
qu'il ressort d'un article du New York Herald 
Tribune (edition europeenne) du 4 novembre 1948. 
II n'y a qu'une chose dont M. McNeil n'~ pas 
parle : il n'a pas demande aux Etats-Ums d~ 
mettre un terme a la course aux annements qm 
est le principal obstacle au retablissement de Ia 
confiance internationale. 

La delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine est done 
forcee de repondre a M. McNeil que le peuple de 
l'URSS ne pent accorder la liberte d'acc~ sur 
son territoire a ceux qui font preuve d'une attitude 
inamicale envers sa population et sa structure 
politique et sociale ; jl ne peut, d'une favo~ 
generale, satisfaire aux demandes de M. McNeil 
aussi longtemps que l'arme atomique ne sera. pas 
interdite et que se poursuivra, aux Etats-Ums et 
dans le Royaume-Uni, la course aux armements. 

Mais est-ce s'orienter dans le sens de la coope
ration ~t non pas plutot la saboter que de presenter 



a draft resolution such as that which had been 
adopted in Sub-Committee 12 ? (AJC.1 /356 j 
Rev.l). It was a draft resolution which settled 
nothing and which did not present a workable 
proposal. Its reference to improvement in the 
" international atmosphere " was merely a 
subterfuge. The armaments race and the 
construction of new military bases clearly showed 
that there was little concern to bring about a 
better international atmosphere. 

Adoption of the draft resolution approved 
by the majority in Sub-Committee 12 would 
only demonstrate the impotence of the General 
Assembly and aggravate the international 
situation, despite its misleading provisions with 
respect to the continuation of the study of the 
regulation and reduction of armaments by the 
Security Council, or to the receipt of military 
information. In fact, if it were true that the 
international atmosphere prevented any disar
mament, no State would take the risk of giving 
information to another State, which it did not 
trust. 

The truth was that an attempt was being 
made to obtain full information concerning the 
military strength and armaments of certain 
countries while avoiding the fundamental question 
of reduction of armaments. Who needed that 
information, and who would utilize it ? How 
would it be utilized in the absence of any decision 
relating to the reduction of armaments and the 
prohibition of atomic weapons ? What action 
would be taken by the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments, which was to continue the 
consideration of questions raised in the USSR 
draft resolution ? In reality all the information 
collected would merely serve as a new pretext 
to oppose any armaments reduction. 

That was the interpretation to be put upon 
the negative attitude of the Anglo-American 
bloc with respect to the USSR proposals of 
25 September (A/658) and 25 October 1948 
(A/C.1 /SC.12/3). The allusion in the Belgian 
resolution to the fact that the Security Council 
would continue the study of the regulation and 
reduction of armaments was intended merely 
to create the false impression that the Anglo
American bloc, which had refused to reduce its 
own armaments, had the intention of continuing 
the study of the USSR proposals, the rejection 
of which had been condemned by world public 
opinion. 

The delegation of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic could not vote for the draft resolution 
adopted by Sub-Committee 12 because it was 
firmly on the side of peace and international 
co-operation. The delegation of the Ukrainian 
SSR would vote for the USSR draft resolution 
in order to liberate not only its own people but 
the whole world, which had nothing to gain 
and would only suffer as a result of the manu
facture of atomic bombs and the armaments race. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) pointed out that, 
in his opinion, the general debate had been 
closed on 13 October, when the Committee had 
decided to set up a sub-committee. For that 
reason he would confine himself to the exami-

un projet de resolution comme celui qui a ete 
adopte par la Sons-Commission 12 (A/C.1/356/ 
Rev.l), projet qui ne regie rien et qui nc constitue 
nullement une solution viable ? En effet, la 
reference a !'amelioration de (( !'atmosphere inter
nationale » ne constitue qu'un faux-fuyant. La 
course aux armements et la construction de 
nouvelles bases militaires montrent bien que l'on 
ne se soucie guere d'aboutir a une amelioration 
de !'atmosphere internationale. 

L'adoption du projet de resolution approuvee 
par la majorite de la Sons-Commission 12 ne 
pourrait que demontrer !'impuissance de 
l' Assemblee generale et amener une aggravation 
de la situation internationale, en depit des 
dispositions fallacieuses relatives a la continuation 
de I' etude de la reglementation et de la reduction 
des armements par le Conseil de securite ou a la 
reception des informations de caractere militaire. 
En effet, s'il etait vrai que !'atmosphere inter
nationale rendit tout desarmement impossible, 
pas un :Etat ne se risquerait a fournir des infor
mations a un autre :Etat, dans lequel il n'aurait 
aucune confiance. 

En realite, on s'efforce d'obtenir tous rensei
gnements sur les effectifs et les armements de 
certains :Etats tout en eludant la question fonda
mentale de la reduction des armements. Mais qui 
a besoin de ces informations ? Qui les utilisera ? 
Et comment les utilisera-t-on en l'absence de 
toute decision relative a la reduction de 
armements eta !'interdiction de I' anne atomique ? 
Que fera la Commission des armements de type 
classique, qui doit continuer l'examen de la 
question soulevee par le projet de resolution de 
l'URSS ? En realite, toutes les informations 
recueillies ne serviraient que de nouveau pretexte 
pour s'opposer a toute reduction des armements. 

Telle est !'interpretation qui resulte de I' attitude 
negative du bloc anglo-americain a l'egard des 
propositions de l'URSS du 25 septembre (A/658) 
et du 25 octobre 1948 (AjC.ljSC.12/3). L'allusion 
meme qui est faite dans la resolution beige au 
fait que le Conseil de securite poursuivrait !'etude 
de la reglementation et de la reduction des 
armements ne vise qu'a creer !'impression menson
gere que le bloc anglo-americain, qui a refuse de 
reduire ses propres armements, a !'intention de 
poursuivre !'etude des propositions de l'URSS : 
parce que le rejet de ces propositions est condamne 
par !'opinion publique mondiale. 

C'est parce qu'elle est acquise a la paix et a Ia 
cooperation internationale que la delegation de 
la Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine ne 
saurait voter pour le projet de resolution adopte 
par la Sons-Commission 12. La delegation de la 
RSS d'Ukraine votera pour le projet de resolution 
de I'URSS afin de delivrer non seulement son 
propre peuple, mais le monde entier, qui ne 
saurait que patir et nullement beneficier de la 
production des bombes atomiques et de la course 
aux armements. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) fait remarquer 
que, a son avis, le debat general s'est clos le 
13 octobre, lorsque la Commission a decid~ d.e 
creer une sons-commission. C'est pourqu01 Il 
s'en tiendra uniquement a l'examen du rapport 
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nation of the report of that Sub-Committee. 
He agreed with the New Zealand representative 
that it would have been preferable if the Sub
Committee's report had contained only those 
proposals which it had adopted, but he added 
that the majority of the Sub-Committee were 
aware of the fact that the proposals which had 
been rejected would, in any case, be brought up 
again in the First Committee. It was for that 
reason that they had been mentioned in the report. 

Colonel Hodgson gave a brief analysis of the 
original French proposal (A/C.l /325) and 
explained that it had obtained only one vote 
in Sub-Committee 12, because the majority 
believed that at the most it merely provided for 
the setting up of a bureau to collect information, 
although the organ to be set up was called a 
control body. 

The Australian representative stated, moreover, 
that the essential part of the resolution adopted 
by the Sub-Committee was contained in para
graphs 5 and 6. Many speakers had supported 
that proposal, but so many divergent inter
pretations had been given to paragraph 6 that it 
was now difficult to understand. The Syrian 
representative, for example, had asked questions 
which had so far remained unanswered. He 
seemed to imagine that paragraph 6 envisaged 
a system of control which would be set up by 
the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
and which would come into being only after the 
ratification by all the Member States of a treaty 
to that effect. Moreover, he wondered whether 
the proposals which the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments would prepare in pursuance of 
paragraph 6 would be submitted to the General 
Assembly, to the Member States or to the 
Security Council. He wished to know the 
meaning, in paragraph 6, of the expression 
" checking of information ". He wondered 
whether it was a paper check or a real system 
of checking including on-the-spot checks. 

Paragraph 6 seemed to imply that the Com
mission for Conventional Armaments should 
continue its work, that it was essential and had, 
moreover, not been interrupted. Paragraph 5 
of the same resolution, however, seemed to 
envisage that that Committee would suspend 
operations until an improvement in the inter
national atmosphere permitted their resumption. 
Colonel Hodgson wondered what organ would 
have the power to decide that point. The 
Syrian amendment (A/C.1 /390) solved the diffi
culties up to a certain point, but it was not 
adequate. For that reason, the Australian 
delegation was submitting an amendment (A/C. 
1/391) proposing the deletion in paragraph 5 of 
the words " .. .in order to obtain concrete results 
as soon as the improvement in the international 
atmosphere permits ". 

Mr. LoRmAN (Belgium) wished to clarify the 
statements made by the Belgian representative, 
Mr. Rolin, the meaning of which had been 
distorted by Mr. Vyshinsky. In the first place, 
according to the USSR representative, Mr. Rolin 
had said that during parliamentary debates on 
the national defence budget in the democratic 
countries, false figures had been given. However, 
the summary record of the meeting of 16 October 

de cette Sous-Commission. II pense, comme le 
representant de la Nouvelle-Zelande, qu'il aurait 
mieux valu que le rapport de Ia Sous-Commission 
ne contienne que les propositions qui ont ete 
admises par elle, mais il ajoute que la majorite 
de la Sous-Commission se rendait compte que 
les propositions rejetees seraient de toutes fa~ns 
presentees a nouveau a Ia Premiere Commission. 
C'est pourquoi elles ont ete mentionnees dans le 
rapport. 

Analysant brievement Ia proposition fran~t3ise 
originale (A/C.1 /325), le colonel Hodgson explique 
que si elle n'a obtenu qu'une voix au sein de Ia 
Sous-Commission 12, c'est parce que Ia majorite 
croyait qu'elle ne visait tout au plus qu'a creer un 
bureau pour le rassemblement d'informations, 
bien que l'organe a etablir fut qualifie d'organisme 
de controle. 

Le representant de I' Australie con state, en outre, 
que la partie essentielle de Ia resolution adoptee 
par Ia Sons-Commission est contenue dans les 
paragraphes 5 et 6. Beaucoup d'orateurs ont 
appuye cette proposition, mais ont donne du para
graphe 6 des interpretations tenement differentes 
qu'actuellement il est difficile de le comprendre. 
Ainsi le representant de Ia Syrie a pose des 
questions qui sont jusqu'a present restees sans 
reponse. II semblait imaginer que le paragraphe 6 
prevoyait un systeme de controle qui serait etabli 
par la Commission des armements de type 
classique et qui n'aurait ete mis sur pied qu'apres 
Ia ratification par tous les Etats Membres d'un 
traite a cet effet. En outre, les propositions que 
Ia Commission des armements de type classique 
formulera en vertu du paragraphe 6 devront-elles 
etre presentees a I'AssemblCe generale, aux Etats 
Membres ou au Conseil de securite ? Que signifie, 
au paragraphe 6, !'expression ((verification d'infor
mations » ? Est-ce une verification sur le papier 
ou un veritable systeme de verification comprenant 
la verification sur place ? 

Le paragraphe 6 semble impliquer que Ia 
Commission des armements de type classique 
devra continuer ses travaux et il est essentiel 
qu'elle poursuive ses travaux qu'elle n'a d'ailleurs 
pas interrompus. Mais le paragraphe 5 de Ia ~e:ne 
resolution semble envisager que cette CommissiOn 
interrompra ses travaux jusqu'au m~ment o~ 
!'amelioration de !'atmosphere internationale lUI 
permettra de les reprendre. Quel organe, d'~utre 
part, aura le pouvoir de decider de ce pomt ? 
L'amendement syrien (AJC.l/390) resout les 
difficultes jusqu'a un certain point, mais n'est 
pas suffisant. C'est pourquoi Ia delegation austra
Iienne presente un amendement (A/C.1j391) 
tendant a supprimer au paragraphe 5 les mots 
« ••• afin d'obtenir des resultats concrets des que 
!'amelioration de !'atmosphere internationale le 
permettra ». 

M. LoRmAN (Belgique) tient a mettre au point 
les declarations faites par le representant de la 
Belgique, M. Rolin, dont le sens a ete cteforme 
par M. Vychinsky. Tout d'abor~, le repres~ntant 
de l'URSS a declare que M. Rohn aura1t dtt que, 
au cours des debats parlementaires sur le budget 
de la defense nationale dans les pays democra
tiques, on produit des chiffres qui sont ,faux. Or, 
le compte rendu analytique de la seance du 
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of Sub-Committee 12 (A/C.1/SC 12/SR 3) showed 
clearly that Mr. Rolin had pointed out that 
national defence budgets gave a general idea of 
the programme of armaments without supplying 
technical details, particularly on the character 
of existing armaments or those in the process 
of manufacture. He had added that the yearbook 
on armaments published by the League of Nations 
had made possible a certain international check, 
to which Belgium was prepared to submit, 
concerning the data on its armaments and 
effectives. 

On the other hand, at the same meeting 
Mr. Rolin had stated that the USSR proposal 
(A/658) prohibited both the use and the production 
of atomic weapons, and for that reason could 
not be compared with the convention prohi
biting the use of toxic gases, which did not deal 
with the manufacture of those gases. 

Having given those clarifications, Mr. Loridan 
replied to the Australian representative that it 
was a matter of course for the Commission for 
Convential Armaments, as a subsidiary organ 
of the Security Council, to submit its proposals 
to that Council. Concerning the question whether 
the Belgian proposal was an attempt to set up a 
system of control of armaments, he pointed out 
that it aimed only at drawing up plans for a 
system of regulation of armaments in conformity 
with Article 26 of the Charter. Finally, Colonel 
Hodgson was wrong in thinking that paragraph 3 
of the resolution would involve the suspension 
oi the work of the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments by making its resumption dependent 
on the solution of the problem of atomic energy 
control. In fact, that paragraph dealt with 
the reduction and not with the regulation of 
armaments. 

Mr. CrcMIL (Yugoslavia) pointed out that 
most of the speakers of the majority had stated 
that they could not adopt the USSR resolution 
for the reduction by one-third of the armaments 
of the great Powers and the prohibition of the 
atomic weapon because an atmosphere of inter
national confidence did not prevail. The United 
States representative had even added that the 
only course open to the General Assembly was 
to decrease that international tension. The 
Yugoslav delegation was in agreement on that 
point but wished to add that the present mistrust 
was the result of the policy of so-called "firmness" 
followed by the States of the majority with 
regard to the USSR. That policy entailed the 
construction of military bases from Greenland 
to Japan by way of the Mediterranean, the 
granting of credits to reactionary regimes, the 
establishment of a General Staff of the States 
of West ern Europe, the formation of a military 
Atlantic bloc, the visits of the United States 
fleet to the Mediterranean, etc. 

The USSR proposal aimed at effecting a first 
step towards general disarmament. It could 
thus bring about an atmosphere of international 
confidence. 

16 octobre de Ja Sous-Cornmission 12 (A/C. 
1/SC.12/SR.3) indique clairement que M. Rolin 
a fait remarquer que les budgets de Ia defense 
nationale donnent une idee generale du programme 
d'armements sans fournir de details techniques, 
notamment sur les types d'armes existantes ou 
en cours de fabrication. II a ajoute que l'annuaire 
militaire publie par la Societe des Nations avait 
permis une certainc verification internationale, 
verification a laquelle la Belgique est prete a 
se soumettre en ce qui concerne les donnees sur 
ses armements et ses affectifs. 

D'autre part, lors de Ia merne seance, M. Rolin 
a constate que Ia proposition sovietique (A/658) 
interdisait a Ia fois l'emploi et Ia production des 
armes atomiques, raison pour Iaquelle cette 
proposition ne pouvait etre comparee a Ia 
Convention sur !'interdiction de l'usage des gaz 
toxiques, qui est muettc en ce qui concerne la 
production de ces gaz. 

Ces mises au point etant faites, M. Loridan 
repond aux demandes d'explications formulees 
par Ie representant de I' Australie qu'il va de soi 
que la Commission des armements de type 
classique, etant un organe subsidiaire du Conseil 
de securite, adresse ses propositions a ce Conseil. 
En ce qui concerne la question de savoir si la 
proposition beige constitue une tentative de creer 
un systeme de controle des armements, le repre
sentant de Ia Belgique indique que cette propo
sition tend simplement a elaborer des plans en 
vue d'un systeme de reglementation des 
arrnements, conformement a I' Article 26 de la 
Charte. Enfin, c'est a tort que le colonel Hodgson 
estime que le paragraphe 3 de Ia resolution 
entrainerait la suspension des travaux de la 
Commission des armements de type classique 
en soumettant Ia continuation de son fonction
nement a la solution du controle de l'energie 
atomique. En efiet, ce paragraphe a trait a la 
reduction et non a Ia reglementation des 
armements. 

M. CrcMIL (Yougoslavie) fait rernarquer que 
Ia plupart des orateurs de la majorite ont affirme 
qu'ils ne pouvaient adopter Ia resolution de l'URSS 
sur Ia reduction d'un tiers des armements des 
grandes Puissances et sur !'interdiction de l'arme 
atomique, parce qu'il n'existe pas une atmosphere 
de confiance internationale. Le representant des 
Etats-Unis a meme ajoute que la seule chose que 
I' Assemblee generale puisse faire etait de diminuer 
cette tension internationale. La delegation yougo
slave est d'accord sur ce point mais tient a ajouter 
que Ia mefiance actuelle est le resultat de la 
politique de soi-disant (( ferrnetc )) a I'egard de 
l'URSS, telle qu'elle est pratiquee par les Etats 
de Ia majorite. Cette politique tend a la creation 
de bases militaires, du Groenland au Japon en 
passant par Ia Mediterranee, a !'octroi de credits 
aux regimes reactionnaires, a la constitution d'un 
etat-major des Etats de l'Europe occidentale, 
a Ia formation d'un bloc militaire de !'Atlantique, 
aux visites de Ia marine des Etats-Unis en 
Mediterranee, etc. 

La proposition de l'URSS est destinee a 
accomplir un premier pas dans la voie du ?esar
mement general. Elle pourrait ainsi favon_ser Ia 
creation d'une atmosphere de confiance mter
nationale. 
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The United States representative had said 
that his country did not want war. The Yugoslav 
representative was quite prepared to believe 
that statement, but that did not prevent Ameri
can military cliques from engaging in warmonger
ing, or the representatives of monopolies and 
trusts from preparing plans for world domination 
by the United States ; hence it had become 
necessary to invent a theory that the USSR 
and the people's democracies were a threat to 
peace. With regard to that subject, it should 
be pointed out that the danger did not come 
from the direction of the USSR or the peoples' 
democracies, but from those countries which 
possessed and manufactured atomic bombs and 
which were supporting reactionary groups in 
Germany. 

Mr. Cicmil explained the concern shown by 
his country in regard to disarmament and 
recalled that during the two world wars, his country 
had suffered more than any other and had 
suffered losses to the extent of 25 per cent and 
11 per cent respectively of its entire population. 
For that reason, Yugoslavia was most favourably 
disposed towards any proposal, such as that 
submitted by the USSR, which provided for 
a reduction of armaments. On the contrary 
the Belgian proposal to set up a preliminary 
body to collect information did not seem to be 
of any use, since it was dangerously reminiscent 
of the sterile discussions which took place at 
Geneva at the Disarmament Conference and 
which had led to the Second World War. 

If it was true that the American people did 
not want war, he wondered what aims the United 
States leaders were pursuing in Germany. After 
the First \Vorld \Var, American money had 
enabled Hitlerite Germany to re-arm. The 
United States was still maintaining in Germany 
the German Military Staff, army officers and 
formations and the dominant economic groups. 
According to recent reports in the Western Press, 
the dismantling of war industries had been 
suspended and those industries had been handed 
back to German companies. It was obvious 
that the United States was preparing the revival 
of the German war machine. In the light of 
that example, the USSR draft resolution assumed 
even greater importance for it was a serious 
and effective proposal, the only one capable of 
ensuring peace and security. 

Mr. VvsHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), replying to the Belgian representative 
concerning his own interpretation of a statement 
made by Mr. Rolin, read the verbatim report 
of the meeting of 16 October (AJC.1JSC.12jPV3) 
and pointed out that the Belgian representative 
had stated that, even in those countries where a 
tradition of parliamentary democracy existed, 
the national defence budget only gave general 
indications and no specific information on 
armaments, on the types and stockpiles of 
armaments and on those in process of manu
facture. Mr. Vyshinsky wished to make clear 
that that statement corresponded entirely with 
what he himself had said, namely that there 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a dit que son 
pays ne voulait pas la guerre. La delegation 
yougoslave le croit volontiers, mais cela n'empeche 
pas les cliques de militaires americains d'inciter 
a la guerre et les representants des monopoles 
et des trusts d'elaborer des plans pour la domi
nation du monde par les Etats-Unis, d'ou Ia 
necessite d'inventer une theorie selon laquelle 
l'URSS et les democraties populaires constituent 
une menace a Ia paix. II importe de faire remarquer 
a ce sujet, poursuit le representant de la Yougo
slavie, que le danger ne vient ni de l'URSS ni des 
democraties populaires, mais de ceux qui possedent 
et construisent des bombes atomiques et qui, en 
Allemagne, appuient les cercles reactionnaires. 

M. Cicmil explique !'interet que son pa}'S 
manifeste a propos du probleme du desarmement 
en rappelant qu'au cours des deux Guerres 
mondiales son pays a souffert plus que tout autre 
et a subi des pertes s'elevant respectivement 
a 25 pour 100 et a 11 pour 100 de toute sa 
population. C'est pourquoi Ia Yougoslavie est 
tres favorable a toute proposition envisageant 
une reduction des armements, comme le fait 
Ia proposition de l'URSS. Par contre, Ia propo
sition beige tendant a creer prealablement une 
commission chargee de recueillir des informations 
ne semble pas utile, car elle rappelle dange
reusement !'atmosphere des discussions steriles 
qui eurent lieu a Geneve, a la Conference du 
desarmement, et qui ont conduit a la deuxieme 
Guerre mondiale. 

S'il est vrai que le peuple americain ne veut 
pas la guerre, quels buts poursuivent les dirigeants 
des Etats-Unis en Allemagne ? Apres la premiere 
Guerre mondiale, c'est l'or americain qui a permis 
le rearmement hitlerien. Aujourd'hui, les Etats
Unis ont maintenu en Allemagne l':f:tat-major, 
les cadres d'officiers de l'armce et ceux dirigeant 
l'economie. Les demontages de l'industrie de 
guerre ont ete suspendus et ces industries ont 
ete cedees a des societes allemandes, ainsi que Ia 
presse occidentale l'a annonce recemment. Visi
blemcnt, les Etats-Unis sont en train de preparer 
la renaissance de la machine de guerre allemande. 
Ala lumiere de cet exemple, le projet de resolution 
de l'URSS apparait plus important encore, car 
c' est une proposition serieuse et efficace, seule 
capable d'assurer la paix et Ia securite. 

M. VvcHINSKY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), repondant au representar:t 
de la Belgique au sujet de !'interpretation qu'Il 
avait faite d'une declaration de M. Rolin, donne 
lecture du compte rendu stenographique de 
Ia seance du 16 octobre (AjC.1jSC.12jPV.3) 
et fait remarquer que le representant de Ia 
Belgique a indique que, meme dans _Ies pays 
oil existe une tradition de democratic parle
mentaire, les budgets de Ia defense nationa~e 
ne donnent que des indications generales, ma1s 
pas d'indications sur Ia nature speciale des 
armemcnts, sur les types d'armements, sur 
les reserves d'armements ou sur les armements 
en cours de fabrication. M. Vychinsl{y tient 
a faire constater que cela correspond entierement 
a ce qu'il avait dit, a savoir qu'il existe une 
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existed a tradition in Western parliaments of 
keeping some of the facts from the people. 

Mr. LoRIDA"! (Belgium) said that he was glad 
that the passage of the verbatim record read 
by Mr. Vyshinsky had made it clear that, 
contrary to the latter's statement, Mr. Rolin 
had never said that the national defence budget, 
of the democratic States were false. 

Mr. DE LA TouHNELLE (France), in reply to 
the Australian representative, said that the 
French proposal had merely suggested that the 
First Committee should adopt the principle of 
the control system, while the Security Council 
would be responsible for working out the details. 

The French delegation supported the Aus
tralian amendment to paragraph 5 of the Belgian 
draft resolution because it felt that an improve
ment in international good will could result 
from the very act of establishing of a control 
body responsible for collecting, checking and 
publishing that information. 

The French representative added that he 
endorsed the criticisms made by the represen
tatives of the USSR and Syria in regard to the 
use of the words " endowed vvith universally 
accepted powers " in paragraph 6, and that his 
ddegation would submit an amendment proposing 
that the control body should be set up by the 
Security Council, namely, that its establishment 
would be subject to the veto ; once it had been 
set up, however, the control body would function 
wjthout the veto. 

Mr. OsBORN (United States of America) consid
ered that paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Belgian reso
lution should be studied together. Paragraph 5 
showed that the work of the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments should be continued 
within the framework of the Security Council. 
The concrete results to be achieved by that 
Commission as soon as the improvement in the 
atmosphere permitted, referred to the reduction 
of armaments. Paragraph 6 constituted a further 
ta~k for the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments. In addition to the plan which it was to 
submit to the Security Council, it would also be 
asked to study the establishment of an interna
tional control body which would collect, verify 
and publish the information furnished by the 
Member States, in order to improve the atmos
phere of international good will. 

The United States representative supported the 
Syrian amendment proposing the deletion in 
paragraph 6 of the phrase " endowed with uni
versally accepted powers, " but he stated, on the 
other hand, that he saw no need, to alter 
pa:ra~:,rraph 5. 

1\/ir. KrsELE'-' (Byelorussian Soviet SoGialist 
Hcpublic) considered that the adoption of the 
Belgian draft resolution, recommended by the 
majority of the Sub-Committee, would prevent the 
prohibition of atomic weapons and the reduction 
of armaments and aggravate the atmosphere of 
international mistrust. 

tradition dans les parlements occidentaux de 
ne pas tout dire au peuple. 

M. LoRmAN (Belgique) constate avec satis
faction que la lecture du compte rendu steno
graphique qu'a faite M. Vychinsky a permis 
d'etablir que M. Rolin n'avait jamais declare 
que les budgets de la defense nationale des 
:Etats democratiques etaient faux, comme l'avait 
soutenu M. Vychinsky. 

M. DE LA TOURNELLE (France) repond au 
representant de l'Australie qu'en ce qui concerne 
le systeme de controle, la proposition franc;aise 
tendait simplement a faire adopter le principe 
de ce systeme par la Premiere Commission, 
le Conseil de securite ayant Ia charge d'cn elaborer 
les details. 

La delegation franc;aise appuie l'amendement 
australien au paragraphe 5 du projet de reso
lution beige car, a son avis, une amelioration 
de la confiance internationale pourrait resulter 
du seul fait de la creation d'un organe de controle 
charge de recucillir ces informations, de les 
verifier et de lcs publier. 

Le representant de la France ajoute qu'il 
s'associe aux critiques formulees par les repre
sentants de l'URSS ct de Ia Syrie contre l'emploi 
des mots : ((investi de pouvoirs acceptes par tous » 
figurant au paragraphe 6 et que sa delegation 
presentera un amendement etablissant que la 
Commission de controlc sera creee par le Conscil 
de securite, c'est-a-dire que sa creation sera 
soumise a !'application du droit de veto ; mais 
qu'une fois constituee la Commission de controle 
fonctionnera a l'abri du veto. 

M. OsBORN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estime 
que les paragraphes 5 et 6 de la resolution beige 
doivent Ctre etudies en fonction l'un de !'autre. 
Le paragraphe 5 indique que lc travail de la 
Commission des armements de type classique 
doit se poursuivre dans le cadre du Conseil 
de securite. Les resultats concrets que cette 
Commission devra obtenir des que !'amelioration 
de }'atmosphere le permettra ont trait a la reduc
tion des armements. Le paragraphe 6 constitue 
une tache supplementairc confiee ala Commission 
des armements de type classique. Outre Je plan 
qu'elle doit presenter au Conseil de securite, 
cette Commission sera egalement chargee d'etudier 
la creation d'un organisme international de 
controle qui recueillerait, verifierait et publierait 
lcs informations fournies par les Etats Membres, 
de fac;on a ameliorer !'atmosphere de confiance 
internationale. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis appuie !'amen
dement syrien tendant a supprimer au paragraphe 
6 le membre de phrase << investi de pouvoirs 
acceptes par tous JJ, mais declare, par contre, 
qu'il n'y a pas lieu, a son avis, de modifier le 
paragraphe 5. 

:H. KISSELEV (Republique socinliste soviCtique 
de Bielorussie) estime que !'adoption du projet 
de resolution beige, recommanclee par la majo
rite de la Sons-Commission, empecherait ]'inter
diction des armes atomiques et In reduction 
des armements, et aggraverait !'atmosphere 
de mcfiance internationale. 
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Referring to paragraph 2 of that resolution, 
Mr. Kiselev stated that its aim was to prevent 
any agreement. That was not surprising, since 
even in 1928, when the USSR delegation had 
submitted its proposal to the Preparatory Com
mission on the Disarmament Conference to stop 
the armaments race, the United Kingdom repre
sentative had asked what were the secret motives 
of the USSR in submitting " so sensational " 
a proposal. The representatives of Belgium and 
the Netherlands had considered that proposal 
unacceptable in view of the dangers of uprisings 
and revolts in the world, and the French repre
sentative, :Mr. Paul-Boncour, had found that 
proposal much too simple to be acceptable. 
Only the Press and public opinion had recognized 
the soundness of the USSR proposal at the time. 
The United Kingdom and France had coun
tered that proposal by increasing their effectives. 
In opposing the firm and coherent peace policy 
pursued by the USSR, the United Kingdom and 
France had preferred to pursue a policy which 
had led them to the Munich Agreement and it 
might be said that the League of Nations, under 
the leadership of the United Kingdom and 
France, had, in fact, unleashed the Second 
World War. 

Thus, there was a certain similarity between 
the policies pursued by the League of Nations 
and by the United Nations. However, owing to 
the presence of the United States, the United 
Nations had to cope with a new balance of power. 

The speech made by the United States repre
sentative had been the expression of a new attempt 
to thrust the responsibility for the present state 
of affairs once again upon the USSR, in order to 
conceal the policy of expansion pursued by the 
United States as shown by the new armaments 
race, the conclusion of the Brussels Treaty, the 
draft Atlantic Union, the manufacture of atomic 
bombs, economic aid to \Vestern Europe in 
exchange for stragetic positions, etc. 

It was not surprising that the United States 
delegation supported the Belgian draft resolution, 
for that proposal enabled the United States to 
achieve its aggressive aims. The Belgian repre
sentative had helped to maintain the atmosphere 
of mistrust by regarding the USSR draft reso
lution as the expression of a dangerous illusion. 
The United Kingdom representative had stated 
that the armed forces of his country had been 
reduced to a minimum, while the United Kingdom 
Minister for National Defence, in reply to Mr. 
Churchill, had stated in the House of Commons 
that he had no objection if Parliament considered 
the rearmament of the United Kingdom in a 
closed meeting, taking into account the economic 
position of the country. 

Whenever Article 11 of the Charter or the 
resolutions of 24 January 1946 [resolution 1 (I)] 
or 14 December of the same year [resolution 41 
(I)] concerning the regulation and reduction of 
armaments and armed forces were invoked, the 
majority spoke of the lack of realism exhibited 
by the USSR. The delegations of the United 

Se referant au paragraphe 2 de cette resolution, 
l'orateur constate que son but est de n'admettre 
aucun accord. Ce n'est pas etonnant, ajoute-t-il, 
car, deja en 1928, lorsque la delegation de l'URSS 
avait presente sa proposition a la Commission 
preparatoire de la Conference du desarmement, 
afin d'arreter la course aux armements, le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni avait demande quels 
pouvaient etre les motifs secrets de l'URSS 
pour presenter un projet aussi « sensationnel ». 

Les reprcsentants de la Belgique et des Pays-Bas 
avaient estime que cette proposition ctait inac
ceptable, etant donne les dangers de troubles 
et d'emeutes dans le monde, et le representant 
de la France, l\1.. Paul Boncour, avait trouve 
que cette proposition etait beaucoup trop simple 
pour etre valable. Seules la presse et !'opinion 
publique ont reconnu, a I'epoque, le bien-fonde de 
la proposition de l'URSS. Le Royaume-Uni 
et la France ont repondu a cette proposition 
en augmentant leurs effectifs. En s'opposant 
a la politique energique et coherente de paix 
de l'URSS, le Royaume-Uni et la France ont 
prefere suivre une politique qui les a entraines 
a signer !'accord de Munich, et l'on peut dire 
que c'est la Societe des Nations, sous la direction 
du Royaume-Uni et de Ia France, qui, en fait, 
a declenche Ia deuxieme Guerre mondiale. 

Ainsi une certaine similitude peut etre cons
tatee entre les politiques qui ont ete suivies 
a la Societe des Nations et a !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. Toutefois, !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies a a faire face a un nouvel 
equilibre de forces, dn fait de la presence des 
Etats-Unis. · 

Le discours du representant des Etats-Unis 
a ete l'expression d'une nouvelle tentative pour 
faire retomber sur l'URSS la responsabilite 
de l'etat de choses actuel, de fa<;on a voiler la 
politique d'expansion des :Etats-Unis qui se 
manifeste par la nouvelle course aux armements, 
par la conclusion du Pacte de Bruxelles, par 
le projet de Pacte de l'Atlantique, par la produc
tion de bombes atomiques, par l'aide economique 
a !'Europe occidentale en echange de positions 
strategiques, etc. 

II n'est pas etonnant que Ia delegation des 
:Etats-Unis appuie le projet de resolution beige, 
car ce projet permettrait aux Etats-Unis d'attein
dre tous ses buts agressifs. Le representant de 
la Belgique a contribue a maintenir !'atmosphere 
de mefiance en pretendant que le projet de 
resolution de l'URSS etait I' expression d'une dan
gereuse illusion. Le representant ldu Royaume
Uni a declare que les forces armees de son 
pays etaient reduites au minimum, alors que 
le Ministre de la Defense nationale du Royaume
Uni, repondant a M. Churchill, a declare a la 
Chambre des Communes qu'il n'avait pas d'ob
jection a ce que le Parlement etudiat en se~nce 
secrete le rearmemement du Royaume-Um en 
t enant compte de la situation economique du 
pays. 

Chaque fois que !'Article 11 de la Charte, 
ou que les resolutions du 24 janvier 194fi 
[resolution 1 (I)] et du 14 decembr~ de la me~e 
annee [resolution 41 (I)] sur la reglementatwn 
et la reduction des armements et des forces 
armees sont invoquees, la majorite parle du 
peu de realisme dont fait preuve l'UHSS. Us 
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Kingdom, the United States and others insisted 
on a series of conditions which should be fulfilled 
before practical methods for the reduction of 
armaments could be envisaged. They wished to 
drown in a flood of words all efiorts towards the 
reduction of armaments and the strengthening 
of peace. 

~f the USSR proposal was adopted, it would 
stnke a heavy blow at the expansionist aims of 
aggressive Governments. The Byelorussian dele
gation would vote against the Belgian draft 
resolution. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) expressed his 
satisfaction at the support given by the repre
sentative of France to the Australian suggestions 
for the deletion of the last words of paragraph 5 
of the Belgian draft resolution. He wished to 
point out that he was well a'ware that the veto 
which was applicable in the Security Council did 
not apply in the organs created by that Council. 
He had merely meant to say that if, according to 
the terms of the Belgian draft resolution, proposals 
concerning the control body were placed before the 
Security Council, the veto would operate. 

At the request of the representative of the USSR, 
the CHAIRMAN stated that in order to avoid loss of 
time on a question of procedure, he would first 
put the USSR proposal (AjC.l/356/Rev.l para
graph 16) to the vote. 

The Chairman put paragraph 1 of the USSR 
proposal to the vole. 

A »ole was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
Uruguay, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Yugoslavia. 

Against: Uruguay, Argentina, Australia, Bel
gium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, China, Cuba, Den
mark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Ethiopia 
France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Sweden, Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States. 

Abstaining: Venezuela, Afghanistan, Burma, 
Colombia, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria. 

The first paragraph was rejected by 35 votes to 6, 
with 8 abstentions. 

The Chairman put paragraph 2 of the USSR 
proposal to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
Iran, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 

voted first. 
In favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia,Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia. 

Against: Iceland, India, Liberia, Lux~mbourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Parag~ay, P~ru, 
Sweden, Turkey, Union of South Afnca, Umted 

delegations du Royaume-Uni, des Etats-Unis 
et d'autres, insistent sur une serie de conditions 
qui doivent etre remplies avant qu'on puisse 
envisager des methodes pratiques de reduction des 
armements. Ainsi, on vent noyer sous un flot 
de paroles tons les efiorts en vue de la reduction 
des armements et du renforcement de Ia paix. 

La proposition de l'URSS, si elle etait adoptee, 
porterait un coup serieux aux visees expansion
nistes des gouvernements agressifs. La delegation 
de la RSS de Bielorussie votera contre le projct 
de resolution belge. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) marque sa 
satisfaction de l'appui donne par Ie representant 
de la France a la suggestion australienne tendant 
a la suppression des derniers mots du paragraphe 
5 du projet de resolution beige. II tient a lui 
faire remarquer qu'il est parfaitement au courant 
du fait que Ia regie du veto applicable au Conseil 
de securite ne joue pas dans Ies organes crees 
par ce Conseil. II avait seulement voulu dire 
que si, en vertu du projet de resolution beige, 
les propositions concernant l'organe de controle 
devaient etre presentees au Consei! de securite, 
le veto aurait !'occasion de jouer. 

A Ia demande du representant de I'URSS, 
le PRESIDENT declare que, pour eviter une 
perte de temps sur une question de procedure, 
il mettra au vote, en premier lieu, Ia proposition 
de l'URSS (A/C.l/356/Rev.l, paragraphe 16). 

Le President met aux voix le paragraphe 1 
de La proposition de l' URSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par l'Uruguay, doni le nom 

est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Republique socialiste sovie

tique de Bielorussie, Pologne, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougo
slavie. 

Volent contre: Uruguay, Argentine, Australie• 
Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chine, Cuba, 
Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Salvador, 
Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Islande, 
Inde, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Suede, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis. 

S' abstiennent : Venezuela, Afghanistan, 
Birmanie, Colombie, Iran, lrak, Liban, Syrie. 

Le premier paragraphe est rejete par 35 voix 
contre 6, avec 8 abstentions. 

Le President mel aux voix le paragraphe 2 
de La proposition de l' URSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par l'Iran, doni le nom est 

tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Pologne, Republique socialiste 

sovictique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tcheco
slovaquie. 

Volent contre : Islande, Inde, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Perou, Suede, Turquie, Union Sud-

623 



Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Argentina, 
Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, China, 
Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador 
France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras. 

Abstaining: Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, Vene
zuela, Afghanistan, Burma, Colombia, Ethiopia. 

The second paragraph was rejected by 34 votes 
to 6, with 9 abstentions. 

The Chairman put paragraph 3 of the USSR 
proposal to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
Sweden, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland. 

Against: Sweden, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States, Argentina, 
Canada, China, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
France, Greece, Haiti, Iceland, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, ~orway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay. 

Abstaining: Syria, Turkey, Uruguay, Afghan
istan, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Colombia, Cuba, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Honduras, 
India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Peru. 

The third paragraph was rejected by 20 votes to 
7, with 22 abstentions. 

The Chairman pul paragraph 4 of the USSR 
proposal to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
Norway, having been drawn by lot by the Chair

man, voted first. 
ln favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Australia, Belgium, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, France, 
India, Luxembourg, Mexico. 

Against: Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Sweden, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom, United States, Argentina, Brazil, China, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, 
Haiti, Iceland, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nica
ragua. 

Abstaining : Pakistan, Syria, Uruguay, Vene
zuela, Afghani:,tan, Bolivia, Burma, Canada, 
Colombia, Cuba, Ethiopia, Greece, Honduras, 
Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia. 

The fourth paragraph was rejected by 20 voles to 
12, with 17 abstentions. 

The Chairman put paragraph 5 of the USSR 
proposal to the vote. 

A. vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
Syria, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 

voted first. 
In favour: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Hepublic, 

union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 

Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis, Uruguay, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chine, Cuba, Danemark, Republique 
Dominicaine, Salvador, France, Grece, Haiti, 
Honduras. 

S' abstiennent : Iran, Irak, Lib an, Syrie, 
Venezuela, Afghanistan, Birmanie, Colombie, 
Ethiopie. 

Le deuxieme paragraphe est rejete par 34 voix 
contre 6, avec 9 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le paragraphe 3 de la 
proposition de l' URSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par la Suede, doni le nom est 

tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Republique socialiste sovietique 

d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Venezuela, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tcheco
slovaquie, Pologne. 

Volent contre: Suede, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis, Argentine, Canada, 
Chine, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
France, Grece, Hai"ti, Islande, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua, N orvege, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay. 

S' abstiennent : Syrie, Turquie, Uruguay, Afgha
nistan, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Birmanie, Colombie, Cuba, Salvador, Ethiopie, 
Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Perou. 

Le troisieme paragraphe est rejete par 20 voix 
contre 7, avec 22 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le paragraphe 4 de la 
proposition de l' U RSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par la Norvege, dont le 

nom est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Pologne, Republique socialiste 

sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Australie, 
Belgique, Republique socialiste sovietique de 
Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, France, Inde, 
Luxembourg, Mexique. 

Volent contre : Norvege, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peron, Suede, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis, Argentine, Bresil, 
Chine, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
Salvador, Hai"ti, Islande, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua. 

S'abstiennenl: Pakistan, Syrie, Uruguay, Vene
zuela, Afghanistan, Bolivie, Birmanie, Canada, 
Colombie, Cuba, Ethiopie, Grece, Honclurils, 
Iran, Irak, Liban, Liberia. 

Le quatrieme paragraphe est rejeie par 20 voix 
contre 12, avec 17 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le paragraphe 5 de la 
proposition de l' URSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par la Syrie, dont le nom est 

tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Republique socialiste sovietique 

d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 



Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republi,-, Czecho
slovakia, Poland. 

Against: Turkey, Union of South Airica, United 
Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Argentina, 
Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, 
China, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Hon
duras, Iceland, India, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Sweden. 

Abstaining: Syria, Venezuela, Afghanistan, 
Burma, Colombia, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon. 

The fifth paragraph was rejected by 35 votes to 
6, with 8 abstentions. 

The Chairman put paragraph 6 of the USSR 
proposal to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows : 
Denmark, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia. 

Against : Denmark, Dominican Republic, El 
Salvador, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iceland, India, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Sweden, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States, Uruguay, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, 
Cuba. 

Abstaining : Ethiopia, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Syria Venezuela, Afghanistan, Burma. 

The sixth paragraph was rejected by 35 votes to 
6, with 8 abstentions. 

The Chairman put paragraph 7 of the USSR 
proposal to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
Czechoslovakia, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian 

Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Yugoslavia, Byeiorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic. 

Against : Denmark, Dominican Republic, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Hon
duras, Iceland, India, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nonvay, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Sweden, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States, Uruguay, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, 
Cuba. 

Abstaining: Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, Vene
zuela, Afghanistan, Burma. 

The seventh paragraph was rejected by 36 votes to 
6, with 7 abstentions. 

The Chairman put paragraph 8 of the USSR 
proposal to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows : 

sovietiques, 
sovietique 
Pologne. 

Yougoslavie, Republique socialiste 
de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, 

Volent contre : Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis, Uruguay, Argentine, 
Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, 
Chine, Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, 
Honduras, Islande, Inde, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle~Zelande, Nicaragua, 
Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, 
Suede. 

S' abstiennent: Syrie, Venezuela, Afghanistan, 
Birmanie, Colombie, Iran, Irak, Liban. 

Le cinquieme paragraphe est rejete par 35 voix 
contre 6, avec 8 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le paragraphe 6 de la 
proposition de l' URSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par le Danemark, doni le 

nom est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Pologne, Republique socialiste 

sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchtko
slovaquie. 

Volent contre: Danemark, Republique Domi
nicaine, Salvador, France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, 
Islande, Inde, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Suede, 
Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, 
Etats-Unis, Uruguay, Argentine, Australie, 
Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chine, Colombie, 
Cuba. 

S' abstiennent : Ethiopie, Iran, Irak, Liban, 
Syrie, Venezuela, Afghanistan, Birmanie. 

Le sixieme paragraphe est rejete par 35 voix 
contre 6, avec 8 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le paragraphe 7 de la 
proposition de l' URSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par la Tchecoslovaquie, doni 

le nom est tire au sari par le President. 
Volent pour: Tchecoslovaquie, Pologne, Repu

blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie. 

Volent conlre: Danemark, Republique Domi
nicaine, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, 
Honduras, Islande, Inde, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, 
Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, 
Suede, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis, Uruguay, Argentine, Australie, 
Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chine, Colombie, 
Cuba. 

S'abstiennent: Iran, Irak, Liban, Syrie, Vene
zuela, Afghanistan, Birmanie. 

Le septieme paragraphe est rejele par 36 voix 
contre 6, avec 7 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le paragraphe 8 de la 
proposition de l' U RSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
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Chile, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 
was to vote first. 

In favour: Czechoslovakia, France, Poland, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, Byelo
russian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Against : China, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Greece, Hon
duras, Iceland, India, Liberia, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Sweden, Turkey, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Argen
tina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada. 

Abstaining: Ethiopia, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Peru, Syria, Venezuela, 
Afghanistan, Burma. 

The eighth paragraph was rejected by 30 votes to 
7, with 11 abstentions. 

The Chairman put the USSR resolution as a 
whole to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
The United Kingdom, having been drawn by 

lot by the Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet 

Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic. 

Against : United Kingdom, United States, 
Uruguay, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canada, China, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Domi
nican Republic, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, 
Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Sweden, Turkey, Union of South Africa. 

Abstaining: Venezuela, Afghanistan, Burma, 
Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria. 

Argentina d.id not take part in the voting. 
The resolution as a whole was rejected by 35 votes 

to 6, with 7 abstentions. 

The Chairman put to the vote the Belgian pro
posal (A.f.C.1f356JRev. 1, paragraph 17 ). 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the first 
paragraph. 

The paragraph was adopted by 40 votes to 6, with 
one abstention. 

The Chairman put the second paragraph to the 
vote. A vote was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was adopted by 40 votes to 6, with 
one abstention. 

The Chairman put the third paragraph to the 
vote. A vole was taken by show of hands. · 

The paragraph was adopted by 40 voles to 6, with 
one abstention. 

The Chairman put the fourth paragraph to the 
vote. A vote was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was adopted by 40 votes to 6, with 
one abstention. 

The Chairman put to the vole the Australian 
amendment ( AjC.1 /391) to the fifth paragraph. 
It read as follows : 

L'appel commence par lc Chili, doni le nom est 
tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Tchecoslovaquie, France, Pologne, 
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukrainc, 
Yougoslavie, Republique socialiste sovietique de 
Bielorussie. 

Volent contre: Chine, Colombie, Cuba, 
Danemark, Republiquc Domini caine, Salvador, 
Grece, Honduras, Islande, Inde, Liberia, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Suede, Turquie, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis, Uruguay, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada. 

S' abstiennent : Ethiopie, Iran, Irak, Liban, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Peron, Syrie, Venezuela, 
Afghanistan, Birmanie. 

Le huitieme paragraphe est rejete par 30 v0ix 
conlre 7, avec 11 abstentions. 

Lc President met aux voix .z'ensemble de la 
resolution de l' URSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par le Royaume-Uni, dont 

le nom est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Yougoslavie, Republique socia

liste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Pologne, Union des Republiqucs socialistes sovie
tiques, Republique socialiste sov:ietique d'Ukraine. 

Volent contre: Royaume-Uni, f:tats-Unis, 
Uruguay, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil , 
Canada, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Salvador, Ethiopie, 
France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Islande, Inde, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, l\1exique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Suede, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine. 

S' abstienneni: Venezuela, Afghanistan, Birmanie, 
Iran, Irak, Liban, Syrie. 

N e prend pas part au vote : Argentine. 
L'ensemble de la resolution est rejete par 35 ooix 

contre 6, avec 7 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix la proposition belge 
(AjC.1f356fRev.1, paragraphe 17 ). 

Jl met aux voix le premier paragraphe. Le 
vole a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est adopte par 40 voix contre 6 , 
avec une abstention. 

Le President mel aux voix le deuxieme para
graphe. Le vote a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est adoptc par 40 voix contre 6, · 
avec une abstention. 

Le President met aux voix le troisieme paragraphe· 
Le vote a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est adople par 40 voix contre 6, 
avec une abstention. 

Le President mel au voix le qualrieme paragraplzc. 
Le vole a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est adopte par 40 voix contre 6, 
avec une abstention. 

Le President met aux voix l' amen dement australien 
(.4.fC.1 j391) au cinquiemc paragraphe, qui se lit 
comme suit : 
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Paragraph 5, page 6 (line 16) : delete the words 

" . . . in order to obtain concrete results as 
soon as the improvement in the international 
atmosphere permits ; " 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The Aus
tralian amendment was rejected by 21 votes to 14, 
with 2 abstentions. 

The Chairman put to the vole the fifth paragraph 
as amended by the Syrian proposal (A JC.1 f390 ), 
which read as follows : 

Paragraph 5, page 6 : delete the last passage 
reading: 

" ... as soon as the improvement in the inter
national atmosphere permits ; " and substitute 
the following : " . .. as soon as possible ; " 

A vole was taken by show of hands. The fifth 
paragraph, thus amended, was adopted by 22 votes 
to 7, with 12 abstentions. 

The Chairman put to the vote the sixth paragraph 
as amended by the French proposal (A fC.1 f392) 
reading as follows : 

In the sixth paragraph (page 6, line 22) delete 
the words: 

" endowed with universally accepted powers " 
and substitute : " within the framework of the 
Security Council, " 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The para
graph, thus amended, was adopted by 33 votes to 6, 
with 8 abstentions. 

The Chairman put the seventh paragraph to the 
vote. A vole was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was adopted by 40 votes to 6, with 
2 abstentions. 

The Chairman put the eighth paragraph to the 
vote. A vote was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was adopted by 39 voles to 6, 
with 2 abstentions. 

The Chairman put to the vote the resolution as 
a whole. A vote was taken by show of hands. 

The resolution as a whole was adopted by 40 voles 
to 6, with one abstention. 

The Chairman put the Polish proposal ( AfC· 
1/356 fRev.J paragraph 18) to the vole. 

The Chairman put the first paragraph to the vote. 
A vole was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was rejected by 28 voles to 6, 
with 10 abstentions. 

The Chairman put the second paragraph to the 
vote. A vole was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was rejected by 22 votes to 9, with 
15 abstentions. 

The Chairman put the third paragraph to the 
vote. A vote was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was rejected by 24 votes to 6, with 
16 abstentions. 

The Chairman put the fourth paragraph to the 
vote. A vole was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was rejected by 18 votes to 7, with 
19 abstentions. 

Cinquieme paragraphe (page 6, 22e ligne) : 
supprimer les mots : 

(( ... afin d'obtenir des resultats concrets des 
que !'amelioration de !'atmosphere internationale 
Ie permettra l> ; 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. 
L' amendemenl australien est rejete par 21 voix 

contre 14, avec 2 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le cinquieme para
graphe amende par le projel syrien (aJC.1j390). 
qui se lit comme suit: 

Cinquieme paragraphe : Remplacer les mots : 

(~ ... des que !'amelioration de l'atmosphere 
internationale le permettra » par : (( ... des que 
possible» ; 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. Le cinquieme para
graphe ainsi amende est adopte par 22 voix contre 7, 
avec 12 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le sixieme paragraphe 
amende par le pro jet de Ia France (A jC.l /392 ), 
qui se lit comme suit : 

Sixieme paragraphe (page 6, 27e ligne) : 
supprimer les mots : 

« .. .investi de pouvoirs acceptes par to us », et 
Ies rem placer par Ies mots : <( ... dans le cadre du 
Conseil de securite ». 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Le paragraphe ainsi 
amende est adopte par 33 voix contre 6, avec 
8 abstentions. 

Le President mel aux voix le septieme paragraphe. 
Le vole a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est adopte par 40 voix contre 6, 
avec 2 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le huilieme paragraphe. 
Le vote a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est adopte par 39 voix conlre 6, 
avec 2 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix l'ensemble de Ia 
proposition. Le vole a lieu a main levee. 

L'ensemble de la resolution est adopte par 40 VOlX 

contre 6, avec une abstention. 

Le President mel aux voix la proposition polonaise 
( AfC.1 /356 fRev.1, paragrapl!e 18 ). 

Le President mel aux voix le premier paragraphe. 
Le vole a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est rejele par 28 voix conlre 6, 
avec 10 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le deuxieme paragraph e. 
Le vote a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est rejete par 22 voix conlre 9, 
avec 15 abstentions. 

Le President mel aux voix le troisibne paragraphe. 
Le vole a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est rejeiC par 24 voix contre 6, 
avec 16 abstentions. 

Le President mel aux voix le quatrieme paragraphe. 
Le vole a lieu a main levee. 
L~ paragraphe est rejete par 18 voix conlre 7, 

avec 19 abstentions. 
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The Chairman put the fifth paragraph to the vote. 
A vote was taken by sho-,v of hands. 

The paragraph was rejected by 32 votes to 6, with 
5 abstentions. 

The Chairman put the sixth paragraph to the 
vote. A vote was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was rejected by 31 votes to 6, 
with 6 abstentions. 

The Chairman put the seventh paragraph to the 
vote. A vote was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was rejected by 29 votes to 7, with 
8 abstentions. 

The Chairman put the eighth paragraph to the 
vole. A vote was taken by show of hands. 

The paragraph was rejected by 27 voles to 6, 
with 9 abstentions. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) stated that rule 118 
of the rules of procedure of the General Assembly 
provided that a proposal " resulting " from a vote 
on the different parts of a proposal should be put 
to a final vote in its entirety. Every paragraph 
of the Polish draft resolution having been rejected, 
the result was nothing and consequently nothing 
could be voted upon. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) stated that, contrary 
to what the representative for New Zealand had 
said, the vote taken on the various paragraphs of 
the Polish draft resolution had had a very im
portant result. Eighteen members of the United 
Nations had considered that the present situation 
did not call for an urgent solution, 24 members 
believed that it was not necessary to reduce 
armaments and armed forces, 22 members thought 
that it was not in accordance with the interests of 
peace and civilization to free the world from the 
dangers arising from an armaments race ; and 
whilst 28 of the Member States refused to reaffirm 
General Assembly's resolution 41 (I) on the regu
lation and reduction of armaments and armed 
forces, 31 of them had decided against the prohi
bition of atomic weapons for purposes of mass 
destruction. Consequently, those who had 
adopted the Belgian proposal, which had the 
appearance of a disarmament programme, were 
not acting in good faith. 

\Vith regard to the vote upon the resolution as 
a whole, it was in accordance with the procedure 
followed in the past by the First Committee when 
all paragraphs had been rejected. Rule 118 did 
not apply, because it only covered cases in which 
certain paragraphs remained and on which a 
new vote could be taken. 

Mr. ARCE (Argentina) supported the remarks of 
the representative of New Zealand. Rule 118 
of the rules of procedure laid down that for final 
adoption a vote must be taken on tl~e text 
" resulting " from the votes on the different 
parts · that meant that no vote was to be taken 
when there was no text to vote upon, in spite of 
any mistakes the Committee might have made in 
the past. 

Le President mel aux voix le cinquieme para
graphe. Le vole a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est rejete par 32 voix conlre 6, 
avec 5 abstentions. 

Le President mel aux voix le sixieme paragraphe. 
Le vote a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est rejete par 31 voix contre 6, 
avec 6 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le septieme paragraphe. 
Le vote a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est rejete par 29 voix contre 7, avec. 
8 abstentions. 

Le President met aux voix le huitieme paragraphe. 
Le vote a lieu a main levee. 

Le paragraphe est rejete par 27 voix contre 6, 
avec 9 abstentions. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-,Zelande) declare que, 
selon !'article 118 du reglement interieur de 
l'Assemblee generale, Ia proposition qui « resulte » 
du vote sur les differentes parties est ensuite 
mise aux voix pour adoption definitive. Or, tous 
Ies paragraphes du projet de resolution de Ia 
Pologne ayant ete rejetes, ce qui « resulte )I de 
ces votes est totalement inexistant et ne saurait, 
en consequence, etre I'objet d'un vote. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que, contrai
remant ace qu'a dit le representant de la Nouvelle
Zelande, le vote qui est intervenu sur les differents 
paragraphes du projet de resolution de Ia Po
logue a eu un resultat extremement important : 
18 Membres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies ont estime que Ia situation presente 
n'appelait pas une solution urgente du probleme, 
24 qu'il n'y a pas lieu de proceder a la reduction 
des armements et des forces armees, 22 qu'il n'est 
pas conforme a !'interet de la paix et de la civili
sation de liberer le monde du danger qui resulte 
de la course aux armements ; et tandis que 
28 des Etats Membres se refusaient a reaffirmer Ia 
resolution 41 (I) de l'Assemblee generale sur Ia 
reglementation et la reduction des armements 
et des forces armees, 31 d'entre eux ont decide de 
ne pas interdire Ies armes atomiques en tant 
qu'armes de destruction massive. II s'avere done 
que ceux qui ont adopte Ia proposition beige, 
qui avait l'apparence d'un programme de desar
mement, n'etaient pas de bonne foi. 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, le vote sur 
!'ensemble, un t el vote serait conforme a la 
procedure suivie dans Ie passe par Ia Premiere 
Commission dans Ies cas ou tous les paragraphes 
avaient ete rejetes ; en effet !'article 118 ne 
s'applique pas, puisqu'il ne traite que des cas 
dans lesquels certains paragraphes subsistent et 
peuvent etre soumis a un nouveau vote. 

M. ARCE (Argentine) appuie ce qu'a dit Ie 
representant de Ia Nouvelle-Zelande. L'article 118 
du reglement interieur precise qu'on doit voter, 
pour adoption definitive, sur le t exte qui « resulte n 

des votes sur les differentes parties, c'est-a-dire 
ne pas proceder a un vote lorsqu'il n'y a plus de 
texte a voter, cela nonobstant toutes erreurs que 
Ia Commission aurait pu commettre anterieu
rement. 
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It was true that the representative of Poland 
triumphed every time the First Committee had to 
take votes devoid of meaning. Thus, when Sub
Committee 12 had submitted three draft reso
lutions, it had been necessary to vote upon all 
three, whereas the First Committee should only 
have had to consider a single text adopted by the 
Sub-Committee. 

Mr. LoRIDAN (Belgium) protested against the 
tendentious interpretation given by the Polish 
representative to the votes cast by the Belgian 
delegation. The Belgian delegation had had to 
vote against certain paragraphs, on the one hand, 
because those paragraphs were already embodied 
in a proposal, the substance of which it considered 
unacceptable, and on the other hand, because 
some principles, in themselves acceptable, had 
been worded in an unacceptable manner. 

Mr. K~"ROU (Greece) supported the proposal of 
the representative of New Zealand. Referring 
to the Polish representative's remarks, he said 
that it must not be forgotten that the frame could 
spoil the most beautiful picture. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) declared that he 
would not allow the Polish representative to 
misrepresent the position of New Zealand in the 
eyes of the world. His delegation had already 
stated its reasons for voting as it had. One draft 
resolution having been adopted and two draft 
resolutions rejected by the Sub-Committee, New 
Zealand had decided to support the draft reso
lution adopted by Sut-Committee 12, the prin
ciples of which met with its approval. That 
having been the case, his delegation had felt 
unable to approve any portion of the other reso
lutions, although some of them might contain 
commeudable principles. Moreover, the Polish 
representative himself had voted against certain 
principles included in the Belgian proposal with 
which he must certainly have been in agreement. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) declared that, con
trary to the assertions of the representative of 
New Zealand, he had only tried to make the 
meaning of the vote clear to the general public. 
Moreover, as had already occurred several times 
in the Security Council, various delegations might 
express agreement on certain principles when 
voting for certain paragraphs, whilst remaining 
free to show their disagreement from a broader 
aspect, by rejecting a proposal as a whole. In 
the specific case of the Belgian resolution, every 
paragraph showed that no agreement could be 
achieved. The Polish delegation had conse
quently been unable to abstain from voting, or 
even to vote for any one of those paragraphs, as 
it might otherwise have been willing to do. 

Moreover, the Polish delegation held that a vote 
on the whole of its draft resolution should be 
taken. True, a sub-committee was not in a 
position to reject a resolution previously sub
mitted to a committee. The resolution of a 
committee was only passed to the sub-committee 
for consideration. The resolution remained the 
property of the committee, which alo~e could. dis
pose of it, except when the sub-commtttee arnved 

Le representant de Ia Pologne tri.omphe, il · est 
vrai, toutes Ies fois que la Premiere Commission 
est amenee a proceder a des votes vides de sens. 
C'est ainsi que le Sous-Comite 12 ayant soumis 
trois projets de resolution, il a bien fallu voter sur 
les trois, alors que Ia Premiere Commission n'aurait 
du avoir a prendre en consideration qu'un seul 
texte adopte par Ia Sous-Commission. 

M. LoRIDAN (Belgique) declare protester contre 
!'interpretation tendancieuse des votes emis par 
la delegation belge, qui a ete presentee par le 
representant de Ia Pologne. Si la delegation beige 
a du voter contre certains paragraphes, c'est, 
d'une part, qu'ils etaient incorpores dans une 
proposition dont le fond meme lui paraissait 
inacceptable et, d'autre part, que certains principes 
qui, en eux-memes, etaient acceptables etaient 
formules d'une maniere qui ne l'etait pas. 

M. KYROU (Grece) appuie Ia proposition faite 
par le representant de la Nouvelle-Zelande. En ce 
qui concerne les remarques du representant de la 
Pologne, il convient de ne pas oublier que le 
cadre peut gater le plus beau tableau. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) declare qu'il ne 
permettra pas au representant de Ia Pologne de 
defigurer aux yeux de l'opinion publique Ia 
position de la Nouvelle-Zelande. Cette derniere, 
d'ailleurs, a deja indique les raisons de ses votes. 
Un projet de resolution ayant ete adopte, et 
deux projets rejetes par la Sous-Commission, 
Ia Nouvelle-Zelande avait decide d'appuyer le 
projet de resolution adopte par le Sous-Comite 12, 
dont elle approuvait les principes. Cela etant, 
cette meme delegation n'a pas cru pouvoir donner 
son approbation a quelque partie que ce fut des 
autres resolutions, bien que certaines d'entre 
elles pussent renfermer des principes recom
mandables. D'ailleurs, le representant de Ia 
Pologne lui-meme a vote contre certains principes 
inclus dans Ia proposition beige, avec lesquels il 
devait certainement se trouver en accord. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que, contrai
rement ace qu'a dit le representant de Ia Nouvelle
Zelande, il n'a cherche qu'a ce que le sens du 
vote flit bien compris du grand public. D'autre 
part, comme cela s'est produit plusieurs fois au 
Conseil de securite, les differentes delegations 
peuvent manifester leur accord sur certains 
principes en votant pour certains paragraphes, 
quitte a signifier leur desaccord, d'un point de vue 
plus large, en rejetant !'ensemble d'une 
proposition. Toutefois, dans le cas particulier 
de Ia resolution beige, chacun de ces paragraphes 
indiquait qu'aucun accord n'etait possible. La 
delegation de la Pologne n'a done pu s'abstenir 
ou meme voter pour l'un quelconque de ces 
paragraphes, comme elle aurait ete eventuel
lement prete a le faire. 

D'autre part, la delegation de Ia Pologne 
considere qu'il doit etre procede a un vote sur 
!'ensemble de son projet de resolution. En effet, 
une sons-commission n'est pas en mesure de 
rcjeter une resolution qui a etc anterieurement 
presentee a une commission et que cette derniere 
ne lui soumet que pour examen. La resolution 
demeure la propricte de Ia commission, qui seule 
peut en disposer, hormis le cas oil Ia sous-com-

1329 



at positive results and submitted one or two 
resolutions each one of which represented several 
others which were then withdrawn ipso facto. 
But such could not be said to be the case merely 
because a majority of a sub-committee, whether 
seven or fifteen members, had rejected a draft 
resolution. 

The Rapporteur and the Chairman of Sub
Committee 12 were therefore justified in including 
the three resolutions in the report, and the 
Chairman of the First Committee was acting in 
accordance with rule 118 of the rules of procedure 
in asking the First Committee to vote on the 
Polish draft resolution as a whole. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) referred to rule 118 of the rules of 
procedure, which stated that after the parts of 
a proposal had been voted on separately " the 
resulting proposal shall be put to a final vote in its 
entirety. " The votes on the different parts 
might be affirmative or negative and subject to 
different interpretations. Neither in the General 
Assembly nor in the Security Council had such 
procedure been adopted as that suggested by the 
New Zealand representative ; it would constitute 
a very undesirable precedent. 

Mr. UGON (Uruguay) requested the Chairman to 
give a ruling on the point of order. An appeal, 
however, could be made against it in accordance 
with the provisions of rule 102 of the rules of 
procedure. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that he would consult the 
First Committee as to whether a vote should be 
taken on the Polish draft resolution as a whole. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. It was 
decided by 23 votes to 11, with 5 abstentions, that 
no vote should be taken. 

The meeting rose at 7.15 p.m. 

TWO HUNDREDTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 15 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

68. Consideration of the point of order 
raised by the Czechoslovakil dele
gation concerning participation of 
the representatives of the Reople's 
Democratic Republic of Korea in the 
debate on the problem of the inde
pendence of Korea (AjC.1j367) 

Mr. HOl.JDEK (Czechoslovakia) asked the First 
Committee before opening the debate on the 
Palestine question, to take a decision on his pro
posal (A/C.1/367) to invite the representatives of 
the People's Democratic Republic of Korea to 
participate in the debate on the problem of the 
independence of Korea. He explained that the 
distance from Korea to Paris was more than 

mission obtient des n!sultats positifs et soumet 
une ou deux resolutions dont chacune en repre
sente plusieurs autres qui sont alors ipso facto 
retirees. Mais il n'en est pas ainsi du seul 
fait qu'une majorite quelconque d'une sous
commission, qu'elle comprenne sept ou 
quinze membres, a rejeteun projet de resolution. 

Le Rapporteur et le President de Ia Sons
Commission 12 etaient done fondes a inclure dans 
le rapport les trois projets de resolutions, et le 
President de la Premiere Commission agit en 
conformite avec !'article 118 du reglement 
interieur lorsqu'il demande a la Premiere Com
mission de voter sur l'ensemble du projet de 
resolution de la Pologne. 

M. MANUILSKY (Rcpublique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) se refere a !'article 118 du 
reglement interieur, dans lequel il est indique 
« qu'apres le vote sur les differentes parties, Ia 
proposition qui en resulte est mise aux voix 
pour adoption definitive ». Or les votes sur les 
differentes parties peuvent etre affirmatifs ou 
ncgatifs et etre sujets a differentes interpretations. 
Aussi, ni aux Assemblees generales ni au Conseil 
de securite n'a-t-on adopte nne procedure 
semblable ~\ celle que suggere le representant 
de la Nouvelle-Zelande et qui constituerait un 
precedent fort regrettable. 

M. UGON (Uruguay) demande que, confor
mement a !'article 102 du reglement interieur, le 
President prenne sur la motion d'ordre une 
decision dont, d'ailleurs, il peut etre fait appel. 

Le PRESIDENT declare consulter la Premiere 
Commission sur le point de savoir si un vote doit 
intervenir sur }'ensemble du projet de resolution 
de la Pologne. 

Le vote a liell a main levee. Par 23 voix contre 11, 
avec 5 abstentions, il est decid~ qu'il ne sera pas 
procede a ce vote. 

La seance est levee a 19 h. 15. 

DEUX-CENTIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 15 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President : l\I. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgique). 

68. Examen de la motion d'ordre de la 
delegation de la Tchecoslovaquie 
concernant la participation des repre
sentants de la Republique demo
cratique populaire de Coree a la 
discussion de la question de l'inde
pendance de la Coree (A/C.i/367) 

M. HoUDEK (Tchecoslovaquie) rappelle qu'il a 
propose (A/C.l/367) d'inviter les representants de 
la Republique democratique populaire de Coree a 
participer a la discussion de la question de l'inde
pendance de la Coree ; il demande done ~'t la 
Premiere Commission de prendre une decision sur 
cette proposition, avant d'abonler l'examen de la 
question de Palestine. II souligne que plus de 
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15,000 kilometres and the Korean delegation 
would require a fortnight's journey if it was to be 
present when the Korean question came up for 
discussion. He thought that agreement could 
be reached on his proposal without undue delay, 
since all members of the Committee were agreed 
on the necessity of having as complete a discussion 
on the Korean question as possible. 

Mr. BoGOJIWLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) supported the request. He thought 
it would be difficult to examine the Korean 
question fully without the presence of represen
tatives of the People's Democratic Rep.ublic of 
Korea. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypt) considered that the 
urgency of the Palestine question brooked no 
delay. He welcomed the consideration shown 
by the representatives of the USSR and of 
Czechoslovakia for safeguarding the rights of the 
Korean people to take part in a debate which so 
closely concerned them and he hoped that the 
same consideration would be displayed in respect 
of the Arab population of Palestine, which was 
being threatened daily with total destruction. 

Mr. BocoMoLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
H.epublics) explained that it had not been sug
gested that the debate on the Palestine question 
should be delayed. The proposal had been made 
solely in view of the distance which the Korean 
delegation had to travel. The decision was, 
therefore, merely a procedural one to enable the 
representatives of Korea. to be present when the 
Committee entered into discussion [on !the sub
stance of the Korean question. The delegation 
could hardly get here in seven days under the 
best conditions. There was no intention to 
pm;tpone discussion on the Palestine question. 

Mr. HOUDEK (Czechoslovakia) supported the 
explanation given by the USSR representative. 

Mr. BocoMol.ov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Hepublics) added that at the second session of the 
General Assembly, the USSR delegation had 
supported the vie'w that the question of the inde
pendence of Korea, which concerned first and 
foremost the Korean people, could not be dis
cussed nor any decision taken upon it in the 
absence of representatives of the Korean people. 
That view had been accepted by the General 
Assembly and was contained in the preamble of 
resolution 112 (II) of H November 1947. Since 
that date, elections condncted throughout Korea 
had resulted in the creation of the Higher National 
Assembly, composed of 360 deputies, representing 
the will of the popular masses both in Northern 
and Southern Korea. The Higher National 
Assembly had created a National Democratic 
Government which included the greatest demo
cratic leaders of the Korean people. It had 
further adopted a Constitution and established the 
People's Democratic Republic of all Korea. 
Since it had been decided that only elected 
representatives of the Korean people could be 

15.000 kilometres separent la Coree de Paris, et 
que la delegation de Ia Coree devra voyager 
pendant quinze jours pour assister aux debats a Ia 
Premiere Commission. II pense que l'on pourrait 
se mettre rapidement d'accord sur sa proposition, 
puisque tous les membres de la Commission 
reconnaissent la necessite de discuter la question de 
Coree aussi completement que possible. 

M. BoaoMOLOv (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiqucs) appuie Ia demande du repre
sentant de la Tchecoslovaquie. II est d'avis qu'il 
serait difficile d'examiner Ia question de Coree 
d'une maniere satisfaisante en !'absence des 
representants de Ia Republique democratique 
populaire de Coree. 

ANDRAos Bey (Egypte) estime que l'examen de 
la question de Palestine est d'une telle urgence 
qu'il ne saurait supporter aucun retard. II cons
tate avec satisfaction que les reprcsentants de 
l'URSS et de Ia Tchecoslovaquie se preoccupent 
de preserver les droits du peuple coreen a parti
ciper a une discussion qui le touche de si pres ; il 
espere que I'on se preoccupera aussi attenti
vement du sort de Ia population arabe de Pales
tine, menacee de destruction totale. 

M. BocoMOLOY (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) precise qu'il n'est nullement 
question de remettre a plus tard Ia discussion de 
la question de Palestine. Le representant de la 
Tchecoslovaquie, en presentant sa proposition, 
n'a pense qu'a une chose, a Ia distance conside
rable que la dell!gation de Ia Coree devrait par
courir pour se rendre a Paris. Le projet de reso
lusion ne porte que sur une question de procedure; 
il a pour but de permettre au representant de Ia 
Coree d'arriver a temps pour assister aux seances 
de la Premiere Commission, lorsque celle-ci 
examinera le fond meme de la question de Coree. 
Dans l'eventualite la plus favorable, Ja delegation 
mettra plus de sept jours pour gagner Paris. 
Personne n'a !'intention de retarder Ia discussion 
de Ia question de Palestine. 

M. HoUDEK (Tchecoslovaquie) souscrit aux 
observations faites par le representant de l'URSS. 

M. BocoMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle que, lors de la session 
precedente de l' Assemblee generale, Ia delegation 
de l'URSS a soutenu que Ia question de l'indc
pendance de la Coree interessait d'abord et 
surtout le peuple coreen, et qu'elle ne pouvait etre 
discutee ni resolue sans Ia participation des 
representants du peuple con~en. L'Assemblce 
s'est ralliee a ce point de vue, qui est expose au 
preambule de Ia resolution 112 (II) du 14 novembre 
1947. Depuis Iors, des elections ont eu lieu sur 
!'ensemble du territoire de Ia Coree et ont abouti 
a Ia creation d'une Assemblee supreme du peuple, 
composee de 360 deputes, et representant Ia 
volonte des masses populaires dans le nord aussi 
bien que dans le sud de Ia Coree. Cette Assemblee 
a forme un Gouvernement democratique national, 
auquel participent les principaux chefs demo
cratiques du pays. Elle a en outre vote une 
constitution et cree Ia Rcpublique democratique 
populaire de Coree. Puisqu'on a decide que sculs 
les representants elus du peuple careen pourraient 
etre invites a prendre part a la discussion, il est 
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invited to take part in the debate, it was clear that 
the only persons who could be invited were repre
sentatives of the Korean Democratic People's 
Republic. 

Mr. HouDEK (Czechoslovakia) drew attention 
to document AJC.l/366 which contained the 
request of the Democratic People's Republic to 
participate in the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the question be 
considered in two parts, as follows : (1) Was the 
Committee prepared to discuss the Czechoslo
vakian proposal before commencing the debate on 
Palestine ? (2) Should the representatives of the 
Government of the People's Democratic Republic 
of Korea be invited to take part in the debate? 
He asked the Committee to take a decision on the 
first question. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvadorfopposed issuing an 
invitation to the Government of the People's 
Democratic Republic before the Committee had 
examined the report of the Temporary Com
mission on Korea (A/575 and addenda). He 
considered that the Czechoslovakian proposal was 
closely linked with the substance of the problem 
inasmuch as the Temporary Commission had been 
constituted solely for the purpose of supervising 
elections in Korea in order to ensure that the 
representatives truly represented the Korean 
people. As was well known, the Commission 
had been able only to witness the elections in 
South Korea. It would be useless to take a 
decision prejudging the question of whether the 
People's Democratic Republic was representative 
of the Korean people before the report had been 
examined. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) disagreed with the r epresentative of 
El Salvador. All that was required was a deci
sion upon the formal request of the Government 
of the People's Democratic Republic to participate 
in the debate. The manner and method of the 
delegation's participation could be discussed when 
the Korean question came up for consideration. 
If the previous question was not decided now, 
it would be physically impossible for the repre
sentatives of the People's Democratic Republic 
to be present at the debate. Mr. Kiselev stressed 
that the Government of the People's Democratic 
Republic had been chosen through democratic 
elections by the people of both North and South 
Korea. The representative of the United States 
had informed the First Committee that the dele
gation of South Korea was already in Paris. It 
was therefore only just that the delegation of the 
People's Democratic Republic should be permitted 
to be present as well. 

Mr. Kiselev stressed that the proposal was 
merely one of procedure which did not entail any 
change in the agenda. It could be adopted 
without delay and the Committee could then pass 
immediately to the examination of the Palestine 
question. 

Mr. KYnou (Greece) supported the Egyptian 
representative's proposal that the Committee 
should proceed to the discussion of the Palestine 

evident que les seules personnes a inviter sont 
les representants de la Republique democratique 
populaire de Coree. 

M. HouDEK (Tchecoslovaquie) attire !'attention 
de la Commission sur le document A/C.l/366, par 
lequel la Republique democratique populaire 
de Coree demande a participer aux debats de Ia 
Premiere Commission. 

Le PRESIDENT propose de diviser la question 
en deux : 1) La Commission est-elle prete a discuter 
la proposition de la Tchecoslovaquie, avant 
d'aborder !'etude de la question de Palestine? 
2) Les repn\sentants du Gouvernement de la 
Republique democratique populaire de Coree 
doivent-ils etre invites a participer a Ia discussion? 
Le President demande a Ia Commission de prendre 
une decision sur la premiere question. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) est d'avis que la Com
mission n'adresse pas d'invitation au Gouver
nement de la Republique democratique populaire 
de Coree, avant d'avoir examine le rapport de la 
Commission temporaire pour Ia Coree (A/575 et 
additifs ). II estime que la proposition de Ia Tcheco
slovaquie touche au fond meme du probleme; en 
efiet, la Commission temporaire a ete creee dans 
le seul but de controler les elections en Coree, et de 
veiller a ce que les repn\sentants soient veri
tablement elus par le peuple careen. On sait que la 
Commission n'a pu controler les elections que 
dans la partie sud du pays. Il serait inutile de 
prendre une decision prejugeant la question de 
savoir si la Republique democratique populaire 
represente vraiment le peuple coreen, avant 
d'avoir examine le rapport. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) n'est pas d'accord avec le repre
sentant de Salvador. En efiet, il s'agit simplement 
cle decider si le Gouvernement de la Republique 
democratique de Coree pent, comme il en a fait 
la demande officielle, participer aux debats. On 
pourrait discuter des modalites de cette parti
cipation lorsque la question de Coree figurera a 
l'ordre du jour de Ia Commission. Si I'on ne regie 
pas maintenant la question de !'invitation, il sera 
materiellement impossible aux representants de la 
Republique dcmocratique populaire d'assister 
a la discussion. M. Kisselev souligne que Ie Gou
vernement de Ia Republique democratique popu
laire a ete forme a la suite d'elections democra
tiques, auxquelles ont pris part les habitants de Ia 
Coree du Nord et du Sud. Le representant des 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique a informe la Commission 
que la delegation de la Coree du Sud se trouvait 
deja a Paris. Par consequent, il est juste de 
permettre a la Republique democratique popu
laire cle se faire, elle aussi, representer. 

M. Kisselev fait observer que la proposition de la 
Tchecoslovaquie ne porte que sur une question 
de procedure et n' entraine aucune modification 
de l'ordre du jour. Elle pourrait etre adoptee sans 
retard, et la Commission pourrait passer imme
diatement a l' etude de Ia question de Palestine. 

M. KYROU (Grece) estime, comme le repre
sentant de l'f:gypte, que Ia Commission devrait 
passer a la discussion sur la question de Palestine, 
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question without deciding on the Czechoslovakian 
proposal. If the representatives of the People's 
Democratic Republic of Korea undertook the trip 
to Paris and waited until the end of the discussion 
on Palestine, they would be in a position to appear 
before the Committee if and when an invitation 
was issued. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) denied that there was 
any proposal to delay the debate on Palestine 
or change the agenda. The Committee could 
take an immediate decision on the Czechoslovak 
draft resolution (A/C.l/367) which was concerned 
only with procedure, without entering into the 
substance of the Korean question. Since it 
was a well-established practice in the United 
Nations not to discuss matters referring to the 
fate of a country without inviting representatives 
of the interested parties to be heard, there could 
be no fair discussion of the Korean problem 
without the participation of a representative of 
the People's Democratic Republic. Mr. Lange 
cited a cablegram from that Government 
expressing the conviction of its right to take 
part in the debate. As the representative of 
the Byelorussian SSR had said, it was only 
fair to issue an invitation to the People's Demo
cratic Republic in view of the fact that the 
representatives of South Korea were in Paris 
awaiting such an invitation and in view of the 
considerable time which would be required to 
reach Paris. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) opposed 
opening a discussion on the Czechoslovakian 
proposal because the latter was not merely a 
question of procedure ; it was closely related to 
the substantive questions connected with the 
problem of Korea. It would require several 
days to decide whether or not representatives 
of the People's Democratic Republic should be 
heard and to determine their status in respect 
of the delegation of the Government of South 
Korea. He explained that the Temporary 
Commission on Korea had been, in effect, a 
sort of " credentials " commission with the task 
of ensuring that the representatives who were 
invited to participate should truly represent 
the Korean people and should not be mere 
" appointees " of one or the other of the military 
authorities occupying Korea. He thought that 
it would be disrespectful to the Temporary 
Commission to issue an invitation to one of 
the Governments before considering the Com
mission's report as to the status which should 
be given to them, especially since it was known 
that the People's Democratic Republic had 
flouted the Commission and had refused it 
permission to enter North Korea to find out 
whether the Government really represented the 
Korean people. If a decision was to be taken 
to invite the People's Democratic Republic to 
participate in the debate, then a decision would 
also have to be taken as to the status of the 
Government of South Korea and that would 
involve the First Committee in a discussion of 
all the substantive questions of the Korean 
problem. 

sans prendre de decision sur la proposition de la 
Tchecoslovaquie. Si les representants de Ia Repu
blique democratique populaire de Coree se 
mettaient en route pour Paris, et attendaient la 
fin de la discussion sur la Palestine, ils seraient 
en mesure de repondre en temps voulu a !'invi
tation de la Commission, si celle-ci decidait de les 
autoriser a prendre part a la discussion. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) souligne que personne ne 
propose de retarder la discussion sur la Palestine 
ou de modifier l'ordre du jour. La Commission 
pourrait prendre immediatement nne decision sur 
le projet de resolution de la Tchecoslovaquie 
(A/C.l/367) qui ne porte que sur une question 
de procedure, sans examiner Ie fond meme de Ia 
question de Coree. L'Organisation des Nations 
Unies s'est fait nne regie de ne jamais discuter de 
problemes relatifs au sort d'un pays sans inviter 
les representants des parties interessees a prendre 
la parole ; il serait done injuste de traiter du 
probleme de Ia Coree en !'absence d'un repre
sentant de la Republique democratique populaire, 
M. Lange cite un telegramme dans lequel le 
Gouvernement de la Republique democratique 
populaire declare avoir le droit, en toute con
viction, de participer a la discussion. Comme le 
representant de la RSS de Bielorussie l'a fait 
remarquer, il est juste de donner suite ala demande 
de la Republique democratique populaire ; en 
efiet, les representants de la Coree du Sud sont 
deja a Paris, dans l'attente d'une telle invitation, 
et les representants de Ia Republique democratique 
populaire auront besoin d'un delai considerable 
pour se rendre a Paris. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) estime que 
la Commission ne devrait pas discuter de la propo
sition de la Tchecoslovaquie, car celle-ci ne porte 
pas seulement sur une question de procedure ; 
elle touche de pres au fond meme du probleme. 
Plusieurs jours seraient necessaires pour decider 
si les representants de la Republique democratique 
populaire peuvent prendre la parole devant Ia 
Commission, et pour determiner leur position 
vis-a-vis de la delegation de la Coree du Sud. 
M. Dulles fait observer que Ia Commission tempo
raire pour la Coree a ete, en fait, une sorte de 
Commission de verification des pouvoirs, chargee 
de veiller a ce que les representants coreens soient 
dument elus par le peuple coreen, et non pas 
simplement nommes par l'une ou !'autre des 
autorites militaires de Coree. Ce serait manquer 
d'egards vis-a-vis de la Commission temporaire 
que d'adresser une telle invitation a l'un des 
Gouvernements, avant de connaitre le point de vue 
de la Commission quant au statut que devraient 
recevoir ces Gouvernements, et cela d'autant plus 
que Ia Republique democratique populaire a, 
comme on le sait, adopte une attitude hostile a 
l'egard de la Commission, et ne lui ll pas permis 
de penetrer en Coree du Nord pour verifier si le 
Gouvernement representait vraiment le peuple. Si 
I' on decidait d'inviter Ia Republique ctemocratique 
populaire a participer a la discussion, il faudrait 
determiner aussi le statut du Gouvernement de Ia 
Coree du Sud, ce qui amenerait la Commission a 
discuter du fond meme de la question de Coree, 
sous ses difierents aspects. 



l\1r. STEPHEN (Haiti) opposed any discussion 
of the Czechoslovakian draft resolution because 
it was not on the Committee's agenda, and be 
also had doubts as to whether or not it would 
involve examination of the substance of the 
Korean question. 

Mr. Lrv CHIEH (China) also thought that it 
was not possible to discuss the Czechoslovakian 
draft resolution without entering into the 
substance of the Korean question. The First 
Committee could not issue an invitation without 
ascertaining whether the representatives from 
~orth Korea were duly elected representatives 
or the Korean people. 

i\Ir. CAsTRo (El Salvador) categorically opposed 
sending an invitation to the People's Democratic 
H.epublic before the report of the Temporary 
Commission on Korea had been examined. 

Mr. GALAGAN (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) remarked that the delegations which 
now objected to the Czechoslovak proposal on 
the grounds that it was not included on the 
agenda were the very delegations which had 
violated the agenda a short time previously in 
respect of the Palestine question. He considered 
that if an invitation was not sent to the People's 
Democratic Republic, the agenda would be 
further violated because the Korean question 
would have to be postponed, as it was unthink
able to deal with the Korean question in the 
absence of the true representatives of the Korean 
people. It was a rule of the United Nations 
that when any question was discussed, touching 
upon the interests of some people, represen
tatives of those people should be permitted to 
take part. 

Mr. TsARAPKir.; (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the point of view expressed 
by representatives of the United States, China 
and El Salvador was illogical. How could the 
First Committee discuss the report of the Tempo
rary Commission on Korea before inviting the 
representatives of the Korean people to take 
part? If it did so, the invitation would be 
issued only after the substantive question had 
been settled. What use would he the presence 
o i Korean representatives if they were only 
able to express their views on a draft resolution 
which had already been adopted? Mr. Tsa
rapkin considered it important that the Korean 
representatives should be allowed to participate 
from the outset in the debate which concerned 
the future of Korea, so that their views could 
be obtained on all aspects of the question. 

A. vole was taken by show of hands on tlze proposal 
1 consider the Czechoslovakian draft resolution 

immediately. It was rejected by 38 votes to 6, 
with 6 abstentions. 

69. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

:VIr. AMMOUN (Lebanon), on a point of order, 
remarked that a number of representatives on 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) est hostile a toute clis
cussion du projet de resolution de Ia Tcheco
slovaquie, car celui-ci n'est pas inscrit a l'ordre 
du jour de Ia Commission ; il croit egalement que 
l'on serait amene a etudier Ie fond de Ia question 
con:Senne. 

M. Lru CHIEH (Chine) est egalement d'avis qu'il 
est impossible d'examiner le projet de resolution 
de la Tchecoslovaquie sans aborder le fond de la 
question coreenne. La Commission ne peut 
envoyer une invitation sans etre certaine que les 
representants de Ia zone nord de la Coree sont les 
representants Iegitimes du peuple coreen. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) s'oppose formellement a 
ce que l'on invite Ia Republique democratique 
populaire avant d'avoir etudie le rapport de la 
Commission temporaire pour la Coree. 

M. GALAGAN (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) fait observer que Ies delegations 
qui s'opposent maintenant a I'examen de la 
proposition de la Tchecoslovaquie, sous pretexte 
qu'elle n'est pas inscrite a l'ordre du jour, sont 
precisement celles qui, peu de temps auparavant, 
n'ont pas respecte cet ordre du jour en ce qui 
concerne Ia question de Ia Palestine. Le repre
sentant de Ia RSS d'Ukraine estime que, si 
on n'invite pas la Republique democratique popu
laire de Coree, on s'ecartera une fois encore de cet 
ordrc du jour, car il faudra differer I'cxamen de la 
question de Ia Coree, etant donne qu'on nc 
saurait envisager d'etudier cette question en 
l'absence des representants legitimes du peuple 
careen. II est d'usage a !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies d'autoriser les representants d'un peuple 
a prendre part a I'examen des questions qui 
concernent les inten~ts de ce peuple. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) estime que !'argument des 
representants des Etats-Unis, de la Chine et du 
Salvador est illogique. Comment Ia Premiere 
Commission pourra-t-elle etudier le rapport de Ia 
Commission temporaire pour la Coree sans inviter 
les representants du peuple de ce pays a prendre 
part aux debats ? Si elle agissait ainsi, !'invitation 
ne serait envoyee qu'apres l'examen des question~ 
de fond ; pourquoi, dans ces conditions, les repre
sentants de Ia Coree siegeraient-ils, si on leur 
permet seulement de donner leur avis sur un 

. projet de resolution deja adopte ? l\L Tsarapkine 
estime qu'il importe de les autoriser a prendre 
part, des le debut, a l'examen des questions qui 
concernent l'avenir de leur pays, afin que l'on 
connaisse leur point de vue sur tous les aspects 
de Ia situation. 

Il est procede au vole a main levee sur la propo
sition tendant a l'examen immedial du projet de 
resolution de la Tchecoslovaquie. Par 38 IJOi:r 
conlre 6, avec 6 abstentions, cette proposition est 
rejelee. 

69. Suite de la discussion sur le Rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des Nations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) presente une motion 
d'ordre et fait observer qu'un certain nomhre 
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the First Committee were unable to attend 
because the Security Council was meeting at 
the same time. He requested that the First 
Committee should avoid discussing the Palestine 
question at the same time as the Security Council. 
He proposed that thE' present meeting be 
adjourned, either until the evening of the same 
rlay or until the following morning. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypt) supported the proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN urged upon representatives the 
importance of hastening the Committee's work. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the proposal 
for adjournment. It was rejected by 26 votes 
lo 2, with 20 abstentions. 

DISCUSSION ON THE PARTICIPATION IN THE 
DEBATE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE ARAB 
HIGHER CoMMITTEE 

The representatives of the Provisional Government 
of Israel took their places at the Committee table. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to decide 
the status to be given to the Arab Higher Com
mittee when it was invited to participate in 
the debate. 

Mr. JoRMERD (Iraq) urged that it be invited 
as representing the Arab GoYernment of Palestine, 
which was an Arab State both de facto and de 
jure, with a well-defined population and territory. 
The Arabs of Palestine had confirmed their 
support of the Government, which had already 
been officially recognized by certain Arab and 
non-Arab States Members of the United Nations. 
It was surprising to note the resistance which 
certain delegations had manifested to admitting 
a representative of the Arab Government to 
take part in the debate, especially since those 
same delegations had not opposed the admission 
of a representative of the so-called Government 
of Israel. This last pseudo-State did not possess 
.any of the elements of sovereignty ; it did not 
have defined frontiers, nor was its title anything 
hut an ambitious tag applied to a mosaic of 
different nationalities and language groups. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the relative status 
of the Provisional Government of Israel and 
the Government of Palestine was not under 
discussion. The Committee was seized of a 
request of the Arab. Higher Committee to parti
cipate in the debate (A/C.l/335) and an author
ization from the All Palestine Government to 
the Arab Higher Committee to speak on its 
behalf (AJC.l/339). The only question, therefore, 
was to decide whether the delegation should be 
admitted as representing the All Palestine 
Government. · 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypt) deduced from the 
Chairman's explanation that the question of 
the admission of the Arab Higher Committee 
was not disputed, and that the question whethrr 

de membres de Ia Premiere Commission nc peuvent 
assister ala seance en cours a cause de Ia reunion 
du Conseil de securite. Il demande instamment 
a Ia Premiere Commission de ne pas examiner la 
question de la Palestine en meme temps que le 
Conseil de securite. II propose de suspendrc Ia 
seance pour Ia rcprendre soit dans la soiree, soit 
le lendemain matin. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egyptc) appuie la proposition 
du Liban. 

Le PRESIDENT rappcllc aux membres de la 
Commission qu'il est tres important d'activer 
les travaux de Ia Commission. 

Il est procede a un vote a main levee sur la motion 
d'ajournement. Par 26 voi:t contre 2, avec 20 absten
tions, la motion est rejetee. 

EXAMEN DE LA DEMANDE PRESENTEE PAR LES 

REPRESENTANTS DU HAUT CO:\ilTE ARABE EN 
VUE DE PARTICIPER AUX DEBATS 

Les representanis du Gouvernemenl provisoire 
d' I sraiil prennent place a la table de la Commission. 

Le PRESIDENT demande a la Commission de 
determiner a que! titre siegeront les repre
sentants du Haut-Comite Arahe lorsqu'ils scront 
invites a prendre part aux debats. 

}1. JonMERD (Irak) recommande qu'on invite 
le Haut Comite Arabe a titre de representant du 
Gouvernement arabe de la Palestine, -- qui est 
un Etat arabe existant de facto, aussi bien que 
de jure, et ayant une population et, un territoire 
nettement definis. Les Arabes de Parestine ont 
confirme qu'ils soutenaient ce Gouvcrnement 
qui a deja ete reconnu officiellement par certains 
Etats arabes et non arabes, membres de ~'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. II est surpreH'ant de 
voir que certaines delegations ne veulent pas se 
resoudre a autoriser un representant du Gom.·er
nement arabe a prendre part a Ia discussion etant 
donne, notamment, que ces memes delegations ne 
se sont pas opposees a la presence d'un repre
sentant de ce que l'on appelle le Gouverncment 
d'Israel. Ce dernicr est un l~tat virtue! ne posse
dant aucun des attributs de Ia souveraincte ; ses 
frontieres ne sont pas definies et son nom n'cst 
qu'une etiquette pretcntieuse designant une 
mosaique de nationalites et de groupcs linguis
tiques ditrerents. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle qu'il ne s'agit pas 
d'examiner les titres respectifs du GoU\·er
nement provisoirc d'Isracl et du Gouverncment 
de la Palestine. La Commission est saisie d'une 
demande du Haut-Comite arabe qui sollicite sa 
participation aux debats (A/C.l/335) et d'un 
telegramme du Gouvernemcnt panpalestinien 
donnant au Haut-Comitc arabe le pouvoir de 
parler en son nom (A/C.l /339). ll s'agit done 
uniquement de decider si Ia delegation doit Ctrc 
admise comme representant lc Gouvernement 
panpalestinicn . 

Pour ANnRAOS 1Bey (Egypte) !'explication 
donnec par le President signifie que Ia partici
pation du Haut-Comite arabe n'est pas mise en 

1 question, mais que Ia Commission n't'st pas 
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it had the same status as the All Palestine 
Government was outside the competence of the 
Committee. He would have been prepared to 
accept that as sufficient if the Chairman had 
not implied that the Arab Higher Committee 
was claiming a status which the First Committee 
did not recognize. He pointed out that the 
Provisional Government of Israel had not been 
recognized de jure by any State. It had been 
given de facto recognition by certain Member 
States, in spite of the fact that it did not have 
a defined territory, and in spite of its inability 
to maintain law and order within the territory 
which it claimed to govern, as was demonstrated 
by the recent assassination of the United Nations 
Mediator. The Arab Government, on the 
contrary, represented the people who had inhab
ited Palestine for centuries, and who, under 
Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, had an unequivocal right to that country. 
Andraos Bey urged the Committee, in accordance 
with the principle of equal treatment, to admit 
the Arab delegation as representing the legitimate 
All Palestine Government, without prejudice to 
the substance of the Palestine question. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that there was no 
question of recognizing or not recognizing the 
Arab All Palestine Government. The Arab 
Higher Committee had asked to participate in 
the debate. The First Committee apparently 
had no objection to granting that request, and 
the situation \vould be quite unaffected if, after 
it had come to the Committee's table, the Arab 
delegation informed the Committee that it was 
speaking on behalf of the All Palestine Govern
ment. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypt) considered that the 
further communication contained in document 
AfC.l/339 should be considered as amending the 
original request of the Arab Higher Committee, 
and the Arab Higher Committee now repre
sented the All Palestine Government. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the second commu
nication merely permitted the Arab delegation 
to state that it was speaking on behalf of the 
All Palestine Arab Government. 

:Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) asked whether the 
Arab delegation represented the Arab authorities 
or whether it represented a government. Would 
the Committee's action in hearing its represen
tative amount to recognition of such a 
government ? Was there an Arab Government 
and in what part of Palestine did it exercise 
authority ? Surely the Arab representatives 
should be satisfied with the opportunity to 
state the case of the Arabs ; it was irrelevant by 
what title they were known. 

AN'J)RAOS Bey (Egypt) asserted that a letter 
had been sent on 21 October from the Arabs 
of Palestine, requesting to be heard as represen
tatives of the All Palestine Government. 

In reply to the New Zealand representative, 
he explained that as he understood the situation, 

competente pour determiner si le Haut-Comite 
arabe a le meme statut que le Gouvernement 
panpalestinien. L'orateur aurait ete dispose a 
accepter cette explication si le President n'avait 
pas laisse entendre que le Haut-Comite arabe 
revendiquait un statut non reconnu par la 
Premiere Commission. Andraos Bey souligne 
qu'aucun Etat n'a reconnu de jure le Gouver
nement provisoire d'Israel. Certains Etats 
Membres l'ont reconnu de facio, bien que les 
limites de son territoire ne soient pas definies et 
qu'il soit incapable d'assurer le maintien de 
l'ordre et le respect de la loi sur le territoire qu'il 
pretend gouverner, comme l'a montre recemment 
l'assassinat du Mediateur de l'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. Par contre, le Gouvernement 
arabe represente la population qui habite la 
Palestine depuis des siecles et qui, aux termes de 
l'Article 22 du Pacte de Ia Societe des Nations, a 
le droit absolu de conserver ce territoire. Au nom 
du principe de l'egalite de traitement, l'orateur 
prie instamment la Commission de considerer 
la delegation arabe comme representant le 
Gouvernement legitime panpalestinien, sans pre
juger le fond de la question palestinienne. 

Le PRESIDENT estime qu'il ne s'agit aucu
nement de reconnaitre au non le Gouvernement 
panpalestinien arabe. Le Haut-Comite arabe a 
demande de participer aux debats. La Premiere 
Commission ne voit pas d'objection, appa
ramment, a cctte demande, mais voici qu'en 
prenant place a la table de Ia Commission, la 
delegation arabe fait sayoir qu'elle parle au nom 
du Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte) estime que la seconde 
communication, - celle qui est contenue dans 
le document A fC.l/339, - do it etre consideree 
comme modifiant la premiere demande du Haut
Comite arabe; celui-ci represente maintenant le 
Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que cette communi
cation ne fait qu'autoriser la delegation arabe a 
prendre Ja parole au nom du Gouvernement 
arabe panpalestinien. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-lelande) demande si la 
delegation du Haut-Comite arabe represente les 
autorites arabes au si elle represente un gouver
nement. Si la Commission accepte d'entendre ces 
representants, cela equivaudra-t-il a reconnaitre 
ce gouvernement? Existe-t-il, d'ailleurs, un 
Gouvernement arabe et, dans !'affirmative, sur 
queUe region de Palestine son autorite s'exerce
t-elle? De l'avis de M. Frazer, il devrait suffire 
aux representants arabes d'avoir !'occasion de 
plaider la cause des Arabes ; ils ne devraient pas 
se preoccuper de savoir a quel titre ils seront 
entendus. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte) affirme que les Arabes 
de Palestine ont adresse, le 21 octobre, nne lettre 
a !'Organisation des·Nations Unies pour demander 
d'etre entendus en qualite de representants du 
Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

Repondant au repres~ntant ?e Ia N ou:ve~le
Zelande, il explique que, a son av1s, Ia Comm1sswn 
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it was not for the Committee either to recognize 
or refuse to recognize the international status 
of a government. 

The CHAIRMAN denied that he or the Secretariat 
had any knowledge of the letter to which the 
Egyptian representative had referred. If the 
Arab Higher Committee were admitted, and 
subsequently stated that it had received a 

·mandate from a Palestinian Government, it 
need not concern the First Committee. His 
remarks did not entail recognition of any Govern
ment whatsoever. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that nobody had objected during 
the previous discussions on the Palestine question 
to the Arab Higher Committee speaking on 
behalf of the Arabs of Palestine. He could not 
agree to the Arab Higher Committee's claim to 
represent an All Palestine Government since 
that was in contradiction with the General 
Assembly's resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 
1947. Nor did he agree with the Chairman's 
view that it was immaterial what government or 
organization the Arab delegation claimed to 
represent, once it had been admitted to the 
debate. His delegation had no objection to 
the Arab Higher Committee being represented 
as long as it represented only the Arab part 
of Palestine. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) saw no basis for the 
objection which the USSR representative had 
raised, in view of the fact that it had supported 
the Czechoslovak proposal to admit represen
tatives of a Korean Government which had no 
international status whatsoever. 

Mr. Hoon (Australia) thought that the problem 
was very simple. Document A/C.l /339 was 
merely intended for the Committee's information. 
There was no need to take cognizance of any 
document other than the original request of the 
Arab Higher Committee to participate in the 
debate (A/C.l/335). He shared the Chairman's 
view that it was a matter for the Arab delegation 
itself, as a domestic matter between Arab 
authorities, to declare that it represented an 
All Palestine Government after it had taken its 
place at the Committee table. For the present, 
the only representatives requesting a hearing 
were the representatives of the Arab Higher 
Committee. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) shared 
the view expressed by the Australian represen
tative. He fully supported the request of the 
Arab Higher Committee to take part in the 
debate. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) said that it was in accord
ance with the established principles of the 
United Nations that the Arab Higher Committee 
should be admitted to the debate as representing 
the Palestine Arab population. However, he 
could not agree to treating the representative 
of the Arab Higher Committee as representing 

n'a ni a reconnaitre, ni a refuser de reconnaitre le 
statut international d'un Gouvernement. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que ni lui, ni le Secre
tariat, n'ont connaissance de la lettre a laquelle 
fait allusion le representant de I'Egypte. Si le 
Haut-Comite arabe est admis et declare par la 
suite etre mandate par un Gouvernement pales
tinien, cela ne concerne nullement la Premiere 
Commission. Quant aux remarques qu'a faites 
le President, elles n'impliquent la reconnaissance 
d'aucun gouvernement, que! qu'il soit. 

M. Ts.ARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) dit que, lors des debats qui 
ont eu lieu precedemment sur Ia question pales
tinienne, personne ne s'est oppose a ce que le 
Haut-Comite arabe parhit au nom des Arabes de 
Palestine. Par contre, M. Tsarapkine ne peut 
admettre que le Haut-Comite arabe pretende 
representer un Gouvernement panpalestinien, 
car cela serait en contradiction avec Ia resolution 
181 (II) de l'Assemblee generale en date du 
29 novembre 1947. II n'est d'ailleurs pas d'accord 
avec le President, qui a dit qu'il importe peu de 
savoir quel gouvernement ou queUe organisation 
la delegation arabe pretendra representer, une 
fois qu'elle aura ete admise a participer aux 
debats. La delegation de l'URSS ne voit aucun 
inconvenient a ce que les representants du Haut
Comite arabe soient entendus, a condition qu'ils 
ne representent que Ia partie arabe de la Palestine. 

Pour M. ARSLAN (Syrie), !'objection soulevee 
par le representant de l'URSS est denuee de 
fondement, car ce dernier a bien appuye Ia 
delegation tchecoslovaque, lorsqu'elle a propose 
d'admettre les representants d'un Gouvernement 
careen, qui est pourtant depourvu de tout 
statut international. 

Pour M. Hooo (Australie) le probleme est 
tres simple. Le document A/C.l/339 ne vise qu'a 
renseigner la Commission. II est inutile de prendre 
acte d'aucun autre document que de la premiere 
demande du Haut-Comite arabe, visant a obtenr. 
l'autorisation de participer aux debats (A/C.l j335) 
M. Hood pcnse, comme Ie President, qu'il 
appartient a Ia delegation arabe elle-meme 
- il s'agit la, en efiet, d'une affaire interieure 
interessant les seules autorites arabes - de 
declarer, si elle le juge utile, apres qu'elle aura 
pris place a la table de la Commission, qu'elle 
represente un Gouvernement panpalestinien ; 
pour !'instant, les representants qui demandent 
a etre entendus doivent etre consideres uniquement 
comme les representants du Haut-Comite arabe. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) partage 
!'opinion du representant de l'Australie. II 
appuie sans reserve la demande qu'a formulee 
le Haut-Comite arabe de participer aux debats. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) dit qu'il serait conforme 
aux principes de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies d'admettre les representants du Haut
Comite arabe a participer aux debats en tant que 
representants de la population arabe de Palestine. 
Toutefois, il ne peut pas accepter que les repre
sentants du Haut-Comite arabc soient consideres 
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an All Palestine Government, for two reasons : 
first, because the status of that Government 
was extremely doubtful ; and secondly, because 
acceptance of its claim to represent all of 
Palestine would prejudge the entire Palestine 
issue. It would be in contradiction with the 
resolution of 29 November 1947, which provided 
for the partition of the country into two States : 
a Jewish State, which had come into existence, 
and an Arab State. 

He could not agree with the view that the 
Committee should take no stand with regard 
to the communication contained in document 
AJC.l /339 and leave it to the Arab Higher 
Committee to make whatever declarations it 
wished regarding its status. Furthermore, he 
did not think that the First Committee could 
accept the second paragraph of the commu
nication from the Arab Higher Committee 
(AJC.l/335) in which it was said that the 
Committee would inform the Secretary-General 
that it represented the All Palestine Government 
as soon as its credentials had been received. 
Consequently, the First Committee could not 
accept the request of the Arab Higher Committee 
in its present form, but only with the proviso 
that its representatives were acting only on 
behalf of the Arab Higher Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Committee 
need only decide on the request of the delegation 
of the Arab Higher Committee contained in 
document A/C.l /335 to express the views of 
the Arabs of Palestine. Document AJC.lj339 
contained no request. Mr. Husseini was merely 
informing the First Committee of his view that 
the delegation of the Arab Higher Committee 
also represented the All Palestine Government. 
That was something the First Committee could 
not prevent and which did not call for a decision 
by the First Committee. In order to avoid 
complications, therefore, he suggested that the 
First Committee approve the request of the 
Arab Higher Committee to express the views 
of the Arabs of Palestine on the question of 
Palestine and the report of the Mediator, as 
put forth in document A/C.l/335. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Hepublics) said that the request contained in 
document AJC.l /335, considered alone, was accep
table with the exception of the second paragraph, 
in which the Arab Higher Committee indicated 
it was representing the All Palestine Government. 
In his opinion, to avoid later discussion, the 
First Committee must indicate clearly that it 
was inviting the representatives of the Arab 
Higher Committee as representing the Arabs 
of Palestine only, without any reference to any 
credentials from the All Palestine Government. 

The CHAIR:'<IA:-< replied that this was precisely 
what he had proposed. He added that the 
First Committee could not, however, prevent 
the Arab Higher Committee from later stating 
that it represented the All Palestine Government. 
In reply to a question from the representative 
of New Zealand, the Chairman stated his opinion 
that the Committee would not need to discuss 

comme les representants (.l'un Gouvernement 
panpalestinien, et cela pour deux raisons : 
premierement, parce que Ie statut de ce 
Gouvernement est extremement contestable, et 
deuxiemement, parce que fairc droit ala pretention 
qu'a le Haut-Comite arabe de representer toute 
la Palestine serait prejuger toute la question 
palestinienne. Ce serait en contradiction avec Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947, qui prevoit 
le partage du pays en deux E. tats : un Etat juif, 
qui s'est effectivement cree, et un :Etat arabe. 

M. Lange ne peut pas se ranger a l'avis selon 
Iequel Ia Premiere Commission doit s'abstenir 
de prendre position a I'egard de Ia notification 
contenue dans Ie document AfC.l/339, en laissant 
au Haut-Comite arabe Ia faculte de faire toute 
declaration qu'il lui plairait de faire au sujet de 
son statut. En outre, il ne croit pas que la Premiere 
Commission puisse accepter le deuxieme para
graphe de la communication du Haut-Comite 
arabe (AJC.l /335), selon lequel le Haut-Comite 
arabe, des reception de ses lettres de creance, 
informerait le Secretaire general qu'il represente 
le Gouvernement panpalestinien. Par consequent, 
la Premiere Commission ne peut pas accepter 
la demande du Haut-Comite arabe sous sa forme 
actuelle ; elle ne peut !'accepter qu'a la condition 
que ses reprcsentants agissent exclusivemcnt au 
nom de ce Haut-Comite. 

Pour le PRESIDENT, la Commission ne doit se 
prononcer que sur la demande de la delegation 
du Haut-Comite arabc contenue dans le document 
AJC.l/335 et visant a ce qu'il lui soit permis 
d'exprimer !'opinion des Arabes de Palestine. 
Quant au document A/C.l/339, il nc contient 
aucune demande : l\I. Husseini v informe 
simplement la Premiere Commission- qu'a son 
avis la deh~gation du Haut-Comite arabe repre
sente egalement le Gouvernement panpalestinien ; 
Ia Premiere Commission ne peut pas I' en empecher 
et n'a pas a prendre de decision a ce sujet. Aussi, 
pour eviter des complications, le President 
suggere-t-il que Ia Premiere Commission fasse 
droit a la demande du Haut-Comite arabe 
(A/C.l /335), qui sollicite l'autorisation d'exprir~1er 
!'opinion des Arabes de Palestine sur la question 
palestinienne et sur le rapport du Mediateur. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Rcpubliques socia
listes sovietiques) dit que Ia dcmande contenue 
dans le document AfC.l/335, considerce isolement, 
est acceptable, sauf le deuxieme paragraphe, 
dans lequel le Haut-Comite arabe dit qu'il reprc
sente le Gouvernement panpalestinien. A son 
avis, pour eviter des discussions ulterieures, i1 faut 
que la Commission specific nettement qu'elle 
invite les representants du Haut-Comite ar~be 
en tant que representant les Arabes de Palestme 
seulement, en evitant de fairc allusion a des 
lettres de creance qui auraient etc etablies par 
le Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que c'est Ia prccisement 
ce qu'il a propose. II ajoute que Ia Premiere 
Commission ne peut pas, toutefois, empecher le 
Haut-Comite arabe de declarer ulterieurement 
qu'il repn!sente le Gouvernement panpalestinien. 
Repondant a une questi~r: du representan~ de la 
Nouvelle-Zelande, le President expose qua son 
avis Ia Premiere Commission n'est tenne ni de 
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or take any decision on such an affirmation by 
the Arab Higher Committee. He then asked 
the Committee whether it would agree to his 
interpretation that the Arab Higher Committee 
be granted a hearing by the First Committee 
to express the views of the Arabs of Palestine 
on the question of Palestine and the report of 
the Mediator, and that no allusion be made to 
the second paragraph of document A/C.l/335. 

The Chairman's proposal was adopted by 48 
voles to none, with 5 abstentions. 

ANDRAOs Bey (Egypt) explained that he had 
abstained, because it had appeared from the 
discussion that certain delegations understood 
that the admission of the Arab Higher Committee 
as representatives of the Arabs of Palestine meant 
that they could not later declare themselves to be 
representatives of the All Palestine Government, 
while other · delegations understood that the 
Arab Higher Committee could later submit 
credentials on which a decision could not be 
taken. 

At the invitation of the Chairman, the represen
tatives of the Arab Higher Committee took their 
places at the Committee table. 

DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT RESOLUTION SUB
MITTED BY LEBANON (A/C.l/332) 

In reply to a question from the representative 
of Lebanon, the CHAIRMAN said that before 
considering the substance of the Palestine 
question, the Committee should consider the 
previous question raised by the draft resolution 
submitted by the delegation of Lebanon (A/C.l I 
332) concerning the assassination of Count 
Bernadotte. 

Mr. JoRMERD (Iraq) stated that from the 
information available, it appeared that the 
double assassination of Count Bernadotte and 
Colonel Serot was a premeditated political crime 
which had been preceded by reiterated threats. 
He asked for assurance that the instigators of 
t his crime had not been members of the so
called Government of Israel which continued to 
violate the truce by occupying territory not 
assigned to it in the Mediator's report. He 
thought that the prestige of the United Nations 
would not allow that Government to escape 
investigation or to avoid punishing the assassins. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) asked the Committee to 
note that the author of the report under discussion 
(A/648) was not present to explain it and that 
nothing had been done to punish his murderers. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) again pointed out 
that the head of his delegation was at the Security 
Council meeting and asked that the discussion 
on the Lebanese draft resolution be postponed 
until the next meeting. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypt) supported the request 
of the Lebanese representative. \Vhen the 
Leb1nese draft resolution had been submitted, 

discuter d'une telle affirmation du Haut-ComilC 
arabe, ni de prendre aucune decision a son sujet. 
II demande ensuite a la Commission si elle entend 
se ranger a son interpretation de la question, 
scion laquelle il importe que la Premiere 
Commission accorde audience au Haut-Comite 
arabe pour lui permettre d'exprimer !'opinion 
des Arabes de Palestine sur la question pales
tinienne et sur le rapport du MCdiateur, sans fairc 
allusion au deuxieme paragraphe du document 
A/C.l/335. 

Par 48 voix contre zero, avec 5 abstentions, la 
proposition du President est adoptee. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte) explique que, s'il s'est 
abstenu de voter, c'est parce que le debat qui 
vient d'avoir lieu a fait apparaitre une divergence 
de vues entre les delegations : certaines d'entre 
elles estiment en effet que, si le Haut-Comite 
arabe est entendu en tant que representant des 
Arabes de Palestine, il ne pourra pas, par la suite, 
declarer qu'il represente le Gouvernement 
panpalestinien, tandis que d'autres delegation~ 
pensent qu'il lui serait loisible de presenter par 
la suite des lettres de creance, sur lesquelles aucune 
decision ne pourrait toutefois etre prise. 

Sur l'invitation du President, les representants 
du H aut-ComitC arabe prennent place a la table 
de la Commission. 

DISCUSSION DU PROJET DE RESOLUTION DU LIBAN 
(A/C.l /332) 

Repondant a une question du representant du 
Liban, le PRESIDENT precise que, avant d'aborder 
le fond de Ia question de Palestine, Ja Commission 
doit examiner Ia question qu'a soulevee auparavant 
le projet de resolution presente par la delegation 
du Liban (A/C.l/332) au sujet de l'assassinat du 
comte Bernadotte. 

M. JoRMERD (lrak) declare qu'il . ressort des 
renseignements dont on dispose que le double 
assassinat du comte Bernadotte et du colonel 
Serot est un crime politique premedite, qui avait 
ete precede de menaces reiterees. II voudrait 
avoir !'assurance que les instigateurs de ce crime 
n'etaient pas des membres du soi-disant Gouver
nement d'Israel, qui continue a violer la treve 
en occupant des territoires qui ne lui out pas ete 
assignes par le Rapport du Mediateur. A son avis, 
le prestige de !'Organisation des Nations Unie~ 
exige qu'on ne permette a ce Gouvernem~nt m 
de se derober a J' enquete, ni de soustra1re )es 
assassins au chatiment. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) fait observer ala Commission 
que !'auteur du rapport en discussio_n (A,f6~8~ 
n'est pas la pour le commenter et que nen n a etc 
fait pour punir ses assassins. 

M. A:tlli\IOUN (Liban) rappellc que le chef de 
sa delegation assiste a la seance du Conseil . de 
securite et demande de reporter a la prochame 
seance la discussion du projet ct"e resolution du 
Liban. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte) appuie la d~mande 
du . representant du Liban. Quand le !--:bm~ a 
presentc son projet de resolution, la delegatiOn 
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he had thought it might appear that the Arab 
States were attempting to exploit the Mediator's 
assassination, but since part of the Mediator's 
report had been referred to in the Security Council's 
discussion while other parts had been ignored, he 
thought the responsibility for the assassination 
should be established. 

He noted that certain representatives had 
implied that the First Committee should recognize 
the Provisional Government of Israel despite 
the fact that it lacked the essential elements of 
a State, namely a defined territory and the 
ability to carry out the responsibilities incumbent 
upon a State. The Mediator's assassination had 
made this latter point vividly clear and revealed 
that some disorder was being deliberately main
tained. Furthermore, the Mediator's reports 
were sometimes upheld by the Jews and sometimes 
rejected. When they were asked to withdraw 
from the Negeb area which had not been assigned 
to the Jewish State in the Mediator's last report, 
they rejected the report in favour of the original 
partition plan ; but when they were asked to 
withdraw from Western Galilee they replied 
that this territory was assigned to the Jewish 
State in the Mediator's last report. Andraos 
Bey therefore thought that since the Mediator's 
reports were the center of manreuvres, the 
Committee should establish who was responsible 
for the assassination and whether the so-called 
Provisional Government of Israel was a respon
sible Government or a group of men trying to 
fish in troubled waters. He suggested that the 
head of the Lebanese delegation should be heard 
on these questions. 

Mr. UNDE;N (Sweden) thought the First Com
mittee could proceed to the discussion of the 
Mediator's report while awaiting the outcome of 
the investigation of the assassination requested 
by the Security Council. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the representative 
of the Provisional Government of Israel be 
allowed to present his statement and that the 
Committee resume the discussion on the Lebanese 
draft resolution at the following meeting. 

It was so decided. 

STATEMENT ·BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
PROVISIONAL GovERNMiNT OF IsRAEL 

Mr. SHERTOK (Provisional Government of 
Israel) paid tribute to the courage and devotion 
of Count Bernadotte and renewed the expression of 
Israel's feeling of horror at his brutal assassination. 
He said that the State of Israel had inherited 
political terrorism from the past regime but 
had given proof of its determination to stamp 
it out and those who attempted to use the last 
vestige of terrorism as proof of the Government's 
impotence showed a lamentable lack of fairness 
and insight. 

The Jewish State which Theodore Herzl had 
recognized as a world necessity over fifty years 
ago had come into being. The efforts of the 
Palestinian Jewish pioneers had laid the ground
"1VOrk and the Balfour Declaration and the Second 

egyptienne a estime qu'on pourrait croire que les 
:Etats arabes cherchent a exploiter l'assassinat du 
Mediateur, mais puisque, au Conseil de securite, 
il n'a ete fait allusion, au cours des deliberations, 
qu'a une partie du rapport du Mediateur et que 
d'autres ont ete passees sous silence, il estime qu'il 
faut bien etablir les responsabilites pour cet 
assassinat. 

Il note que certains representants ont cru 
pouvoir conclure que la Commission devrait 
reconnaitre le Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel, 
alors que celui-ci ne presente pas les caracteres 
esscntiels d'un Etat, c'est-a-dire un territoire 
defini et !'aptitude a assumer les responsabilites 
qui incombent a un Etat. L'assassinat du 
Mediateur met nettement en lumiere ce dernier 
point et revele qu'un certain etat de desordre 
est deliberement maintenu. En outre, tantot 
les Juifs reconnaissent la validite des rapports 
du Mediateur, tantot ils la contestent. Quand 
on leur demande de se retirer de la zone du Negeb 
qui, dans le dernier rapport du Mediateur, n'a pas 
ete attribue a l'Etat juif, ils rejettent ce rapport 
et se prononcent pour le plan de partage initial ; 
mais lorsqu'on leur demande de se retirer de la 
Galilee occidentale, ils repondent que le dernier 
rapport du Mectiateur a attribue ce territoire 
a l'Etat juif. Ainsi, le rapport du Mediateur fait 
!'objet de manreuvres. Aussi Andraos Bey 
estime~t-il que la Commission devrait determiner 
quels sont les responsables de l'assassinat et 
etablir si le soi-disant Gouvernement provisoire 
d'Israel est un gouvernement responsable, ou 
simplement une poignee d'hommes qui cherchent 
a pecher en eau trouble. II souhaiterait que le 
chef de la delegation du Liban soit entendu sur 
cette question. 

M. UNDEN (Suede) estime que la Premiere 
Commission devrait passer a la discussion du 
rapport du Mediateur en attendant de connaitre 
les resultats de l'enquete sur la question de 
l'assassinat demandee par le Conseil de securite. 

Le PRESIDENT propose d'autoriser le repre
sentant du Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel a 
faire sa declaration. La Commission reprendrait 
Ia discussion du projet de resolution du Liban 
lors de la seance suivante. 

ll en est ainsi decide. 

DECLARATION ou REPRESENTANT ou GouvER
NEMENT PROVISOIRE o'ISRAEL 

M. SHERTOK (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
rend hommage au courage et au devouement 
du comte Bernadotte et exprime a nouveau le 
sentiment d'horreur qu'a inspire a Israel ce 
sauvage assassinat. II declare que l'Etat d'Israel 
a herite le terrorisme politique du regime anterieur, 
mais qu'il a montre qu'il etait resolu a l'eliminer ; 
ceux qui cherchent a exploiter les dernieres 
traces de terrorisme pour prouver }'impuissance 
du Gouvernement manifestent par la qu'ils 
manquent d'equite et de clairvoyance. 

L'Etat juif dont Theodore Herzl, il y a 50 ans, 
a reconnu la necessite pour le monde existe 
desormais. Les efforts des pionniers juifs de 
Palestine ont prepare les voies et la declaration 
Balfour ainsi que la deuxieme guerre mondiale 
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World War had given further impetus to it. 
On the strength of the General Assembly's 
resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947, and 
basing themselves on their natural right to 
independence, the Jewish people in Palestine 
had proclaimed the State of Israel on 14 May 1948, 
a few hours before the British mandate came to 
an end. After a lapse of a thousand eight 
hundred and seventy-eight years, Jewish inde
pendence was regained. It had been recognized 
by eighteen Powers, seventeen of which had 
accorded it de jure recognition. The fact that 
it had become a " vibrant reality ", had mastered 
internal chaos and had defeated external 
aggression showed the extent to which its emer
gence was historically inevitable, and was a 
tribute to the sense of justice and practical 
foresight of the United Nations. 

The establishment of the Jewish State in a 
part of Palestine had been the crux of the 
Assembly's resolution, for the common ground 
of both the majority and minority reports of 
the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine 
was independence for Palestine. The only 
question had been whether it should be a unitary 
State, which, for all practical purposes, would 
have been an Arab State, or whether there 
should be two States, one Arab and one Jewish. 
The Assembly had decided on the latter solution, 
and the fact that certain assumptions failed to 
materialize did not in the least detract from the 
political and legal validity of that decision. 

The assumptions which did not materialize 
were that the mandatory Power would co
operate in the implementation of the Assembly 
resolution, that the five-Power Palestine Com
mission would prove an effective instrument 
of action ; that the Statute for Jerusalem would 
be approved in time, and the economic union 
established to yield the necessary revenue for 
Jerusalem's administration ; that the Arab popu
lation of Palestine would set up an independent 
State in that part of Palestine assigned to it 
and would join with the Jewish State in forming 
the economic union ; and, finally, that the 
process of implementation would either not meet 
serious resistance or be ensured by the full 
weight of United Nations authority. 

Actually, the Arab Governments sent first 
irregular forces and then their regular armies to 
invade Palestine. Against up-to-date weapons 
mostly supplied by the United Kingdom and 
in one case against highly expert British command, 
the poorly equipped Jewish defence forces alone 
and unaided were able to turn the scales only 
because they were fighting for their own territory 
and liberty and for the very lives of their people. 

One fundamental assumption underlying the 
29 November resolution was borne out however, 
namely, the readiness of the Jewish people to 
assume the responsibilities of statehood and 
their capacity to defend their territory and 
independence. At first nothing was done to 

ont donne !'elan necessaire a sa creation. 
S'appuyant sur les termes de la resolution 181 (II) 
du 29 novembre 1947 de l'Assemblee generale, et 
se prevalant de son droit nature! a l'indcpendance, 
le peuple juif de Palestine a, le 14 mai 1948, 
quelques heures avant !'expiration du mandat 
britannique, proclame I'Etat d'lsrael. L'inde
pendance juive, apres un intervalle de mille 
huit cent soixante-dix-huit ans, a ete reconquise. 
Dix-huit Puissances ont reconnu son existence ; 
dix-sept d'entre elles l'ont reconnue de jure. 
Que l'Etat d'Israel soit devenu une « realite 
vivante », qu'il ait maitrise le desordre interieur 
et repousse l'agression exterieure, cela montre 
combien sa naissance etait ineluctable du point 
de vue historique et constitue un hommage 
rendu au sens de la justice et a la clairvoyance 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

La cn~ation de l'Etat juif dans une partie 
de la Palestine a ete le point essentiel de la 
resolution de l' Assemblee, car la solution preco
nisee tant par la majorite que par la minorite 
de la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour la Palestine est !'in dependance de la Palestine, 
et la seule question qui se soit posee a ete de 
savoir si l'on creerait un .Etat unitaire, qui 
pratiquement aurait ete un .Etat arabe, ou s'il 
y aurait deux Etats, un Etat arabe et un Etat 
juif. C'est la seconde solution qu'a adoptee 
l' Assemblee. Si certaines hypotheses ne se sont 
pas realisees, cela n'enleve rien a la validite 
politique et juridique de la decision de l'Assemblee 
general e. 

Les hypotheses qui ne se sont pas trouvees 
verifiees sont les suivantes : la Puissance manda
taire aurait du collaborer aux mesures de mise en 
application de la resolution de l' Assemblee ; 
la Commission des cinq Puissances pour la 
Palestine aurait du servir d'instrument d'action 
efficace ; le statut de Jerusalem aurait du etre 
approuve en temps voulu et l'union economique 
aurait du etre etablie pour assurer a !'admi
nistration de Jerusalem les ressources necessaires ; 
la population arabe aurait du constituer un 
Etat independant dans la partie de la Palestine 
qui lui avait ete attribuce et cet Etat s'associer 
a l'Etat d'Israel pour former une union econo
mique; et, en fin, les mesures de mise en application 
auraient du ne rencontrer aucune resistance 
serieuse ou, du moins, auraient du etre executees 
sous la pression irresistible de l'autoritc de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Or, que s'est-il passe en fait ? Les Gouver
nements arabes ont envahi la Palestine, d'abord 
avec des forces irregulieres, puis avec leurs 
armees regulieres. Luttant contre les armes les 
plus modernes dont la plupart avaient ete 
fournies par le Royaume-Uni, et ayant affaire, 
dans le cas d'une des armees, a un ctat-major 
britannique hautement qualifie, les forces de la 
defense juive, mal armees, seules et sans aide, 
ne reussirent a l'emporter que parce qu'elles 
combattaient pour leur propre territoire, pour 
leur liberte et pour Ia vie meme des leurs. 

Cependant, une hypothese fondamentale sur 
laquelle se fondait la resolution du 29 novembre 
s'est trouvee realisee : le peuple juif s'est montre 
pret a assumer les responsabilites qui incombent 
a un Etat souverain et s'est revele capable de 
defendre son territoire et son independance. Au 
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check the invaders by either the United Kingdom 
or the Security Council. Later, when the Secu
rity Council did impose a truce which put an 
end to major warfare, although persistent Arab 
violations eventually led to a renewal of hosti
lities, the aggression was crystallized and perpe
tuated and the continued occupation of parts 
of Palestine by foreign armies in open rebellion 
against the United Nations was sanctioned. 
In Mr. Shertok's opinion, the first prerequisite 
of a real peace and the restoration of United 
Nations authority was the removal of these 
forces of aggression from the entire territory 
of Palestine. The Mediator's report, however, 
proposed the withdrawal of forces only for the 
creation of a broad international zone, and 
overlooked the fact that the armies of invasion, 
in retreating to their new positions, would, in 
no part of Palestine, be giving up anything 
that was theirs whereas Israel might be called 
upon to evacuate territory which was under its 
sovereignty. 

\Vhilc appreciating the verdict of the Mediator's 
report in favour of the recognition of Israel 
and the oral statement by the Acting Mediator 
referring to Israel's vitality, strength and tenacity, 
the Provisional Government failed to follow 
Dr. Bunche's reasoning in describi11g the procla
mation of the State of Israel as a " political 
offensive " on the part of the J ews followed by 
a " military offensive " on the part of the Arabs, 
when the Jewish right to establish a State had 
been so authoritatively acknowledged. The 
report showed a tendency to seek to reconcile, 
on the one hand, a compromise already accepted 
by Israel and on the other hand, the intransigent 
attitude of the other party. Israel rejected this 
course as unjust, futile and demoralizing. 

The most startling example of this tendency 
was the proposal to rob Israel of the entire area 
of the Negeb, for at the last Assembly session 
representatives of the Jewish Agency had made 
it clear that the area of the Jewish State, as 
finally approved, was an irreducible minimum. 
The Mediator's report now proposed to dwarf the 
irreducible minimum to one-third of its size. 
The Acting Mediator had defined this double 
reduction of area as a " compound compromise " 
but contradicted himself subsequently by decrying 
the fact. He drew a distinction between the 
Jewish historical right in Palestine, that is the 
Jewish claims to the whole of Palestine including 
Transjordan, and the formal international recog
nition of the Jewish position in . Palestine, 
explaining that Count Bernadotte had been 
influenced by the latter but not by the former, 
and reaching the conclusion that acceptance 
of the 29 November resolution had not been a 
compromise on the part of the Jews. This 
reasoning was doubly fallacious, for the Balfour 
Declaration had acknowledged the right of the 
Jewish people to a national home throughout 
the area of historic Palestine including Trans
jordan. Even if Transjordan were left out of 

debut, ni le Royaume-Uni, ni le Conseil de 
securite n'ont fait quoi que cc soit pour arrc.ter 
!'invasion. Plus tard, lorsque le Conseil de 
securite eut impose une trevc qui mit fin aux 
operations de grande envergure, - quoiqu'il 
faille dire que de persistances violations de la part 
des Arabes aboutirent en fin de compte a une 
reprise des hostilites - , l'agression s'etait deja 
stabilisee et cristallisee, et l' occupation de certaines 
regions de la Palestine par des armees etrangeres 
qui defiaient ouvertement !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, se trouvait sanctionnee. M. Shertok 
estime que la condition prealable d'une paix 
effective, ainsi que du retablissement de l'autorite 
des Nations Unies, serait le retrait de ces 
forces d'invasion de l'ensemble du territoire 
de la Palestine. Cependant, si le rapport du 
Mediateur propose le retrait des forces, c'est 
uniquement en vue de la creation d'une zone 
internationale etendue ; ce faisant, il oublie _que 
les armees d'invasion, en se repliant sur les 
nouvelles positions qu'on veut leur assigner, 
n'abandonneraient nulle part en Palestine un 
territoire qui leur appartint, alors qu'Israd 
pourrait etre invite a evacuer un t erritoire sur 
lequel s'exerce sa souverainete. 

M. Shertok sait gre au Mediateur de s'etre 
prononce dans son rapport en faveur de la 
reconnaissance d'Israel. II est sensible aux 
declarations orales qu'a faite.s le Mediateur par 
interim, lorsqu'il a fait allusion a la vitalite, a 
Ia force et a Ia tenacitc d'Israel. Mais le Gouwr
nement provisoire se refuse a suivre M. Bunche, 
lorsqu'il considere qu'en proclamant l'Etat 
d'Israel, les Juifs ont lance une << offensive 
politique n a laquelle les Arabes ont repondu 
par une « offensive militaire », alors que le droit 
de cn!er un Etat a Cte reconnu aux Juifs d'une 
fa(,lon si nette. Le mpport semble chercher une 
solution transactionnelle entre, d'une part, un 
compromis deja acccpte par Israel et, d'autrl' 
part, I' attitude intransigeante de la Fartie adverse. 
Israel rejette ccttc solution, qu'il considere 
comme injuste, vaine et demoralisante. 

L'exemple le plus surprcnant de cette tendance 
est la proposition de ctepouiller Israel de toute 
la region du Negeb, car, a la derniere session 
de l'Assemblee, les rcprcsentants de l'Agence 
juive avaient nettement precise que le t erritoirc 
de l'Etat juif, tel qu'il avait ete finalemrnt 
adopte, representait un minimum irreductiblc. 
Le rapport du Mediateur propose maintenant 
de reduire des deux tiers ce minimum deja 
irreductible. Le Mediatcur par interim a qualifie 
cette reduction de territoire de transaction de 
compromis (compound compromise), mais il s'cst 
contredit en niant ensuite le fait. II a etabli nne 
distinction entre les droits historiques de Ia 
nation juive sur la Palestine, droits s'appliquant 
a la totalite de la Palestine, Transjordanir 
incluse, et Ia reconnaissance internationale 
officielle de la position j uivc en Palestine ; d'aprcs 
lui, le Comte Bernadotte a etc influence par 
cette derniere consideration et non par Ja 
premiere, et il conclut que !'acceptation de Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre n'ctait pas \I ll 

compromis de la part des .Juifs. Ce rais?nnem~nt 
est doublement fallacieux, car la Declaratnm 
Balfour a reconnu le droit du peuple juif a un 
Foyer national sur toutr l'etendue de la Palestinr 
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account, the reduction of the area available to 
the J ews in Western Palestine under the 29 No
vember resolution represented a very serious loss 
of t erritory. Mr. Shertok then traced the 
progressive diminution of the area available to 
the Jewish people as follows: in 1917 they were 
promised 44,740 square miles as a national 
home, in 1922 the area was reduced to 10,000 
square miles by the exclusion of Transjordan, 
in 1947 the United Nations Special Committee 
on Palestine recommended 6,370 square miles 
and the General Assembly reduced it to 5,579 
square miles ; in 1948 the Mediator's report 
proposed 2,124 square miles. 

Mr. Shertok went on to say that the exclusion 
of the Negeb from the Arab State would barely 
affect its population and would not at all prejudice 
its prosperity, while for the Jewish State the 
Negeb was the only area where there were land 
reserves for large-scale colonization and devel
opment. The Arab world had exhibited no 
capacity for putting such areas to fruitful use 
and the Negeb would either be developed by 
.the J ews or remain a desert forever. The 
development of the Negeb was decisive for the 
future of Jewish immigration. He went on to 
explain the dev€lopment of the 25 Jewish pioneer 
settlements already in the area south of the 
boundary proposed by the Mediator's report, 
arguing that this development would be wrecked 
if the area were given to an Arab State. Irri
gation schemes and projects would be ruined 
and Israel would be permanently impoverished 
while no other State would become the richer. 

In addition to its agricultural potentialities, 
another major aspect of the vital importance 
of the Negeb for Israel was that the Dead Sea 
was the main source of mineral wealth in Palestine. 
Its past utilization had been the result of .Jewish 
initiative and capital, although Arab labour 
fully shared in this enterprise and the State of 
Transjordan received 50 per cent of the royalties. 
The Mediator's report now proposed to rob 
Israel even of the one quarter of the sea which 
had been assigned to it under the 29 November 
resolution, although the Jews alone were respon
sible for its utilization. The fate of the Dead 
Sea enterprise under Arab rule could be seen 
from the fact that under Transjordan occupation 
the northern plant of the Palestine Potash 
Company had already been destroyed and the 
successful settlement known as the " House in 
the Desert " had been completely laid waste. 

The third main reason why the Negeb was 
important for Israel was that it afforded Israel 
a foothold on the Gulf of Aqaba which was the 
natural outlet for Dead Sea produce and Israel's 
gateway to the Eastern seas. No denial to the 
Arabs of a legitimate share in the Gulf was 
implied in the 29 November settlement, but the 
Mediator's proposal would completely deny an:v 
share to Israel. 

The Mediator's report stated that the proposed 
revision of the boundaries was intended to make 
them " more equitable, workable and consi~trnt 

historique, Transjordanie incluse. :\Ierne en 
laissant de cote Ia Transjordanie, Ia reduction 
de territoire imposee aux Juifs en Palestine 
occidentale conformement a la resolution du 
29 novcmbre reprcsente une perte de territoirc 
trcs serieuse. M. Shertok parle ensuite de la 
diminution progressive du territoire accordc 
au peuple juif et il donne les precisions suivantes : 
1917, promesse de 44.7-iO milles carres, comme 
Foyer national j uif ; 1922, reduction de cette 
superficie a 10.000 milles carres par !'exclusion 
de la Transjordanie ; 1947, la Commission speciale 
des Nations Unies pour Ja Palestine propose 
6.370 milles carres, que I'Assemblee gencrnle 

I rcduit a 5.579 mi!ICS ("UffeS ; 1948, }e rappOrt du 
Mcdiateur propose 2.12-1 miJles carres. 

L'orateur aflirme que le fait d'enlever le Ncgeb 
a l'Etat arabe n'afiectera gucre sa population 
et ne portera en rien prejudice a sa prosperite, 
tandis qu'au contraire le Negeb represente pour 
l'Etat juif la seule reserve de territoires en vue 
d'une colonisation sur une grande echelle. Le 
monde arabe a prouve qu'il n'etait pas capable 
de tirer profit de ces territoires et, si le Negeb 
n'est pas colonise par les Juifs, il restera un 
desert a tout jamais. La mise en valeur du Negeb 
est decisive pour l'avenir de !'immigration juive. 
M. Shertok parlc ensuite du developpement des 
25 colonies de pionniers juifs existant deja dans 
le sccteur situe au sud de Ia limite proposee 
dans le rapport du Mediateur. II explique que 
leur prosperite sera reduite a neant si ce secteur 
est attribue a un Etat arabe. Tous les plans et 
les projets d'irrigation s'effondrcront, et Israel 
sera appauvri definitivement, sans qu'aucun 
autre Etat en soit plus riche. 

En plus de ses possibilites agricoles, il est 
tm autre factcur qui montre !'importance vitale 
du Negeb pour Israel ; en elfet, la mer Mortc 
est Ia principale source de richesse minerale en 
Palestine. Dans le passe, son exploitation a ete 
due aux capitaux et a }'initiative des Juifs, 
mais la main-d'reuvre arabe a eu une part consi
derable dans cctte cntreprise et l'Etat de 
Transjordanie touche 50 pour 100 de redevances. 
Lc rapport du Mediateur va maintenant jusqu'a 
proposer de depouiller Israel de cette partie 
de la mer Morte qui lui avait ete accordee 
conformement a la resolution du 29 novembre, 
bien que son exploitation soit due aux Juifs 
senls. On peut deviner ce que deviendrait Ia 
mise en valeur de la mer Morte si cette region 
passait sons controle arabe ; il suffit de constater 
que sous !'occupation transjordanienne, !'instal
lation nord de Ia Societe des potasses de Palestine 
a dcj<l ete detruite et que la colonie prospere 
connue sons le nom de « La Maison dans le 
desert )) a etc completement ravagee. 

La troisicme raison importante qui rend le 
Negeb indispensable a Israel est qu'il lui permet 
de prendre pied sur le golfe d'Akaba qui constitue 
le debouche nature! des produits de Ia mer 
:\forte et la porte d'Israel vers les mers d'Orient. 
Le reglement du 29 novembre ne refuse nullement 
d'accorder aux Arabes un acces legitime sur le 
golfe, alors que Ia proposition du Mcdiateur 
refuse a Israelle moindrc acces a cet endroit vital. 

Le rapport du :\Iediateur declare que Ia recti
fication de frontieres envisagees est destince 
ll rcndre ces frontiercs (( plus equitab)es, plus 



with existing realities in Palestine ". The latter 
two qualifications were highly questionable at 
the time when the report was written and were 
now utterly obsolete. The area of the Jewish 
settlements had al'ways been held by Israel as 
had the southern end of the Dead Sea. In the 
northern part of the Negeb, the Egyptians 
originally had managed to throw a precarious 
chain of positions athwart those of Israel, and 
the truce had prevented a military decision. 
However, since then, the collapse of the Egyptian 
front had been complete and irreparable. The 
assignment of these territories to Transjordan 
instead of Egypt would be no more realistic, 
as any Arab State would have to overcome the 
fiercest Jewish resistance. The characterization 
of the proposed boundary revision as equitable 
baffied understanding, and the impression was 
inevitable that the operation was intended to 
serve entirely different interests than those 
of the Jews or the Arabs. 

Nothing had occurred to invalidate the 29 No
vember decision regarding the Negeb. Since 
that date, an independent State had come into 
existence. To detach the Negeb from Israel 
now would mean to curtail the territory of an 
existing sovereign State 'vhich had never yet 
been tried by an international organization. 
Israel would never give up its settlements in 
the Ncgeb or accept the loss of its share in the 
Dead Sea. It was uncompromisingly opposed 
to being debarred from the Gulf of Aqaba. No 
part of the Negeb could be given up or bartered 
away. 

The Mediator's proposal concerning the Negeb 
was in itself a sufficient reason why the Govern
ment of Israel could not consider the report 
even as a basis for discussion. The 29 November 
resolution was the only valid basis for a territorial 
settlement, although a number of territorial 
improvements had been rendered imperative as 
a result of Arab aggression. 

The Mediator's proposal concerning Jerusalem 
sought to uphold an arrangement which events 
had demonstrated to be untenable. In 1947 
the Jewish Agency had stressed the unique 
significance of Jerusalem for the Jewish people ; 
yet its claim to modern Jerusalem had been 
resisted. In deference to an overwhelming 
consensus of Christian world opinion, the Jewish 
representatives fmally decided to accept the 
principle of an international regime for the entire 
city but their faith in the willingness and ability 
of the international community to protect the 
City was cruelly disappointed. Mr. Shertok 
then described the bloodshed and destruction 
which occurred in Jerusalem immediately after 
the adoption of the 21) November resolution, 
concluding that the Jews of Jerusalem were 
alive to-day solely because of their own efforts, 
since the international community had proved 
helpless to uphold its authority. He said that 
the breakdown of the confidence of the Jews 
in the effective ability of the United Nations 
to assure their safety was complete and that 
they would refu~e to a~cept even the unlikely 
formation of an wternatwnal force as a bulwark 

pratiques et plus compatibles avec la rea.Iite 
des faits en Palestine » ; les deux derniers 
qualificatifs etaient nettement diseutables a 
l'epoque ou le rapport a etc n!dige, et ne corres
pondent plus a rien actuellement. Le secteur 
des colonies juives a toujours ete tenu par Israel, 
de meme que l'extremite meridionale de la 
mer Morte. Dans la partie septentrionale du 
Negeb, les Egyptiens avaient reussi au debut 
a occuper une serie de positions precaires en 
travers des !ignes d'Israel et Ia treve avait 
empeche une decision militaire d'intervenir ; 
depuis lors, le front cgyptien s'est efiondre 
irremediablement. Confier ces territoires a la 
Transjordanie au lieu de l'Egypte ne serait pas 
une conception plus realiste, car tout Etat arabe 
devrait d'abord surmonter la resistance juive 
la plus farouche ; qualifier « d'equitable » Ia 
rectification de frontiere envisagee depasse 
l'entendement, et l'on songe inevitablement que 
cette rectification est destinee a servir des 
intcn~ts tout autres que ceux des Juifs ou des 
Arabes. 

Rien ne s'est produit qui permette d'invalider 
la decision du 29 novembre concernant le Negeb. 
Depuis lors, un Etat independant a vu le jour. 
Enlever a IsraCI le Negeb signifierait maintenant 
amputer le territoire d'un Etat souverain existant, 
ce qui n'a encore jamais ete tente par une orga
nisation internationale. Israel n'abandonnera 
jamais ses colonies du Negeb ; il n'acceptera 
jamais non plus la perte de sa part de la mer 
Morte. II s'oppose de la fac;on la plus absolue 
a etre prive de son debouche sur le golfe d'Akaba. 
Aucune partie du Negeb ne pent etre abandonnee 
ou troquce. 

La proposition du Mediateur relative au 
Negeb est suffisante ~1 elle seule pour empecher 
le Gouvernement d' IsraCI de prendre le rapport 
en consideration, meme comme base de discussion. 
La resolution du 29 novembre est Ia seule base 
valable en vue d'un reglement territorial, bien 
qu'un certain nombre d'ameliorations territoriales 
aient ete rendues indispensables a la suite de 
l'agression arabc. 

La proposition du l\iediateur en ce qui conccrne 
Jerusalem s'efforce de maintenir un accord que 
les evenements ont prouvc inapplicable. En 
1947, l'Agencc juive a rappcle qu'elle etait Ia 
signification unique de Jerusalem pour le peuple 
juif, mais on s'est oppose a ses rcvendications 
concernant la ville modernc de Jerusalem. Par 
deference envers la quasi unanimite de !'opinion 
du monde chretien, les representants de l'Etat 
juif ont finalement decide d'accepter le principe 
d'un regime international pour Ia ville entiere, 
mais sa foi dans la volontc et la capacite de Ia 
communaute internationale a proteger la Cite 
a ete cruellement dec;ue. lVI. Shertok decrit 
ensuite les effusions de sang et les destructions 
qui suivirent a Jerusalem !'adoption de la reso
lution du 29 novembre, tirant la conclusion que, 
si les Juifs de Jerusalem sont encore en vie a 
l'heure actuelle, c'est uniquement a eux-memes 
qu'ils le doivent, puisque la communaute i~tern~
tionale s'est averee impuissante a mamtemr 
son autoritc. La eonfiance des Juifs dans Ia 
capacitc de !'Organisation des Nations Unics 
a assurer lenr securite :,'est evanouie comple
tement. Les Juifs rcfusent d'accepter la 
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of their security. The Jews of Jerusalem insisted 
on entrusting their defence to none other than 
their own people. The Government of Israel 
was faithful to the principle of international 
custody of the Holy Places and urged the effective 
establishment of an international regime for 
the Walled City but it must claim the permanent 
inclusion in Israel of modern Jewish Jerusalem, 
and of the stretch of territory uniting Jerusalem 
with the coast, both of which were now under 
Israeli control. Such a settlement would serve 
as a firm support for United Nations authority 
over the Old City. 

The Mediator's report suggested vaguely that 
the port and oil refineries of Haifa and the airport 
of Lydda should be declared "free". The 
Government of Israel wished it to be clearly 
understood that it would accept in these areas 
no derogation whatsoever from the sovereignty 
which it exercised, but if any of the neighbouring 
Arab States was anxious to enjoy special facilities, 
including rights of a free zone in the port of 
Haifa or the airport of Lydda, the Government 
of Israel would be prepared to meet its wishes 
as far as practi::>able within the framework of 
a formal agreement regulating the relations 
between the two States on a suitable basis of 
reciprocity. As to the Haifa refineries, the 
relationship would be the same as that in any 
normal State between the Government and a 
company holding a valid concession. 

The Mediator's report proposed that \Vestern 
Galilee should be incorporated in Israel in 
compensation for the contemplated excision of 
the Negeb, but the Government of Israel could 
not accept this as a substitute for the Negeb 
and submitted that the question of Galilee 
should be considered on its intrinsic merits. 
Violent attacks from Arab Galilee and threats 
to Haifa had vindicated some of the main reasons 
for Israel's claim to the entire area of Galilee, 
namely, those bearing on the question of defence, 
and the Israeli Government firmly believed that 
the entire area of Galilee, now in the hands of 
Israel because of successful defence, should 
remain part of Israel. 

In connexion with all questions of territorial 
adjustment, Israel would prefer to see the 
establishment of a separate independent Arab 
State corresponding, as far as practicable, to 
the provisions of the 29 November resolution, 
and would be ready to negotiate with it on mutual 
adjustments of boundaries, if such a State 
declared itself ready to enter into close alliance 
with Israel. But, if the Mediator's proposal 
to join the Arab part of Palestine to the Kingdom 
of Transjordan were carried through, the ratio 
between the area of Israel and that of its Arab 
neighbour would be 1 to 20, that would change 
the whole basis of the territorial distribution 
of the 29 November resolution. 

constitution, d'ailleurs peu vraisemblable, d'une 
force internationale destince a assurer leur 
securite. Les Juifs de Jerusalem entendent que 
leur defense ne soit confice a personne d'autre 
qu'a leur propre peuple. Le Gouvernement 
d'Israel est fidele au principe de la garde interna
tionale des Lieux saints et preconise la creation 
effective d'un regime international pour Ia 
Ville Vieille de Jerusalem, mais il demande 
!'inclusion permanente dans l'Etat d' Israel de 
la ville juive moderne, ainsi que de la bande 
de terrain reliant Jerusalem a Ia cote, toutes 
deux etant maintenant sous controle israelien. Un 
tel reglement contribuerait a affermir l'autorite de 
I' Organisation des Nations Unies sur Ia Ville Vieille. 

Dans son rapport, le Mediateur propose en 
termes vagues de declarer « libres )) le port et 
les raffineries de petrole de Haifa, de meme que 
!'aerodrome de Lydda. II doit etre bien entendu 
que le Gouvernement d'Israel n'acceptera aucune 
derogation a la souverainete qu'il exerce dans 
ces regions ; mais si l'un quelconque de ses 
Etats voisins desirait beneficier de certains 
avantages, et s'il voulait disposer d'une zone 
franche, dans le port de Haifa au a l'aerodrome 
de Lydda, le Gouvernement d'Israel serait pret 
a lui donner satisfaction dans Ia mesure du 
possible, dans le cadre d'un accord forme! qui 
regulariserait les relations entre les deux Etats 
en se fondant sur Ie principe de la reciprocite. 
Quant aux relations entre les autorites et Ia 
direction des raffineries de petrole de Haifa, 
ce seront celles qui existent normalement dans 
chaque Etat entre le Gouvernement et les 
compagnies detenant une concession valable. 

Dans son rapport, le Mediateur propose d'incor
porer Ia Galilee occidentale a l'Etat d'lsrael a 
titre de compensation pour le Negeb qu'on 
envisage de lui enlever, mais 'le Gouvernement 
d'Israel ne peut accepter de troquer le Negeb 
et il estime que la question de la Galilee devrait 
etre examinee separement. Les violentes attaques 
en provenance de la Galilee arabe, attaques 
qui ant menace Haifa, ant prouve la validite 
des principaux arguments avances par Israel 
pour revendiquer toute Ia Galilee ; il s'agit 
notamment d'arguments ayant trait a la defense 
du territoire ; le Gouvernement d'Israel est 
convaincu que toute Ia Galilee, qui a ete occupee 
par les forces israeliennes a Ia suite d'operations 
defensives couronnees de succes, devrait etre 
incorporce a l'Etat d' Israel. 

En ce qui concerne toutes ces questions 
territoriales, Israel accueillerait favorablement 
Ia creation d'un Etat arabe independant en 
Palestine, Etat qui serait constitue, dans Ia 
mesure du possible, conformement aux dispo
sitions de Ia resolution du 29 novembre ; le 
Gouvernement d' Israel serait pret a negocier 
avec cet Etat en vue de procecter a des recti
fications mutuelles de frontieres, si cet Etat 
se declarait pret a conclure une alliance etroite 
avec Israel. Mais si on donnait suite a la propo
sition du Mediateur, qui est d'incorporer la partie 
arabe de Ia Palestine au royaume de Transjordanie, 
le rapport entre Ia superficie d' Israel et celle 
de son voisin arabe se trouverait etre de 1 a 20, 
cc qui changerait completement le P!in~ipe 
me:ne qui a preside a Ia repartition terntonale 
envisagee dans la resolution du 29 novembre. 
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Mr. Shertok agreed that everything possible 
should be done to relieve the immediate suffering 
of the Arab refugees, but thought that the 
problem of a permanent settlement could not 
be solved in disregard of the political realities. 
The first question was that of responsibility 
for the mass exodus. The Arab evacuations 
had followed in the wake of the first outbreaks 
of fighting which, as .Jamal Bey Husseini had 
stated to the Security Council on 23 April, the 
Arabs admitted they_began. The British admin
istration bad done nothing to check the 
evacuation ; _on the contrary, it had appeared 
to welcome i.t and provided facilities for it. 
At first the .Jews had tried to persuade their 
Arab neighbours to stay, but they had failed. 
Mr. Shertok quoted an eye-witness account from 
the London Economist which explained that the 
most potent factor in the Arab exodus was the 
announcement made over the air. by the Arab 
Higher Committee urging all Arabs in Haifa 
to quit and clearly intimating that those Arabs 
who remained would be regarded as renegades. 
He also quoted a press interview by Emil El
Ghory of the Arab Higher Committee, published 
in the Arabic newspaper Telegraph in Beirut 
on 6 September in which M. El-Ghory said that 
the problem of these refugees was the direct 
result of the policy of resistance to partition, 
which had been unanimously adopted by the 
Arab Governments and those Governments had 
to bear the responsibiltity for the solution of the 
problem. He went on to say that if the Arabs 
of Palestine had accepted partition and co
operated with the .Jewish State, the latter would 
never have attempted to reduce its large Arab 
minority and in an atmosphere of peace, all 
difficulties would have been adjusted. 

But now the question was not simply one of 
individual rights, as the Mediator appeared to 
assume, but one affecting the fate of countries and 
peoples. It was unthinkable for Israel to re
admit these refugees while the war lasted, for 
there was no guarantee that they would not be 
used to blow up the .Jewish State from within. 
Furthermore, who would undertake the task of 
re-integrating them in Israel while that Govern
ment was heavily burdened with defence expen
ditures. The Government of Israel was ready to 
discuss this question at a peace conference, with
in the general context of peace problems which 
would include reparations for the ravages of war. 
It believed that serious thought should be given 
to the re-settling of the Arab refugees in neigh
bouring territories. Mass migrations had occurred 
in other situations in recent historv, and in no 
case had the tide turned back to restore the exact 
status quo ante. The Government of Israel would 
keep the question open and its final attitude 
would be determined by the nature of the relations 
eventually established between Israel and its 
neighbours. The Arab Governments had brought 
about this calamity and were now responsible for 
its prolongation by ke_eping ~heir armies ~on 
Israel's frontiers by refusmg to discuss peace w1th 
Israel, by not attempting to resettle the refugees 

M. Shertok admet qu'il faut faire tout ce qui 
est possible pour soulager les souffrances des 
refugies, mai il estime que le probleme de leur 
etablissement permanent ne peut etre resolu 
au mepris des realites politiques. II faut tout 
d'abord determiner quels sont ceux qui portent 
la responsabilite de cet exode en masse. 
L' evacuation des Arabes a commence a la suite 
des premieres operations militaires que les 
Arabes admettent avoir declenchCes, comme 
.Jamal Bey Husseini l'a declare devant le Conseil 
de securitc le 23 avril dernier. L'administration 
britannique n'a rien fait pour empecher cette 
evacuation, elle semble au contraire l'avoir 
encouragee et elle a pris des mesures pour la 
faciliter. Au debut, les .Juifs tenterent de persuader 
leurs voisins arabes de rester, mais ils n'y 
reussirent point. M. Shertok cite Ia revue 
Economist de Londres, qui a public le recit d'un 
temoin oculaire, scion lequel !'element le plus 
important ayant contribue a l'exode des Arabes 
aurait ete une declaration radiodiffusee par le 
Haut-Comite arabe, exhortant tous les habitants 
arabes de Haifa a quitter Ia ville et donnant 
a entendre clairement que ceux qui ne s'en 
iraient pas seraient consideres comme des renegats. 
M. Shertok cite egalement une interview que 
M. Emile EI Ghory, membre du Haut-Comite 
arabe, a accordee au journal arabe Le Telegraphe 
de Beyrouth, et qui a ete publiee le 6 septembre ; 
selon M. El Ghory, -le probleme des refugies est 
un resultat direct de Ia politique de resistance 
au partage, politique qui a ete adoptee a l'unani
mite par les Gouvernements arabes, et c'est a 
ces Gouvernements qu'il appartient de trouver 
une solution a ce probleme. M. Shertok poursuit 
en declarant que si les Arabes de Palestine 
avaient accepte le partage et s'ils avaient colla
bore avec l'Etat d'Israel, ce dernier n'aurait 
jamais tente de reduire son importante majorite 
arabe, et toutes les difficultes auraient etc resolues 
dans une atmosphere pacifique. 

Mais a l'heure actuelle, il ne s'agit plus 
seulement de droits individuels, comme semble 
le croire le Mediateur ; il s'agit du sort des peuples 
et des pays entiers. II est inconcevable qu'Israel 
puisse laisser rentrer ces refugies tant que la guerre 
continue, car personnc ne peut garantir que l'on 
ne se servirait point de ces refugies pour tenter 
de ruiner l'Etat d'Israel du dedans. De plus, qui 
entreprendrait la tache de les reinstaller en Israel, 
a un moment ou le Gouveroement doit faire face 
a de lourdes depenses pour assurer Ia defense du 
pays ? Le Gouvernement d'Israel est pret a 
discuter cette question au cours d'une conference 
de paix, ou l'on etudierait egalement les autres 
problemes, et notamment celui des reparations 
pour dommages de guerre. Le Gouvernement 
d'Israel estime qu'on ferait bien d'envisager 
serieusement l'etablissement des refugies arabes 
dans les territoires voisins. D'autres migrations 
ont eu lieu au cours de l'histoire recente : jamais 
le flot des refugies n'est revenu a _son point de 
depart, et nulle part on n'a pu revemr exacteme~_t 
a la situation primitive. Le Gouvernement d'I.srael 
laissera cette question en suspens, et son attlt_ude 
finale sera determinee par la nature des relations 
qui s'etabliront par la suite entre Israel et se~ 
voisins. Les Gouvernements arabes ont provoque 
cette calamite et ils sont responsables de la prolan-
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in their own countries, and lastly, by trying to 
shift the responsibility on to international organ
izations. 

The present indefinite truce was also respon
sible for another misery: the detention of 11,000 
.Jewish refugees in Cyprus although their entry 
into Israel was perfectly lawful under the terms of 
the Security Council resolution (S/723), even as 
unduly strictly interpreted by the Mediator. 

Mr. Shertok renewed the offer made by the 
Government of Israel on 6 August for peace 
negotiations, stating that his Government was 
ever ready to negotiate, just as it was ready to 
\\:ithstand the burden of continued warfare if it 
was forced upon it. In his opinion the United 
Nations had a primary responsibility to call upon 
the aggressors to end the war and negotiate peace. 
The conciliation commission proposed by the 
Mediator should be a good offices commission to 
bring about peace negotiations, but should not be 
empowered to supervise the discharge by the 
Governments concerned of what were essentially 
their administrative functions. But prior to the 
appointment of the conciliation commission, the 
United Nations should admit Israel to membership 
for substantially, Israel represented the fulfilment 
{)f the Assembly's will and its admission was envi
saged in the 29 November 1947 resolution. 
Furthermore, the five States waging war against 
Israel were all Members of the United Nations and 
could cast votes on issues vitally affecting Israel's 
future, while Israel had no vote. Israel was 
happy that the admission of its representatives 
as representatives of the State of Israel had met 
"ith no opposition, for it considered that equality 
of status was due to it. He appealed to the 
members of the Security Council and the General 
Assembly to approve Israel's application when it 
was submitted. 

The meeting rose at 6.10 p.m. 

'TWO HUNDRED AND FIRST 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
,on Tuesday, 16 Nouember 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

70. Continuation of the consideration on 
the progress report of the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine 
(A/648) 

Mr. AHMAD SHUKARRIU (Arab Higher Com
~mittee) stated that the drama of Palestine, a 

cgacy from the First World War, had just been 

gation de cet etat de chases, car ils maintiennent 
leurs armees aux frontieres d'Israel, ils refusent 
d'entamer des pourparlers avec cet Etat, ils ne 
font rien pour etablir les refugies dans leurs 
propres pays, et en fin de compte ils tentent de 
se decharger de ce fardeau en en transferant Ia 
responsabilite a des organisations internationales. 

La treve actuelle, si incertaine, est la cause 
d'autres souffrances encore : en effet, 11.000 
refugies juifs sont detenus dans l'ile de Chypre, 
quoique leur entree en Israel soit chose parfai
tement legale aux termes de la resolution du 
Conseil de securite (S/723), meme si l'on s'en tient 
a !'interpretation beaucoup trop stricte qu'en a 
donnee le Mediateur. 

M. Shertok renouvelle l'offre que le Gouver
nement d'Israel a faite le 6 aout, en vue de 
negocier un traite de paix, et il declare que son 
Gouvernement est toujours pret aux negociations, 
tout comme il est pret a supporter le fardeau d'une 
plus longue guerre, si on l'y force. II estime qu'il 
appartient en premier lieu a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies d'inviter les agresseurs a mettre 
fin a la guerre en entamant des negociations en 
vue de conclure la paix. La Commission de conci
liation proposee par le Mediateur devrait etre une 
commission des bons offices qui se verrait confier 
la tache de faciliter les negociations de paix, mais 
on ne doit pas la charger de controler les Gouver
nements interesses dans l'exercice des functions 
administratives qui leur appartiennent. Toutefois, 
avant que la Commission de conciliation soit 
creee, Israel devrait etre admis dans !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies : en effet, cet Etat a ete 
fonde conformement a Ia volonte de l' Assemblee, 
et son admission avait ete prevue dans Ia reso
lution adoptee le 29 novembre 1947. En outre, 
les cinq Etats qui font Ia guerre a Israel sont 
Membres de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
et peuvent par consequent voter sur des questions 
qui affectent d'une fac;on decisive l'avenir d'Israel, 
alors qu'Israel n'est pas en mesure de voter. Le 
Gouvernement d'Israel est heureux de constater 
que !'admission de ses representants, en tant que 
representants de l'Etat d'Israel, ne s'est heurtee a 
aucune opposition. II estime, toutefois, qu'il est en 
droit de demander un statut egal a celui des autres 
Etats Membres de !'Organisation. M. Shertok 
en appelle done aux membres du Conseil de 
securite et de l'Assemblee generale pour qu'ils 
appuient la demande d'admission d'Israellorsque 
celle-ci sera presentee. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 10. 

DEUX-CENT-UNIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 16 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 
President : l\1. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgique). 

70. Suite de la discussion sur le Rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des Nations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

M. AHMAD SHuKAnRIOu (Delegue du Haut
Comite Arabe) rappelle que le drame palestinien, 
legs de la premiere Guerre mondiale, vient d'etre 
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heightened by the premeditated murder of the 
Mediator by those same Zionist terrorists who, in 
the words of Count Bernadotte, had taken advan
tage of the two truces to build up their 
organization. 

As the Arabs had predicted ever since the 
Balfour Declaration, the creation of a Jewish 
home in Palestine could only result in unrest and 
in the expulsion of the Arabs from their country 
Today, when 800,000 Arabs were homeless and 
suffering the miseries of cold and hunger, the real 
problem, which Zionist propaganda had done 
everything to distort, stood forth in all its horror. 
It was true that, once again, the Zionists were 
trying to put the responsibility on the Arabs 
themselves, as if those 800,000 habitants had 
voluntarily chosen to abandon their homes ! 

At the time of the Balfour Declaration, the 
Arabs had been assured that their rights would be 
protected by international guarantees, but those 
guarantees had been violated and the Arabs' 
fears had proved to be well founded. Today the 
Arabs would go forth to battle in the name of 
logic, justice and reason against the report of the 
:Mediator (A/648), a martyr to the peace which 
he had not been able to bring back to Palestine. 

The three great principles underlying the 
Mediator's report were the keeping of the peace, 
the de facto situation and the solution by means of 
partition. 

As regards the preservation of peace, none were 
more devoted to that cause than the legitimate 
owners of the land of Palestine, but there was only 
one foundation for peace : respect for the freedom 
of the Arabs in Palestine and for the integrity of 
heir country, without which there could be no 

possible peace or security for the Palestinians. 
The Mediator's suggestions were based on 

r esolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947 which 
had set the country ablaze. It was thus obvious 
that suggestions for a settlement based on the 
policy of partition could not quench the fire 
kindled by that very policy. The Arabs had 
always fought against partition and were still 
fighting against it today, convinced that once the 
ideas of partition and of a Jewish State were put 
aside, there would be good chances not of a truce 
but of real peace. Had not the Mediator declared 
in his report that what Palestine needed was 
peace and the revival of fri endly relations 
among its inhabitants ? But how could peace 
be demanded of a nation now living under 
the tragic memory of its sufferings and of the 
injustice inflicted on it by those who had wished 
to rob it of a fertile country which constituted its 
outlet to the Mediterranean ? How could a 
Jewish State be set up where, according to the 
plans of the Mediator, it was lost in the midst of 
Arab populations and surrounded by a semi-circle 
of hostile cannons ? There might be ups and 
downs, but that semi-circle would continue to 
exist. The Mediator had expressed the hope that 
the Arabs would submit to a solution proposed by 
the United Nations, but peace could not be 
imposed by injunctions or by force if the causes 
of war continued. Furthermore, the Arabs were 
not the only ones who saw a threat to peace in the 
constitution of a Jewish State. 

marque par le meurtre premedite du Mediateur 
par ces memes terroristes sionistes qui, selon les 
termes employes par le comte Bernadotte, 
avaient profite des deux treves pour s'organiser 
plus solidement. 

Comme les Arabes l'avaient toujours predit 
depuis la Declaration Balfour, la creation d'un 
foyer juif en Palestine ne pouvait aboutir qu'a 
troubler la paix et a chasser les Arabes de leur 
pays. Aujourd'hui que 800.000 d'entre eux sont 
sans abri et souffrent tous les tourments du froid 
et de la faim, apparait dans toute son horreur le 
problt~me veritable dont la propagande sioniste 
s'etait efforcee de fausser les donnees. II est vrai 
que les Sionistes essaient encore d'attribuer la 
responsabilite du drame aux Arabes eux-memes, 
comme si ces 800.000 habitants avaient de leur 
propre gre decide d'abandonner leurs foyers. 

Alors que, a l'epoque de la Declaration Balfour, 
les Arabes avaient re~tu l'assurance que leurs 
droits seraient I' objet de garanties internationales, 
ces garanties ont ete violees et les craintes des 
Arabes se sont averees bien fondees. Ceux-ci vont 
done aujourd'hui combattre en ayant recours a la 
logique, a la justice, a Ia raison, le rapport du 
Mediateur (A/648), martyr de cette paix qu'il n'a 
pu rendre a la Palestine. 

Les trois grands principes sur lesquels repose 
le rapport du Mediateur soot le maintien de Ia 
paix, la situation de fait, et Ia solution du partage. 

En ce qui concerne le maintien de Ia paix, nul 
plus que les Iegitimes possesseurs de la terre 
palestinienne ne lui est acquis, mais cette paix ne 
peut reposer que sur une seule base : le respect 
de la liberte des Arabes de Palestine et de l'inte
grite de leur pays, sans lesquels il n'y a point de 
paix ni de securite possible pour les Palestiniens. 

Les suggestions du Mediateur reposent sur cette 
resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 1947 qui a mis 
tout Ie pays a feu et a sang. II est done clair que 
des suggestions pour un reglement fonde sur cette 
politique de partage ne saurait eteindre un feu 
allume par cette politique meme. Les Arabes ont 
toujours combattu le partage et ils le combattent 
encore aujourd'hui, persuades qu'une fois ecartees 
cette idee et celle d'un Etat juif, de largcs possi
bilites s'ouvrent pour l'etablissement non d'une 
treve, mais d'une paix veritable. Le Mediateur 
n'a-t-il pas declare, dans son rapport, que ce dont 
la Palestine avait besoin, c'etait de paix et du 
retablissement de relations harmonieuses entre ses 
habitants ? Mais comment peut-on exiger la 
paix d'une nation qui a present a !'esprit le tra
gique souvenir de ses souffrances et de l'injus
tice qu'on lui a faite en voulant Ia depouiller d:u~ 
pays fertile et qui constitue son acces a la Med~
terranee ? Comment done etablir un :Etat juif qm, 
selon les plans du Mediateur, se trouve noye au 
milieu de populations arabes et entoure d'un 
demi-cercle de canons braques sur lui. II y aura 
sans doute des flux et des reflux, mais le demi
cercle continuera d'exister. Le Mediateur a 
exprime l'espoir que les Arabes se soumettraient a 
une solution emanant de l'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. Mais la paix ne peut etre imposee 
par des injonctions on par la force si les causes de la 
guerre subsistent. Ce ne soot d'ailleurs pas seu
lement les Arabes qui voient une menace pour la 
paix dans l'etablissement d'un Etat juif. 
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There were not a few Jewish declarations 
opposed to the creation of a Jewish State. In 
September 1938, a memorandum had been sent 
to the Woodhead Commission by a group of Jewish 
leaders : it stated that the creation of two 
sovereign States was considered to be imprac
ticable and that it might lead to war and assas
sinations. Events had proved that prediction 
right, and if that course were adhered to, the 
future would only confirm more and more clearly 
the truth of that statement. Moreover, the report 
of the United Nations Special Committee on 
Palestine (A/364, page 100 ff.) stated that the 
American Council for Judaism considered that the 
establishment of a Jewish State was contrary to 
the requirements of peace, security, and demo
cracy and contrary to the interests of the Jews of 
Palestine and the surrounding territories. 

If the real aim was to secure peace, the 
Mediator's idea that a proposal supported by the 
authority of the ,General Assembly would meet 
with resistance from neither side must be aban
doned. The Arabs knew best what the interests 
of peace in their country demanded, and rather 
than sacrifice their freedom they would employ 
every means of resistance and all the resources at 
their disposal or that they could obtain from 
anywhere else in the world. 

Moreover, it sufficed to read the Mediator's 
report to realize to what extent the Arabs, not 
only of Palestine but of the other Arab States, 
rejected the partition plan. According to the 
Mediator, the intensity of the Arab feelings 
explained, if it did not justify, the resort to armed 
force in Palestine, and was in itself a condem
nation of the report. Moreover, the report 
stressed the precarious situation of a Jewish State 
in the middle of an Arab world and the fact that 
the security of such a State would remain an 
extremely serious problem in the future. Thus, 
on the one hand, the Mediator considered, on 
page 14 of his Report, that there would be nothing 
really stable in Palestine so long as the prospect 
of early resumption of hostilities remained ; on the 
other hand, he recognized that from the point of 
view of security the situation of the J ewish State 
would continue to be most precarious. 

In the circumstances, what would be the sense 
of peace negotiations, in spite of Jewish proposals 
in that connexion ? It would be just as good to 
negotiat e for peace in order to keep the fruits of 
aggression, as Hitler had done. The Arabs would 
doubtless joyfully welcome peace when Zionism had 
surrendered unconditionally and the Arabs could 
live in accordance with democratic principles. 
But no peace was possible with a Jewish State. 

The Arab attitude should surprise no one : 
vv·hat State would allow its territory t o be invaded 
on the vague pretext of historic rights ? It was 
the Jews who shonld be asked to respect the right 
of the Arabs to live in accordance with the 
democratic aspirations of the inhabitants of 
Palestine. For their part, the Arabs believed 
firmly in those principles, but they could not 
submit to the wishes of the majority of the 
Members of the United Nations if it meant that 
the rights of the majority in Palestine itself were 

I1 ne manque pas de declarations juives hostiles 
a Ia creation d'un Etat juif. En septembre 1938, 
un memorandum ctait adressc a Ia Commission 
Woodhead par un groupe de notables juifs; Ia 
creation de deux Etats souverains etait jugee 
impraticable et generatrice de guerre et de 
meurtres. L'evenement n'a pas dementi cette 
prediction et, si l'on s'obstinait dans cette voie, 
l'avenir ne pourrait que la confirmer de fac;on 
toujours plus eclatante. On peut lire, d'autre part, 
dans le Rapport de Ia Commission speciale des 
Nations Unies pour Ia Palestine (A/364, p. 100 
et suivantes) que I' American Council for J uda"ism 
considere l'etablissement d'un Etat juif comme 
contraire a Ia paix et a la securite, a la democratic 
et a !'interet des Juifs de Palestine et des regions 
avoisinantes. 

Si c'est Ia paix que I' on a veritablement en vue, 
il faut renoncer a cette idee du Mediateur qu'une 
proposition appuyee par l'autorite de l'Assemblee 
generale ne rencontrerait de resistance ni d'un ct>te 
ni de !'autre. Les Arabes sont les meilleurs juges 
de ce qu'exigent les interets de la paix dans leur 
pays, et plutot que de sacrifier leur liberte, ils 
recourraient a t ous les moyens de resistance, avec 
toutes les ressources a leur disposition ou toutes 
autres qu'ils pourraient obtenir de quelque 
endroit du monde que ce soit. 

II n'est d'ailleurs que de lire le rapport du 
Mediateur pour voir combien les Arabes, non 
seulement ceux de Palestine, mais ceux des Etats 
Arabes, rejettent Ia solution du partage : l'inten
site des sentiments arabes, qui, selon le Mediateur, 
explique, s'il ne justifie pas, le recours a la force 
en Palestine, constitue une condamnation du 
rapport lui-meme, dans lequel d'ailleurs sont 
soulignes Ia situation precaire d'un Etat juif au 
milieu du monde arabe, et le fait que Ia securite 
d'un tel Etat restera un probleme des plus graves 
dans l'avenir. Ainsi, d'un cote, le MCdiateur 
estime, a Ia page 14 de son rapport, qu'il n'y aura 
pas de paix stable aussi longtemps que subsistera 
la perspect ive d'une reouverture des hostilites, 
mais, d'un autre cote, il reconnait que la securite 
de l'Etat juif continuera a rester des plus precaires. 

Dans de t elles circonstances, que! sens peuvent 
avoir des negociations de paix, en depit des 
propositions des Juifs a cet egard ? Autant 
vaudrait negocier Ia paix pour conserver les 
resultats de l'agression, a Ia fac;on d'Hitler. Sans 
doute, les Arabes accueilleront-ils avec joie la paix 
lorsque le sionisme se sera rendu sans conditions 
et que les Arabes pourront vivre conformement 
aux principes de Ia democratic. Mais avec un 
Etat juif, il n'est pas de paix possible. 

Cette attitude des Arabes n'a rien qui doive 
surprendre : qucl Etat accepterait que son terri
toire ffit envahi sous un vague pretexte de droits 
historiques ? C'est aux Juifs qu'il faut demander 
de respecter le droit des Arabes de vivre selon Ia 
volonte democratique des habitants de la Pales
tine. Les Arabes, pour leur part, sont acquis a ces 
principes, mais ils ne sauraient se soumettre au 
desir d'une majorite au sein de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies si les droits de la majorite son~ 
violes en Pal estine meme. Lc seul recours qm 
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violated. All that was left for the Arab nation 
was to repulse armed force by armed force. 

Palestine was the heart of the Arab world ; 
that could not be discussed or voted upon. The 
report of the Anglo-American Commission of 
Inquiry in 1946 stressed the importance of 
Palestine as a centre of communication between 
Damascus and Cairo, between Iraq and Trans
jordan and the Mediterranean. It was a country 
dear to the hearts of the Arab people. The 
Mediator had not seen the full force of Arab 
nationalism, although Lord Samuel himself, first 
British High Commissioner in Palestine, himself a 
Zionist, had declared in 1937 that it would not be 
easy to break the Arab national movement by 
means of coercion. Arab resistance was not to be 
overcome by sanctions. 

As regards the de facto situation, which was the 
second basis for the Mediator's suggestions, it was 
a deceptive situation due to the peculiar 
mechanism for the transfer of powers in Palestine 
when the Mandate came to an end -a fact which 
had not been sufficiently taken into account. In a 
communication to the Secretary-General of the 
Arab League dated 5 July 1948, the Mediator had 
emphasized the de facto existence of a zone under 
Jewish control. It was precisely in order to do 
away with that de facto situation, also mentioned 
in the Mediator's report to the Security Council of 
12 July 1948 (S/883), that the Arabs were fighting 
today. The Mediator's proposals were based on 
partition and on the de facto situation, in spite of 
Count Bernadotte's statement of 3 July 1948 to the 
Secretary General of the Arab League that his 
suggestions were in no way based upon the status 
quo in Palestine, whether de facto or de jure. 

Referring to General Assembly resolution 
181 (II) in his report, the Mediator declared that he 
did not consider himself bound by it, but when it 
came to making suggestions, he appeared to be 
bound by the drafts relating to the partition plan 
and to the establishment of a Jewish State. How 
could one expect to win over the Arabs in Palestine 
whilst asking them to give up their legitimate 
claims to their own country ? If the Arabs had 
been expected to submit to a situation de facto, 
there was no need for mediation. 

The so-called Jewish State had survived thanks 
to the truce, which had been accepted by the 
Arabs in a spirit of peace. But the war aims of the 
Arabs were the elimination of the Jewish State ; 
if the Arabs were asked to accept the situation 
which was at the root of the war there was no 
sense in mediation ; if the Arabs were asked to 
subscribe to the very causes of the war, the truce 
would certainly not be acceptable to them. 

The Mediator had acknowledged that the Jews 
had already had the advantage of two truces ; 
were they to have the benefit of an indefinite truce 
which, by sanctioning Jewish aggression and 
recognizing the de facto situation, would be nothing 
but a new revised and modernized edition of the 
Balfour Declaration ? 

The Mediator had said that it was difficult to 
undo what history had done. Count Bernadotte, 
however, had acted as intermediary between the 

reste ouvert a la nation arabe est de repousser les 
armes par les armes. 

La Palestine est le creur du monde arabe ; cela 
n'est pas matiere a debat et ne saurait etre !'objet 
d'un vote. Le rapport de la Commissi~n d'enquete 
anglo-americaine de 1946 soulignait !'importance 
de la Palestine, comme centre de communications, 
de Damas au Caire, d'Irak et de Transjordanie a 
Ia Mediterranee. C'est Ia un pays qui tient a creur 
au peuple arabe. Et pourtant, le Mediateur n'a 
pas vu toute Ia force du nationalisme arabe, bien 
que lord Samuel lui-meme, premier haut-commis
saire britannique en Palestine, tout sioniste qu'il 
fut, eut declare en 1937 qu'il ne serait pas facile 
de venir a bout du mouvement national arabe en 
recourant a des mesures de coercition. De ce fait, 
ce ne sont pas des sanctions qui pourraient briser 
la resistance arabe. 

En ce qui concerne la situation de fait, second 
element de base des suggestions du Mediateur, 
c'est la une situation trompeuse due au mecanisme 
particulier de la transmission· des pouvoirs en 
Palestine, a la fin du Mandat, et dont il n'a pas 
tenu suffisamment compte. Le Mediateur, dans 
une communication du 5 juillet 1948 au Secn~
taire de la Ligue arabe, soulignait !'existence de 
fait d'une zone sous controle juif. Mais c'est 
precisement pour eliminer cette situation de fait 
- mentionnee egalement dans le rapport du 
Mediateur au Conseil de securite du 12 juillet 
1948 (S/888) - que les Arabes luttent aujour
d'hui. Les propositions du Mediateur sont fondees 
sur le partage et sur la situation de fait, en depit 
de la declaration du 3 juillet 1948 du comte 
Bernadotte au Secretaire general de la Ligue 
arabe, selon laquelle les suggestions du Mediateur 
n'etaient en aucune fa<;on basees sur le statu quo 
en Palestine, qu'il s'agisse de la situation de facio 
ou de jure. 

Se referant dans son rapport a Ia resolu
tion 181 (II) de l'Assemblee generale, le Mediateur 
affirme qu'il ne se considere pas comme tenu par 
cette resolution mais, lorsqu'il en vient a formuler 
des suggestions, il apparait comme lie par les 
textes relatifs au plan de partage et a l'etablis
sement d'un Etat juif. Comment esperer persuader 
les Arabes de Palestine lorsqu' on leur demande de 
renoncer a leurs revendications legitimes sur leur 
propre patrie ? Si l'on esperait que les Arabes 
s'inclineraient devant un etat de fait, point n'etait 
besoin de mediation. 

Le pretendu Etat juif a survecu grace a Ia treve, 
acceptee par les Arabes dans un esprit de paix. 
Mais les buts de guerre des Arabes sont precise
ment !'elimination de cet E.tat juif ; Ia mediation 
ne peut avoir de sens si l'on demande aux Arabes 
de reconnaitre Ia situation qui est a l'origine de Ia 
guerre ; Ia treve ne serait pas acceptable si les 
Arabes devaient enteriner les causes memes de la 
guerre. .. , 

Les Juifs, le Mediateur l'a reconnu, ont deJa 
bCneficie des deux treves : doit-on encore les faire 
profiter d'une treve indefinie qui, si elle cons~crait 
l'agression juive et reconnaissait l'etat de fmt, ne 
serait qu'une reedition, revue et modernisee, de Ia 
Declaration Balfour ? 

Le Mediateur a declare qu'il etait difficile de 
defaire ce que l'histoire a accompli. Mais le comte 
Bernadotte, qui a servi d'intermediaire entre les 
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Allies and the Nazis and knew better than anyone 
that mediation was not always meant to entail the 
recognition of a de facto situation ; if that 
principle had been observed, the United Kingdom, 
the United States and the USSR would have had 
to recognize the Nazi conquest of Europe, and 
Paris, home of the rights of man, would have 
had to renounce its liberation. 

What was that State of Israel the existence of 
which the Arabs were being asked to recognize ? 
It had been proclaimed by the Jews at midnight on 
14 May 1948 and on the morning of 15 May, while 
the Jewish forces occupied key positions in the 
territories alloted to the Jews by resolution 
181 (II), the mandatory Power had delivered 
certain regions of Palestine to the Zionists. As 
the Arabs endeavoured to oppose that policy 
of duplicity and to defend their country, the 
mandatory Power invoked its responsibility for 
the maintenance of law and order until the 
mandate had been terminated. In reality, the 
policy of the Palestine Administration was 
directed to the sole object of allowing the estab
lishment of a Jewish national home. 

On the Arab side, the picture was different. The 
towns and vi11ages had no means of defence, as 
capital punishment was meted out to those 
having arms. As to the Arab troops abroad, they 
were prevented from helping their brothers so 
long as the Mandate was in force, which meant 
until the Mandatory Power put the partition plan 
into effect by requesting Jewish troops to fill the 
vacuum created by its withdrawal. That was its 
conception of neutrality. 

In the circumstances, foreign invaders had been 
left free to proclaim a provisional Government ; 
in accordance with such principles, a separatist 
minority in any State could set up its own 
government while the Security Council ordered the 
legitimate forces not to use their arms. To 
sanction the de facto situation in Palestine would 
be tantamount to subscribing to aggression ; the 
principles of the Charter would give way to the 
fail accompli. 

The third principle invoked by the Mediator 
was the alleged justice of the idea of partition. 
That was the crux of the whole matter ; it was the 
root of the war; it was the difficulty to which 
mediation was supposed to bring a solution. 

Genuine mediation should have held itself 
aloof from the partition decision. The Mediator, 
however, had asked the Arabs to subscribe to 
that plan, in other words, entirely to abandon 
their national rights and aspirations. What 
were the aspirations, the fears and the motives of 
both parties concerned which, in a letter dated 
27 June 1948 to the Secretary-General of the 
Arab League, the Mediator declared he had 
considered ? Mediation really could not rest on the 
principle of a partition which satisfied the claims 
of the Zionists and took no account of the rights 
of the Arabs. 

The partition idea had a history, illustrated by 
the British Commission's partition plan of 1937, 
the plan of the Special Committee on Palestine in 
1947, the Mediator's partition plan of 27 June 1948 
and the plan included in the report now before 

Allies et lcs nazis, savait micux que personnc 
qu'une mediation n'est pas toujours destinee a 
entrainer Ia reconnaissance d'un etat de fait ; car, 
si l'on avait suivi ce principe, il aurait fallu que Ie 
Royaume-Uni, les Etats-Unis et l'URSS recon
nussent la conquete de l'Europe par les nazis ; il 
aurait fallu que Paris, patrie des droits de l'homme, 
renon~;at a se liberer. 

Quel est done cet Etat d'lsrael dont on demande 
aux Arabes de reconnaitre !'existence ? II fut 
proclame par les Juifs le 14 mai 1948 a minuit et, 
le 15 au matin, pendant que Ies forces juives 
occupaient les positions-des dans Ies territoires 
alloues aux Juifs par Ia resolution 181 (II), la 
Puissance mandataire livrait aux Sionistes cer
taines parties du territoire palestinien. Comme les 
Arabes s'effor~;aient de s'opposer a cette politique 
de double jeu et de defendre leur pays, la Puissance 
mandataire alleguait sa responsabilite pour le 
maintien de l'ordre et de la loi jusqu'a I' expiration 
du Mandat ; en realite, la politique de !'adminis
tration de la Palestine etait basee sur le seul but 
de permettre l'etablissement d'un Foyer national 
juif. 

Du cote arabe, le tableau etait different : les 
villes et villages etaient sans defense car la peine 
capitale etait appliquee contre les detenteurs 
d'armes. Quant aux forces arabes de l'exterieur, 
elles ont ete empechees de secourir leurs freres tant 
que le Mandat etait en vigueur, c'est-a-dire jus
qu'apres Ie moment ou la Puissance mandataire a 
mis en realite le Plan de partage a execution, par 
!'invitation qu'elle a faite aux forces juives de 
remplir le vide cause par son retrait ; c'est ainsi 
que cette Puissance comprenait sa neutralite. 

Dans ces circonstances, des envahisseurs etran
gers furent laisses libres de proclamer un Gouver
nement provisoire ; selon de tels principes, une 
minorite separatiste pourrait dans n'importe quel 
Etat instaurer son propre gouvernement, cepen
dant que le Conseil de securite ordonnerait aux 
forces legitimes de ne pas faire usage de leurs 
armes. Sanctionner l'etat de fait en Palestine, ce 
serait done enteriner l'agression, ce serait !'effa
cement des principes de la Charte devant celui du 
<< fait accompli ». 

Le troisieme des principes dont s'est essentiel
lement inspire le Mectiateur consiste dans la 
pretendue justesse de l'idee du partage. Mais c'est 
la precisement tout le probleme ; c'est Ia J'origine 
de laguerre, c'est la la difficulte dont la mediation 
etait destinee a amener la solution. 

Une mediation veritable aurait done du 
s'abstraire de la decision relative au partage. Or, 
le Mediateur demande aux Arabes de souscrire a 
ce plan, c'est-a-dire de renoncer completement a 
leurs droits et aspirations nationales. Quels etaient 
done ces aspirations, ces craintes, et ces motifs des 
parties que le Mediateur declarait le 27 juin 1948, 
dans une lettre au Secretaire general de la Ligue 
arabe, avoir pris en consideration ? Une mediation 
ne peut, en realite, reposer sur le principe du 
partage, qui satisfait aux revendications sionistes 
et meconnait les droits des Arabes. 

Cette idee du partage a d'ailleurs une histoire 
qu'ont illustree le plan de partage de Ia Commis
sion britannique de 1937, le plan de Ia Commission 
speciale pour Ia Palestine en 1947, le plan de 
partage du Mediateur du 27 juin 1948 et le plan 



the First Committee (A/648). By the first plan, 
49 per cent of the population of the Jewish State 
would have been Arabs ; that plan had been 
abandoned. Under the plan of the Special 
Committee on Palestine, the Jewish State would 
have included 500,000 Jews and 506,000 Arabs and 
others. The third and fourth plans only compli
cated the situation by making adjustments here 
and there. Thus, the report of the Special Com
mittee on Palestine indicated that Western 
Galilee was allotted to the Arab State with a 
view to the possibilities of future development and 
to afford it access to the sea. The Mediator 
ncvertherless proposed that Western Galilee, 
which he acknow ledged was an entirely Arab 
region, should be incorporated in the J ewish State. 

With regard to Jewish immigration, which had 
disturbed tha peace in Palestine for the last 
thirty years, the Mediator had stated in a communi
cation dated 6 July 1948 to the so-called 
Provisional Government of Israel, that the 
continuation of unlimited immigration would raise 
problems affecting not only the Jewish State and 
people, but also the whole of the Arab world. 
That example proved that the Mediator had 
proposed the establishment of a Jewish State while 
recognizing the danger of Jewish immigration ; 
that was a concession to the fanaticism of the 
Zionists, veritable fascists who had undertaken to 
carry out their programme of aggression by means 
of armed force. 

Partition was based on the idea that Palestine 
could be dissected as if it were a corpse. But as 
Palestine was a living organism, and as all the 
partition plans made to date included either a 
majority of Arabs, or equal numbers of Arabs and 
Jews, within the so-called Jewish State, the 
Zionists had tried to turn the Arabs out. The 
return of those refugees could not depend on the 
consent of the Zionist invaders ; the obstacle still 
remained, and those refugees would return as 
liberators, which was their inalienable right. 

The very justification for partition which had 
been put forward, all the enclaves, all the plans for 
economic union, showed how arbitrary the solution 
was. As President Wilson had said, people could 
not be manipulated like pawns on a chess-board. 
There had been an endeavour to justify partition 
as a separation of the Arabs and the Jews. But in 
any plan for partition there would always be a 
large proportion of Arab lands and inhabitants 
within the " Jewish State ". In those circum
stances, would it be necessary to go on to a new 
partition of the "Jewish State " itself ? The 
Arabs and Jews were in fact so closely intermingled 
that it would be practically impossible to achieve 
such a separation. And was that really necessary? 
No, for the conflict was artificial; the Arab and 
Jewish languages had the same origin, the Arabs 
had always shown the greatest religious tole
rance, and, from the cultural point of view, they 
constituted a link between East and West. The 
fact was that Arabs and Je\vs had lived in peace 
hefore the British occupation. 

inclus dans le rapport actuellement soumis a la 
Premiere Commission (A/648). Selon le premier 
plan, 49 pour 100 de Ia population de l'Etat juif 
etaient arabes ; ce plan fut abandonne. D'autre 
part, selon Ie plan de Ia Commission speciale pour 
la Palestine, l'Etat juif devait comprendre 
500.000 juifs et 506.000 arabes et autres. Enfin le 
troisieme et le quatrieme plan ne font que compli
quer la situation en operant ici et Ia un certain 
nombre de remaniements. C'est ainsi qu'en ce qui 
concerne la Galilee occidentale, le rapport de la 
Commission speciale pour la Palestine, indiquait 
que cette region etait attribuee a l'Etat Arabe, 
afin de lui donner des possibilites de develop
pement ulterieur et un acces a la mer. Pourtant 
cette Galilee occidentale, territoire entierement 
arabe selon le Mediateur lui-meme, le Mediateur 
propose qu'elle soit incorporee a I'Etat juif. 

En ce qui concerne le probleme de l'immigration 
juive, qui a trouble la paix en Palestine pendant 
les trente dernieres annees, le Mediateur declarait, 
dans une communication du 6 juillet 1948 au 
pretendu Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel, que 
Ia continuation d'une immigration illimitee pose
mit des problemes qui aflecteraient non seulement 
l'Etat et le peuple juifs, mais toutle monde arabe. 
Cet exemple montre que le Mediateur a propose 
I'etablissement d'un Etat juif en reconnaissant le 
danger que representerait I' immigration juive, que 
c'est h\ une concession faite au fanatisme des 
sionistes, veritables fascistes qui ant entrepris de 
realiser par les armes leur programme d'agression. 

A Ia base du partage, il y a cette idee que l'on 
peut dissequer Ia Palestine comme s'il s'agissait 
d'un cadavre. Mais comme Ia Palestine est un 
organisme vivant et que, dans taus les plans de 
partage imagines jusqu'a ce jour, il y a, a l'interieur 
du soi-disant Etat juif, soit une majorite d' Arabes, 
so it un nombre d' Arabes au mains egal a celui des 
Juifs, Ies sionistes se sont efforces de chasser ces 
Arabes. Mais le retour de ces refugies ne peut 
dependre du consentement des envahisseurs 
sionistes :I' obstacle n'a pas ete ecarte, ces refugies 
reviendront en liberateurs, car c'est leur droit 
inalienable. 

Les justifications memes que I'on s'est efforce 
de trouver au partage, toutes ces enclaves, tous 
ces plans d'union economique prouvent l'arbi
traire de cette solution : comme I' a dit le president 
Wilson, les peuples ne sauraient etre manipules 
comme les pions sur un echiquier. La justification 
que l'on a voulu donner au partage residait dans 
une separation des Arabes et des Juifs. Or dans 
n'importe quel plan de partage, il se trouverait 
toujours a l'interieur de « I'Etat juif n une forte 
proportion d'habitants et de terres arabes. Dans 
ces conditions, faudrait-il proceder a un nouveau 
partage de « l'Etat juif » lui-meme ? En fin de 
compte, Jes Arabes et les Juifs sont si etroiteme~t 
enchevetres que cette separation n'est pas prah
quement realisable. Est-elle d'ailleurs veritable
ment necessaire ? Non, carle conflit est artificiel : 
les deux Jangues ant une meme origine, les Arabes 
ant toujours fait preuve de la plus grande tolerance 
en matiere de religion et, du point de vue culture!, 
ils constituent un trait d'union entre !'Occident et 
l'Orient. Le fait est que, avant !'occupation 
britannique, Arabes et Juifs vivaient en paix. 
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The problem would have been simple if it 
had not been complicated by propaganda and by 
the Zionist desire to dominate. What was the 
value of the historical argument they had invoked? 
Greece, Turkey, Iran, France and the United 
Kingdom had all had a foothold in Palestine at 
some time or other in their history, and some of 
them could have put forward arguments less 
hollow than those of the Jews. 

And what of the accusation that the Arabs' 
attitude was not constructive and that they 
always replied in the negative ? The fact was 
that all the Arabs asked, in the case of their 
particular country, was recognition of the very 
principles of democracy. Unfortunately, when 
the problem of Palestine was examined by the 
United Nations, the Arabs' proposals did not 
receive due consideration ; in particular, their 
request for a consultative opinion from the 
International Court of Justice had not been 
.granted. In order to influence the elections, 
the United States had brought pressure to bear 
on delegations in order to create a majority 
favourable to the constitution of a so-called 
Jewish State, which had led to the proposal 
for the establishment of a Jewish State in which 
the Jews would have been in the minority. 

The Arabs did not hesitate to show their 
respect for the United Nations. But respect 
for the truth obliged them to say that any 
solution which lead to the establishment of a 
Jewish State, of whatever size it might be and 
whatever form it might take, would meet with 
stubborn resistance on the part of the Arabs. 
\Var was without doubt a crime, but defensive 
war was a sacred duty. If millions of Arabs of 
the present generation failed in the task, it would 
be for future generations to accomplish it. More
over, the millions of Moslems could not compromise 
on the principle of the integrity of Palestine, and 
they were determined not to allow Zionism to 
install itself on the threshold of Asia. If war 
were forced upon the Arabs, they would wage 
it resolutely, but that did not mean that they 
would not joyfully welcome peace. 

Mr. AnsLAN (Syria), while reserving the right 
to intervene later in the discussion, wished to put 
members of the Committee on their guard against 
certain assertions in the Jewish representative's 
statement. Those statements might mislead 
persons who had not been warned against them. 

Mr. Shertok had, for instance, tried to give the 
impression that the fact that a desert existed in 
southern Palestine was proof that the Arabs were 
unfitted for agriculture, but he had omitted to 
mention how many millions of dollars the estab
lishment of each of the Zionist colonies in 
Palestine had cost. The Palestine Arabs had had 
to fight not only against nature but against a 
lack of goodwill on the part of the mandatory 
Power. Moreover, except in Europe, deserts 
were to be found in all parts of the world. Finally 
if the Jews, who had never been farmers, were 
developing agriculture in Palestine, it was in 
order to boycott the Arab producer and to 
oblige the young Jews to remain in the country 
without any other means of livelihood ; it was 
certainly not due to any humanitarian motives. i 

Le probleme serait tres simple s'il n'avait etc 
complique par Ia propagande et par la volonte de 
domination des Sionistes. Quelle est done la valeur 
de I'argument historique qu'ils invoquent ? La 
Grece, la Turquie, I' Iran, la France, Ie Royaume
Uni ont, a un moment ou a un autre de leur 
histoire, pris pied en Palestine et plusieurs d'entre 
eux auraient a faire valoir des arguments moins 
creux que ceux des Juifs. 

Qu'en est-il, d'autre part, de !'accusation scion 
laquelle les Arabes n'auraient pas une attitude 
constructive et diraient toujours non ? En fait, ce 
que demandent les Arabcs ce n'est que la recon
naissance, dans le cas particulier de leur pays, des 
principes memes de Ia democratic. Par malheur, 
lorsque !'Organisation des Nations Unies a etudie 
le probleme palestinien, les propositions faites par 
les Arabes n'ont pas ete examinees comme elles 
auraient du l'etre ; en particulier on n'a pas fait 
droit a leur requete relative a une consultation de 
Ia Cour de Justice internationale. Pour des motifs 
d'ordre electoral, les Etats-Unis ont fait pression 
sur les delegations en vue de creer une majorite 
favorable a Ia constitution d'un pretendu :Etat 
juif, ce qui a abouti a la proposition d'etablis
sement d'un Etat juif, dans lequel les Juifs 
seraient en minorite. 

Les Arabes ne sauraient hesiter a manifester 
leur respect pour l'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Mais le respect du a la verite les oblige a 
dire que toute solution qui amenerait l'etablis
sement d'un Etat juif, de quelque dimension qu'il 
puisse etre et quelle que soit la forme sons laquelle 
ait lieu cette creation, rencontrerait de la part des 
Arabes une resistance opiniatre. Sans doute, Ia 
guerre est-elle un crime, mais une guerre defensive 
est un devoir sa ere : si les millions d' Arabes de h 
generation actuelle venaient a faillir, il appar
tiendrait aux generations futures d'accomplir 
cette tache. De plus, les millions de musulmans ne 
sauraient transiger sur le principe de l'integrite de 
la Palestine et sont, eux aussi, decides a ne pas 
laisser le Sionisme s'installer aux partes de l'Asie. 
Si c'est la guerre que l'on offre aux Arabes, ils la 
feront resolument, ce qui ne signifie pas qu'ils 
n'accueilleraient pas la paix avec joie. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie ), se reservant le droit d'inter
venir ulterieurement dans Ie debat, tient a mettre 
en garde les membrcs de la Commission contre 
certaines affirmations contenues dans !'expose du 
representant juif, affirmations qui sont de nature 
a induire en erreur des personnes non prevenues. 

M. Shertok a voulu, par exemple, faire croire 
que !'existence d'un desert au sud de la Palestine 
etait Ia preuve de l'incapacite des Arabes de faire 
de !'agriculture ; mais il n'a pas dit ce qu'a cotite 
en millions de dollars l'etablissement de chacune 
des colonies sionistes en Palestine. Les Arabes de 
Palestine ont eu a ]utter non seulement contre la 
nature, mais aussi contre la mauvaise volonte de 
la Puissance mandatrice ; d'ailleurs, sauf en 
Europe, on trouve des deserts dans toutes les 
parties du monde. Enfin, si les Juifs qui n'ont 
jamais fait de !'agriculture font de !'agriculture en 
Palestine, c'est pour boycotter le producteur 
arabe et pour forcer les jeunes Juifs a rester au 
pays, sans avoir aucun autre moyen de vivre ; ce 
n'est certainement pas par sentiment lwmanitaire. 



The representative of Israel had made claims 
regarding the port and the gulf of Aqaba. It 
should be noted in that connexion that that port 
and that gulf had never belonged to Palestine. 
Under Ottoman rule, the port of Aqaba had been 
part of the province of Syria, the chief town of 
which had been Damascus. The extreme end 
of the gulf and the territory situated to the north
west and west had been an integral part of Egypt. 
When in 1903 the Ottoman Government had 
wanted to construct a railway linking the village 
and station of Maan with Aqaba, the United 
Kingdom had taken Egypt's part and prevented 
that project from being put into operation. The 
Ottoman Government had, moreover, never 
denied that Aqaba belonged to Egypt. In any 
case, one side of the gulf was the Egyptian coast
line and the other the end of the coast of Saudi 
Arabia as far as the village of Aqaba, at present 
under the administration of Transjordan. Those 
explanations served to show the extent of the 
Zionist claims. Behind their economic claims, 
there was a vast military plan. 

As to the question of the Dead Sea, it was to 
be noted that the Mandatory Power, disregarding 
the fact that its concession had been granted by 
the Ottoman Government to a group of its sub
jects as far back as 1900, had granted the same 
concession by tender to a Pole, thus violating 
the terms of the Mandate which stipulated that a 
mandated territory could not be deprived of the 
right to benefit from its own natural resources. 
Not only had the Zionists usurped that right, but 
they now sought an outlet to the Red Sea to 
exploit that concession. 

As for Jerusalem, it should be borne in mind 
that, defended by Christian and Moslem forces, 
it had for two months repulsed all the attacks 
launched by the Jews, who had not hesitated 
to bomb the Holy Places and to commit numerous 
acts of vandalism and who had been able to 
build a road as far as the Holy City only by taking 
advantage of the truce concluded at a later date. 

The responsibility for Count Bernadotte's 
assassination had been established by the Acting 
Mediator himself. The documents bearing on 
that conspiracy should he made public in order 
to sho""' who was really responsible. A few days 
before his assassination, the Mediator had been 
coldly received by the Jewish authorities. They 
had, therefore, known the contents of his report 
before they were made known to the Arab Govern
ments and the United Nations. The true facts 
on that point should also he made public as should 
the name of the European country from which the 
head of the Stern Group had returned just before 
the Mediator's assassination. 

The incorporation of all terrorist groups in the 
official Jewish army had been announced before 
Count Bernadotte's assassination. After the 
Mediator's assassination, however, the Stern 
Group was again spoken of as a separate body. 

As for the statements made . by the represen
tative of Israel regarding Galilee, they were 
equally insincere. Mr. Shertok thought to gain 
favour with the Christian world by recognizing 
the interest Christians had in the holy places of 
Jerusalem, but he pretended not to know that 
the country where Christ had wrought His miracles 
was Galilee which, Jw contended, the Jews needed 

Le representant des Juifs a cmis des pretentious 
a l'egard du port et du golfe d'Akaba. ll faut faire 
remarquer a ce sujet que ce port et ce golfe n'ont 
jamais appartenu a la Palestine. Sous la domi
nation ottomane, le port d' Akaba faisait partie de 
la province de Syrie, dont lc chef-lieu etait Damas. 
L'extremite du golfe et tout ce qui etait situe au 
nord-ouest eta !'ouest etaient partie integrante de 
I'Egypte. Lorsque, en 1905, le Gouvernement 
ottoman voulut construire une voie ferree reliant 
le village-station de Maan a Akaba, la Grande
Bretagne prit la defense de l'Egypte et empecha 
!'execution de ce projet. Le Gouvernement 
ottoman d'ailleurs n'a jamais nie qu' Akaba 
appartint a I'Egypte. En tout cas, ce golfe baigne 
d'un cote la cOte egyptienne, et de !'autre, l'extre
mite du littoral de !'Arabie saoudite jusqu'au 
village d'Akaha, aujourd'hui administre par la 
Transjordanie. Ces explications montrent jusqu'ou 
vont les pretentions des sionistes qui, derriere des 
pretentious d'ordre economique, contiennent un 
plan militaire des plus importants. 

A propos de Ia question de Ia .Mer morte, il faut 
observer que la Puissance mandatrice, au mepris 
d'une concession d'exploitation deja accordee par 
le Gouvernement ottoman a un groupe de ses 
sujets en 1900, donna la meme concession, par 
voie d'adjudication, a un Polonais, violant ainsi 
les tern1es du Mandat qui prevoyait qu'un pays 
sous mandat ne pouvait etre prive du droit de 
benefice de ses richesses naturelles. Non seulement 
Ies sionistes ont usurpc ce droit, mais ils veulent, 
en outre, nn dcbouche sur la Mer Rouge pour 
exploiter cette concession. 

En ce qui concernc Jerusalem, il faut rappeler 
que, grace a ces dCfenseurs chretiens et musul
mans, elle a repousse pendant deux mois tous les 
assauts lances par les J uifs qui n'ont pas hesite a 
hombarder les Lieux saints et a commettre 
plusieurs actes de vandalisme et qui n'ont pu 
construire une route jusqu'a Ia Ville sainte qu'a 
la faveur de la treve conclue ulterieurement. 

La responsabilite de l'assassinat du comte 
Bernadotte a etc ctablie par Ie Mediateur par 
interim lui-memP. Le dossier relatif a ce complot 
devra etre rcndu public afin de prouver cette 
responsahilitc. Quelques jours avant son assas
sinat, le Mediateur avait ete re~u froidement par 
les autorites juives. Ainsi done, cPlles-ci avaient 
eu connaissance de son rapport, avant qu'il fUt 
connu des Gouvernements arabes et de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies. Il faut que la verite se 
fasse egalement sur ce point et que I'on sache de 
quel pays d'Europe revenait le chef du groupe 
Stern avant I'assassinat du Mcdiateur. 

La fusion de tous les groupes terroristes dans 
l'armee officielle juive avait cte annoncee avant 
l'assassinat du comte Bernadotte. Mais, apres 
l'assassinat du Mediateur, on en revint a parler du 
groupe Stern commc d'unc formation a part. . . 

Quant aux declarations du representant JUif 
concernant la Galilee elles nc sont guere plus 
sinceres. l\L Shertok croit plaire au mon~e 
chretien en reconnaissant l'interet que Ies chr~
tiens portent aux Lieux saints de Jerusalem, ~a1s 
il feint d'ignorer que le pays oil Jesus-Chnst ~ 
accompli ses miracles est la Galilee qui, selon lu~, 
serait necessaire aux Juifs pour des raisons strate-
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for strategic reasons. It was obvious that no 
Arab government would recognize the right for 
the Jews to set up an independent State in Pales
tine for strategic reasons. Moreover, if the Jews 
were to obtain Galilee, they would claim that they 
needed Anti-Lebanon for the protection of Galilee. 

The representative of Israel even claimed that 
the Arab refugees had voluntarily left their homes, 
following aggression on the part of the Arab 
States. The truth was, however, that the Arabs 
intervened only as a result of acts of barbarity 
committed by the Jews and the refugees left their 
homes only after fighting had taken place. 

Turning to the question of the arms which the 
United Kingdom was alleged to have delivered 
to the Arab States, the Syrian representative said 
that his Government had asked the United 
Kingdom in 1946 to send a military mission, light 
tanks and arms, with a view to organizing an 
army to defend Syria's frontiers. On the refusal 
of the United Kingdom, Syria made the same 
request to the United States which answered in 
almost identical terms. 

The United Kingdom Government had, however, 
sold, to a Jew, a large stock of arms which it had 
in Libya. The " Eden " defence-line in northern 
Palestine, originally intended to protect Palestine 
against Hitler's armies, had been handed over 
intact by the British to the Jews, as had part of the 
stock of arms in Palestine before the withdrawal 
of British troops. It was the Arab States, there
fore, which were entitled to accuse the United 
Kingdom of having armed the Jew·ish army. 

Thus the real reason for which the Jews \vere 
trying to make their youth believe that the Arabs 
were being armed by the United Kingdom was to 
be found in the fact that another State, opposed 
to the United Kingdom, was arming the Jews and 
that, in future, their policy would have to follow 
the line of policy adopted by the States of the Slav 
group. 

l{nACHABA Pasha (Egypt) called attention to the 
growing disappointement and concern arising 
from the complications which had resulted from 
the General Assembly's resolution [181 (II)], on the 
partition of Palestine, in contravention of the 
principles of maintaining peace and security and 
the right of peoples to self-determination. 
Egypt's aim was to reconsider the Palestine 
problem in the firm conviction that the principals 
of the Charter would finaly triumph. 

The Mediator's report (A/648), more by its 
establishment of facts than by the solution it 
suggested to the Palestine problem, introduced a 
new element. Contrary to what had been 
alleged by Zionist propaganda, Egypt had no 
expansionist aims. Its traditions had for 
centuries been liberal. It did not practise racial 
discrimination or religious persecution. For 
centuries, the Jewish people had nowhere else had 
the benefit of such just and tolerant treatment as 
in Egypt. Therefore, if a State as tolerant as 
Egypt fought against the Jews in Palestine, the 
reasons should be looked into. The answer lay 
in the facts set out in the Mediator's report ; it 
was based on hard facts. 

giques il va de soi qu'aucun gouvernement arabe 
ne reconnaitra aux Juifs le droit d'ctablir, pour 
des raisons strategiques, un Etat independant en 
Palestine. D'ailleurs, si les Juifs obtenaient la 
Galilee, ils pretendraient que 1' Anti-Liban leur est 
necessaire pour la protection de la Galilee. 

Le representant juif pretend meme que les 
refugies arabes ont abandonne leurs foyers volon
taircment, ala suite d'une agression de la part des 
Etats arabes ; on sait cependant que !'intervention 
arabe n'eut lieu qu'a la suite d'actes de barbaric 
executes par les Juifs et que les refugies nc 
quitterent leurs foyers qu'a la suite de combats. 

Abordant la question des armes que le 
Royaume-Uni aurait livrees aux Etats arabes, le 
representant de la Syrie indique que son Gouver
nement avait demande au Royaume-Uni, en 1946, 
de lui fournir une mission militaire, des tanks 
legers et des armes, en vue d'organiser une armee 
capable de defendre les frontieres. En presence du 
refus du Royaume-Uni, la Syrie s'adressa aux 
Etats-Unis qui lui firent une reponse presque 
identique. 

Par contre, le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni 
a vendu a un Juif un grand stock d'armements se 
trouvant en Libye. La ligne de defense « Eden n, 

situee au nord de la Palestine, destinee originai
rement a proteger la Palestine contre l'armee 
hitlerienne, a etc livree telle queUe par les Britan
niques aux Juifs et, des stocks d'armements se 
trouvant en Palestine avant le retrait des troupes 
britanniqnes, une partie a etc livree au~ Juifs. 
C'est done les Etats arabes qui ont le droit 
d'aecuser le Royaume-Uni d'avoir arme l'annee 
juive. 

Des lors, la vraie raison pour laquelle les Juifs 
veulent faire croire a leurs jeunes gens que c'est le 
Royaume-Uni qui arme les Arabes, doit etre 
trouvee dans le fait qu'un autre Etat, oppose au 
Royaume-Uni, arme les Juifs et qur, dans l'avenir, 
leur politique doit suivre Ia ligne de conduite 
adoptee par les Etats du groupe slave. 

KnACHAI.lA Pacha (Egypte) indique Ia deception 
et l'angoisse qui pesent de plus en plus sur les 
esprits a Ia suite des complications provoquces par 
Ia resolution 181 (II) de l'Assemblce gencrale sur 
le partage de Ia Palestine, contrairement aux 
principes du maintien de Ia paix et de Ia securite 
et aux droits des pcuples a disposer d'eux-memes. 
Le but de l'Egypte est de reprcndre le probleme 
de la Palestine avec une foi inebranlable dans Ia 
victoire final e des prineipes de Ia Charte. 

Le rapport du Mcdiateur (A/648), moins par la 
solution qu'il propose au probleme de la Palestine 
que par la constatation des faits, apporte un 
element nouveau. Contrairement ace que pretend 
la propagande sioniste, l'Egypte n'a pas de buts 
cxpansionnistes. Elle jouit d'une tradition mille
naire d'esprit liberal. Elle ne pratique ni Ia 
discrimination raciale, ni les persecutions reli
gieuses. Nulle part, depuis des siecles, le peuple 
juif n'a bcneficie d'un traitement plus juste et plus 
tolerant qu'en Egypte. Des lors, si un Etat aussi 
tolerant que l'Egypte poursuit la lutte contre les 
Juifs en Palestine, il faut se demander pourquoi. 
La reponse se degage des faits qui sont exposes 
clans le rapport du Ivlcdiateur ; elle repose sur des 
realitrs actnrlles rt tangibles. 
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The plan for the partition of Palestine, resulting 
from resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947, 
had been doomed to certain failure as it had taken 
neither reality nor justice into account. Ensuing 
events had proved that. On the one hand, 
economic union in Palestine was one of the pillars 
on which the partition plan was based, for, 
without economic union, as the Mediator agreed, 
a Palestinian-Arab State would only be possible 
if the standard of living were considerably 
lowered. On the other hand, such economic union 
could only function with the agreement of the 
partiC:'s concerned and it was known, from the 
very outset, that such agreement was impossible 
to achieve. So the plan had failed miserably, and 
with that an aftermath of devastation and 
suffering! 

The Bernadette plan advocated a new partition 
of Palestine and the Mediator had recommended 
that the Assembly should adopt a firm political 
solution, based on the events which had taken 
place since adoption of the previous General 
Assembly resolution 181 (II) on Palestine. The 
Egyptian Government was ready to accept any 
just and reasonable solution. However, as it had 
shown that a partition plan setting up two States 
"·as not workable, that idea should be discarded. 
The Mediator, nevertheless, seemed to overlook 
that inescapable conclusion and to admit the 
existence of the Jewish State as fact. Recog
nizing that economic union was impracticable, 
the Mediator had given up that idea and wished to 
replace it by simply dividing up of the country. 
He apportioned Galilee, the richest part of the 
country, to the Jewish minority and proposed to 
split up the remaining Arab territory and incor
porate the fragments in one or another of 
the neighbouring Arab States. Such a solution 
was clearly contrary to the aims of the Mandate 
which was supposed to prepare Palestine for 
independence while maintaining its political 
unity. That solution was tantamount to des
troying the Arab majority in order to facilitate 
the establishment of a Jewish State. 

Was it thought that the Palestine Arabs, ·whose 
indignation had been aroused by a resolution 
giving part of their territory to the J ews, would 
agree to a solution which deprived them both of 
their liberty and their independence ? Was it 
thought in that way to bring about good-neigh
hourly relations between Arabs and Jews, when 
the Arabs formed the immense majority of the 
population and owned more than 85 per cent of 
the land in most of the territory which it was 
being suggested to give to Jews who had recently 
come from abroad ? 

It was because such a regime could bring 
neither peace nor stability that the Zionists, even 
before the Mandate had come to an end, had 
exterminated Arabs or had obliged them to flee by 
persecution and terrorism. That exodus of the 
population had increased since 15 May 1948. In 
that conncxion, the Mediator's report noted that 
the exodus of the Palestinian Arabs was due either 
to fear of t errorism or to measures of expulsion, and 
added that no doubt the Provisional Government 
of Israel would be obliged to return private 
property to Arab owners. That policy of exter
minatton and looting adopted towards the Arabs 
hy the Zionists would solve nothing and would 

Le plan de partage de la Palestine, decoulant de 
la resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 1947, etait 
VOlle a Un echec certain, parce qu'il ne tenait pas 
compte de la realite et de la justice. Les eve
nements depuis lors se sont charges de le demon
trer. D 'une part, l'union economique de la 
Palestine constituait l'un des piliers sur lcquel 
reposait le plan de partage car, sans union econo
mique, comme lc reconnalt le Mediateur, un Etat 
arabe-palestinien ne serait viable qu'en abaissant 
sensiblement son niveau de vie. D'autre part, 
cette union economique ne pouvait fonctionner 
que par l'accord des parties interessees et l'on 
savait, des le debut, qu'un tel accord demeurait 
irrealisable. Aussi ce plan s'est-il ecroule lamenta
blement mais apres queUes ruines et queUes 
souffrances. 

Le plan Bernadotte preconise un nouveau 
partage de la Palestine et le Mediateur recom
mande a l'Assemblee d'adopter une solution ferme 
au point de vue politique, en tenant compte de 
tous les evenements qui sont intervenus depuis 
!'adoption de la resolution 181 (II) de l'Assemblee 
generale. Le Gouvernement egyptien se declare 
pret a retenir toute solution j uste et raisonnable. 
Toutefois, puisqu' il a demontre que le plan de 
partage prevoyant Ia creation de deux :Etats n'est 
pas viable, cette idee devrait etre ecartee. Cepen
dant, le Mediateur semble perdre de vue cette 
conclusion qui s'impose et admettre !'existence de 
l'Etat juif comme un postulat. Reconnaissant que 
!'union economique est irrealisable, le Mediateur 
renonce a cette unite et veut la remplacer par un 
morcellement pur et simple. II alloue la partie la 
plus riche du territoire, la Galilee, a la minorite 
juive et il propose de morceler le reste du tcrritoire 
arabe pour en rattacher des fragments a l'un ou 
a l'autre des :Etats arabes voisins. Une telle solu
tion est manifestement contraire a ux buts du 
Mandat, qui devait preparer la Palestine a l'inde
pendance tout en conservant son unite politique. 
Cette solution equivaut a l'aneantissement de la 
majorite arabe pour faciliter la creation d'un E.tat 
israelien. 

Croit-on que Jes Arabes de Palestine, qui ont 
ete indignes par une resolution qui tendait a 
allouer une partie de leur t erritoire aux Juifs, 
pourraient admettre une solution qui leur ravit et 
leur liberte et leur independance '? Croit-on que, 
de cettc fac;on, on r ealisera des relations de bon 
voisinage entre Arabes et .Juifs, alors que les 
Arabes forment !'immense majorite de la popu
lation et possedent plus de 85 pour 100 du sol dans 
la plus grande partie du t erritoire que l'on vou
drait reserver aux Juifs fraichement venus de 
l'etranger ? 

C'cst parce qu'un tel regime ne pourrait amener 
ni la paix ni la stabilite que les sionistes, des avant 
la fin du Mandat, ont extermine les Arabes ou les 
ont forces a fuir, par Ies persecutions et la t erreur. 
Cet exode de population s'est accentue apres le 
15 mai 1948. A ce suj et, le rapport du Mediateur 
constate que l'exode des Arabes de Palestine est 
dil soit a la crainte du terrorisme, soit a des 
mesures d'expulsion, et ajoute qu'il incombera 
sans doute au Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel de 
restituer les biens prives a leurs proprictaires 
arabes. Cette politique d'extermination et de 
pillage adoptee par les !iionistes a l'encontre des 
Arabes ne resoudra rien et ne servira qu' :'t 
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only serve to sow hatred towards the Jews and the 
seeds of future strife. 

In the circumstances, how could the Mediator, 
a disinterested party in the matter, choose a 
solution containing so many factors of future 
insecurity and unrest ? The answer probably 
was that he had admitted as an accomplished fact 
the proclamation of the Jewish State, without 
taking into account that such recognition was an 
incitement to violence designed to destroy the new 
State ; it was also an attack on the prestige of 
international authority. The Egyptian delegation 
hoped that the General Assembly would not let 
itself be guided by such a policy which would be an 
injustice towards the Arab majority in Palestine, 
would result in a continuation of a state of insecu
rity in the Middle East and would be a violation 
of the Charter of the United Nations. As to the 
Arab refugees, the Mediator could not do otherwise 
than say in his report that the return of Arab 
refugees to their homes should be assured. How 
could those Arabs live in security, however, in 
a Jewish State which was hostile towards them 
and sought to be rid of them to make room for 
Jewish immigrants ? 

Turning to the question of the security of 
Palestine, the Egyptian representative stated that 
the Arab States were fully aware of the dangers 
which would arise from the establishment of 
a Jewish State in Palestine. The Mediator had 
thought that those apprenhensions were not 
altogether groundless. No longer, as in the past, 
were the Jews asking for the establishment of a 
symbolic home in Palestine ; they now demanded 
the establishment of a State under conditions 
which were not of a kind to ensure its viability. 
In point of fact, that State would later serve as 
a jumping-off ground for an attempt at infiltration 
into all the Arab countries. Proof of that was 
to be found in the actual history of Zionism and in 
the vehemence with which the Jews insisted on the 
question of immigration. The representatives of 
that movement, in asking for a symbolic home, had 
denied any ambition to establish a State. Now, 
however, the instigators of that movement 
revealed the aims which they had fraudulently 
concealed. Controversies between extremists and 
moderates on the establishment of a Palestinian 
State had disappeared since that State had been 
proclaimed, to be replaced by farcical disputes 
between extremists who admitted their plan of 
expansion and moderates who issued denials. 
When the day for action would come, however, 
those differences would once more disappear to be 
replaced by a cynical solidarity which would be 
brought into play at the expense of the Arabs. 

The question of Jewish immigration should be 
carefully studied. In that connexion, the 
Mediator had informed the Jewish authorities on 
6 July 1948 that the question of immigration was 
linked with the country's capacity for absorption 
and that unlimited immigration might bring about 
in the future a serious economic and political 
situation of which the Jewish Government would 
lose control. Was it really necessary to point out 
that without the immigration question the 
problem of Palestine would never have come before 
the United Nations ? The real Palestinian Jews 
had in fact lived on good terms with the Arabs. 
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implanter la haine des J uifs et il semer le germe 
de troubles futurs. 

Comment, dans ces conditions, le Mediatcur, 
qui etait cependant dcsinteresse, a-t-il pu choisir 
une solution comportant autant d'elcments 
d'inquietude et d'insecurite pour l'avenir ? La 
reponse est probablement qu'il a admis le fait 
accompli de la proclamation de l'Etat juif, sans 
tenir compte du fait que la reconnaissance du fait 
accompli est une incitation a la violence pour 
supprimer le fait accompli, et une atteinte au 
prestige des organisations internationales. La 
delegation egyptienne espere que I' Assemblce 
generale ne se laissera pas guider par Ia politique 
du fait accompli qui, en l'espece, constituerait une 
injustice a l'egard de Ia majorite arabe de la 
Palestine, maintiendrait un etat d'insecurite dans 
le Moyen-Orient et constituerait une violation de 
la Charte des Nations Unies. En ce qui concerne 
Ies refugies arabes, le Mediateur n'a pu faire 
autrement que de dire dans son rapport, qu'il 
fallait assurer le retour des refugies arabes dans 
leurs foyers. Mais comment ces Arabes pourront-ils 
vivre en securite dans un Etat juif qui leur est 
hostile et ne vise qu'a s'en debarrasser au profit 
des J uifs immigres ? 

Abordant la question de la sccurite de Ia Pales
tine, le representant de l'Egypte declare que les 
Etats arabes sont pleinement conscients des 
dangers qui resulteraient de la creation d'un Etat 
juif en Palestine. Le Mediateur a estime que ces 
apprehensions n'etaient pas denuees de fonde
ment. En effet, les Juifs ne demandent plus 
seulement, comme dans le passe, la creation d'un 
foyer symbolique en Palestine ; ils reclament 
!'institution d'un Etat, dans des conditions qui ne 
sont pas de nature a assurer sa viabilite. En 
rcalite, cet :Etat servirait plus tard de tremplin a 
une offensive d'infiltration contre tous les pays 
arabes. Ce fait est prouve par l'histoire meme du 
sionisme et par la vehemence avec laquelle les 
J uifs insistent sur la question de )'immigration. 
L es representants de ce mouvement, en reve~
diquant un foyer symbolique, niaient toute aspi
ration a Ia creation d'un Etat. A l'heure actuelle, 
les promoteurs de ce mouvement devoile?t les 
buts qu'ils avaient frauduleusement masques ; les 
controverses entre extremistes et moderes au 
sujet de la creation d'un Etat palestinien ont 
disparu depuis que cet :Etat a ete proclame, pour 
faire place a la comedic des conflits entre .les 
extremistes qui proclament leur plan d'expanswn 
et les moderes qui lancent des dCment~s. E~ quan? 
le jour de !'action arrivera, ces confhts d1~par~r: 
tront a nouveau pour faire place a une sohdante 
cynique qui s'exercera aux depens des Arabes. 

La question de !'immigration jui':'e doi~ etre 
etudiee avec soin. A ce sujet, 1c l\Iedrateur mfor
mait les autorites juives, le 6 juillet 19-18, que.l~ 
question de !'immigration etait liee a_ la c_apa~lt_e 
d'absorption du pays et qu'une immrgra~wn J.lh
mitee pourrait entrainer il l'avenir unc srtuatwn 
economique et politique grave, dont _l e G~uver
nement juif perdrait le contr6le. Faut-Jl d' ~Jll eurs 
rappeler que, sans !'immigration, le problcme ~e 
la Palestine ne se serait jamais pose pour l'Orga~:
sation des Nations Unies ? En effet, lcs Jui 5 

originaires de la Palestine vivaient en ~ani~~ 
relations avec les Arabes. Sous Ia pressiOn 
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The idea of giving the Jews a separate State came 
into being under the pressure of immigration. It 
took form when immigration was intensifield and 
brought into Palestine a host of dangerous and 
terrorist elements. That immigration was, in the 
Zionist point of view, a prelude to the invasion. 
Immigration was, in short, the underlying motive 
and the direct aim of the proposed Jewish State 
which would thus be in a position to undertake the 
expansionist invasion necessary to make such a 
State viable, but which would end any possibility 
of peace and security in the Middle East. 

Although in the letter he had sent to the provi
sional Jewish authorities on 6 July 1948, the 
Mediator had said he was against unlimited 
immigration and had expressed the opinion that 
that problem concerned not only the Jews but 
the neighbouring Arab world, he merely stated in 
his report that the Jews would do well, when 
arranging their immigration policy, to take 
account of the fears expressed by the Arabs in that 
connexion. Was it not astonishing that the 
Mediator, who was fully aware of the danger 
inherent in immigration, should be satisfied with 
appealing to the good-will of the Jews for the 
solution of that problem ? Attention should also 
be drawn to the letter sent on 5 July 1948 to the 
Mediator by the Jewish authorities in which it 
was stated that, in claiming the status of a nation, 
the Jews categorically demanded full and uncon
ditional rights to decide the size and composition 
of immigration quotas. In the circumstances, 
the Mediator's solution for the immigration 
problem and consequently for that of security, 
was neither reasonable nor acceptable. 

The Egyptian delegation had taken note of the 
Mediator's proposal to ensure the respect of 
human rights and the integrity of frontiers by 
measures of an international character which 
might take the form of international guarantees. 
Unfortunately the guarantees contemplated did 
not extend to the problem of immigration, which 
was likely to be a threat to peace and security in 
the future. Moreover, such guarantees could not 
be any more effective than the international organ
izations responsible for their application. How, 
in any case, could those frontiers be guaranteed 
if unlimited immigration into the proposed State 
were allowed, as immigration of that kind might 
well become a factor of demographic pressure and 
an excuse for aggression in spite of guarantees ? 

Was it necessary to call to mind the statements 
and promises made by the United Kingdom ? The 
United Kingdom. Government had stated that 
Palestine would remain an Arab State or, at least, 
that the establishment of a Jewish State was 
compatible neither with the Balfour Declaration 
nor with the terms of the Mandate. Those 
statements and promises had undobutedly consti
tuted an international guarantee and yet what 
good had they done in the case in point ? No 
doubt the guarantees which the Mediator had in 
mind would be given by the United Nations. But 
it should not be forgotten that the United Nations 
did not yet have the means to ensure that its 
decisions were put into effect. The failure of the 
Security Council to take coercive measures when 
the Jews bombed Gaza and provoked the fighting 
which had taken place since 14 October did not 

!'immigration, naquit l'idee de reserver aux Juifs 
un Etat a part. Cette idee a pris corps lorsque 
!'immigration s'est intensifiee, amenant en Pales
tine une foule heteroclite d'elements dangereux et 
terroristes. Aux yeux des sionistes, cette immi
gration constitue un prelude a !'invasion. En 
resume, !'immigration est la raison d'etre et la fin 
directe de I'Etat juif projete, qui serait ainsi 
capable, a l'avenir, d'entreprendre l'invasion 
expansionniste necessaire a sa viabilite, ce qui 
signifie absence de paix et de securite en Moyen 
Orient. 

Quoique, dans la lettre qu'il a envoyee aux 
autorites provisoires juives le 6 juillet 1948, le 
Mediateur se soit prononce contre !'immigration 
illimitee et ait estime que ce probleme interessait 
non seulement les Juifs mais le monde arabe 
environnant, il se contente, dans son rapport, de 
signaler que les Juifs seraient bien inspires, en 
arretant leur politique d'immigration, de tenir 
compte des craintes des Arabes. N'est-il pas 
etonnant que le Mectiateur, qui a pleine conscience 
du danger que constitue !'immigration, se contente 
de faire appel au bon vouloir des Juifs pour la 
solution de ce probleme ? A ce sujet, il faut 
rappeler la lettre envoyee le 5 juillet 1948 par les 
autorites juives au Mediateur, dans laquelle elles 
expliquent que, en revendiquant le statut de 
nation, les J uifs reclament essentiellement Ia 
liberte entiere et inconditionnelle de determiner 
l'importance et la composition de !'immigration. 
Dans ces conditions, la solution du Mediateur au 
probleme de !'immigration, et par consequent a 
celui de la securite, n'est ni raisonnable, ni 
acceptable. 

La delegation egyptienne a pris note de la 
proposition du Mediateur d'assurer le respect des 
droits de l'homme et l'integrite des frontieres par 
une responsabilite internationale, qui pourrait se 
traduire par des garanties internationales. Malheu
reusement, ces garanties envisagees ne s'etendent 
pas au probleme de !'immigration, susceptible de 
crcer dans l'avenir une menace a la paix et a la 
securite. De plus, ces garanties ne peuvent pas 
avoir plus de valeur que les organisations inter
nationales chargees de les appliquer. D'autre part, 
comment garantir les frontieres en permettant 
!'immigration illimitee dans I'Etat projete, alors 
que cette immigration pourrait constituer un 
element de pression demographique rendant excu
sable toute agression au detriment des garanties ? 

Faut-il rappeler les declarations faites ou les 
promesses donnees par le Royaume-Uni? Le 
Gouvernement britannique avait declare que la 
Palestine demeurerait un Etat arabe ou, tout au 
moins, que la creation d'un Etat juif n'etait 
compatible ni avec la Declaration Balfour, ni avec 
les termes du Mandat. Ces engagements consti
tuaient incontestablement une garantie inter
nationale et cependant, a quoi a-t-elle servi d~ns 
Ia conjoncture actuelle ? Sans doute, les garant~es 
envisagees par Ie Mediateur seraient-elles fourmes 
par !'Organisation des Nations Unies ; on ne peut 
oublier cependant que celle-ci n'est pas encore 
dotee de moyens propres a assurer I' application de 
ses decisions. Les mesures coercitives, que le 
Conseil de securite n'a pas prises lorsque les Juifs 
ont bombarde Gaza et ont provoque les batailles 
qui se sont deroulees depuis le 14 octobre, ne 
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inspire much confidence either in the United 
Nations' ability to enforce their decision. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested to the Egyptian 
representative that he should continue his state
ment at the following meeting. 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND SECOND 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 17 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

71. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

KHACHABA Pasha (Egypt) continued the 
statement which he had begun at the 201 st 
meeting and proceeded to deal further with the 
question of guarantees. He said he believed 
he was interpreting faithfully the feelings of 
Arab and other delegations when he doubted 
the efficacy of the guarantees suggested. The 
only acceptable guarantee was military prepa
ration against aggression. Only its own forces 
could protect a State against invasion. The Arab 
States could obtain such a guarantee but only 
through a double sacrifice. 

The mutual confidence among the Arab States 
had enabled them to give the world an example 
of disarmament and good-neighbourly relations. 
Then this healthy atmosphere had been succeeded 
by one of suspicions which created tension in 
the relations of Jewish and Arab communities 
in Palestine and indeed in all the countries of 
the Middle East. The Jewish citizens were 
suspected of constituting a fifth column and this 
situation led to anti-Jewish feelings. Anyone who 
was familiar with the hostility towards Jewish 
penetration was aware of the eventual reaction. 
The possibility of serious consequences led the 
Arab Governments to increase expenditures 
on rearmament thereby decreasing their capacity 
to make outlays on their economic and social 
programmes. This was one aspect of the price 
being paid by the Arab States to achieve an 
adequate guarantee of security. The countries 
of the Middle East were deprived of the oppor
tunity of pursuing social, economic and cultural 
reforms and making their contribution to 
international co-operation. This situation did 
not serve the interests either of the Arab States 
or of international security. The Arab States 
had to carry the burden of security by diverting 
their resources from social reforms. Moreover 
this problem of security was of international 
concern as well as of internal concern to the 
Arab States. These facts were knowri to those 
delegations who supported the plan of the 
Mediator. 

The plan of the Mediator was lacking in realism 
in that it offered no reasonable solution for the 
problems of the Palestine Arabs and the security 

permettent pas non plus d'avoir foi dans l'effica
cite de !'action de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies pour assurer le maintien de ses decisions. 

Le PRESIDENT propose au representant de 
l'Egypte de continuer son expose a Ia prochaine 
seance. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 10. 

DEUX-CENT-DEUXIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le Mercredi 17 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

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

KHACHABA Pacha (Egypte) poursuit !'expose 
qu'il a commence a Ia 201 e seance et reprend Ia 
question de garanties. II declare qu'il croit inter
preter fidelement les sentiments de Ia delegation 
arabe et de certaines autres delegatif ns lorsqu'il 
met en doute l'efficacite des garantit.s suggerees. 
La seule garantie acceptable consiste a etre pret, 
militairement, a faire face a l'agression. Selon 
lui, un Etat ne peut compter que sur ses propres 
forces pour faire face a !'invasion. Les Etats 
arabes ne peuvent s'assurer cette garantie que par 
un double sacrifice. 

La confiance mutuelle qui regie parmi les Etats 
arabes leur a permis de donner au monde l'exemple 
du desarmement et de relations de bon voisinage. 
A cette atmosphere saine est venue succeder une 
ere de St.spicion, qui a amene une tension dans les 
relations des communautes arabes et juives de 
Palestine, comme, en verite, dans tous les pays 
du Moyen Orient. On a soup<;onne les citoyens 
juifs de constituer une cinquieme colonne et cette 
situation a fait naitre des sentiments antijuifs. 
Tous ceux auxquels l'hostilite qu'eveille la pene
tration juive est bien connue savaient quelle 
reaction pouvait se produire. En raison des graves 
consequences possibles, Ies Gouvernements arabes 
ont fait des depenses en vue de leur rearmement, 
ce qui a reduit les fonds dont ils pouvaient disposer 
pour leurs programmes economiques et sociaux. 
Tel est l'un des aspects du probleme, tel est Je 
prix auquelles Etats arabes assurent leur securite. 
Les pays du Moyen Orient sont prives de Ia possi
bilite de poursuivre leurs reformes economiques, 
sociales et culturelles et d'apporter leur contribu
tion a Ia cooperation internationale. Cette situa
tion ne sert ni les interets des Etats arabes, ni 
ceux de Ia securite internationale. Les Etats 
arabes doivent porter le fardeau de leur securite 
en ne consacrant pas leurs ressources a11x reformes 
sociales envisagees. De plus, ce pro!Jleme de Ia 
securite preoccupe les Etats arabes aussi bien du 
point de vue international que dn point de vue 
interieur. Les delegations qui souticnnent le plan 
du Mediateur le savent bien. 

Le plan du Mediateur manque de realisme en ce 
qu'il n'apporte aucune solution raisonnab~e a?~ 
problemes des Arabes de Palestine e~ la secunte 



of the Middle East. The Mediator stated that 
the Jews of Palestine had always been and still 
were a distinct and autonomous political and 
cultural community. He had failed to note, 
however, that under the Mandate, the Jews had 
never claimed sovereignty and there was a great 
difference between autonomy and sovereignty. 

In a spirit of goodwill, the Arab States had 
proposed a variety of solutions which offered fair 
and just settlements. These, however, were 
rejected. The Arab States had not adhered to 
a single formula but had sought any reasonable 
solution. The proposals of the Mediator could 
not be viewed as reasonable. \Vhat was required 
was a proposal which respected the rights of 
the inhabitants of Palestine and took account 
of their right to self-determination. It should 
be based upon reality which alone offered a 
foundation for security and lasting peace. 

Mr. JoR~IERD (Iraq) said tha this delegation 
agreed that speeches could not serve the cause 
of peace unless they expressed the unanimous 
desire to act in a spirit of equity. The main 
obstacles to fair solutions arose, in the present 
complex circumstances of the world, out of 
certain ambitions and demands. The Assembly 
should not abandon the spirit of goodwill and 
justice or it would see the triumph of interest 
over equity. Only anarchy and chaos could 
then ensue. 

The Palestine problem had been the greatest 
test of the effectiveness of the United Nations 
since its inception ; if it were solved, the United 
Nations would prove its abiHty to assure peace 
and security. ·while the Palestine que ;tion was 
very grave, it was less complex than Zionist 
propaganda pretended. If account were taken 
of the inhabitants of Palestine the problem 
became simple. The Zionists were a motley 
throng gathered from the four corners of the 
earth, who operated a vast propaganda machine 
and exerted influence in high places. The people 
of Palestine, who lacked the facilities of the 
Zionists, had been unable to assert their rights. 

It should be noted that the report of the 
Mediator (A/648) proposed measures which would 
in fact implement the partition plan. It there
fore seemed appropriate to recall the essentials 
of the problem in order to judge the plan given 
in the report. If one consulted history and 
studied the Holy Scriptures, it could readily be 
seen that a few Israelites had come to Palestine 
and after living there among the indigenous 
inhabitants, had been expelled some 2,000 years 
ago. The Palestine people who had lived there 
before, during and after the passage of the 
Israelites still remained there. Thus there was 
no historical justification for the Zionist claims. 
If they were to be accepted, the United Nations 
should also consider a general redistribution of 
the territories of the earth : on a similar basis, 
the Arabs would take over Spain, Turkey would 
receive the Balkan countries and even France 

du Moyen Orient. Le Mediateur declare que les 
J uifs de Palestine ont toujours ete et constituent 
toujours une communaute autonome et distincte, 
au point de vue politique comme au point de vue 
culture!. II a toutefois omis de notcr que, pendant 
la duree du Mandat, les Juifs n'ont jamais reclame 
la souverainete ; il y a une grande difference entre 
l'autonomie et la souverainete. 

Faisant preuve d'un esprit de bonne volonte, 
les Etats arabes ont propose diverses solutions qui 
permettaient de regler la situation de fat;on juste 
et equitable. Elles ont pourtant ete rejetees. Les 
Etats arabes n'ont pas donne leur adhesion a une 
seule formule, mais ils ont recherche toutes les 
solutions raisonnables. Les propositions du Media
teur ne peuvent etre considerees comme raison
nables. Ce qu'il faut, c'est une proposition qui 
respecte les droits des habitants de la Palestine et 
tienne compte de leur droit a decider eux-memes 
de leur sort. Elle doit etre basee sur la realite qui, 
seule, offre des bases solides pour la securite et une 
paix durable. 

M. JonMERD (Irak) declare que sa delegation 
reconnait que des discours ne peuvent servir la 
cause de la paix, a moins d'exprimer le desir 
unanime d'agir dans un esprit d'cquite. En raison 
de la complexite de la situation mondiale actuelle, 
certaines ambitions et certaines exigences consti
tuent les principaux obstacles a !'adoption de 
solutions equitables. L' Assemblee ne do it pas faire 
abandon de son esprit de bonne volonte et d'equite, 
sous peine d'assister au triomphe de !'interet sur 
l'equitc. Seule, l'anarchie et le chaos en 
resulteraient. 

La question de la Palestine est l'epreuve Ja plt~s 
importante a laquelle !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies ait ete soumise depuis sa creation ; en y 
apportant une solution, elle prouverait qu'elle est 
capable d'assurer le maintien de la paix et de la 
securite. La question palestinienne est tres 
serieuse, mais elle est moins compliquee que ne le 
pretend la propagande sioniste. Elle serait simple 
si on ne tenait compte que des habitants de la 
Palestine. Les sionistes sont une masse heterogene, 
dont les elements viennent de toutes les parties du 
globe ; ils dirigent un vaste reseau de propagande 
et ont de !'influence dans les milieux haut plac6s. 
Les habitants de Palestine, qui ne disposent pas 
des moyens qu'ont les sionistes, n'ont pu faire 
valoir leurs droits. 

II y a lieu de noter que les mesures proposees 
dans le rapport du Mcdiateur (A/648) revien
draient a mettre a execution le plan de partage. II 
est done indispensable, semble-t-il, de rappeler les 
donnees fondamentales du probleme, afin de 
pouvoir juger le projet expose dans le rapport. 
En se referant a l'histoire et aux Saintes Ecritures, 
on remarque immediatement que les Israelites 
sont venus en Palestine en petit nombre ; apres y 
avoir vecu parmi la population autochtone, ils 
furent expulses il y a quelque deux mille ans. La 
population qui habitait ce pays avant, pendant et 
apres le passage des Israelites est celle qui l'habite 
encore aujourd'hui. Aussi les revendications des 
sionistes sont-elles denuees de tout fondement 
historique. Si !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
acceptait ces revendications, elle devrait envisager 
une nouvelle repartition de tous les territoires de 
la terre et, au nom de principes analogues, les 
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and the States of Latin America could not be ' 
sure of their boundaries. Such bizarre irre
dentism could not be entertained. 

With regard to the thesis that the Zionists 
were the heirs to the Israelites, Professor H. Loewe 
of Oxford had shown how the Mosaic religion 
had been disseminated in Europe, Africa and 
Asia with the result that there were Jews of 
all races and colours. They were by no ·means 
the direct descendants of those who had been 
expelled from Palestine in the first century of 
the Christian era. 

The Zionists also claimed that they were 
given a right to establish a State in Palestine 
by virtue of the fact that their principal shrines 
were there. They overlooked the fact that the 
same was true of the Christians and the Moslems 
who indeed had more numerous shrines in 
Palestine. There was no religious justification 
for the Zionist claims. 

The Zionists had exploited natural generosity 
and humanitarian sentiments. The need for 
a sanctuary for Jews persecuted in Europe had 
been proclaimed in the Assembly. The question 
arose why a small and overpopulated State like 
Palestine should be chosen as the asylum for 
the victims of antisemitism rather than the 
uninhabited areas in those countries whose 
representatives advocated giving them sanctuary. 
The proposal in fact was that half a million 
Arabs should be driven from their homes to 
make room for foreigners, and that the suffering 
of the Jews in Europe should be remedied by 
creating suffering for the Arabs. Palestine was 
about 7,000 square kilometres in area and 
already had more people than it could feed. 
This problem had been recognized as long ago 
as 1893 by the Jewish leader, Mr. Herzl, who had 
supported the idea of settling Jews in Uganda. 

A more immediate question which might be 
put to the Zionists : how could they justify 
their claims to sanctuary inasmuch as the recent 
war had been a triumph for democracy and a 
defeat for the Nazi creed of racial intolerance ? 
The Zionists insisted on their State rather than 
return to their old communities. Some States 
which supported Zionist ambitions seemed to 
be using humanitarian considerations only as a 
screen for other motives. 

With regard to the legal aspect of the question, 
no principle of international law could be invoked 
in favour of the Zionist attempts at conquest. 
In defiance of the principles of international law, 
some States, motivated by selfish interests, were 
supporting the Zionists with arms in the attempt 
to achieve a fait accompli. This indicated 
retrogression to the barbaric theory that might 
is right. 

A review of the Zionist manreuvrings over the 
years showed how shameless had been their 
8tt cmpts to secure Palestine. During the First 
World War they had sought the support of 
both Germany and the Western Allies, and the 
United Kingdom had come nearest to meeting 
their demands. The United Kingdom had needed 
Jewish aiel ; on the other hand, Turkey had been 
opposed to any bargain respecting Palestine on 

Arabes recevraicnt l'Espagne, Ia Turquie recevrait 
les pays balkaniques ; ni Ia France, ni Ies Etats de 
!'Amerique latine ne seraient plus surs de leurs 
frontieres. Un irredentisme aussi etrange est chose 
insoutenable. 

Quant a Ia thcorie scion laquelle les sionistes 
seraient les heritiers des Israelites, le professeur 
H. Loew·e d'Oxforcl a montre comment la religion 
de Moise s'est propagee en Europe, en Afrique et 
en Asie, si bien qu'il y a des Juifs de toutes races 
et de toutes couleurs. Ceux-ci ne sont aucunement 
des descendants en ligne directe de ceux qui ont 
ete expulses de Palestine, au premier siecle de 
!'ere chretienne. 

Les sionistes ont egalement pretendu que la 
presence de leurs principaux sanctuaires en Pales
tine leur donnait le droit d'y constituer un Etat. 
lis oublient de dire que cela est egalement vrai 
des chretiens et des musulmans, qui possedent, en 
verite, un plus grand nombre de sanctuaires en 
Palestine. Les pretentions des sionistes sont 
denuees de tout fondement religieux. 

Les sionistes ont exploite des sentiments natu
rels de generosite et d'humanite. On a proclame, 
a I' Assemblee, Ia necessite de trouver une terre 
d'asile pour les Juifs persecutes en Europe. On se 
demande alors pourquoi un petit pays surpeuple 
comme la Palestine devrait etre choisi comme 
asile pour les victimes de l'antisemitisme, de 
preference aux zones depeuplees des pays memes 
qui recommandent que l'on trouve pour les Juifs 
une terre d'asile. On propose en somme de chasser 
un demi-million d' Arabes de leurs foyers pour 
faire place a des etrangers et de mettre fin aux 
souffrances des Juifs d'Europe en faisant souffrir 
les Arabes. La Palestine a une superficie d'environ 
7.000 kilometres carres et a deja plus d'habitants 
qu'elle n'en peut nourrir. Ce fait a ete reconnu des 
1893 par M. Herzl, le leader juif, qui preconisait 
!'installation des J uifs en Ouganda. 

On pom·rait poser aux sionistes une question 
plus directe encore : sur quelle base rcvendiquent
ils encore un asile, puisque Ia derniere guerre s'est 
terminee par Ia victoire des democraties et par Ia 
defaite des doctrines d'into1erance raciale des 
nazis ? Les sionistes ont insiste sur Ia creation d'un 
Etat juif plutot que de retourner dans les commu
nautes ou ils vivaient auparavant. Certains Etats, 
qui appuient les pretentions des sionistes, ne 
semblent invoquer des considerations humani
taires que pour dissimuler d'autres desseins. 

Du point de vue juridique, le droit international 
ne contient aucun principe qui puisse justifier les 
tentatives de conquete des sionistes. En violation 
des principes du droit international, certains 
:Etats, mus par des interets egoi:stes, aident Ies 
sionistes par les armes et tentent de mettre le 
monde devant un fait accompli. On revient ainsi 
a Ia theorie barbare de la raison du plus fort. 

Si I'on examine Ia tactique employee par les 
sionistes au cours de ces annees, on constatera leur 
manque de scrupules dans les tentatives faites par 
eux pour s'emparer de la Palestine. Pendant ~a 
premiere guerre mondiale, ils ont cherche a obten~r 
l'appui tant de I' Allemagne que des allies occi
dentaux, ct le Royaume-Uni leur a concede lc 
maximum. Il a eu besoin de I'aide des Juifs; par 
contre, Ia Turquie s'opposait a tout marchandage 
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the part of Germany. On 2 November 1917 
Balfour had sent his famous letter to Rothschild 
stating that His Majesty's Government looked 
with favour upon the establishment of a Jewish 
national home in Palestine on the understanding 
that nothing would be done to prejudice the 
civil or religious rights of non-Jewish communities 
there or of Jews in other countries. This famous 
Charter of Zionism need not be examined in 
detail, but it should be noted that the Government 
of the United Kingdom took upon itself the 
right to give away what it did not possess. In 
any event, the Balfour Declaration made no 
mention of a Jewish State ; it spoke only of a 
national home. It should be noted that the 
United Kingdom Government had already 
informed King Hussein that it would support 
the integration of Palestine into his Kingdom. 
In preparation for that event, a Mandate was 
proclaimed and the Palestine tragedy began. 

The Jews benefitted from the British Admin
istration and mass immigration began. The 
Arabs had always opposed the British Admin
istration but were suppressed and their peaceful 
claims were rejected. Since 1919 Palestine had 
been a hotbed of disturbances and repressions 
and jails had been filled with Arab patriots. 
Jewish immigration had continued with the 
connivance of the British Administration, which 
paid no attention to the warning of their own 
experts that the country had reached the point 
of economic saturation. It was also clearly 
shown that the promises of the Balfour Decla
ration had already been fulfilled. The last report 
along these lines had been made in 1930, but the 
immigration of hundreds of thousands of Jews 
had continued. 

After the Second WoriJ War, the United 
States had taken up the Zionist cause and 
nullified all the Arab claims. It was not clear 
how the United States came to be involved in 
this area. No doubt the attitude of the United 
States had influenced the United Kingdom's 
decision to submit the problem to the United 
Nations in order to rid itself of a heavy responsi
bility. Such a move found favour with the 
Zionists for they had extensive political and 
financial influence in many countries. A General 
Assembly was convened and the idea of partition 
was reborn there despite the evil consequences 
which obviously would ensue as a result of any 
such balkanization of the Middle East. 

The question was then referred to a Special 
Committee and, although some delegations 
expressed their fears concerning partition, · the 
recommendations of the Special Committee 
(A/364) were approved by the Assembly. The 
partition plan which was adopted had led to 
bloodshed. Battles began even before the termin
ation of the Mandate. A new special session 
was convened to reconsider the solution, but the 
Mandate ended on 15 May and the British moved 
out leaving no constitutional legal authority. 
The Zionists put their plans into execution, 
attacking the peaceful Arabs and driving half 
a million of them from their homes amid massacres 

de la part de I' Allemagne en ce qui concernait Ia 
Palestine. Le 2 novembre 1917, lord Balfour 
envoyait a M. Rothschild la lettre celebre dans 
laquelle il declarait que le Gouvernement de Sa 
Majeste verrait avec plaisir la !creation d'un foyer 
national juif en Palestine, etant entendu que rien 
ne serait fait qui puisse porter atteinte aux droits 
civils et religieux des communautes non juives de 
ce pays ou des Juifs habitant d'autres pays. II est 
inutile d'etudier cette fameuse charte du sionisme 
dans lG detail ; il faut remarquer neanmoins que le 
Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni s'est arroge le 
droit de donner ce qui ne lui appartenait pas. 
Quoiqu'il en soit, la Declaration Balfour ne 
parlait pas d'un Etat juif mais seulernent d'un 
foyer national. II est a noter que le Gouvernement 
du Royaume-Uni avait deja fait savoir au roi 
Hussein qu'il appuierait !'incorporation de Ia 
Palestine dans son royaume. En attendant que ce 
fftt fait, on institua le Mandat, ce qui fut Ie debut 
de la tragedie palestinienne. 

L'administration britannique donna des avan
tages aux Juifs et !'immigration en masse com
ment;a. Les Arabes ont toujours ete hostiles a 
!'administration britannique, mais leurs tenta
tives d'opposition furent reprimees et leurs 
revendications pacifiques rejetees. Des 1919, la 
Palestine etait un foyer de troubles et de repres
sion ; les prisons s'emplissaient de patriotes arabes. 
L'immigration juive se poursuivait avec la compli
cite de !'administration britannique ; celle-ci ne 
tenait aucun compte des avertissements de ses 
propres experts, qui lui signalaient que le pays 
avait atteint le point de saturation economique. 
Il etait evident que l'on avait realise les pro
messes de Ia Declaration Balfour. Le dernier 
rapport a cet egard date de 1930; toutefois, des 
centaines de milliers de Juifs continuaient d'im
migrer en Palestine. 

A !'issue de la deuxieme guerre mondiale, les 
Etats-Unis ont pris en mains la cause des sionistes 
et ont ecarte toutes les revendications des Arabes. 
On ne sait pas tres bien comment les Etats-Unis en 
sont venus a se meier des affaires de cette region. 
Il est certain que Ia position des Etats-Unis a 
influence le Royaume-Uni dans sa decision de 
saisir !'Organisation des Nations Unies de la 
question, afin de se decharger d'une lom·de respon· 
sabilitc. Cette mesure a ete favorablement 
accueillie par les sionistes car ces derniers ont, 
dans de nombreux pays, une grande influence dans 
les milieux politiques et financiers. L' Assemblee 
generale a ete convoquee ; l'idee d'un partage a ete 
reprise, bien que I'on sache qu'une telle balkani
sation du Moyen Orient doit avoir, de toute evi
dence, de:' consequences desastreuses. 

La questinn fut alors rcnvoyee a une Com
mission speciale, dont l'Assemblee approuva les 
recommandations (A/364) bien que certaines 
delegations aient exprime les craintes que leur 
inspirait un partage. Or, le plan de partage adopte 
eut pour n\sultat des effusions de sang. Les 
combats commencerent avant meme la fin du 
Mandat. L'Assemhiee fut alors a nouveau con
voquee en session extraordinaire pour chercher 
une autre solution ; cependant, le Mandat prit 
fin le 15 mai et les Britanniques evacuerent Ie 
pays, le laissant depourvu de tout gouvernement 
legal. Les sionistes mirent alors leurs projets a 
execution, attaquant les pacifiques Arabes, dont 
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and atrocities. The Jews took no notice of 
diplomatic immunities and did not spare the 
Arab consulates in Jerusalem. All these actions 
aroused Arab public opinion and the Governments 
of the Arab States became aware of the grave 
threat to their internal security. Clearly it 
was necessary to restore order in Palestine. 
The termination of the Mandate had left a 
vacuum and the Arab Governments legitimately 
decided upon intervention. 

While the General Assembly was still deli
berating and before a decision had been reached, 
the Zionists proclaimed the establishment of 
a State, although the United Nations had 
recognized that partition was an impossibility 
and was seeking a new peaceful solution. In 
the circumstances, disapproval of the Zionists 
might have been expected from the Members of 
the United Nations. The United States, however, 
immediately recognized the Jewish State in a 
move showing surprising synchronization. Other 
States had followed suit despite the amazement 
of the world. This was a flagrant violation of 
the principles of the Charter, brought about by 
the pressure of interests. 

The war between the Zionists and the Arab 
armies, who had entered to restore order, 
continued. The Arab armies were converging 
on Tel Aviv and were on the point of liquidating 
the Zionist threat when the Mediator intervened 
with a four-week truce. The Arab States agreed 
to this proposal because of their desire for a 
peaceful solution. The Zionists also accepted 
the truce but did so in order to re-group their 
forces and secure more arms. Before the truce 
was over, the Mediator offered a new solution 
similar to the partition proposal, which was 
rejected by the Arabs. The Security Council 
then had called for a further truce to allow the 
Mediator to prepare another plan. Despite 
their fears that the Jews would again violate 
the truce, the Arabs accepted it in the hope that a 
satisfactory solution would be reached. Their 
fears were justified, for the Zionists continued 
the importation of arms, the immigration of 
young soldiers who bore no resemblance to 
refugees, and the violation of all the conditions 
of the truce, including respect of the Holy Places. 
This challenge to morality had been witnessed 
by the Mediator and his assistants. 

Now the report of the Mediator (A/648) was 
before the First Committee. It was a disap
pointment to the Government of Iraq which 
had hoped for a peaceful solution. The report 
followed the partition idea, although it had been 
rejected by the Arab States. The report could 
not serve as a basis for discussion, for it opened 
up no new prospects. 

lt was possible that the members of the 
Assembly were badly informed concerning the 
status of Palestine and its relations with the 
countries of the Middle East. The Arab States 
would not be defeated by the temporary success 
of the Zionists and the future should be borne 
in mind. Seven Arab States with a population 

un demi~million furent chasses de leurs foyers, ce 
qui s'accompagna de massacres et d'atrocites. 
Ne tenant aucun compte de I'immunite diplo
matique, les Juifs n'epargnerent meme pas les 
consulats arabes de Jerusalem. Tous ces actes 
alerterent !'opinion publique arabe et les Gouver
nements des Etats arabes prirent conscience de Ia 
grave menace dont leur securite interieure etait 
I' objet. 11 etait evident qu'il fallait retablir l'ordre 
en Palestine. La fin du Mandat avait laisse un 
vide et les Gouvernements arabes deciderent a 
bon droit d'intervenir. 

Tan dis que 1' Assemblee generale deliberait 
encore et avant meme qu'elle n'est abouti a une 
decision, les sionistes proclamerent Ia creation 
d'un Etat juif, bien que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies eut reconnu I'impossibilite du partage et 
cherchat une nouvelle solution pacifique. Dans ces 
circonstances on aurait pu s'attendre a ce que les 
Membres de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
desapprouvent les sionistes. Or, les Etats-Unis ont 
immediatement reconnu I'Etat juif, et cette 
hate est vraiment etrange. D'autres :Etats ont 
suivi leur exemple, malgre le sentiment de stupe
faction qui s'est empare du monde entier. C'etait 
la une violation flagrante des principes de la 
Charte, commise sous la pression d'interets parti
cuiiers. 

La guerre entre les sionistes et les armees arabes, 
qui avaient penetre en Palestine pour y retablir 
l'ordre, a continue. Les armees arabes conver
geaient sur Tel-Aviv et etaient sur le point d'en 
finir avec la menace sioniste, lorsque le Mediateur 
est intervenu en proposant une treve de quatre 
semaines. Les :Etats arabes ont accepte cette pro
position, car ils desiraient aboutir a une solution 
pacifique. Les sionistes, eux aussi, ont accepte la 
treve, mais ils ne I'ont fait qu'en vue de regrouper 
leurs forces et de se procurer de nouvelles armes. 
Avant que la treve n'ait pris fin, le Mediateur a 
propose une nouvelle solution, analogue au projet 
de partage ; les Arabes la rejeterent. Le Coriseil 
de securite proposa alors une nouvelle treve pour 
permettre au Mediateur de preparer un autre 
plan. Tout en craignant de nouvelles violations 
de la treve de Ia part des Juifs, Ies Arabes l'ont 
accepte, dans l'espoir qu'on aboutirait a une 
solution satisfaisante. Leurs craintes etaient 
justifiees, car les sionistes ont continue a importer 
des armes, a introduire dans Ie pays de jeunes 
soldats qui ne ressemblaient en rien a des refugies, 
et a violer toutes les conditions de la treve, y 
compris le respect du aux Lieux saints. Ce defi 
lance au sens moral a etc remarque par le 
Mediateur et par ses adjoints. 

La Premiere Commission a maintenant sous les 
yeux le rapport du Mediateur (A/648). II de<;oit le 
Gouvernement de l'Irak, qui avait espere une 
solution pacifique ; en effet, ce rapport s'en tient 
a !'idee du partage, bien que les :Etats arabes 
l'aient deja repoussee. Le rapport ne peut done pas 
scrvir de base de discussion, car il n'ouvrc pas de 
nouvelles perspectives. 

II se peut que les membres de l'Assemblee soient 
mal renscignes sur le statut de la Palestine et sur 
les relations de ce pays avec les pays du Moyen 
Orient. Les Etats arabes ne se laisscront pas 
decourager par les succes temporaires des sio
nistes ; il faut en effet sanger aussi a I'avenir. 
Sept Etats arabes, dont la population totale 
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of some 40 millions surrounded Palestine and 
considered it to be a part of the Arab world. 
Moreover, the Arab States were linked to the 
peoples of North Africa and other Moslem areas. 
Thus the Palestine problem extended beyond 
the boundaries of Palestine and the Middle 
East, as had been emphasized by the repre
sentative of Pakistan. A Jewish State in the 
heart of an Arab area would create a threat to 
the Arab countries and upset the equilibrium of 
the Middle East. Moreover, the consequences 
which would overtake the Jewish minorities in 
those areas as well as in other countries should 
be considered. 

Emphasis should likewise be given to the 
character of the Zionist ambitions. They went 
far beyond the establishment of a State in 
Palestine. Their own spokesmen had said that 
it was only a part of the broader strategy. As 
had been foretold in the Talmud, the Jewish 
State would stretch from the Nile to the Euphrates 
and the Tigris. The establishment of a Jewish 
State was not the end, but the beginning. 

An equitable solution to the Palestine question 
could be found if the problem were studied 
apart from any confusing propaganda. The 
principles of the Charter, and in particular, the 
right to self-determination, pointed the way 
to a solution. The partition plan had led only 
to bloodshed ; surely the Assembly would wish 
to find some means of improving the situation. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that the Committee 
should examine the report of the Mediator to 
discover whether he had executed the tasks 
entrusted to him by the General Assembly and 
the Security Council. In its resolution 186 (S-2) 
of 14 May 1948, the Assembly had crea ted the 
post of Mediator. He had been appointed by 
a Committee of the permanent members of the 
Security Council. His terms of reference had 
been drawn up by the Assembly and later 
elaborated by the Security Council. The main 
objective had been to find a peaceful solution 
to the Palestine problem. 

The General Assembly had been seized of the 
Palestine question at the request of the Mandatory 
Power, which had asked that recommendations 
be made concerning the future Government of 
Palestine. The United Kingdom had stated 
that the Mandate had proved unworkable because 
it included provision for the establishment of 
a Jewish national home. There had been limi
tations in the Mandate to the establishment 
of a Jewish national home, namely, that it should 
not prejudice the rights or position of the other 
elements of the Palestine population, and that 
Jewish immigration should not jeopardize the 
position of the Arabs. 

The partition plan had been adopted by a 
majority of the General Assembly consisting 
of nations far away from the Middle East and 
having no economic or political connexions with 
the area. On the other hand, all the Asiatic 
States which were concerned with the area were 
either opposed to the plan or abstained from 
voting. At the time, it had been pointed out 
that the States favouring partition represented 

s'eleve a quelque 40 millions d'habitants, 
entourent la Palestine et Ia considerent comme 
partie integrante du monde arabe. En outre, les 
Etats arabes ont des attaches· avec les peuples de 
!'Afrique du Nord et avec d'autres regions 
peuplees de musulmans. La question de la Pales
tine deborde done les frontieres de ce pays et 
meme celles du Moyen Orient, comme l'a souligne 
le representant du Pakistan. Un Etat juif qui 
s'implanterait au creur d'une region arabe mena
ecrait les pays arabes et detruirait l'equilibre du 
Moyen Orient tout entier. Il faut aussi envisager 
les consequences que devront subir les minorites 
juives etablies dans ces regions, de meme que dans 
d'autres pays. 

Par ailleurs, il importe de souligner le veritable 
caractere des ambitions sionistes, qui vont bien 
au dela de la creation d'un Etat en Palestine. 
Leurs propres porte-parole ont declare que la 
creation de cet Etat fait partie d'une strategic 
plus vaste. L'Etat juif, comme l'a predit le 
Talmud, doit s'etendre du Nil jusqu'a l'Euphrate 
et au Tigre. La fondation d'un Etat juif n'est pas 
une fin, mais un commencement. 

Il serait possible de trouver une solution equi
table au probleme palestinien, si on l'etudiait en 
faisant abstraction de toute propagande derou
tante. Les principes de ]a Charte, en particulier le 
droit des peuples a disposer d'eux-memes, sont 
la pour indiquer le chemin qui mene a une solu
tion. Le projet de partage n'a conduit qu'a des 
effusions de sang, et l' Assemblee doit etre dCsi
reuse de trouver un moyen d'ameliorer la situation. 

M. EL KHouRI (Syrie) dit que la Commission 
devrait etudier le rapport du Mediateur de 
maniere a determiner s'il s'est vraiment acquitte 
de la tache que lui avaient confiee l' Assemblee 
generale et le Conseil de secmite. Par sa resolu
tion 186 (S-2) du 14 mai 1948, l'Assemblee a cree 
le poste de Mediateur. Celui-ci a ete nomme par 
un Comite compose des membres permanents du 
Conseil de securite. Son mandat a etc redige par 
l'Assemblee et mis au point ensuite par le Conseil 
de securite. L'objectif principal etait d'aboutir a 
une solution pacifique du probleme palestinien. 

L' Assemblee generale a etc saisie de la question 
palestinienne a la rcquete de la Puissance manda
taire, qui a demande que des recommandations 
soient adoptees relativement au futur Gouver
nement de la Palestine. Le Royaume-Uni a 
declare que les termes du Mandat s'etaient averes 
irrealisables, en raison de !'inclusion de clauses 
prevoyant l'etablissement d'un foyer national 
juif. Le Mandat contenait des restrictions a ce 
sujet et specifiait notamment que l'etablissement 
du foyer national juif ne devait nuire ni aux droits 
ni au statut des autres elements de la population 
palestinienne et que }'immigration juive ne devait 
pas compromettre la situation des Arabes. 

Le plan de partage a etc adopte par une majo.rite 
a l'AssemblCe gcnerale, composee de nations 
geographiquement eloignees du Moyen Orient et 
n'entretenant aucun rapport economique ou poli
tique avec cette region. D'autrc part, tous lcs 
Etats asiatiques qui ont des interets dans la region 
se sont declares contre Ie projet ou se sont abstenus 
de voter. On a fait remarquer a l'epoque que les 
Etats en faveur du partage ne representaient que 
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only about 500 million people, while those which 
did not support the plan represented more than 
1,000 million people who were afiected by the 
decision. However, the rules of the Assembly 
were such that the Partition Plan was adopted. 

It had also been argued that the Assembly 
was not competent to make a recommendation 
for partition or to create a commission to 
implement the recommendation and act as an 
Administering Authority. According to the 
Charter, the Assembly had no authority to 
administer any territory except through the 
Trusteeship System. Mr. El-Khouri recalled 
that he had pointed out to the Assembly that the 
United Kingdom had no authority to put the 
question before the Assembly. The United 
Kingdom could either make Palestine indepen
dent, which was the ultimate object of the 
Mandate System, or it could have submitted a 
Trusteeship Agreement under Article 79 of the 
Charter ; then the Assembly would have been 
competent to make recommendations. All these 
arguments had been over-ridden by the tremen
dous authority of certain States which supported 
the idea of partition. 

It had never been intended that the Mandate 
should lead to a division of Palestine or to the 
establishment of a Jewish State. According to 
the Mandate, Jews were to be admitted to 
Palestine and given certain rights such as the 
acquisition of property. The Zionists had been 
represented at the Peace Conference in 1919 
and at that time Dr. Weizmann had stated that 
the Jews had no designs upon sovereignty and 
that the Arabs should not be anxious on that 
account. The United Kingdom had, on several 
occasions, stated that neither the Mandate nor 
the Balfour Declaration meant that there should 
be a sovereign Jewish State in Palestine. The 
White Paper of 1939 which was approved by a 
large majority of the British Parliament stated 
that the national home had been established, 
that there was no need for further immigration 
above 75,000 persons over a five-year period, 
and that Palestine would be independent. This 
document was rejected by the Zionists who 
demanded unlimited immigration. 

Resolution 181 (I) of the Assembly had called 
upon the Security Council to aid in the imple
mentation of its recommendations. The Security 
Council declined on the grounds that it had no 
authority to enforce such a political decision. 
A special session of the Assembly had then been 
called ; it approved a new resolution [186 (S.-2)] 
which abandoned the idea of partition and 
appointed a Mediator to find a solution. 

The last report of the Mediator (A/648) 
consisted of three parts, the third of which dealt 
with the refugee problem. This problem was 
exclusively an Arab problem for during the 
period that the Assembly had been considering 
the Palestine problem, over half a million Arabs 
had been expelled from their homes. This 
had been the achievement of the United Nations 
in Palestine, rather than any peaceful solution. 
It had been alleged that those refugees had 
left their homes voluntarily. It was extra-
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500 millions d'habitants environ, alors qur n·ux 
qui etaient opposes a ce plan reprcsentail' nt plus 
d'nn milliard d'habitants et comprenait'nt ks 
peuplcs dont les inten~ts se trouvaient a!Tectes par 
cette decision. Cependant, le rcglement de l'As
semblee etait tel que le plan de partage fut adopte. 

On a fait valoir egalement que l'Assemblee 
n'est pas competente pour prendre des decision:<; 
telles qu'une recommandation en vue du partage, 
aula creation d'une commission chargee de mettre 
en ceuvre cette recommandation et d'agir en tant 
qu' Autorite responsable de I' administration. Aux 
termes de la Charte, l'Assemblee n'a pas autorite 
pour administrer des territoires, a mains de les 
placer sons le Regime de tutelle. 1\L El-Khouri 
rappelle que, ainsi qu'iJ I'avait deja signale a 
I'Assemblee, le Royaume-Uni n'avait nullement Ia 
faculte de porter la question devant I'Assemblee. 
Le Royaume-Uni pouvait soit accorder l'indepen
dance a Ia Palestine, et c'etait Ia le but final auqurl 
tendait le Regime du Mandat, soit proposer un 
accord de tutelle aux termes de !'Article 79 de la 
Charte, et dans ce cas I'Assemblee am·ait ete 
competente pour faire des recommandations. Mais 
tons ces arguments ont etc balayes, a cause de 
l'enorme influence qu'exen;aient certains Etats 
favorables a I'idee de partage. 

Le Mandat n'a jamais ete destine a provoquer 
le partage de la Palestine ou I'etablissement d'un 
Etat juif. Aux termes du Mandat, les Juifs 
devaient etre admis en Palestine et recevoir cer
tains droits tels que celui d'aequerir des biens 
fanciers. Les sionistes ont etc representes a la 
Conference de la paix en 1919, et a cette date 
M. Weizmann a declare que les Juifs ne se propo
saient pas de parvenir a la souverainete, et que les 
Arahes n'avaient aucune inquietude a avoir a ce 
sujet. A plusieurs reprises le Royaume-Uni 'a 
declare que ni le Mandat ni la Declaration Balfour 
n 'impliquaient I' existence d'un Etat juif souvcrain 
en Palestine. Le Livre blanc de 1939, qui fut 
approuve par une grande majorite du Parlement 
britannique, etablissait que le foyer national 
avait ete fonde, limitait a 75.000 le nombre des 
nouveaux immigrants a admettre pendant unc 
periode de cinq ans, et declarait que la Palestine 
deviendrait independante. Ce document fut rejete 
par les sionistes qui reclamaient une immigration 
illimitee. 

La resolution 181 (II) adoptee par l'Assemblee 
a demande au Conseil de securite d'aider a Ia mise 
en ceuvre de ses recommandations. Le Conseil de 
securite a refuse, en expliquant qu'il n'avait pas 
l'autorite necessaire pour appliquer une decision 
politique de cet ordre. Une session extraordinaire 
de l'Assemblee a alors etc convoquee eta approuve 
une nouvelle resolution [186 (S-2)] qui, abandon
nant l'idee du partage, designait un l\fediateur 
charge de trouver une solution. 

Le dernier rapport du MCdiateur (A/648) com
prend trois parties, dont la drrniere traite du 
probleme des refugies. Ce probleme interessr 
uniqucment Ies Arabes car, pendant Ia periodc 
qui s'cst ecoulee depuis que I'Assemblee a aborde 
!'etude de Ia question palestinienne, plus d'un 
demi-million d'Arabes ant etc chasses de leurs 
foyers. Voila la solution pacifique a Iaquelle a 
abouti !'Organisation des Nations Unies en Pales
tine. On a pretenclu que ces refugies ont ahandonne 
volontairement leurs foyers. 11 serait vraimcnt 



ordinary to suggest that some 600,000 Arabs 
would abandon their homes and property and 
sometimes even their children. They had not 
left because of any economic or political reasons. 
They had fled to save their lives. They had 
been aided in their flight by the troops of the 
Mandatory Power who helped them to get away 
in ships. Those fleeing into the interior had 
travelled over the hills rather than by the roads 
on which they would have been robbed by the 
Haganah, Irgun and Stern gangsters. Now 
those refugees had been assembled in groups, 
many of which were completely without shelter. 

~1r. El-Khouri thought that the third part 
of the Mediator's report, which dealt with the 
question of refugees, had two aspects. Firstly, 
there was the question of aid to those refugees, 
which had been discussed in the Third and 
Fifth Committees ; secondly, the political aspect 
which was to be discussed in the First Committee. 

The Jews did not permit the return of those 
refugees because they desired to use their former 
homes for Jewish immigrants. In other words, 
in order to shelter one displaced person from 
outside Palestine, the Jews were creating two 
or three more displaced persons by expelling 
them from their own homes. While the Arabs 
sympathized with the persecutions undergone 
by the Jewish people, they had not been respon
sible for them, and it would be more logical for 
the United Nations to punish those who had 
persecuted the Jews and to re-establish the 
Jewish people in those areas rather than to 
impose them upon others. The Jewish people 
should be resettled in Poland, where the Jewish 
population had been reduced from 3,500,000 
to 500,000 or in Germany or eastern Europe, 
where it was claimed that complete democracy 
had been established. Many countries which 
sympathized with the Jews and wished them to 
be resettled in Palestine had vast unsettled 
territories in their own countries but would 
not accept the Jews there. As an example, he 
mentioned the representative of a country 
which had seven times the territory and one-half 
the population of Palestine, but had insisted 
that any refugees which it could accept must 
be agricultural workers and of a certain religious 
aith. Another representative of a country 

which had seven million people in about three 
million square miles had said that his country 
could not accept Jews because the Jews were 
never loyal to their home and would not make 
good citizens. 

The USSH had manufactured the concept 
of Jewish nationality, although it was well 
known that in the international sense, nationality 
applied to people living in the same country 
and under the same government. The General 
Assembly had manufactured an Israeli nation
ality in the same way. It was based on religion, 
although every religion had citizens of different 
countries and races and such a precedent might 
encourage all religions to establish a special 
nationality. The creation of such a Jewish 
State was therefore detrimental not only to the 

extraordinaire qu'environ 600.000 Arabes aient 
voulu abandonner leurs foyers, leurs biens et 
quelquefois meme leurs enfants. Ce n'est pas pour 
des raisons economiques ou politiques qu'ils sont 
partis, c'est pour sauver leur vie. Ils ont ete aides 
dans leur fuite par les troupes de la Puissance 
mandataire, qui leur ont facilite le depart par mer. 
Ceux qui se sont enfuis vers l'interieur des terres 
ont prefere traverser les montagnes plutot que de 
suivre les routes sur lesquelles ils auraient ete 
depouilles par les bandits de la Haganah, de 
l'Irgoun et du groupe Stern. Ces refugies sont 
maintenant groupes dans certaines regions, mais 
beaucoup sont denues de tout abri. 

lVL £!-Khouri distingue dans la question des 
refugies, dont traite Ia troisieme partie du rapport 
du Mediateur, deux aspects differents. II y a 
d'abord l'aide a ces refugies, probh~me qu'ont 
discute les Troisieme et Cinquieme Commissions ; 
il y a ensuite !'aspect politique, qui doit etre 
discute au sein de la Premiere Commission. 

Les Juifs n'autorisent pas ces refugies a rentrer 
parce qu'ils desirent reserver a des immigrants 
juifs les lieux qu'ils occupaient. En d'autres 
termes, pour abriter une personne deplacee venue 
du dehors, les Juifs accroissent de deux ou trois le 
nombre des personnes deplacees, en chassant les 
Arabes de chez eux. Si les Arabes regrettent les 
persecutions qu'a subies le peuple juif, ils ne sont. 
pas responsables de ces persecutions ; il serait plus 
logique que les Nations Unies punlssent ceux qui 
ont persecute les Juifs et qu'elles retablissent Jes 
Juifs dans leurs droits dans les pays ou ils ont ete 
persecutes, plutot que d'imposer leur presence a 
d'autres. II faudrait retablir les Juifs en Pologne, 
pays ou le chiffre de Ia population juive a baisse 
de 3.500.000 a 500.000, ou bien en Allemagne, on 
encore en Europe orientale, oil l'on pretend que 
la democratic la plus authentique a ete instauree. 
De nombreux pays qui ont de la sympathie pour 
les Juifs et qui souhaitent leur retablissement en 
Palestine possedent eux-memes de vastes terri
toires, mais n'acceptent pourtant pas d'y recevoir 
les Juifs. M. El-Khouri cite a titre d'exemple le 
cas d'un pays dont le territoire est sept fois plus 
grand que celui de la Palestine et dont la popu
lation est deux fois moins nombreuse que celle de 
la Palestine, mais qui pourtant, selon les decla
rations de son representant, ne veut laisser entrer, 
parmi les refugies, que ceux qui sont des travail
leurs agricoles et qui appartiennent a nne certaine 
religion. Un autre representant, dont le pays a une 
population de sept millions d'habitants sur un 
territoire de pres de huit millions de kilometres 
carres, a dit que son Gouvernement ne pourrait 
accepter d'immigrants juifs, parce que Ies Juifs 
ne sont jamais loyaux a l'egard du pays qu'ils 
habitent et ne deviennent pas de bons citoyens. 

L'URSS a fabrique de toutes pieces Ia notion 
de nationalite juive, alors qu'il est bien connu 
qu'en terminologie internationale le mot nationa
lite s'applique aux gens qui vivent dans un meme 
pays et sous un meme gouvernement. L' Assemblee 
generale a, pareillement, fabrique de toutes pieces 
une nationalite israelienne. Cette nationalitc est 
fondee sur Ia religion, alors que toute religion 
groupe des fideles appurtenant a divers pays et a 
diverses races ; ainsi, Ie precedent qu'on a cree 
pourrait encourager toute religion a etablir _une 
nationalite distincte. Aussi Ia creation d'unj Etat 
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Arabs but to the Jews themselves, for all Jews 
abroad in other countries would now be considered 
as foreigners and not as loyal citizens. The 
Jews throughout the world would now work for 
the J ewish State and thus strengthen anti
semitism. 

The Jews had come to Palestine under the 
protection of British arms and in spite of the 
protests of the Arabs of Palestine. Under the 
Mandate, t he United Kingdom had been partial 
to the J ews and had even allowed them to acquire 
larger quantities of arms than those which would 
have been permitted to citizens of other countries. 
Although the Jews used these weapons to fight 
the Mandatory Power, the latter handed over 
further weapons to them when it left the country. 
During this time, the Arabs of Palestine were 
not allowed to have weapons of any sort. Syria 
and Lebanon, which continued under mandate 
until 1943, were allowed arms only for their 
police force and Egypt, which was also under 
occupation by the British, had been limited 
to an army of 12,000 men until recently. 

The report of the Mediator had not been 
submitted in advance to the Arabs or the Jews 
for their consent, yet the Mediator asked for a 
firm decision of the United Nations to enforce 
his proposals. The intent of the General 
Assembly's resolutions had been for a peaceful 
settlement and it could not be considered peaceful 
if it were to be enforced. Therefore, the 
Mediator's proposals were not within his terms 
of reference and were not worthy of discussion 
unless accepted by both parties. The Syrian 
Government declined to accept them for a 
number of reasons. Firstly, it considered them 
unjust, for any just solution must be based on 
certain basic rights of the parties. History 
demonstrated that the Jews had no legal or 
political rights in Palestine, for it was a well
known rule that any rights to ownership lapsed 
over a certain period. In Palestine the time 
was a matter of centuries and, if it were now 
admitted that a people which had left a ,country 
thousands of years before could reclaim it, no 
nation in the world would remain unaffected. 

Mr. El-Khouri then related the history of 
the Jews in Palestine commencing with their 
entry into the country about thirty-five centuries 
ago. He said that they had attacked the 
Canaanite tribes and other minor tribes in that 
area, massacring them and taking possession 
of their land. They continued to live in the 
eastern side of Palestine until very soon after 
the reign of King Solomon when the Kingdom 
was divided in two. The northern tribes were 
conquered by the Assyrian Empire and dispersed 
into Central Asia where they were assimilated, 
while the southern tribes were carried into 
captivity by the Babylonians in the sixth 
century B.C. Some Jews were allowed to return 
to Palestine where they lived until they were 

juif porte-t-elle prejudice non seulement aux 
Arabes, mais aux Juifs eux-memes, car tous les 
J uifs qui vi vent en d'autres pays que la Palestine 
seront desormais considcres comme des etrangers, 
et non comme des citoycns loyaux. Les .Juifs 
n!pandus dans le monde entier s'efforceront dcsor
mais de servir la cause de cet r.:tat juif et renfor
ceront ainsi les arguments de l'antisemitisme. 

C'est sous la protection des annes britanniques, 
et en depit des protestations des Arabes palesti
niens, que les Juifs sont entres en Palestine. An 
temps du Mandat, le Royaume-Uni a favorise les 
J uifs et leur a meme permis de sc procurer des 
armes en quantites bien superieures a celles qu'on 
aurait tolerees partout ailleurs entre l'3s mains de 
simples citoyens. Bien que les Juifs aient fait 
usage de ces armes pour combattre la Puissance 
mandataire, celle-ci leur a remis d'autres armes 
encore lorsqu'elle a evacue le pays. Pendant ce 
temps, les Arabes de Palestine n'etaient pas auto
rises a posseder des armes quelles qu'elles fussent. 
La Syrie et le Liban, qui resterent sous mandat 
jusqu'en 1943, n'etaient autorises a posseder des 
armes que pour leurs forces de police ; quant a 
l'Egypte, qui etait egalement occupee par les 
Britanniques, son armee etait recemment encore 
limitee a 12.000 hommes. 

Le rapport du Mediateur n'a pas ete commu
nique a l'avance aux Arabes et aux Juifs et on ne 
leur a pas demande s'ils l'approuvaient ; cepen
dant le Mediateur a demande a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies de prendre une decision ferme en 
vue de mettre en application les propositions qu'il 
avait faites. Les resolutions de l'Assemblee gene
rale avaient pour objet le reglement pacifique du 
probleme et ce reglement ne saurait etre considere 
comme pacifique s'il doit etre impose par Ia force. 
Aussi les propositions du Mediateur excedent-elles 
le mandat qui lui avait ete donne et ne meritent 
pas d'etre examinees, a mains que les deux parties 
ne les acceptent. Le Gouvernement de la Syrie, 
pour un certain nombre de raisons, a refuse 
d'accepter ces propositions. En premier lieu, illes 
considere comme inequitables, puisque toute solu
tion equitable doit respecter certains droits essen
tiels des parties. L'histoire montre que les Juifs 
n'ont sur la Palestine aucun droit, ni juridique ni 
politique, car il est bien connu que le droit a la 
propriete est limite dans le temps. En Palestine, 
c'est de siecles qu'il s'agit et, si l'on admettait 
aujourd'hui qu' un peuple qui a quitte son pays 
depuis des milliers d'annees est en droit de le 
revendiquer comme sien, il n'est pas de nation au 
monde qui ne se trouverait aiTectce. 

M. El-Khouri retrace alors l'histoire des Juifs 
en Palestine, en commen<;ant par leur entree dans 
ce territoire il y a pres de trente-cinq siecles. II dit 
qu'ils avaient attaque les tribus chananeennes, 
ainsi que d'autres tribus moins importantes habi
tant cette region, et qu'ils avaient pris possession 
de leur territoire, apres les avoir massacrees. lis 
vecurent dans Ia partie orientale de la Palestine 
jusqu'a nne epoque qui suivit de tres pres le regne 
du roi Salomon, epoque oil se produisit lc schismc 
qui divisa le royaume en deux. Les tribus du nord 
furent soumises par I' empire assyrien et dispersees 
en Asie centrale, oil elles s'assimilerent ; les tribus 
du sud furent emmenees en captivite par les 
Babyloniens au sixieme siecle avant Jesus-Christ. 
On permit a un certain nombre de Juifs de rentrer 
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dispersed by the Roman Empire in the first 
century A.D. The Jews had had no connexion 
with Palestine since this date, yet the Zionists 
wished to turn the clock back two thousand 
years. The Zionist leader, Herzl, had been 
refused permission by the Sultan of the Ottoman 
Empire for the Jews to be allowed to acquire 
property in Palestine, although he had offered 
millions of pounds. Yet in 1917 Lord Balfour, 
a complete outsider, had promised the Jews to 
favour the establishment of a Jewish national 
home in Palestine. This had been followed 
by the British Mandate which finally failed. 
From the point of view of justice, the Jews had 
no right to rep!ace the Arabs in Palestine, yet 
under the auspices of the United Nations they 
were repeating their earlier methods of invasion. 

Not only was Count Bernadotte's proposal 
unjust, it was also illegal ; for nothing in inter
national law, or in the jurisprudence of any 
nation, allowed outsiders to expel a lawful owner. 
Out of the fourteen districts of Palestine, the 
Jews were in a majority only in the sub-district 
of Jaffa, which included Tel Aviv. Yet all 
of Syria's appeals to request a legal opinion from 
the International Court of Justice as to whether 
the Jews had a legal right to establish a sovereign 
State in Palestine, had been rejected in the 
Assembly and in the Security Council. Those 
who opposed submission of the question to the 
International Court of Justice wished to work 
on a political rather than a legal basis, but 
even from the political point of view, a solution 
must be found which did not disturb the peace 
in that area, for a conflict in the :VIiddle East 
might spread to other areas. 

He also thought the Mediator's report was 
unworkable since it would place an Arab majority 
under the authority of a Jewish minority. He 
said that in the area whlch the Mediator proposed 
as a Jewish State, there were about 500,000 Jews 
and 700,000 Arabs, and he did not see how one 
could expect the majority of Arabs to be ruled 
by a Jewish minority without conflict. In a 
democracy, the minority was not allowed to 
overthrow the majority by force. President 
Truman had made this the policy of the United 
States in Greece, but if the United States had 
followed this policy in regard to Palestine, the 
present crisis would not have arisen, for the 
United States would not have sponsored the 
partition plan. The Arab States supported the 
principles of the Charter and of democracy and 
had suggested the formation of a single State 
in Palestine composed of all the inhabitants, 
whether legal or illegal, under a democratic 
constitution which would allow the J ewish 
minority a certain local autonomy in the areas 
where Jews were in a majority, while the whole 
country would be governed by a single govern
ment, either federal or central. This tolerant 
proposal was still being offered, but the Jews, 
instead of accepting it with gratitude, insisted 
on a sovereign State for themselves. The 

en Palestine, ou ils vecurent jusqu'a ce que 
!'empire romain, au premier siecle apres Jesus
Christ, les dispersat. Depuis lors, les Juifs n'ont 
eu aucun lien avec la Palestine ; et cependant, les 
sionistes voudraient que l'on revienne deux 
mille ans en arriere. Le chef sioniste Herzl s'est 
vu refuser par le sultan de !'empire ottoman la 
permission pour les .Juifs d'acqucrir des biens 
fanciers en Palestine, bien qu'il lui ait offert des 
millions de livres. Mais, en 1917, lord Balfour, 
entierement etranger au probleme de la Palestine, 
a promis aux Juifs de favori ser la creation d'un 
foyer national juif en Palestine. Puis vint l'eta
blissement du Mandat britannique, qui devait 
echouer en fin de compte. Du point de vue de 
l'equite, les Juifs n'ont aucun droit de remplacer 
les Arabes en Palestine ; cependant, sous les 
auspices de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, ils 
reviennent aujourd'hui a leurs anciennes methodes 
d'invasion. 

Non seulement la proposition du comte Berna
dotte est-elle injuste, mais elle est egalement 
illegale, car ni en droit international, ni dans le 
droit d'aucune nation, il n'existe de disposition 
qui autorise un tiers a expulser le proprietaire 
legitime. La Palestine compte quatorze provinces ; 
or, les Juifs ne forment la majorite que dans le 
district de Jaffa, qui comprend Tel-Aviv. Cepen
dant tous les appels que la Syrie a actresses pour 
demander un avis juridique a la Cour interna
tionale de Justice, afin d'etablir si les Juifs out, 
du point de vue juridique, le droit de creer un 
Etat souverain en Palestine, ont cte repousses au 
sein de l'Assemblee et du Conseil de sccurite. Ceux 
qui refusent de porter cette question devant la 
Cour internationale de Justice cherchent a se 
placer sur le terrain politique plutOt que sur le 
t errain juridique, mais, meme du point de vue 
politique, il faut trouver une solution qui n e 
trouble pas la paix dans cette region, car un 
conflit dans le Moyen Orient pourrait s'etendrc a 
d'autres regions encore. 

M. El-Khouri estime egalement que les propo
sitions qui figurent au rapport du Mediateur sont 
inapplicables, car ce rapport prevoit qu'une majo
rite arabe serait placee sons l'autorite d'une 
minorite juive. Dans la region que le Mediateur 
propose d'attribuer a l'Etat juif il y a environ 
500.000 Juifs et 700.000 Arabes, et M. El-Khouri 
ne voit pas comment on pent s'attendre a ce que 
la majorite arabe soit aouvernee par une minorite 
juive sans qu'il en resulte un conflit. Sons le r~gime 
democratique, une minorite n'a pas le drmt de 
dominer la majorite par la force. La politique 9ue 
le President Truman poursuit en Grece consist~ 
precisement a empecher Ull tel developpeme?~ ; Sl 

les Etats-Unis avaient adopte la meme pohtJque 
a l'egard de la Palest ine, la presente crise n~ se 
serait pas produite, car les Etats-Unis n'aura1ent 
pas propose le plan de partage. Les :Etats arabes 
soutiennent les principes de la Charte et de la 
democratic ; ils ont propose la formation d'un seul 
Etat en Palestine qui aurait englobe .tous . les 
habitants du pays, qu'ils s'y trouvent a titre leg~l 
ou illegal. Une constitution democratique aur_art 
permis a la minorite juive de jouir d'une ccrtal~C 
autonomic locale dans les regions oil les Jm_f::; 
constituent la majorite, alors que !'ensemble em 
pays aurait ete place SOliS l' autorite d'un srul 
gouvernement, federal ou centralise. Cettc propo-
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Zionists were the only ones to gain from this 
policy for they could thereby continue to subsidize 
their organi'zation by exploiting Jewry throughout 
the world. If the Jews throughout the world 
were given freedom to vote, a great majority 
would not side with the Zionists, but the latter, 
although they were in the minority, were stronger 
because of their propaganda and organization. 

The Mediator's proposal would not appeal to 
world Christian sentiment ; Christians considered 
Jerusalem as a holy city and revered the Holy 
Places throughout Galilee where Christ spent 
much of His life. There were many Christian 
monasteries and convents throughout this area, 
yet the Mediator's proposal would put it under 
Jewish domination. Mr. El-Khouri did not 
see how any devout Christian could permit this. 
The Arabs were also believers in Christ and 
would respect the Holy Places of Christianity, 
but how could one expect the Jews, who did 
not believe in Christ, to consider these places 
as holy? He appealed to the Christian repre
sentatives in this regard and pointed out that 
even those who considered themselves free 
thinkers should respect the Christian feelings 
of those people whom they represented. He 
said that he had been receiving appeals from 
numerous Church dignitaries from places in Pales
tine now under Jewish domination, complaining 
of atrocities which were being committed. France 
had fought for two centuries during the Crusades 
to secure the safety of the Holy Places, and he 
did not see how these places could now be left 
in the hands of unbelievers. If the Christians 
of Europe and America did not support this 
view, the Christian Arabs and Moslems of the 
East would take up the task. There were Holy 
Places in Palestine for the Jews also, but they 
were respected by Christianity and Islam ; they 
would be protected and the Jews would continue 
to have access to them. 

The immigrants who expected to go to Palestine 
called themselves the children of Israel, but in 
reality came from different nations and races, 
and had been converted to Judaism. The Jews 
of eastern Europe had all come from a Mongolian 
tribe which had occupied territory north of the 
Caspian Sea in about the ninth century A.D., 
and had been converted to Judaism. They 
had continued as a Jewish dynasty for two or 
three centuries until they were scattered 
throughout eastern Europe. The Jews were 
not a race but a religious grouping composed 
of all the races of the world including negro 
tribes in Africa, yellow Jews from south-east 
Asia and white Jews from Scandinavia. On 
the other hand, the Arabs of Palestine were 
descendants of the Philistines who had fought 
against the Jews in early times. They were 
a Semitic race who had lived in Palestine from 
pre-historic times along with the Canaanites 
and other races of which the Arab race was 
predominant. When the Jews had been expelled 
by the Romans, the Philistines remained in 
Palestine, and during the Christian era were 

sition liberale reste toujours valable, mais, au lieu 
de !'accepter avec gratitude, les Juifs ont voulu a 
tout prix former leur propre Etat souverain. Les 
sionistes sont les seuls a beneficier de cette poli
tique, car de cette fa<;on ils peuvent continuer a 
subventionner leur organisation en exploitant Ies 
Juifs du monde entier. Si tous les Juifs pouvaient 
voter librement sur cette question, Ia grande 
majorite d'entre eux ne se rangerait pas du cote 
des sionistes ; pourtant, quoiqu'ils ne constituent 
qu'une minorite, ces derniers sont les plus forts, a 
cause de leur propagande et de leur organisation. 

La proposition du Mediateur ne sera pas 
accueillie fav.orablement par les milieux chretiens, 
qui considerent Jerusalem comme une ville sainte 
et qui reverent les Lieux saints de Galilee ou le 
Christ a passe une grande partie de Sa vie. II y 
a beaucoup de convents chretiens dans cette 
region, et pourtant le Mediateur propose de la 
placer sous la domination juive ; M. El-Khouri ne 
voit pas comment un chretien fervent pourrait le 
tolerer. Les Arabes croient eux aussi au Christ et 
ils respecteront les Lieux saints du christianisme ; 
mais comment peut-on croire que Jes Juifs, qui ne 
croient pas au Christ, considereront ces lieux 
comme saints ? M. El-Khouri fait appel aux 
representants chretiens : il fait remarquer que 
meme ceux qui se considerent comme libres 
penseurs devraient respecter les sentiments chre
tiens de ceux qu'ils representent. II declare avoir 
re<;u les appels d'un grand nombre de dignitaires 
ecclesiastiques habitant des regions qui se trouvent 
actuellement sous domination juive et qui se 
plaignent des atrocitcs commises par les Juifs. La 
France a lutte pendant deux siecles, au temps des 
Croisades, pour assurer la securite des Lieux 
saints, et M. El-Khouri ne voit pas comment on 
pourrait maintenant livrer ces lieux a des infi
deles. Si les chretiens d'Europe et d'Ameriquc ne 
partagcnt pas ce point de vue, les Arabes chretiens 
et musulmans du Proche Orient prendront sur eux 
la tache qui s'impose. Les Juifs ont eux aussi des 
Licux saints en Palestine, mais ils sont respectes 
par les chretiens et les musulmans ; ces licux 
seraient proteges, et les Juifs continueraient a y 
avoir acces. 

Les immigrants qui s'appretent a venir en 
Palestine se donnent le nom d'enfants d'lsrael ; 
mais en realite, ils proviennent de nations et de 
races diverses, et ont ete convertis au judaisme. 
Les Juifs de l'Europe orientale proviennent tous 
d'une tribu mongole qui occupait la region au 
nord de la mer Caspienne vers le rxe siecle de 
l'ere chretienne et qui a ete convertie au judaisme. 
Une dynastic juive a regne sur cctte region, puis 
ces << Juifs >> se sont disperses a travers !'Europe 
orientale. Les Juifs ne sont pas une race, mais une 
communaute religieuse composee de toutes les 
races du monde ; ellc comprend des tribus negres 
en Afrique, des jaunes en Asie du Sud-Est et des 
blancs en Scandinavic. Par contre, les Arabes de 
Palestine sont les descendants des Philistins qui 
combattirent les Juifs aux temps anciens. Ils 
appartiennent a la race semitiquc ; des les temps 
prehistoriques, ils habitaient la Palestine, cote a 
cOte avec les Chananeens et d'autres races encore, 
parmi lesquelles predominait la race arabe. 
Lorsque les Juifs furent expulses par les Romains, 
Ies Philistins resterent en Palestine et furent 
convertis au christianisme au debut de l'cre chre-
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converted to Christianity. Christianity continued 
in Palestine for six centuries as the sole faith 
t~ntil the prophet ~ohammed appeared, at which 
tnr:e many of the mhabitants adopted his religion 
which was not much different from Christianity. 
There were still about 150,000 Christians in 
Palestine, but they had now been driven out 
and were scattered throughout Arab t erritory. 
\Vhy should these people be ejected in order to 
give shelter to refugees coming from eastern 
Europe? 

If the Mediator's proposals were accepted, 
there was no hope of peace in the Near East, 
for both the Jews and the Arabs would remain 
under arms in preparation for future war. At 
San Francisco, the United Nations had been 
imbued with the idea of peace ; however, now 
many of its actions did not seem to follow this 
aim and it almost seemed to be trying to create 
a third world war. 

The Jews who dominated the Press of the 
world devoted columns to the Jewish point of 
view while restricting the Arab views to perhaps 
one or two lines, for they did not want the public 
to know the righteousness of the Arab cause. 
The Arabs did not possess the money and influence 
throughout the world which the J ews were using 
in promoting the Zionist claims. The J ews had 
tremendous sums of dollars, for the United 
States Government exempted from income tax, 
contributions to such organizations as the United 
Jewish Appeal with the result that wealthy 
Jewish corporations or individuals with incomes 
over 200,000 dollars were actually paying only 9 
per cent of their contributions while the United 
States Government was paying 91 per cent. 
The United States Government knew this fact 
well but did not investigate where this money 
was going although it was supposedly for chari
table purposes. On the other hand, the small 
Arab Information Office in Washington was 
frequently interrogated as to its sources of 
income and expenditures. Yet it was well
known that the Jewish organizations used these 
contributions in support of underground t errorist 
groups and to buy heavy armaments in Central 
Europe. 

The Mediator had stated that he had found 
that the J ewish State existed and that there 
was no way to eliminate it ; therefore he had 
recognized it and invited the United Nations 
to do likewise. But how could a man of justice 
or legal sense ask the United Nations to recognize 
a State which had been created by aggression 
and conquest ? The Jews had no legal position 
in Palestine and if they were recognized by the 
58 nations represented in the General Assembly 
as a legal entity, there would be no limit to 
their ambitions. The Balfour Declaration was 
an exan1ple of the way in which they magnified 
their position on the slightest pretext. Respon
sible statements in the J ewish Press made it 
clear that the idea was to bring millions of Jews 
to Palestine and to expand the frontiers of the 
Jewish State from the Euphrates to the Nile. 
How could the Arabs be expected to wait for 

tienne. Le christianisme continua a dominer en 
Palestine pendant six siecles, jusqu'a !'apparition 
du prophete Mahomet ; a cette epoque, de nom
breux habitants adopterent Ia religion musulmane, 
qui ne differait pas beaucoup du christianisme. II 
y avait environ 150.000 chretiens de race arabe 
en Palestine, mais ils viennent d'etre expulses, et 
ils sont maintenant eparpilles a travers les pays 
arabes avoisinants. Faut-il done que l'on chasse 
ces gens afin d'accueillir des refugies venant de 
!'Europe orientale ? 

Si les propositions du Mediateur etaient accep
tees, il n'y aurait aucun espoir de paix au Proche 
Orient, car Jes Juifs et Jes Arabes ne deposeraient 
pas les armes et se prepareraient a de nouvelles 
guerres. A San-Francisco, !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies etait imbue de l'idee de paix, mais 
ce n'est plus le cas a present, a en juger par un 
grand nombre de ses actes ; ii semblerait presque 
que !'Organisation se propose de provoquer une 
troisieme guerre mondiale. 

Les Juifs, qui dominent Ja presse mondiale, 
consacrent des colonnes entieres a l' expose de la 
these juive, alors qu'ils Jimitent a une ou deux 
lignes l'espace consacre a l'expose de Ia these 
arabe, car ils ne desirent pas que le public puisse 
savoir que la cause arabe est juste. Les Arabes ne 
possedent ni !'argent, ni l'influence que les Juifs 
sont a meme d'utiliser dans le monde entier pour 
encourager les revendications sionist es. Les Juifs 
disposent de sommes fantastiques en dollars car le 
Gouvernement des Etats-Unis Jibere de l'impot 
sur le revenu les contributions versees a des organi
sations t elles que Ie United Jewish Appeal; par 
consequent, de puissantes societcs juives et les 
individus ayant un revenu superieur a 200.000 
dollars ne paient en n~alite que 9 pour 100 des 
contributions qu'elles versent a ces organisations, 
tandis que le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis paie 
le reste, soit 91 pour 100. Le Gouvernement des 
Etats-Unis le sait tres bien, mais il ne cherche pas 
a savoir oil va cet argent, qui est officiellement 
destine a des fins charitables. Par contre, le Bureau 
arabe d'information a Washington, qui est peu 
important, doit souvent repondre a des enquetes 
au sujet de Ia provenance de ses fonds et de ses 
depenses. Pourtant, chacun sait que les organi
sations juives emploient les contributions qui leur 
sont versces a entretenir des groupes illegaux de 
terroristes et a acheter un puissant materiel de 
guerre en Europe centrale. 

Le Mectiateur a declare qu'il avait constate 
l'existence d'un Etat juif, qu'il n'y avait aucun 
moyen de le supprimer, qu'il fallait le reconnaitre 
et qu'il recommandait done que !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies le reconnaisse. Mais comment un 
homme equitable, ayant Ie sens des chases juri
diques, peut-il demander a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies de reconnaitre un Etat qui a ete 
cree par l'agression et la conquete ? Les Juifs 
n'ont pas de droits Jegaux en Palestine et, s'ils 
etaient reconnus en tant qu'entite legale par les 
58 nations representees a I' Assemblee generale, 
leur ambition ne connaitrait plus de limites. 
L'exemple de la Declaration Balfour rriontre que 
les Juifs saisissent le moindre pretexte pour exa
gerer leurs droits. Des declarations de source 
autorisee, publiees dans Ia presse juive, indiquent 
nettement qu'il est question de faire venir des 
millions de Juifs en Palestine et d'elargir les fron-
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such future attacks ? They were obliged to 
be on guard, for centuries if necessary, to avoid 
the danger which the United Nations was forcing 
upon them. 

Mr. El-Khouri concluded by reserving his right 
to speak further as the discussion developed. 

The CHAIRMAN asked if there were any speakers 
for the meeting scheduled for that evening and, 
when he received no response, appealed to the 
representatives on the Committee not to allow 
the Assembly's time to be wasted. When no 
representatives volunteered to put their names 
on the list of speakers, the Chairman adjourned 
the meeting. 

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND THIRD 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chailloi, Paris, 
on Thursday, 18 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

72. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) recalled that his 
delegation, in a statement made on 22 November 
1947 to the General Assembly's ad hoc Com
mittee on Palestine, had indicated that it did not 
accept either the solution proposed by the United 
Nations Special Committee on Palestine, or the 
proposal of the Arab States, for neither was based 
on consultation with the people of Palestine. His 
delegation had added at that time that on account 
of the interests of Christianity in Palestine, it 
would support any proposal ensuring the 
protection of the Holy Places. It had, moreover, 
proposed that a meeting should be arranged 
between the Jews and Arabs of Palestine, under 
the auspices of the United Nations, in order to 
seek bases for a compromise. That compromise 
might have been found, for example, in the 
formation in Palestine of autonomous districts 
within a federal framework ; unfortunately, the 
Special Committee on Palestine definitely did not 
accept that solution, although it had been favour
ably received and had not been put to the vote. 

Mr. Castro regretted that the proposal for 
conciliation submitted by his delegation had not 
been put into practice for it might perhaps have 
avoided the unfortunate events which had since 
taken place in Palestine. 

Resolution 181 (II) on the partition of Palestine 
adopted on 29 November 1947 was not the result 
of a profound study, as was proved by the fact 
first, that it had not been able to prevent the 
outbreak of civil war and secondly, by the 
conclusions of the impartial report of the Mediator 
himself (A/648). 

tieres de I'Etat juif, en sorte qu'il s'etendrait de 
I'Euphrate au Nil. Comment peut-on demander 
aux Arabes d'attendre que ces attaques se 
declenchent ? Les Arabes sont obliges de se tenir 
sur leurs gardes, s'il le faut pendant des siecles, 
afin d'ecarter Ie danger dont ils sont menaces par 
Ia faute de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

M. El-Khouri termine en se reservant le droit 
d'intervenir a nouveau au cours du debat. 

Le Pm.\:srnENT demande si d'autres represen
tants desirent prendre la parole au cours de la 
reunion prevue pour le soir. N'ayant re~tu aucune 
reponse, il invite les membres de Ia Commission a 
ne pas gaspiller le temps dont dispose I'Assemblee. 
Aucun representant ne desirant se faire inscrire 
sur la liste des orateurs, Ie President ajourne Ia 
seance jusqu'au lendemain matin. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 15. 

DEUX-CENT-TROISIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 18 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

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

lVI. CAsTRO (Salvador) rappelle que sa dele
gation, dans une declaration faite le 22 novembre 
1947 a Ia Commission speciale chargee de Ia 
question palestinienne, avait indique qu'elle 
n'acceptait ni Ia solution proposee par Ia Commis
sion speciale des Nations Unies pour Ia Palestine, 
ni la proposition des Etats arabes, car ni l'une 
ni !'autre n'etait fondee sur une consultation de 
Ia population de Palestine. La delegation du 
Salvador avait ajoute a l'epoque que, en raison 
des inten~ts de la chretiente en Palestine; elle 
appuierait toute proposition assurant la protec
tion des Lieux saints. Elle avait, en outre, propose 
de provoquer une reunion des Juifs et des Arabes 
de Palestine, sous les auspices de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, en vue de rechercher les bases 
d'un compromis. Ce compromis aurait pu etre 
trouve, par exemple, dans Ia formation en 
Palestine de districts autonomes, dans un cadre 
federal ; malheureusement, Ia Commission speciale 
pour la Palestine n'accepta pas formellement 
cette solution, bien qu'elle cut rencontre un 
accueil favorable et. qu'elle n'eut pas etc mise 
aux voix. 

M. Castro regrette que Ia proposition tendant 
a la conciliation presentee par sa delegation n'ait 
pas etc mise en pratique car elle aurait pu eviter 
peut-etre les douloureux evenements qui ont eu 
lieu en Palestine depuis. 

La resolution de partage de la Palestine adoptee 
le 29 novembre 1947 [181 (II)J ne fut pas Ie 
resultat d'un examen approfondi, ainsi que le 
prouvent d'une part le fait que cette resolution 
n'a pu empecher le declenchement de Ia guerre 
civile et, d'autre part, les conclusions du rapport 
impartial du Mediateur lui-meme (A/648). 
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The delegation of El Salvador, noting that the 
Bernadotte report had not been accepted either by 
Jews or Arabs, had been constrained to adopt an 
attitude of reserve, although it was in no way indif
ferent to the solution which might be found for 
Palestine in view of the great importance of that 
question for the maintenance of world peace. It 
would give its support to any just solution likely 
to be accepted by Jews and Arabs, and would 
continue to approve the internationalization of the 
Holy Places :Jerusalem, Nazareth and Bethlehem. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) pointed .out 
that neither Arabs nor Jews were satisfied with 
Count Bernadotte's conclusions. Mr. Shertok had 
presented suggestions which would completely 
transform those conclusions and the Arab speakers 
gave proof of an unalterable opposition to it, by 
principle. However, the opposition of the parties 
concerned did not discourage his delegation which, 
from its experience in Palestinian affairs, saw in the 
unfavourable reaction of the two opposing parties 
the proof that the Mediator's report was impartial. 

He pointed out that it had been suggested that 
the General Assembly should ignore the Mediator's 
report and cut short the discussion by adopting a 
resolution inviting the two parties to enter into 
direct negotiation. It seemed obvious, after 
hearing the statements of the Arab and Jewish 
representatives, that such a suggestion showed a 
lazy optimism which did not take account of 
years of experience and that, without the good 
offices of a mediator or a commission of 
conciliation, the opposing parties would be inca
pable of direct negotiation. It was true that 
Mr. Shertok had espoused that suggestion but he 
knew better than anyone that a final settlement of 
the situation in Palestine could only be accom
plished either by force of arms, which would be 
the very negation of the aims of the United 
Nations or by the authority of the United Nations. 
To invite the parties to deal directly with each 
other would mean that the settlement of the 
question would be imposed by the stronger on the 
weaker. Such a decision would mean the aban
donment of the efforts made for an equitable 
solution capable of bringing political stability to 
the Middle East. 

He recalled that the essential weakness of the 
resolution of 29 November 1947 (resolution 181 
(II)] lay in the fact that its execution depended 
on the agreement and the co-operation of the 
two peoples. The economic union proposed 
could not become a reality without that co-oper
ation. As to the frontiers of the two States, they 
had been established on the assumption that that 
economic union would be realized. On the other 
hand, one of the merits of the Mediator's proposals 
lay in the fact that their application did not 
require the same degree of co-operation between 
the parties, although that co-operation was desir
able. They could be put into execution on the 
sole condition that the United Nations obtained 
the passive consent of the parties concerned. It 
was true that access to Jerusalem and to the Port 
of Haifa called for a pledge of mutual protection 
of interests by the two parties ; but that pledge 

La delegation du Salvador constatant que le 
rapport Bernadotte n'est accepte ni par les Juifs, 
ni par les Arabes, est obligee d'adopter une atti
tude de reserve, quoiqu'elle ne soit nullement 
indifferente a la solution qui interviendra en 
Palestine, vu !'importance considerable de cette 
question pour le maintien de la paix mondiale. 
Elle apportera son concours a toute solution 
juste qui pourrait etre acceptee par les Juifs et 
les Arabes, et continuera a approuver l'interna
tionalisation des Lieux saints : Jerusalem, 
Nazareth et Bethleem. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer 
que ni Jes Arabes, ni les Juifs ne sont satisfaits 
des conclusions du comte Bernadotte. M. Shertok 
a presente des suggestions qui transformeraient 
entierement ces conclusions et les orateurs arabes 
font preuve d'une opposition de principe irreduc
tible. Cependant, I' opposition des parties inte
ressees ne decourage pas la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni qui, d'apres son experience des 
affaires palestiniennes, voit dans Ia reaction 
defavorable des deux parties adverses la preuve 
que le rapport du Mediateur est impartial. 

L'orateur signale qu'il a ete suggere que 
l'Assemblee generale, faisant fi du rapport du 
Mediateur, coupe court aux debats en adoptant 
une resolution invitant les deux parties a entrer 
en negociation directe. II semble evident, apres 
avoir entendu les declarations des representants 
arabes et juifs, qu'une telle suggestion est 
empreinte d'un optimisme paresseux, qui ne 
tient pas compte des annees d'experience et que, 
sans les bons offices d'un mediateur ou d'une 
commission de conciliation, les parties en cause 
seront incapables de negocier directement. n 
est yrai que M. Shertok a fait sienne cette sugges
tion, mais il sait mieux que quiconque qu'un 
reglement definitif de la situation en Palestine 
ne peut etre realise que par la. force des armes, 
- ce qui serait la negation meme des buts des 
Nations Unies- ou par l'autorite des Nations 
Unies. Inviter les parties a traiter directement 
entre ellcs signifierait que le reglement de Ia 
question serait impose par le plus fort au plus 
faible. Une decision dans ce sens signifierait 
!'abandon des efforts tentes en vue d'une solution 
equitable ct capable d'amencr Ia stabilite poli
tique dans le Moyen Orient. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni rappelle 
que la faiblcsse essentiellc de la resolution 
181 (II) du 29 novembre 1947 residait dans 
le fait que son execution dependait de !'accord 
et de la cooperation des deux peuples. L'union 
economique proposee ne pouvait devenir une 
n~alite sans cette cooperation. Quant aux 
frontieres des deux Etats, on Ies avait etablies 
en se basant sur la supposition que cette union 
economique serait realisee. Par contre, l'un des 
merites des propositions du MCdiateur reside 
dans le fait que leur application n'exige pas le 
meme dcgre de cooperation entre les parties, 
bien que cettc cooperation soit souhaitable. 
Elles peuvent etre mises a execution a la seule 
condition que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
obtienne le consentement passif des parties inte
ressees. II est vrai que l'acces de Jerusalem et 
l'acces du port de Halfa requierent un engagement 
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could quite well be supervised by a third party 
representing the United Nations. 

The starting point of Count Bernadette's 
proposals was that the frontiers envisaged by the 
General Asserr.bly resolution as a practical 
framework for a settlement of the question had 
been eliminated by the impossibility of estab
lishing an economic union between the parties 
concerned. The plan the Mediator had submitted 
to the Assembly and the suggestions he had made 
to Jews and Arabs in June last showed that he 
had come to the conclusion that, in the absence 
of co-operation between the parties, Palestine 
should be divided into two separate areas, 
dependent ;upon each other as little as possible 
both from the economic and territorial point of 
view. It would not have been advisable, for 
instance, for the Arab area in Galilee to be 
dependent upon a single road for its communi
cations with the main Arab area, or for a Jewish 
territory in the South to be similarly connected 
with the central and northern parts of the Jewish 
State. The main feature of the Bernadotte plan, 
therefore, was an exchange of the southern part 
of Palestine previously awarded to the Jews for 
the part of Galilee previously awarded to the 
Arabs by the resolution 181 (II). The United 
Kingdom delegation thought that the exchange of 
territories proposed by the Mediator provided the 
only practical means of meeting the objection 
raised during the 1947 session of the General 
Assembly against the partition plan proposed at 
that time. 

He remarked that Mr. Shertok's objections to 
that exchange of territory rested upon the need 
for exchanging territories of a comparable area. 
The Jewish representative believed that the 
proposed exchange of territory was not an imple
mentation but rather a rejection of resolution 
181 (II) and he based that assumption upon the 
fact that the exchange would reduce by about two
thirds the area allocated to the Jewish State. 
What he had omitted to say was that Galilee was 
one of the most fertile parts of Palestine while the 
greater part of the Negeb was a desert. Even the 
northern part of the Negeb, where much work had 
been done by the Jews, had less economic value 
than the part of Galilee awarded to the Jews. 
The map circulated by the United Kingdom dele
gation showed the frontiers suggested by the 
Mediator for the two States and gave information 
on the degree of fertility of various areas in Pales
tine. It showed conclusively that the Jews would 
not be making a bad bargain by accepting the 
present offer. 

True enough there existed possibilities of future 
irrigation in the Negeb. It seemed, however, 
according to the latest irrigation plans known to 
the United Kingdom Government, that only the 
northwestern part of the Negeb could be irrigated 
and that nine-tenths of the region could not. 
There was also a plan for a further irrigation of the 
Negeb through the laying on of water from Syria 
and the Lebanon by means of an aqueduct. 
Even without going into the question of the 
practicability of such a plan and its economic 
results, it was clear that the Governments of the 
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de protection mutuclle des inten~ts des deux 
parties, mais ces engagements peuvent parfai
tement etre surveilles par une tierce partie repre
sentant !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Les propositions du comte Bernadotte ont, 
comme point de depart, le fait que l'impossibilite 
d'etablir une union cconomique entre lcs parties 
a elimine les frontieres envisagces par la reso
lution de l'Assemblee generale comme base 
pratique de reglement de la question. Le plan 
que le Mediateur a presente a l'Assemblee et les 
suggestions qu'il fit aux Juifs et aux Arabes en 
juin dernier demontraient qu'il etait arrive ala 
conclusion suivant laquelle, vu !'absence de 
cooperation entre les parties, Ia Palestine devait 
etre partagee en deux zones distinctes dependant 
aussi peu que possible l'une de l'autre, taut au 
point de vue economique qu'au point de vue 
territorial. Il n'etait pas souhaitable, par exemple, 
que Ia zone arabe de Galilee ne soit rattachee 
que par une seule route a Ia zone arabe principale, 
ni qu'un territoire juif dans le sud soit relie de 
la meme fa<;on aux parties centrale et septen
trionale de l'Etat juif. C'est pourquoi la caracte
ristique essentielle du plan Bernadette consiste 
dans l'echange du territoire de la Palestine du 
Sud, alloue precedemment aux Juifs, contre une 
partie de la Galilee, attribuee aux Arabes par la 
resolution 181 (II). La delegation du Royaume
Uni estime que cet echange de territoires propose 
par le Mediateur constitue la seule fa<;on pratique 
de tenir compte des objections qui avaient ete 
soulevees en 1947, lors de l'Assemblee generale, 
contre le plan de partage tel qu'il etait alors. 

L'orateur constate que les objections de 
M. Shertok contre cet echange territorial reposent 
sur le principe de la necessite d'echanger des 
territoires de superficie semblable. Le representant 
juif est d'avis que l'echange de territoires propose 
constitue non pas une mise en application, mais 
un rejet de la resolution 181 (II) et il en trouve 
pour preuve le fait que cet echange reduirait 
d'a peu pres deux tiers le territoire alloue a l'Etat 
juif. Ce qu'il omet d'indiquer cependant, c'est 
que la Galilee est l'une des parties les plus fertiles 
de la Palestine, alors que la plus grande part du 
Negeb est un desert. Meme la partie nord du 
Negeb, ou de grands travaux ont ete effectues 
par les Juifs, a moins de valeur economique que 
la partie de la Galilee attribuee aux Juifs. La 
carte distribuee par la delegation britannique, 
indiquant les frontieres des deux Etats d'apres 
les propositions du Mediateur, donne une indi
cation du degre de fertilite des terres de la 
Palestine. Elle permet de constater que les Juifs 
ne feraient pas une mauvaise operation en accep
tant l'offre qui leur est faite. 

Sans doute y a-t-il des possibilites d'irrigation 
dans le Negeb dans l'avenir, toutefois, d'apres 
les derniers plans d'irrigation connus du Gouver
nement du Royaume-Uni, il semble que seule 
la region nord-ouest du Negeb pourrait etre 
irriguee et que Ies neuf dixiemes de Ia region ne 
pourraient etre fertilises. Il y a bien aussi un 
plan d'irrigation qui permettrait une mise en 
valeur plus grande du Negeb, en amenant par 
aqueduc de l'eau de Syrie et du Liban. I1 e~t 
clair que, sans meme tenir compte de la possi
bilite pratique de mettre ce projet a execution 



countries concerned could not be expected in 
present circumstances to allow the plan to be 
carried out. The United Kingdom delegation 
believed, therefore, that it would not be disadvan
tageous for the Jews to acquire western and central 
Galilee in exchange for the Negeb. 

Moreover the representative of the Jewish 
State had not said that he merely wished to stand 
by the partition plan proposed by the General 
Assembly in 1947. He had stated that the J ews 
had since conquered by force of arms certain 
territories awarded to the Arabs and that they 
were, therefore, entitled to both the territories 
allocated to them by the Assembly in 1947 and 
to those they had conquered since then. It was 
understandable that Mr. Shertok should advance 
such arguments but it would be very surprising 
if the First Committee were to consider them 
either just or reasonable. 

Referring to the two successive General 
Assembly decisions concerning Palestine, namely 
the November 1947 resolution 181 (II) on partition 
and the May 1948 resolution 186 (S-2) on the 
appointment of a Mediator, he felt he could define 
their cumulative efiect in the following way 
without giving rise to any controversy :(1) events 
had confirmed the principle of the partition of 
Palestine established in 1947 ; (2) the Assembly 
had tried to arrive at a settlement that would 
be equitable both to Jews and Arabs ; (3) it had 
become clear even before the termination of the 
Mandate that resolution 181 (II) would not assure 
that the Assembly's desires were carried out ; 
(4) Count Bernadotte had had to take into consid
eration resolution 181 (II) which had not been 
cancelled by resolution 186 (S-2). 

The United Kingdom delegation was satisfied 
that the Mediator's conclusions translated into 
practical terms the wishes expressed by the 
General Assembly a year before. The First 
Committee should also take into consideration 
the establishment by the Security Council of a 
truce which had now lasted, with a few interrup
tions, for five and a half months. The latest 
resolution of the Security Council on that subject 
(S /1080) related to the transformation of the 
truce into an armistice. Thus, the Security 
Council was engaged in maintaining conditions in 
Palestine which were very difierent from those with 
which the United Nations had had to deal after 
the tennination of the British Mandate. It was 
evident that the chances of success of the Assem
bly and of the Security Council were dependent 
one upon the other and that if the Security Council 
succeeded in imposing its decisions in Palestine, 
the chances of acceptance for the General As
sembly recommendations would be increased. 
In the absence of any stabilization of the situation 
as a result of the political decisions taken by the 
Assembly, the Security Council would not be 
able to maintain an ill-defined and precarious 
status quo in Palestine indefmitely without 
encountering increasing difficulties. 

The United Kingdom representative then 
stated that his Government saw no reason to 
dissent from the two closely related conclusions 

et de ses resultats economiques, Jes circonstances 
presentes ne permettent pas d'esperer que Ies 
Gouvernements de ces pays autoriseraient la 
mise a execution de ces plans. C'est pourquoi 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni estime que }'acqui
sition par les Juifs de la Galilee de !'Ouest et du 
Centre en echange du Negeb, ne serait pas 
desavantageuse pour eux. 

D'ailleurs, poursuit l'orateur, le representant 
de l'Etat juif n'a pas declare qu'il voulait simple
ment s'en tenir a la proposition de partage 
fonnulee par l'Assemblee generale en 1947. II 
a indique que, depuis cette epoque, les Juifs 
avaient conquis par les armes certains territoires 
alloues aux Arabes et qu'en consequence les Juifs 
out droit a la fois aux territoires prevus par 
l'Assemblee en 1947 et a ceux qu'ils ont conquis 
depuis lors. II est comprehensible que M. Shertok 
avance de pareils arguments, mais il serait 
etonnant que Ia Premiere Commission les consi
dere comme justes et raisonnables. 

Se referant aux deux decisions successives 
qu'a prises l'Assemblee generale en ce qui concernc 
la Palestine, a savoir Ia resolution 181 (II) de 
novembre 1947 sur le partage et Ia resolution 
186 (S-2) de mai 1948 ayant trait ala nomination 
d'un mediateur, M. McNeil estime que, d'apres 
lui, on peut en resumer comme suit les efTets 
cumulatifs sans risquer de susciter une contra
verse: 1) les evenements ont confirme le principe 
du partage de la Palestine etabli en 1947 ; 
2) l'Assemblee s'est efforcee de trouver une solu
tion equitable a Ia fois pour les Juifs et pour lt:s 
Arabes ; 3) il devint evident, meme avant la fin 
du Mandat, que la resolution 181 (II) ne suffirait 
pas pour assurer !'application des desirs de 
l'Assemblee; 4) le comte Bernadotte n'a pas pu 
s'empecher de tenir compte de Ia resolution 
181 (II) qui n'avait pas etc renversee par la 
resolution 186 (S-2). 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni estime que 
les conclusions du Mediateur traduisent en termes 
pratiques les vceux ex primes par l' Assemblee il y 
a un an. La Premiere Commission doit tenir 
compte egalement du fait de la treve imposee 
par le Conseil de securite qui, avec quelques 
interruptions, dure depuis cinq mois et demi. La 
derniere resolution du Conseil de securite a cc 
sujet (S/1080) a trait a la transformation de la 
treve en un armistice. Ainsi, le Conseil de securite 
s'occupe maintenant de maintenir en Palestine 
des conditions fort differentes de celles auxquelles 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies a eu a faire face 
a !'expiration du Mandat britannique. II est 
evident que les chances de succes de l' Assemblee 
et du Conseil de securite dependent les unes des 
autres et que, si le Conseil parvient a imposer 
ses decisions en Palestine, les chances de voir 
accepter les recommandations de l'Assemblee 
generale seront accrues. D'autre part, en !'absence 
de stabilisation de la situation par suite de deci
sions politiques prises par l'Assemblee, le Conseil 
de securite ne pourrait maintenir indefiniment 
en Palestine un statu quo precaire et imprecis, 
sans rencontrer des difficultes croissantes. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni declare 
ensuite que sa delegation s'associe pleinement a 
deux conclusions formulees par Ie comte 
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reached by Count Bernadotte : (1) that rapid 
decisions would have to be taken by the General 
Assembly if a peaceful settlement was to be 
achieved, and that those decisions would doubt
less not be forcibly resisted by either side, if 
they were firmly approved and strongly backed ; 
(2) that the success of the action taken would 
largely depend on the firmness with which the 
Security Council stood by its resolution (S/902) 
of 15 July last requiring that military action 
should not be employed by either party. 

Mr. McNeil added that the Mediator's con
clusions were not, as sometimes stated, simply 
suggestions which might form a useful basis for 
further consideration of the Palestine problem; 
in the opinion of the United Kingdom Govern
ment, they were, on the contrary, the final 
result of a long process, starting with his Govern
ment's request, early in 1947, that the Assembly 
should make recommendations concerning the 
future Government of Palestine. The United 
Kingdom delegation considered that there was 
logical continuity in that process and in the 
Assembly's successive decisions. Hence, the 
logical step for the General Assembly to take now 
was to endorse the Mediator's conclusions. The 
British delegation would move a draft resolution 
embodying that conviction, and would reserve 
the right to intervene again on points of detail 
when the draft resolution was examined. In 
short, the Government of the United Kingdom 
supported unreservedly the proposals of Count 
Bernadotte, and requested the First Committee 
and the General Assembly to support them. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI ·(Syria) declared that the 
statement just made by the United Kingdom 
representative was in contradiction with the 
previous statements of that delegation. Indeed, 
how was it that the draft resolution just referred 
to by Mr. McNeil had not been submitted to the 
General Assembly or to the parties concerned 
when the Mandate was in force, at which time 
the Mandatory Power itself was in a position to 
carry out its wishes and plans and would have 
met with no opposition from the parties concerned? 

It had been the duty of the Mandatory Po,ver 
to set up government departments to assume 
authority after termination of the Mandate, but 
that had not been done. When it had submitted 
the question to the General Assembly, the 
United Kingdom had repeatedly stated that it 
would not agree to any solution which did not 
have the mutual consent of both parties and that 
it would not help to apply any such solution. 
Today, the United Kingdom had changed its 
policy and had declared the Mediator's report 
to be acceptable, although it was rejected by 
both parties. That was all the more regrettable 
because the United Kingdom was responsible 
for everything. It had created the whole problem 
through the Balfour Declaration and later devel
opments, as Mr. El-Khouri himself had stated on 
previous occasions. It might well be wondered 
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Bernadotte et liees intimement l'une a !'autre, a 
savoir : 1) qu'il est necessaire que l'Assemblee 
generale prenne de toute urgence des decisions 
permettant d'aboutir a un reglement pacifique 
de la question, decisions qui ne feront sans doute 
pas I' objet d'une opposition par la force de la part 
des parties interessees, si ces decisions sont 
fermement approuvees et fortement appuyees ; 
2) que le succes de !'action qui sera entreprise 
dependra, pour une large part, de la fermete avec 
laquelle le Conseil de securite veillera a !'appli
cation de sa resolution (S /902) du 15 juillet dernier 
par laquelle il a interdit aux deux parties de 
recourir a l'emploi de la force. 

M. McNeil ajoute que les conclusions du 
Mediateur ne sont pas, comme certains l' ont 
indique, de simples suggestions qui pourraient 
former la base d'un examen ulterieur du probleme 
palestinien mais sont, au contraire, de l'avis 
du Gouvernement britannique, le resultat final 
d'une longue serie d'evenements qui ant commence 
en 1947, lorsque le Gouvernement du Royaume
Uni a demande a l'Assemblee de faire des recom
mandations au sujet du Gouvernement futur de 
la Palestine. La delegation du Royaume-Uni 
estime qu'il y a une suite logique entre ces eve
nements, de meme qu'entre les decisions succes
sives de l'Assemblee generale. Des lors, la mesure 
qui s'impose actuellement est !'adoption par 
l'Assemblec generale des conclusions presentees 
par le Mediateur. La delegation britannique 
presentera un projet de resolution permettant 
de donner effet a ces conclusions et se reserve 
le droit d'intervenir a nouveau sur des points de 
detail lorsque ce projet sera examine. En resume, 
le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni appuie sans 
restriction les propositions du comte Bernadotte 
et demande a la Premiere Commission et a 
l'Assemblee generale de les appuyer. 

M. EL-KHoum (Syric) estime que la declaration 
qui vient d'etre faite par le representant du 
Royaume-Uni est en contradiction avec !'attitude 
precedemment adoptee par cette delegation. 
Comment se fait-il en effet que le projet de reso
lution dont M. McNeil vient d'annoncer le 
prochain depot n'ait pas etc soumis a l'Assemblee 
generale ou aux parties du temps du Mandat, 
lorsque la Puissance mandataire etait a meme 
de proceder elle-meme a !'execution de ses desirs 
et de ses plans, auxquels n'aurait pu s'opposer 
aucune des parties interessees ? 

La Puissance mandataire avait le devoir de 
constituer des organes gouvernementaux destines 
a assumer le pouvoir a !'expiration du Mandat. 
Mais rien n'a ete fait dans ce sens. Par Ia suite, 
lorsque le probleme est venu devant l'Assemblee 
generale, le Royaume-Uni a dit et repete qu'il 
ne donnerait jamais son accord a nne solution 
queUe qu'elle soit, a laquelle les parties nc consen
tiraient pas l'une et !'autre, et qu'il ne contri
buerait pas a !'execution d'unc scmblable solu
tion. Aujourd'hui, le Royaume-Uni change de 
politique et declare le rapport du Mediateur 
acceptable, bien que l'une et !'autre partie le 
rejettent. Cela est d'autant plus regrettable 
qu'en realite c'est le Royaume-Uni qui est respon
sable de tout : c'est lui qui a cree le probleme de 
toutes pieces par la Declaration Balfour et le~ 
devcloppemcnts ulterieurs, comme M. El-Khoun 



whether the United Kingdom delegation had not 
some ulterior motive. 

The Syrian delegation was bound to agree with 
Mr. McNeil on one point : there was no denying 
that the alterations made by the Mediator in the 
partition plan of November 1947 would be to 
the disadvantage of the Arabs, to whom desert 
regions were to be allotted, whereas the Jews 
were to receive fertile land populated by Arabs. 
On the other hand, Mr. McNeil had not men
tioned that certain Christian Holy Places, such as 
Nazareth, Lake Tiberias and many monasteries 
and convents, were to come under the control 
of the Jews. 

Moreover, how was it that the United Kingdom, 
which had at first opposed partition, now accepted 
the Mediator's report and acted as champion 
of the Jewish cause ? It was true that it had 
been alleged that overlapping of territories would 
be straightened out and communications improved, 
but those were very secondary considerations. 
\Vhat mattered was that a solution approving 
a real aggression, a Jewish conquest, would not 
only be contrary to all the traditions of the United 
Kingdom, which had always stood for justice 
and fair play and had defended the weaker party, 
but it also would constitute a violation of human 
rights and of the right of peoples to self-determin
ation. What, indeed, was the use of trying 
to define ill-established rules if the clearest 
principles were violated by the great Powers 
themselves, sponsors of the San Francisco Confe
rence and of the Charter ? 

The meeting rose at 12 noon. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FOURTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
on Thursday, 18 November 1948 at 3 p.m. 

Chairm(ln : Mr. A. CosTA n'u RELs (Bolivia). 

73. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

Emir Faisal AL-SAun (Saudi Arabia) expressed 
regret that the late Count Bernadotte was not 
present to hear the criticisms of his report and to 
explain the points which were not understandable. 
His task would have been easy if he could have 
based his verdict on right and justice but he had 
not been a judge or an arbitrator and it was 
therefore not astonishing that he had failed to 
solve in a few weeks a problem which the United 
Kingdom had been unable to solve in thirty years. 
His proposals were an attempt to strike a compro
mise between the aggressor and the party which 

lui-meme a eu !'occasion de le rappeler au cours 
de ses precedentes interventions. Il est done 
permis de se demander si la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni n'a pas certaines ·arriere-pensees. 

ll y a, il est vrai, un point sur lequella delegation 
de la Syrie ne peut que souscrire aux obser
vations presentees par M. McNeil : il est inde
niable que les modifications apportees par le plan 
du Mediateur au plan de partage de novembre 
1947 seraient au desavantage des Arabes, qui 
recevraient des regions desertiques. Quant aux 
Juifs, ils se verraient attribuer des terres fertiles, 
et d'ailleurs habitees par des Arabes. Par contre, 
M. McNeil n'a rien dit du fait que des Lieux saint~ 
de la religion chretienne, tels que Nazareth, le 
lac de Tiberiade, de nombreux monasteres et 
couvents, seraient attribues aux Juifs. 

D'une maniere generale, comment se fait-il 
que le Royaume-Uni qui, a l'origine, s'opposait 
a la solution du partage, accepte maintenant le 
rapport du Mediateur, comme si cette delegation 
embrassait maintenant la cause juive? Il est vrai 
que l'on a allegue le fait que le chevauchement 
des deux territoires serait attenue et les commu
nications facilitees. Mais ce sont la des conside
rations bien secondaires. Ce qui est capital, 
c'est qu'une solution sanctionnant une veritable 
invasion, une conquete juive, ne serait pas 
seulement contraire a toutes les traditions du 
Royaume-Uni, qui est toujours intervenu en faveur 
de la justice et de l'equilibre, c'est-a-dire en 
faveur des plus faibles ; nne telle sanction de 
l'agression juive constituerait une violation des 
droits de l'homme et du droit des peuples a 
disposer d'eux-memes. Ce serait done la negation 
de !'idee meme d'une commission de codification 
du droit international : a quoi bon, en effet, 
chercher a preciser des regles encore mal etablies 
si les principes les plus clairs sont violes, et cela 
par les grandes Puissances, initiatrices de la Confe
rence de San-Francisco et garantes de la Charte? 

La seance est levee a 12 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-QUATRIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 18 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

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

L'emir FEv<;AL AL-SAoun (Arabie saoudite) 
regrette que feu Ie comte Bernadotte ne soit 
pas la pour entendre la critique de son rapport 
et en expliquer certains points difficiles .a 
comprendre. Sa tache eut ete aisee s'il avart 
pu prononcer un verdict en se fondant sur I~ 
droit et la justice ; mais il n'etait ni juge m 
arbitre ; comment s'etonner done qu'il n'ait 
pas reussi a resoudre en quelques semaines un 
probleme que le Royaume-Uni n'a pu resoudre 
en trente ans ? II a seulement tente de trouver 
une solution de compromis entre un agresseur 
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was acting within its rights and could not be 
realized unless the latter agreed. Despite pres
sure from the United Kingdom and the United 
States, the Arab States would never agree to 
give up any of their territory for it was the pro
perty of future generations. 

It had been stated that partition was an accom
plished fact and that the Jewish representative 
had even expected to be thanked for having 
accepted partition. But the Arab States maintained 
the same attitude towards Count Bernadotte's 
proposals as they had towards the first Partition 
Plan [resolution 181 (II)] since they were in 
essence the same, and did not consider that the 
United Nations General Assembly had the right 
to dispose of the problem in his manner. In 
view of the fact that nations both large and small 
had ignored and protested against the recommen
dations of the United Nations, how could they 
expect the Arab States to agree to give up the 
land which belonged to them by right to an 
alien people ? The fact that a number of great 
Powers were supporting a fallacious solution did 
not change the determination of the Arabs who 
still had faith in human conscience. 

He expressed surprise that the United Kingdom 
had reversed its earlier opposition to any solution 
which was not accepted by both parties. Only 
yesterday the United Kingdom had been almost 
ready for war over its claims to slightly populated 
territory in Honduras and the Antarctic. The 
great Powers were to be admired for their resis
tance to Hitler ; the position of the Arab States 
was in no way different for they believed that the 
Jewish State would be a danger to them all. 

Count Bernadotte's report had not dealt with 
the numerous atrocities committed by the Jews 
and therefore had failed to present all the facts. 
It was amazing that some people were trying 
to persuade the Arab States that Count Berna
dotte's proposals were in their interests and he 
wondered what the attitude of other countries 
would be if they were asked to give up part of 
their land in order to create an independent State 
for a minority group. 

What had the United Nations done about the 
assassination of Count Bernadotte ? If the 
Arabs had been responsible the world would have 
accused them of barbarism. How could the 
Arabs be expected to respect the resolutions of 
the United Nations when the Jews had never 
respected the Security Council's cease-fire order 
and had used it as a screen for the importation of 
arms from Central Europe ? The fact that Czecho
slovakia was supplying arms to the .Jews was 
no secret. Was it by such methods that peace 
would be established in Palestine ? Why was 
the United States silent now when earlier it had 
been ready to apply sanctions to the Arabs ? If 
the United Nations desired peace, they must 
oppose partition. That was the position of the 

et une partie qui avait le bon droit pour elie ; 
ses propositions ne peuvent etre mises a execution 
sans le consentement de cette derniere partie. 
Malgre la pression du Royaume-Uni et des 
Etats-Unis, les Etats arabes n'accepteront 
jamais d'abandonner une parcelle de leur terri
toire, car ce territoire appartient aux generations 
futures. 

On a affirme que le partage de la Palestine 
etait un fait accompli et que le representant 
d'lsrael allait jusqu'a croire qu'on devait lui 
savoir gre d'avoir accepte le partage. :\Iais les 
.Etats arabes maintiennent, a l'egard des propo
sitions du comte Bernadotte, !'attitude qui fut 
la leur a I'egard du premier plan de partage 
[resolution 181 (II)], ces deux plans etant les 
memes en substance ; les Etats arabes ne pensent 
pas que l'Assemblee generale de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies ait le droit de regler ainsi 
ce probleme. Etant donne que toutes les nations, 
grandes et petites, ont oppose !'indifference 
ou le refus aux recommandations de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, comment peuvent-elles 
attendre des Etats arabes qu'ils consentent a 
abandonner a des etrangers le sol qui leur 
appartient de droit ? Ce n'est pas parce que 
certaines grandes Puissances preconisent une 
mauvaise solution que les Arabes en sont moins 
fermes dans leur decision, car ils ont encore foi 
en la conscience humaine. 

Le representant de !'Arabie saoudite s'etonne 
que le Royaume-Uni ait renonce a s'opposer a 
toute solution que les deux parties n'acceptent 
pas. Hier encore, le Royaume-Uni etait presque 
pret a ]a guerre pour soutenir ses titres sur des 
territoires de faible population dans le Honduras 
et I' Antarctique. II faut admirer la resistance 
que les grandes Puissances ont opposee a Hitler, 
mais la position des Etats arabes est exactement 
la meme que Ia leur : ils sont convaincus du 
danger que l'Etat juif representerait pour eux tous. 

Le rapport du comte Bernadotte est incomplet, 
car il ne relate pas les nombreuses atrocites que 
les Juifs ont commis. II est stupefiant de constater 
que certaines personnes s'efforcent de convaincre 
les Etats arabes qu'il est de leur interet d'accepter 
les propositions du comte Bernadotte; le repre
sentant de !'Arabie saoudite se demande ce que 
repondraient les autres pays si on venait leur 
demander d'abandonner une partie de leur 
territoire pour constituer un Etat independant 
au profit d'une minorite. 

Qu'a done fait !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies a la suite de l'assassinat du comte 
Bernadotte ? Si les Arabes en avaient ete respon
sables, le monde entier les aurait accuses de 
barbaric. Comment vent-on que les Arabes 
respectent les resolutions de I' Assemblee generale, 
alors que les .Juifs n'ont jamais respecte l'ordre 
de cesser le feu du Conseil de securite, et qu'ati 
contraire ils en ont tire parti pour masquer 
leurs importations d'armes en provenance de 
l'Europe centrale ? Nul n'ignore que la Tcheco
slovaquie fournit des armes aux Juifs. Est-ce 
par de telles methodes que I' on etablira la paix 
en Palestine ? Pourquoi les Etats-Unis gardent-ils 
maintenant le silence, apres avoir ete prets a 
appliquer des sanctions aux Arabes ? Si !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies · desire vraiment 
la paix, elle doit s'opposer au partage de Ja 
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Arab States and it would not be altered regard
less of any attempt to use force. 

. The CHAIRMAN again called for further speakers 
m the general discussion and pointed out that the 
First Committee was delaying the work of the 
whole Assembly. In reply to a remark by the 
United Kingdom representative, he stated that 
the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.l /394) 
would be distributed during the course of the 
afternoon. Since there were no more speakers, 
the meeting was adjourned until the followincr 

• b 
mormng. 

The meeting rose at 3.50 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Clzaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday, 20 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. S. SARPER (Turkey). 

74. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) stated that the question of 
the partition of Palestine had been raised in 
contradiction to the principles of the Charter 
and was based on unjust considerations. No 
international conference had ever been asked to 
sanction looting and terrorism and to legalize 
aggression, as was now being done. 

In reviewing the history of this question, one 
discovered numerous contradictions. In 1914, 
implementing their earlier plans regarding the 
Ottoman Empire, the United Kingdom and 
France had concluded the Sykes-Picot Agreement 
on the division of Iraq and Syria into zones of 
influence ; however, during the war, the French 
Government announced the annulment of this 
Agreement because of the objections of Russia. 
In 1916, the United Kingdom had concluded a 
treaty with Emir Hussein recognizing the inde
pendence of the Arabs, but after the war Lord 
Balfour repudiated this treaty and based his 
declaration concerning the Jewish national home 
on the Sykes-Picot Agreement which had been 
previously annulled by the French. 

The second contradiction occurred in 1919 when 
Palestine was assigned to the United Kingdom 
.as a Mandate, despite the earlier proclamation 
by the British that they would respect the rights 
of the people in Palestine and the findings of 
a United States plebiscite commission that 
85 per cent of the people in Palestine desired full 
independence. 

A third contradiction arose from the fact that 
the Treaty of Versailles safeguarded for each of 
the mandated territories the right to choose its 
own Mandatory Power. This right had not been 
respected. 
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Palestine. Telle est la position des .Etats arabes ; 
on aura beau essayer de les contraindre par la 
force, cette position ne changera pas. 

Le PRESIDENT demande de nouveau aux 
representants de se faire inscrire s'ils desirent 
prendre la parole dans la discussion gem\rale. 
II fait observer que la Premiere Commission 
retarde les travaux de l'Assemblee tout entiere. 
A la suite d'une observation du representant 
du Royaume-Uni, il annonce que le projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni (AJC.lf394{Rev.1) 
sera distribue dans l'apres-midi. Aucun orateur 
ne s'etant fait inscrire, il fixe la date de la 
prochaine seance au lendemain matin. 

La seance est levee a 15 h. 50. 

DEUX-CENT-CINQU IEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 20 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President: M. S. SARPER (Turquie). 

74. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire duMediateur des Nations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) declare que, en soulevant 
la question du partage de Ia Palestine, on s'est 
mis en contradiction avec les principes de la 
Charte, et que d'ailleurs les termes de ce probleme 
reposent sur des considerations injustifiees. On 
n'a jamais demande a nne conference interna
tionale de sanctionner le pillage et le terrorisme 
et de legaliser l'agression, comme on le fait a 
present. 

L'historique de cette question offre de 
nombreuses contradictions ; en 1914, le Royaume
Uni et la France, en execution de leurs plans 
anterieurs concernant !'empire ottoman, ont 
conclu !'Accord Sykes-Picot sur la division de 
l'Irak ct de la Syrie en zones d'influence, mais, 
au cours de la guerre, le Gouvernement fran<;.ais 
a fait savoir que cet Accord etait denonce, en 
raison des objections presentees par la Russie. 
En 1916, le Royaume-Uni a conclu un traite 
avec l'emir Hussein, reconnaissant l'independance 
des Arabes, mais, apres la guerre, lord Balfour 
a renie ce traite et a fonde sa declaration 
concernant le foyer national juif sur !'Accord 
Sykes-Picot, qui pourtant avait deja ete denonce 
par les Fran<;ais. 

La deuxieme contradiction se produisit en 1919, 
lorsque le Mandat sur la Palestine fut confie 
au Royaume-Uni, malgre la declaration faite 
auparavant par les Britanniques par laquelle 
ils s'engageaient a respecter les droits du peuple 
de Palestine et Ies conclusions d'une commission 
de plebiscite americaine, selon lesquelles 85 
pour 100 de la population palestinienne desirait 
l'independance complete. 

La troisieme contradiction ressort du fait 
que le Traite de Versailles avait reconnu aux 
divers territoires sous mandat le droit de choisir 
la Puissance qui serait chargee d'exercer ce 
mandat. Ce droit n'a pas ete respecte. 



Fourthly, the Mandatory Power was supposed 
to prepare the people under Mandate for inde
pendence, and did not have the right to use 
mandated territory for strategic reasons or to 
divide it into separate States. 

Fifthly, the text of the Mandate made it clear 
that local government was to be established, yet 
no such government was established in Palestine 
and contrary to the French action in Syria and 
Lebanon, Palestine was administered under the 
British Colonial Office. 

Sixthly, in 1936, the United Kingdom realized 
that Jewish immigration into Palestine was 
causing a dangerous situation, and decided to 
restrict it, but soon after, this decision became a 
dead letter. 

Seventhly, in 1939 the United Kingdom Govern
ment had decided that Palestine should become 
independent and issued a White Paper containing 
a plan which was adopted by Parliament, but 
to the amazement of all, it subsequently abandoned 
this plan. 

Eighthly, at the beginning of the Second World 
\Var, new promises had been given that there 
would be no partition of Palestine and President 
Roosevelt had recognized the Arab assistance in 
the war by asking the Senate not to reopen the 
question for strategic reasons, but after the war 
these promises and this assistance were forgotten. 

Ninthly, when the United Kingdom had eva
cuated its troops from certain parts of Palestine 
and left those areas in a state of anarchy, the 
Arab troops had advanced to the borders of 
Palestine but the United Kingdom had threa
tened to resist them by force if they crossed the 
frontiers into these evacuated areas. 

Tenthly, the United Kingdom, having changed 
its initial plan for asking only advice, had sub
mitted this question to the General Assembly 
stating that it wished to be relieved of the 
Mandate, and to have this responsibility trans
ferred to the United Nations. Nevertheless, one 
month later, during the discussion of the South 
African Mandate, the representative of the United 
Kingdom had stated that United Nations had no 
right to touch any mandate conferred by the 
League of Nations. 

Mr. Arslan said he would not continue his enu
meration of these innumerable contradictions but 
wished to remind the Committee of the contra
dictory policy followed by President Truman. 
He said that the meanderings of his Palestine 
policy were incompatible with law and justice 
and were based upon considerations of a political 
spoils system. He put a number of questions 
to the Committee elucidating this general argu
ment. He did not think the reality of the situa
tion would be hidden despite all the efforts to 
do so, and asked why the United Nations was 
being asked to accept the responsibility for the 
future of Palestine when it had been confronted 

Quatriemement, la Puissance mandataire devait 
preparer le peuple du Territoire sous mandat 
a l'independance, et elle n'avait pas le droit 
d'utiliser ce territoire a des fins strategiques, 
ou de le diviser en Etats distincts. 

Cinquiemement, le texte du mandat etablissait 
nettement qu'un gouvernement local devait 
etre cree. Cependant, un tel gouvernement n'a 
pas ete cree en Palestine et, contrairement 
a la ligne de conduite adoptee par la France 
en Syrie et au Liban, la Palestine a ete administree 
par le Ministere britannique des colonies. 

Sixiemement, le Royaume-Uni, ayant constate 
que !'emigration juive en Palestine creait une 
situation dangereuse, decida en 1936 de lui 
imposer des restrictions, mais peu apres cette 
decision devint lettre morte. 

Septiemement, en 1939, le Gouvernement du 
Royaume-Uni decida d'accorder l'independance 
a la Palestine et publia un plan a cet ef'fet, 
consigne dans un Livre blanc, plan qui fut 
approuve par le Parlement. Pourtant, a l'eton
nement general, ce meme Gouvernement renonc;a 
par la suite audit plan. 

Huitiemement, au debut de la derniere guerre 
mondiale, on a reitere les promesses qu'il n'y 
aurait pas de partage de la Palestine, et le 
President Roosevelt, en reconnaissance de !'assis
tance arabe pendant la guerre, a demande au 
Senat d'eviter, pour des raisons strategiques, 
de revenir sur cette question. Cependant, apres 
la guerre, ces promesses et cette assistance 
ont ete oubliees. 

Neuviemement, le Royaume-Uni ayant retire 
ses troupes de certaines regions de la Palestine, 
en les plongeant ainsi dans un etat d'anarchie, 
Ies troupes arabes se porterent aux frontieres 
de ce pays. C'est alors que le Royaume-Uni 
menac;a de leur resister par la force, si elles 
tentaient de passer les frontieres et de penetrer 
dans les regions evacuees. 

Dixiemement, le Royaume-Uni, qui tout d'abord 
voulait seulement demander conseil a !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, a par la suite modifie 
sa decision et soumis la question a l'Assemblee 
generale, en declarant qu'il entendait renoncer 
au Mandat et qu'il desirait le voir transferer 
a !'Organisation des Nations Unies. Neanmoins, 
un mois plus tard, au cours des debats sur le 
Mandat qu'exerce l'Union Sud-Africaine, le 
representant du Royaume-Uni declara que !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies n'avait pas le droit 
de disposer des mandats institues par la Societe 
des Nations. 

M. Arslan declare qu'il ne poursuivra pas 
!'enumeration des innombrables contradictions 
qu'on peut relever dans ce domaine, mais qu'il 
se contentera de rappeler a la Commission les 
contradictions qui sont imputables au President 
Truman. En effet, les zigzags de sa politique 
palestinienne sont incompatibles avec le droit 
et la justice et ne s'inspirent que du systeme 
de I'« assiette au beurre ». Le representant de la 
Syrie illustre cette these par de nombreux 
exemples. Malgre tous les efforts que l'on deploie, 
il ne croit pas que l'on puisse dissimuler la 
situation reelle, et ii demande pourquoi on 
propose a !'Organisation des Nations Unies 



with a number of unacceptable and unjust plans. 

The Arab States would not accept one or the 
other of the plans before the Committee because 
the choice was between two injustices. He asked 
whether North America, or Latin America would 
allow the establishment of a hostile Jewish inde
pendent State in British Honduras, or whether 
the United Kingdom would have permitted 
Germany to establish itself on the Channel, at 
the entrance to the North Sea. There were 
countless links between Palestine and the Arab 
countries and it would be impossible for the Arabs 
to lose interest in the future of Palestine. 

\Vhen the first truce was ordered by the Secu
rity Council, the Arabs had already reached the 
threshold of Tel Aviv and only the truce which 
the Jews obtained by strong pressure saved the 
city. Were the conditions of the truce complied 
with by the Jews when they obtained armaments 
and men from eastern Europe and an air-lift 
was established between Prague and Tel Aviv 
despite the presence of Security Council observers? 
He quoted the Paris newspaper Le Monde of 
8 November, giving the details of this air-lift 
and the unsatisfactory reply of Czechoslovakia 
to a note from the United States Government. 
He said that the Jews had only asked for a truce 
in order to arm themselves and prevent the Arabs 
from doing likewise. 

After the adoption of the partition plan 
[resolution 181 (II)], Dr. Chaim Weizmann, the 
Zionist leader, had told the Press that this was 
the second stage, the Balfour Declaration having 
been the first. He did not say it was the last 
stage. What value could be attached to the 
statements of the Jewish representatives that 
they wished to live in Palestine in peace ? The 
Jews knew, for instance, that the port of Akaba 
on the Red Sea, which they claimed was necessary 
for the export of Dead Sea potash would be 
boycotted by the whole Middle East. It must 
be obvious that it was not for trade considerations 
that they wished to possess this base of such stra
t egic importance. There must be a country in 
the East which supported those demands. Public 
opinion in the Middle East had not been lulled to 
sleep as it had been in the West and it would put 
an end to all such covetousness. ' lt was essential 
that the United Nations should set up a moral 
barrage against the influence of such material 
interests and that it should not be used as a tool 
for illegal ambitions likely to involve the world 
in a new world war. 

Mr. JEssuP (United States of America) made a 
preliminary statement, reserving his right to 
speak again at a later stage. He said that the 
United States wished to maintain its historic 
fri endship with the Governments and peoples 
of the Middle East and see them reconcile their 
differences either by direct discussions or with 

d'assumer des responsabilites touchant l'avenir 
de Ia Palestine, alors que les plans qui lui sont 
SOumis a cet effet sent inacceptables et injustes. 

Ni l'un ni I' autre des projets dont la Commission 
est saisie ne sera accepte par les Etats arabes, 
car le choix se limite a deux solutions egalement 
injustes. Serait-il concevable que I' Amerique 
du Nord, ou !'Amerique latine, autorise l'eta
blissement d'un Etat juif indcpendant et hostile 
au Honduras britannique, par exemple, ou que 
le Royaume-Uni permette a l'Allemagne de 
s'installer sur Ia Manche, au debouche de la 
Mer du Nord ? Des liens innombrables existent 
entre Ia Palestine et les pays arabes, et les Arabes 
ne se desinteresseront jamais du sort de Ja 
Palestine. 

Au moment ou Ia premiere treve a ete imposee 
par le Conseil de securite, les Arabes etaient 
parvenus aux abords de Tel-Aviv, et seule Ia 
treve imposee aux Arabes par le Conseil de 
securite a sauve cette ville. Les Juifs respectaient
ils les conditions de Ia treve lorsqu'ils recevaient 
des armes et des hommes d'Europe orientale et 
qu'ils etablissaient un pont aerien entre Prague 
et Tel-Aviv, malgre Ia presence des observateurs 
du Conseil de securite ? M. Arslan cite un extrait 
du journal Le Jvlonde en date du 8 novembre, 
qui decrit en det ail le fonctionnement de ce 
pont aerien, et rend compte de la reponse peu 
satisfaisante que la Tchecoslovaquie a donnee 
a une note du Gouvernement des Etats-Unis. 
Les Juifs, ajoute M. Arslan, n'ont demande la 
treve que pour pouvoir s'armer, tout en 
empechant les Arabes d'en faire autant. 

Apres !'adoption du plan de partage [resolution 
181 (II)l M. Chaim Weizmann, le chef des 
sionistes, a declare a la presse qu'il s'agissait 
d'une deuxieme etape, la Declaration Balfour 
ayant ete Ia premiere. II n'a pas dit que cette 
etape etait la derniere. Quelle valeur peut-on 
attacher aux assurances des representants j uifs 
·lorsqu'ils declarent qu'ils desirent vivre en paix 
en Palestine ? Pour ne citer qu'un exemple, 
lcs Juifs n'ignorent pas que le port d'Akaha sur 
Ia mer Rouge, dont ils pretendent avoir besoin 
pour !'exportation des potasses de la mer Morte, 
serait boycotte par tousles pays du Moyen Orient. 
II est done evident que ce n'est pas pour des 
raisons d'ordre economique qu'ils desirent 
s'assurer la possession de cette base, d'une si 
grande importance strategique. 11 est un pays 
de l'Est qui certainement encourage ces reven
dications. L'opinion publique dans le Moyen 
Orient ne s'est pas assoupie, comme c'cst le cas 
de !'opinion publique en Occident, et elle saura 
mettre fin a toutes ces convoitises. II importe 
que !'Organisation des Nations Unies etablisse 
une barriere morale contre !'influence de certains 
interets materiels et qu'elle ne se fasse pas 
!'instrument d'ambitions illegitimes, tendant a 
entrainer l'humanite vers une nouvelle guerre 
mondiale. 

M. JEssuP (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) fait une 
declaration preliminaire en se reservant Ie droit 
d'intervenir a nouveau au cours des debats. 
II dit que Ies Etats-Unis desirent maintenir 
les relations traditionnelles d'amitie qu'ils entre
tiennent avec les Gouvernements et les peuples 
du Moyen Orient et qu'ils dcsirent les voir 
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some help from the United Nations. The three 
basic objectives underlying the efforts of both the 
General Assembly and the Security Council had 
been the establishment and maintenance of 
peace in that area ; the early attainment of a 
constructive political settlement which would 
itself contribute to stability and to economic 
wellbeing throughout the Middle East ; and 
reconciliation between the Arab and Jewish com
munities. 

The first notable action had been Assembly 
resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947, based 
upon the majority report of its Special Committee, 
and the United States Government had supported 
that recommendation as a fair and reasonable 
settlement. When it became apparent that 
it would not in fact meet the situation arising 
upon the t ermination of the Mandate, the United 
States had supported the General Assembly's 
appointment of a United Nations Mediator to 
use his good offices to promote a peaceful adjust
ment of the future situation of Palestine, and his 
report was now before the Committee. 

In the meantime, the Security Council had made 
strenuous efforts to bring about a truce and to 
prevent the outbreak of violence and had called 
upon both Arabs and Jews first to cease fire for 
a period of four weeks, and subsequently, to 
cease fire indefinitely. Among other things, the 
Security Council decided, in its resolution of 
19 August (S/981), that no party was entitled to 
gain military or political advantage through 
violation of the truce. In its subsequent reso
lution of 16 November (S/1080), the Council 
called upon the parties to negotiate either directly, 
or through the Acting Mediator, with a view to 
the immediate establishment of an armistice. 
The effort of the Security Council to maintain 
a truce had been exerted with persistence and 
with impartiality and the Council took no account 
of the temporary or local military advantages 
which one side or the other might have enjoyed. 
Some fighting had taken place, but there had not 
been large scale war in Palestine and the Council's 
efforts, assisted by the parties, had opened the 
way for a further constructive effort by the 
Assembly toward a lasting settlement. 

Mr. Jessup paid tribute to Count Bernadotte 
as a peacemaker, acting always in the tradition 
of duty with courage, patience and perseverance. 
He also expressed appreciation of his successor, 
the Acting Mediator, and suggested that aU 
representatives might profitably refresh their 
memories of the closing sections of his statement 
on 15 October (161 th meeting), which the United 
States delegation believed reflected the spirit in 
which Count Bernadotte had rendered his report 
and made valuable suggestions about how it 
could be used to further a final settlement. 
Dr. Bunche had pointed out the threat to peace 
which would arise from a resumption of hostilities 
in Palestine and had insisted upon the need for an 

concilier leurs difTerends, soit au moven de 
negociations directes, soit par l'interill:ediairc 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. L'Assemblee 
generale et le Conseil de sccurite se sont efTorces 
d'atteindre trois objectifs fondamentaux, a sa voir: 
1) la restauration et le maintien de la paix dans 
cette region ; 2) un reglement aussi rapide et 
satisfaisant que possible du probleme politique, 
reglement qui puisse contribuer a la stabilite ct 
au bien-etre economiquc du Moyen Orient, et 3) la 
reconciliation des communautes arabe et juive. 

La resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 19.(7 
a ete Ia premiere mesure importante que 
l'Assemblee generale ait prise dans ce domaine ; 
cUe se fondait sur le rapport adopte par Ia 
majorite de la Commission speciale et le Gouver
nement des Etats-Unis a soutenu cette resolution, 
en estimant qu'elle offrait une solution equitable 
et raisonnable. Lorsqu'il est apparu que la 
resolution ne n~pondait pas a Ia situation qui 
s'etait creee au moment de !'expiration du 
Mandat, les Etats-Unis ont appuye Ia decision de 
l' Assemblee generale de nom mer un l\Iediateur 
des Nations Unies, charge de faciliter un reglement 
pacifique du statut futur de Ia Palestine. C'est 
le rapport de ce Mediateur que Ia Commission 
etudie en ce moment. 

Entre temps, le Conseil de securite a fait un 
grand effort en vue d'etablir une treve et 
d'empecher le recours a Ia violence ; il a fait 
appel aux Arabes et aux Juifs, en leur demandant 
tout d'abord de cesser le feu pour une periode 
de quatre semaines et leur a ordonne ensuite 
de cesser le feu pour une periode indeterminee. 
Par sa resolution du 19 aout (S/981), le Conseil 
de securite a decide, entres autres, qu'aucune 
des deux parties n'aurait le droit de se procurer 
des avantages militaires ou politiques en violant 
la treve. Par une resolution ulterieure en date 
du 16 novembre (S/1080), le Conseil a demande aux 
parties d'entreprendre des negociations, soit direc
tement, soit par l'entremise du Mediateur par 
interim, a fin de conclure immediatement un armis
tice. Le Conseil de securite s'est applique,· avec 
persistancc ct impartialite, a maintenir la treve 
sans tenir compte des avantages temporaires 
ou locaux que l'une on !'autre partie avait pu 
acquerir sur le terrain militaire. II y a eu, certes, 
des combats en Palestine, mais il ne s'est pas 
produit d'operations militaircs de grande 
envergure. Les efforts du Conseil, seconde par 
les parties interessees, ont fraye Ia voie a 
l'Assemblee generale : celle-ci peut desormais 
s'attaquer a la tache qui consiste a rendre 
possible un reglement durable. 

M. Jessup rend hommagc au Comte Bernadotte 
qui, dans son role pacificateur, a toujours agi 
scion son devoir, avec courage, patience ct 
perseverance. II exprime egalement l'estime qu'il 
a pour son successeur, le 1\lediateur par interim, 
et dit que tousles representants auraient a vantage 
a relire la derniere partie de sa declaration du 
15 octobre (161e seance). La delegation des Etats
Unis pense, en cffet, qu'elle s'inspire du meme 
esprit que le rapport du comte Bernadette, et 
qu'on y trouvera des idees excellentes sur la 
fa<;on dont on pourrait utiliser ce rapport pour 
faciliter un reglement final. M. Bunche a fait 
ressortir que toute reprise des hostilites en 
Palestine representerait une grave menace a Ia 
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assurance that neither party would again resort 
to force. Dr. Bunche had also called attention 
to the need for the General Assembly to take a 
stand on certain fundamental political issues 
with respect to Palestine, but the United States 
delegation believed there was great wisdom in his 
observation that it would not appear essential 
that a detailed plan be devised for this purpose. 
Dr. Buncl1e had pointed out that any such 
detailed scheme might well be undesirable, and 
that assuming that the parties did not again 
resort to force, there might be great merit in a 
somewhat general treatment of the subject which 
would leave to the parties the burden of peaceful 
adjustment, while making clear the position of 
the United Nations on major issues. 

The United States delegation supported the 
general principles contained in the seven basic 
premises of the Mediator's report. It had no 
doubt that all representatives accepted the first 
premise that peace must return to Palestine. The 
second basic premise was that a Jewish State 
called Israel existed in Palestine and there were 
no sound reasons for assuming that it would not 
continue to do so. The United States had given 
prompt and full recognition to the State of 
Israel and was confident that its remarkable 
progress would continue. The United States 
looked forward to the admission of the State of 
Israel to the United Nations and hoped that the 
Security Council would be able in the near future 
to recommend it as a state duly qualified for 
membership. 

The third basic premise was that the boundaries 
of the new State must finally be fixed either by 
formal agreement between the parties concerned 
or failing that, by the United Nations. While 
it wished to discuss this point at a later stage, 
the general view of the United States delegation 
was that the Assembly must continue to seek 
further agreement between the parties rather 
than attempt, at this time, to draw specific 
boundary lines, and that the proposed conciliation 
commission should undertake further efforts 
to bring about a settlement of boundary questions. 
However, the United States approved the claims 
of the State of Israel to the boundaries set forth 
in the 29 November resolution and considered 
that modifications thereof should be made only 
if fully acceptable to the State of Israel. Reduc
tions in such territory should be agreed upon 
by Israel and if Israel desired additions, it would 
have to offer an appropriate exchange through 
negotiations. 

The fourth basic premise stressed the principle 
of geographical homogeneity an~ integ:ati?n, 
applicable equally to Arab and Jew1sh terntones. 
It was clear that none of the Governments concerned 
was now satisfied with the boundaries of the 

paix, et il a insiste sur la necessite de s'assurer 
qu'aucune des deux parties n'aurait plus recours 
a la force. M. Bunche a declare egalement que 
l'Assemblee generale devrait prendre position 
sur certaines questions politiques fondamentales 
relatives a Ia Palestine, mais la delegation des 
Etats-Unis reconnait egalement la sagesse de 
la remarque qu'il a faite, a savoir qu'il n'est 
pas necessaire pour cela d'etablir un plan detaille. 
M. Bunche a fait ressortir qu'un plan detaille 
pourrait meme constituer une gene et qu'en 
supposant que les parties n'auront plus recours 
a la force, il pent y avoir avantage a traiter le 
sujet d'une maniere un peu plus generale ; on 
laisserait ainsi aux parties le soin de preparcr 
un reglement pacifique, et !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies se bornerait alors a definir claire
·ment son attitude quant aux questions principales. 

La delegation des Etats-Unies soutient les 
principes generaux qui correspondent aux sept 
postulats enonces dans le rapport du Mediateur. 
Tons les representants accepteront sans aucun 
doute le premier postulat, a savoir que la paix 
doit etre retablie en Palestine. Le second postulat 
affirme qu'un Etat juif, appele Israel, existe 
en Palestine et qu'il n'y a aucune raison valable 
de supposer qu'il ne continuera pas a exister. 
Les :Etats-Unis d'Amerique ont reconnu l'Etat 
d'Israel immediatement et sans reserves, et ils 
sont convaincus que le remarquable developpement 
de cet Etat se poursuivra dans l'avenir. Les 
Etats-Unis esperent que l'Etat d'lsrael sera 
admis dans !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
et que le Conseil de securite sera bientot en 
mesure de soutenir sa candidature, puisqu'il 
s'agit d'un Etat qui remplit toutes les conditions 
requises pour devenir Membre de !'Organisation. 

Conformement au troisieme postulat,_ il faut 
que les frontieres du nouvel Etat soient fixees 
a titre definitif, grace a un accord en bonne 
et due forme conclu entre les parties interessees 
ou, a defaut, par decision de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. Tout en desirant reporter a plus 
tard la discussion de cette question, la delegation 
des :Etats-Unis estime, d'une maniere generale, 
que l'Assemblee devrait continuer a rechercher 
les moyens qui permettraient aux parties de 
conclure un accord, plutOt que d'entreprendre 
des maintenant une delimitation des frontieres ; 
en outre, la delegation des Etats-Unis estime que 
la commission de conciliation dont on recommande 
la creation devrait deployer de nouveaux efforts 
pour faciliter un accord reglant la question des 
frontieres. Quoiqu'il en soit, les Etats-Unis 
approuvent les revendications de l'Etat d'Israel, 
qui reclame les frontieres definies dans ~a 
resolution du 29 novembre ; les Etats-Ums 
considerent qu'on ne pourrait les modifier qu'au 
cas oil ces modifications seraient entierement 
approuvees par l'Etat d'Israel. Toute reduction 
de territoire ne devrait etre faite qu'avec !'appro
bation d'lsrael ; si, par contre, Israel desire 
des rectifications en sa faveur, il lui faudra 
offrir, par voie de negociations, des compensations 
adequates. . . 

Le quatrieme postulat formule le pnnc1pe 
de l'homogeneite et de l'integrite geographiques 
qui s'applique egalement aux territoires juif et 
arabe. II est clair qu'en ce moment aucun des 
Gouvernements interesses n'est satisfait des 
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original partition plan and the United States 
believed that the Mediator's report provided a 
basis for renewed efforts to bring about a peaceful 
adjustment of differences. Again, his delegation 
would wish to return later to a more detailed 
consideration of this part of the problem, but 
believed that an equitable and workable boundary 
adjustment could be made. 

The fifth basic premise of the Mediator's 
report dealt with the repatriation of refugees. 
The United States Government believed that 
those who wished should be; returned to their 
homes and that adequate compensation should 
be arranged for the property of those who chose 
not to return. 

The sixth basic premise was that the City of 
Jerusalem, because of its religious and interna
tional significance, and the complexity of interests 
involved, should be accorded special treatment. 
The United States delegation accepted this premise 
and would wish to discuss some of the detailed 
problems later. The final basic premise dealt 
with international responsibility regarding guar
antees with respect to boundaries and the main
tenance of human rights and would require careful 
consideration since it was obvious that the essen
tial guarantees which were involved must be 
those provided, if possible, by the United Nations 
itself. 

Mr. Jessup said that he did not wish to make a 
detailed review of the specific conclusions in the 
Mediator's report but thought that he had 
indicated the general approach of the United 
States delegation. The United States was in 
general agreement with those conclusions but it 
desired to call attention to certain principles 
concerning boundaries. The Israeli represen
tative had indicated that a workable arrangement 
for free access through the port of Haifa and the 
airport of Lydda might be found. The Mediator's 
views with respect to the disposition of Arab 
Palestine, arrangements for the City of Jeru
salem, rights of access to Jerusalem, the treat
ment of the Arab refugee problem, the rights 
of minorities and the establishment of a concilia
tion commission were, in his view, solid contri
butions to a settlement. 

His delegation believed that the United King
dom draft resolution (AfC.l/394) contained many 
positive and constructive elements and although 
it was unable to accept it in all its particulars, it 
would continue to consider it carefully and might 
wish to submit amendments at a later date. In 
the meantime he thought it might well be consid
ered the basis of the Committee's deliberations. 
His delegation would try to present more specific 
suggestions without delay and, in the meanwhile, 
would welcome the views of other delegations. 

frontieres etablies par le plan de partage primitif, 
et les Etats-Unis estiment que le rapport du 
Mediateur fournit une base a partir de laquelle 
on pourrait s'efforcer d'obtenir un reglement 
pacifique des differends. La delegation des 
Etats-Unis desire revenir plus tard sur cette 
question, et cela d'une fa<;on plus detaillee, 
mais elle croit pouvoir dire des maintenant 
qu'il n'est pas impossible d'operer des recti
fications de frontieres qui soient pratiques et 
equitables. 

Le cinquieme postulat que formule le rapport 
du Mediateur concerne le rapatriement des 
refugies ; le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis estime 
que les personnes qui le desirent devraient etre 
autorisees a reintegrer leurs foyers et qu'il 
conviendrait d'assurer, pour la perte de leurs 
biens, des dedommagements suffisants a celles qui 
decideraient de ne pas regagner le leur. 

Le sixieme postulat stipule que la Ville de 
Jerusalem devrait beneficier d'un traitement 
particulier en raison de son importance religieuse 
et internationale et de la complexite des interets 
en cause. La delegation des Etats-Unis accepte 
ce postulat et sera disposee a discuter certains 
problemes de detail ulterieurement. Le dernier 
postulat traite de la responsabilite internationale 
en ce qui concerne la garantie des frontieres et 
le respect des droits de I'homme ; ce postulat 
necessite un examen minutieux, car il est evident 
que les garanties essentielles dont il est question 
doivent etre assurees, si possible, par !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies elle-meme. 

M. Jessup declare qu'il n'a pas !'intention de 
faire un examen detaille des conclusions concretes 
contenues dans le rapport du Mediateur, mais 
il pense avoir indique comment la delegation 
des Etats-Unis envisage le probleme palestinien 
en general. Dans !'ensemble, la delegation des 
Etats-Unis accepte ces conclusions, mais, en ce qui 
concerne les frontieres, elle desire attirer !'atten
tion de la Commission sur certains principes. La 
delegation des Etats-Unis a pris note d'une 
declaration du representant d'Israel, dont il 
ressort qu'il ne serait pas impossible de parvenir 
a un accord prevoyant la liberte d'acces par le 
port de Haifa et par !'aerodrome de Lydda. 
M. Jessup estime que les vues exprimees par 
le Mediateur au sujet du statut de la Palestine 
arabe, des dispositions relatives a la ville de 
Jerusalem, du droit d'acces a Jerusalem, du 
reglement du probleme des refugies arabes, des 
droits des minorites et de la creation d'une 
commission de conciliation peuvent contribuer 
tres utilement au rkglement de la question 
pal estinienne. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis pense que le 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni (A/C 
1/394/Rev.l) contient de nombreux elements 
positifs et constructifs et, bien qu'elle ne soit pas 
en mesure de !'accepter dans tous ses details, 
elle continuera d'examiner ce projet avec soin 
et sera probablement amenee, ulterieurement, 
a presenter des amendements. En attendant, 
M. Jessup estime que ce projet pourrait servir 
de document de base pour les deliberations de 
la Commission. Sa delegation s'efforcera de 
presenter, sans retard, des propositions plus preci
ses et, en attendant, ellc ecoutcra avec interet les 
autres delegations exposer leurs points de vue. 
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Mr. ~ouw (Union of South Africa) said that 
the Unwn Government had watched with dismay 
the deterioration in the Palestine situation and 
regretted that no solution had been found to 
prevent it. In view of the strategic position of 
the 1Iiddle East as a land passage between Europe 
and Asia and the continent of Africa, the Union 
of South Africa was concerned about a situation 
which might lead to a serious conflict in the Middle 
East and might later develop into another world 
war. 

He associated himself with the tribute paid by 
the United States representative to the memory 
of Count Bernadotte, who had been appointed 
Mediator after the partition plan had not proved 
to be entirely acceptable to the parties. However, 
it appeared that his suggestions contained in the 
progress report were, in the main, unacceptable to 
both parties, and trying to force them on both, 
or either of the parties, could only lead to further 
strife. The only alternative seemed to be to 
induce the parties to negotiate in an effort to 
reconcile if not all, at least most of their claims; 
and if a conciliation commission should be estab
lished, he hoped its efforts would be directed 
to that end. It was quite futile to think that the 
United Nations, by taking a vote in the Assembly, 
could force a solution on either or both of the 
parties. 

Mr. Louw then quoted from a recent statement 
by the Prime Minister of the Union of South 
Africa, which set forth the attitude of his Govern
ment on the question of Palestine. It was noted 
that the policy of the Union Government was 
one of strict neutrality. It had given de facio 
recognition to the State of Israel by reason of 
an existing factual situation but, despite requests 
from Jewish organizations, could not envisage 
de jure recognition before the Palestinian problem 
had been definitely settled. It would be most 
regrettable if this policy were to be construed 
in any way as implying support of the Jews or 
hostility to the Arabs in Palestine, or vice versa. 
The Union Government regretted the misery 
resulting from the present hostilities and was 
anxious to see a peace settlement which would 
restore relations of friendship and goodwill between 
Arabs and Jews. It hoped that both belligerents 
would be prepared to co-operate toward this end. 

Mr. Louw added that he did not believe peace 
could be secured by trying to enforce a solution 
unacceptable to both or either of the parties, 
but would support a genuine attempt at concil
iation. 

Mr. Lw CHIEH (China) said that he would 
confine himself for the present to discussing the 
possibility of finding a practical solution to the 
situation as it existed. He would not enter 
into the question of the historical claims or legal 
riahts of the parties, which had been debated at 
Ie~gth during the previous sessions of the General 
Assembly. From the beginning the Chin~se 
delegation had held the view that any real solutwn 

M. Louw (Union Sud-Africaine) declare que 
le Gouvernement de l'Union a vu avec conster
nation la situation s'aggraver en Palestine et 
qu'il regrette qu'aucune solution n'ait pu etre 
trouvee pour empecher cette aggravation. Etant 
donne la position strategique du Moyen Orient, 
qui constitue un pont entre !'Europe, l'Asie et 
le continent africain, !'Union Sud-Africainc 
s'inquiete d'une situation qui pourrait conduire 
a un conflit serieux dans cette region, ou meme 
se developper en fin de compte en unc nouvelle 
guerre mondiale 

M. Louw s'associe a l'hommage rendu par le 
representant des Etats-Unis au comte Bernadotte, 
qui avait ete nomme Mediateur lorsqu'il s'etait 
avere que les parties n'acceptaient pas comph~
tement le plan de partage. II apparait, cependant 
que les deux parties se refusent, d'une maniere 
generale, a accepter les propositions contenues 
dans le rapport interimaire ; essayer d'imposer 
ces propositions aux deux parties, ou a l'une 
d'entre elles, ne ferait qu'aggraver le conflit. 
La seule autre solution 1possible semble etre 
de persuader lcs parties a negocier, afm d'aboutir 
a une entente, sinon sur toutes leurs revendi
cations, du moins sur la plupart d'entre elles. Si 
l'on cree une commission de conciliation, 
M. Louw esperc qu'elle agira dans ce sens. Il 
est parfaitcment vain de croire que !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies peut, par un vote de 
I' Assemblee gencrale, imposer une solution a1,1x 
deux parties en presence, ou a l'une d'entre elles. 

lVI. Louw cite ensuite une declaration faite 
recemment par le Premier Ministre de !'Union 
Sud-Africaine, qui indique !'attitude de son 
Gouvernement en ce qui concerne la question 
palestinienne. II y est dit que Ia politiquc du 
Gouvernement de !'Union est une politique de 
stricte neutralite. Celui-ci a reconnu de facto 
l'Etat d'Israel, etant donne qu'il existe en fait 
mais il ne peut, malgrc les demandes des organi
sations juives, le reconnaltre de jure, tant que le 
probleme palestinien n'est pas definitivement 
regie. II serait tout a fait regrettable que cette 
politique puisse etre interpretce comme impliquant, 
d'une fa<;on quelconque, unc aide aux Juifs ou 
de l'hostilite a l'egard des Arabes en Palestine, 
ou vice versa. Le Gouvernement de !'Union 
deplore les souffrances qui resultent des hostilites 
actuelles et desire ardemrnent qu'un reglement 
pacifique permette la reprise des relations d'amitie 
et de bonne volonte entre les Arabes et les Juifs. 
II espere que les deux belligerants seront disposes 
a collaborer a cette fin. 

M. Louw ajoute que, selon lui, il n'est pas 
possible de retablir la paix en imposant une 
solution inacceptable pour les deux parties, ou 
pour l'une d'entre elles ; mais il declare qu'il 
donnera son appui a tout essai sincere de conci
liation. 

lVL Lm CHIEH (Chine) prefere pour !'instant se 
horner a la recherche des solutions pratiques que 
l'on peut apporter a la situation telle qu'elle 
s'est creee, sans examiner la question des droits 
historiques ou juridiques des parties, question 
qui a ete longuement discutee au cours des 
sessions precedentes de l' Asscmblee generate. 
Des le debut, la delegation de la Chine a etc d'avis 
qu'il fallait fonder sur le consentement des parties 
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of the Palestine question must be based upon the 
consent of the parties concerned. It was for that 
reason and because it did not think that the 
partition plan could be implemented peacefully 
that China had abstained from voting on reso
lution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947. 

Mr. Liu Chieh considered that the time had 
come for a new attempt at reaching a conciliatury 
settlement. The present situation, in his view, 
was not favourable to a solution along the lines 
of a federal union or an economic union. It was 
clear that the unwillingness of the p:;~rties to 
co-operate in any way ruled out the possibility 
of a solution along the lines of a federal plan 
and also made it impossible to implement the 
Assembly's partition plan, which was based upon 
the rer lization of economic union. 

In present circumstances, the Chinese dele
gation felt that the general conclusions contained 
in the Mediator's report were both objective and 
equitable and should be accepted as a basis for a 
settlement. Any other decision would render 
futile the pacificatory efforts of the United Nations 
during the past year and would make the prospects 
of an enduring settlement even more remote. 
Mr. Liu Chieh paid tribute to the work of the late 
Mediator, who, with unfailing effort and the 
utmost impartiality, had done all that was 
possible to promote a peaceful adjustment of the 
Palestine situation. It was a disappointment to 
many delegations that both the Arab and Jewish 
representatives had categorically refused to accept 
the Mediator's conclusions even as a basis for 
discussion. Mr. Liu Chieh thought the most 
significant and constructive conclusion in the 
Mediator's report was the recognition of the 
impracticability of any political or economic 
union in Palestine at the present time, and this 
in turn provided the only reasonable approach 
to a practical situation. 

However, while the Chinese delegation stressed 
the importance of a practical approach to the 
problem, it did not by any means subscribe to the 
thesis that a fait accompli should inevitably 
constitute a valid argument in the formulation 
of an international settlement. If any settlement 
was to be of an enduring character, it must be 
based on the principle of justice and equity and 
not on the acceptance of a factual situation, 
especially when that situation had been brought 
about by force. Mr. Liu Chieh said that he was 
not unaware of the historical rights of the Jewish 
population in Palestine. He believed that the 
Mediator's report had taken into consideration the 
claims, rights and interests of both Arab and 
Jewish populations. 

Turning to the specific conclusions of the report, 
Mr. Liu Chich said that he was not ready at the 
present time to discuss the recommendations 
relating to the assignment of the Negeb and 
Western Galilee to the Arabs and J ews respec
tively. While such a proposal would certainly 
increase the geographical homogeneity of the two 
areas, there were a number of conflicting claims 
which should receive the most careful consider
ation. If the Assembly accepted the report as 
the basis for a final solution, he considered that the 

interessees toute solution veritable du probleme 
palestinien. C'est pour cette raison, et parce 
qu'elle ne pensait pas que l'on puisse parvenir 
a appliquer d'une maniere pacifique le plan de 
partage, que la delegation de la Chine s'est 
abstenue, lors du vote de la resolution 181 (II) 
du 29 novembre 1947. 

M. Liu Chich estime que le temps est venu 
de tenter a nouveau d'obtenir un reglement 
fonde sur la conciliation. A son avis, la situation 
actuelle n'est pas favorable a !'adoption d'une 
solution fondee sur !'idee d'union federate ou 
d'union economique. Il est evident que les 
deux parties ne veulent pas collaborer de quelque 
maniere que ce soit et qu'ainsi toute solution 
basee sur un plan de federation se trouve exlue ; 
de meme, le plan de partage, etabli par I' Assemblee 
et fonde sur !'union economique, est impossible 
a realiser. 

Dans les conditions actuelles, les conclusions 
generales du rapport du Mediateur semblent 
impartiales et equitables a la delegation de la 
Chine, et elle est d'avis de les accepter comme 
base de reglement. Toute autre decision rendrait 
steriles tousles efforts de pacification que !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies pourra tenter au cours 
de l'annee qui vient; les perspectives de reglement 
durable deviendraient plus incertaines encore. 
M. Liu Chich rend hommage a l'eeuvre du Mediateur 
disparu qui, par ses efforts soutenus et son 
impartialite parfaite, a fait tout ce qui etait 
possible pour parvenir a un reglement pacifique 
du probleme palestinien. Beaucoup de delegations 
sont desappointees de voir aussi bien les Arabes 
que les Juifs refuser les conclusions du Mectiateur, 
ne serait-ce que comme base de discussion. 
M. Liu Chich estime que la conclusion Ia plus 
importante et Ia plus utile du rapport du Mediateur 
consiste a reconnaltre qu'il est impossible d'envi
sager a l'heure actuelle une union politique ou 
economique en Palestine. M. Liu Chieh estime 
que c'est la seule maniere raisonnable d'aborder 
le cOte pratique de la situation. 

Tout en soulignant qu'il importe d'aborder 
le probleme avec realisme, Ia delegation de la 
Chine tient a souligner qu'elle n'accepte nullement 
la these du fait accompli, et n'admet pas que 
celui-ci doive necessairement influer sur les 
termes d'un reglement international. Un reglement 
durable doit se baser sur le principe de la justice 
et de l'equite, et non sur !'acceptation d'une situa
tion de fait, surtout lorsque cette derniere a etc 
imposee par la force. M. Liu Chieh n'ignore pas 
les droits historiques du peuple juif sur Ia 
Palestine. Il estime que le Rapport du 1\Iediateur 
tient compte des revendications, des droits et des 
interets a la fois des Arabes et des Juifs. 

A propos des conclusions particulieres du 
rapport, M. Liu Chieh n'est pas pret a discuter 
actuellement les recommandations relatives a 
I' attribution du Negeb aux Arabes et de la Galilee 
occidentale aux Juifs. Tout en admettant que 
!'acceptation de cette proposition aurait pour 
effet d'accroltre l'homogeneite geographique des 
deux zones, il estime qu'on doit examiner a fond 
un certain nombre de revendications contra
dictoires qui concernent ces regions. Si l' Assemblee 
adopte le rapport comme base ,de la solution 
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entire question of territorial delimitation might 
be entrusted to the proposed conciliation com
mission, which would endeavour to secure agree
ment between the Arabs and the Jews. 

Mr. Liu Chieh considered that the First Com
mittee should adopt the recommendation that 
the City of Jerusalem be placed under United 
Nations control as the only possible means of 
ensuring the city's safety in !the present circum
stances. 

As to the question of Arab refugees, he endorsed 
the Mediator's conclusion that no settlement would 
be just or complete if r ecognition were not accor
ded to the rights of the Arab refugees to return 
to their homes. He also thought that those 
who did not wish to return should receive compen
sation for the properties which they had lost. 
The United Nations should assist in the repa
triation and resettlement of the Arab refugees 
and it was incumbent upon both the Arab and 
Jewish authorities to co-operate in carrying out 
that humanitarian task. 

1VIr. Liu Chieh considered that the issue of 
.Jewish immigration could hardly remain a matter 
of concern exclusively to the J ews. It was an 
issue which should be det ermined not only in the 
light of the capacity of the Jewish State to absorb 
new immigrants, but also in the light of the fears 
and anxieties which J ewish immigration might 
create in the Arab world. In order to promote 
friendly and peaceful relations between Arabs 
and Jews, it was desirable that arrangements 
governing Jewish immigration should be included 
in the general settlement. 

The Chinese representative supported the 
Mediator's recommendation that a conciliation 
commission should be established but considered 
that, in addition to the tasks proposed in the 
Mediator's report, the commission should be 
authorized to supervise the armistice which the 
Security Council was trying to bring about in 
Palestine. It should also be given wider discre
tionary powers in conducting the negotiations 
in respect of territorial adjustments than were 
provided in the United Kingdom draft resolution. 
Subject to the preceding remark the Chinese 
delegation was in general agreement with the 
provisions of the draft resolution. 

In conclusion, Mr. Liu Chieh stressed that no 
solution of the Palestine question would be 
possible unless both Arabs and Jews were 
willing to make concessions and abandoned resort 
to force as a method of achieving their ends. 
The Palestine question was not merely a legal 
or historical problem. It was, above all, a 
human problem of relations between neighbours. 
J\Ir. Lin Chich expressed the hope that both 
parties would collaborate with the conciliation 
commission in order to transform the present 
truce into a permanent peace. 

Mr. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala), replying 
to the statement of the Syrian representative, 
denied that there was any comparison between 
the legal positions of Palestine and what was 
,vrongly called British Honduras. On the one 
hand, the former was ceded unconditionally to 
he Allies in the Treaty of Lausanne by the Otto

man Empire which had formerly exercised sover-
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finale, M. Liu Chieh estime que !'ensemble de la 
question de la delimitation territoriale pourra 
etre confie a la Commission de conciliation, 
qui cherchera a son tour a obtenir l'accord des 
Arabes et des J uifs. 

M. Liu Chieh considere que la Premiere 
Commission devrait adopter la recommandation 
t endant a placer la Ville de Jerusalem sous le 
controle de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
car c'est le seul moyen d'assurer la securite de 
la Ville dans les circonstances actuelles. 

Pour ce qui est de la question des refugies 
arabes, le representant de la Chine accepte la 
conclusion du Mediateur selon laquelle tout regle
ment equitable et definitif doit comporter la 
reconnaissance du droit des refugies arabes de 
retourner dans leurs foyers. Il estime egalement 
que ceux qui ne desirent pas y retourner doivent 
etre dedommages pour la perte de leurs biens. 
L'Organisation des Nations Unies doit aider a 
rapatrier et a reinstaller les refugies arabes ; il 
appartient aux autorites arabes et juives de 
cooperer avec elle a cette tache humanitaire. 

Selon M. Liu Chieh, on ne saurait admettrc 
que la question de !'immigration juive demeure 
un probleme exclusivement juif. Pour le resoudre, 
on doit tenir compte non seulement de la capacite 
d'absorption de l'Etat juif en matiere d'immi
gration, mais egalement des craintes et appre
hensions que cette immigration peut creer dans 
le monde arabe. II est souhaitable que le reglement 
general comporte des dispositions regissant 
!'immigration juive, ce qui favorisera l'etablis
sement de relations amicales et pacifiques entre 
Arabes et J uifs. 

Le representant de la Chine appuie la recom
mandation du Mediateur tendant a creer une 
Commission de conciliation ; il estime toutefois 
qu'en outre des taches envisagees dans le rapport, 
la Commission devrait avoir le droit de veiller a 
!'application de !'armistice que Ie Conseil de 
securite s'efforce d'instituer en Palestine. Pour 
mener a bien les negociations relatives aux ajus
tements territoriaux, Ia Commission devrait 
egalement disposer de pouvoirs discretionnaires 
plus etendus que ceux qui sont prevus dans le 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. Sons 
reserve de cette observation, la delegation de Ia 
Chine accepte, d'une fa<;on generale, les dispo
sitions de ce projet de resolution. 

Pour conclure, M. Liu Chieh souligne qu'aucunc 
solution du probleme palestinien ne sera possible 
tant que les Arabes et les Juifs ne seront pas 
disposes a faire des concessions et a renoncer au 
recours a la force comme moyen de parvenir :1 
leurs fins. La question de Palestine n'est pas 
simplement juridique ou historique. C'est, au 
premier chef, un probleme de relations de b?n 
voisinage. M. Liu Chieh espere que les deux parties 
collaboreront avec la Commission de conciliation 
en vue de faire de la treve actuelle une paix 
permamente. 

Repondant a la declaration du representant 
de la Syrie, M. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) 
estime qu'on ne saurait etablir un parallele entre 
Ia situation juridique de la Palestine et ce que 
l'on appelle a tort, dit-il, le Ho!ld~ras britannique. 
En effet, le premier de ces terntmres, la Palestme, 
placee jusqu'alors sous la souverainete de l'empire 
ottoman, avait etc cedee par ce dernier, sans 



eignty over it. The Allies had announced that 
a Jewish national home would be established in 
Palestine, and their decision had been approved 
by the League of Nations. On the other hand, 
the territory of Belize was formerly part of Gua
temala within the Spanish colonial empire. The 
United Kingdom took over the territory despite 
Spanish protests. All treaties between Spain 
and the United Kingdom entered into during 
the eighteenth century reserved Spain's sovereign 
rights over Belize. It was only as a result of 
constant British invasions and in a spirit of con
ciliation that Guatemala had, in the nineteenth 
century, signed a treaty with the United Kingdom 
for a territorial concession, a treaty which it had 
later been compelled to denounce because the 
United Kingdom had not adhered to its terms. 
Ever since that time Guatemala had maintained 
its claim to the territory of Belize and had con
tinuously stated its readiness .to find a solution 
by direct negotiation, mediation or arbitration. 

The Syrian representative had asked what 
would be the attitude of Guatemala if after the 
First World War the British, with the approval of 
the League of Nations, had decided to establish 
a Jewish national home in Belize. Mr. Garcia 
Granados replied that if there were more than 
600,000 Jews in Belize, as there were in Palestine 
today, then Guatemala would take a realistic 
and forward-looking view and, in a spirit of equity 
and peace, would find a solution satisfactory to the 
Jewish settlers. 

·Prince ABDULLAH (Yemen) paid tribute to 
Count Bernadotte, who had fallen a victim of the 
terrorist aggression which was pervading Pales
tine. 

The delegation of Yemen was fully conscious 
of the great difficulties which had faced the 
Mediator in the accomplishment of the task 
assigned to him by the General Assembly. He 
had had to cope with the material and moral 
support given to Zionist claims by certain great 
Powers for reasons of internal politics or imperial 
interests, and he had been forced to take into 
account the pressure exercised by influential 
groups of Jewish trusts which had covetous designs 
on the raw material wealth of the Middle East. 
He had also to cope with the military and stra
tegic demands of the Zionists who believed in 
their right to profit from the troubled situation 
in Palestine, as could be observed from the claim 
which the Jewish representative had made at an 
earlier meeting for the cession of the port of 
Agaba in order to open the door for Jewish ex
pansion into the Red Sea area. 

Faced with such a situation, Count Bernadotte 
had avoided all legal considerations and consid
erations of right, basing himself upon recognition 
of the de facto situation and endeavouring to 
find a solution satisfactory to both parties. It 
was in that spirit that he had reported that the 
existence of the Jewish State must be recognized, 
although admitting that it was created in an atmos
phere of violence and bloodshed. It was in the 

conditions, aux Allibl, par le Traite de Lausanne. 
Les Allies avaient annonce qu'un foyer national 
juif serait etabli en Palestine, et leur decision 
avait ete ratifiee par Ia Societe des Nations. Par 
contre, le territoire de Belize faisait partie, dans 
le cadre de l'empire colonial espagnol, du 
Guatemala. Le Royaume-Uni a pris possession 
de ce territoire malgre les protestations de 
l'Espagne. Tous Ies traites conclus entre l'Espagne 
et le Royaume-Uni au cours du dix-huitieme 
siecle contenaient une clause reservant les droits 
souverains de l'Espagne sur Belize. Si, au dix-. 
neuvieme siecle, Ie Guatemala a conclu avec le 
Royaume-Uni un traite de cession territoriale, 
c'est en raison des incursions constantes des forces 
britanniques, ainsi que dans un esprit de conci
liation ; d'ailleurs, le Guatemala a etc oblige par 
la suite de denoncer ce traite, parce que Ie 
Royaume-Uni n'en avait pas observe les termes. 
Depuis lors, le Guatemala n'a cesse de faire valoir 
ses droits sur le territoire de Belize ; il s'est 
toujours declare pret a rechercher une solution 
par voie de negociations directes, de mediation 
ou d'arbitrage. 

Le representant de la Syrie a demande quelle 
aurait ete !'attitude du Guatemala, si, a la suite 
de la premiere guerre mondiale, le Royaume-Uni 
avait decide, d'accord avec la Societe des Nations, 
d'etablir un foyer national juif a Belize. l\1. 
Granados replique que s'il y avait a Belize plus 
de 600.000 Juifs, c'est-a-dire autant qu'il y en a 
actuellement en Palestine, le Guatemala aurait 
adopte une politique realiste et clairvoyante ; il 
aurait trouve une solution satisfaisante pour les 
colons juifs, dans un esprit d'equite et de paix. 

Le prince ABDULLAH (Yemen) rend hommage 
au comte Bernadotte qui a peri victime du terro
risme qui sevit en Palestine. 

La delegation du Yemen se rend parfaitement 
compte des grandes difficultes que le Mediateur 
a du surmonter dans l'accomplissement de la 
tache que lui avait confiee l'Assemblee generale. 
Il a du tenir compte de l'appui materiel et moral 
que certaines grandes Puissances accordent aux 
revendications des sionistes, appui du a des consi
derations de politique interieure ou aux inten~ts 
imperialistes de ces Puissances ; ii a du tenir 
compte egalement de ]a pression qu'exercent 
certains groupes influents representant des trusts 
juifs qui convoitent les ressources en matieres 
premieres du Moyen Orient. Il a eu egalement a 
faire face aux exigences d'ordre militaire et strate
gique des sionistes, qui croyaient avoir le droit de 
tirer parti de la situation troublee en Palestine, 
comme on peut le constater d'apres la reven
dication formulee par le representant juif au cours 
d'une seance precedente, tendant a obtenir ]a 
cession du port d'Akaba dans le but d'ouvrir a 
!'expansion juive la region de la mer Rouge. 

En presence d'une telle situation, le comte 
Bernadotte a ecarte toutes considerations d'ordre 
juridique pour se fonder sur la reconnaissance 
de la situation de fait et s'efiorcer de trouver une 
solution satisfaisante pour les deux parties. C'est 
dans cet esprit qu'il a declare qu'il fallait recon
naitre !'existence de l'Etat juif, bien qu'il ait 
admis que cet Etat avait ete cree dans Ia violence 
et le sang. C'est dans le meme esprit que Ic 
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same spirit that he had condemned the resolution 
of 29 ~ovember 1947, not because it was illegal 
and UnJust but because it was out-dated. The 
Mediator's report was blind to everything but 
the practical problems of the existing situation. 
It was contrary both to law and equity and 
hence contrary to the spirit of the United Nations 
Organization, which was founded upon the prin
ciples of international right and justice. Prince 
Abdullah did not think that peace could be promo
ted by any solution which was not based on equity 
:md justice. It was the more surprising that the 
:Mediator adopted such a position when, in his 
report to the Security Council, he had described 
Israel as a small State perched precariously on the 
coastal shelf, whose future would be uncertain 
even if it survived the present war. Prince 
Abdullah considered that the Mediator had 
exceeded his mandate in making proposals based 
upon a factual situation which was favourable to 
the Jews and incompatible with the Charter of 
the United Nations. 

The Arabs had not been vanquished by the 
Jews. They had respected the Security Council's 
truce in order to facilitate the Mediator's task 
:md in order to enable him to gather full evidence 
()f the impracticability of partition. The Mediator 
had recognized that partition could not be put 
into effect and he had stated it in the chapter 
or his report which was devoted to the question 
of frontiers. However, the solution which he 
had proposed was equally impracticable since 
it was based on the principle of partition. The 
Arab States rejected the new proposal for the same 
reason that they had refused to accept the original 
partition plan. 

The Mediator had exceeded his powers and had 
contradicted his own mandate of peaceful media
tion when he had asked the Security Council to 
use military force to prevent hostilities in Pales
tine, since that was tantamount to calling for 
the implementation of partition by force of arms 

As to the two successive truces which the Security 
Council had ordered, the Mediator had recognized 
that they had redounded to the advantage of the 
so-called Jewish State. On page 6 of the first 
part of the report, he had stated that the two 
periods of relative peace had afforded the Provi-
3ional Government of Israel an opportunity for 
consolidation and organizational development. 

The foregoing facts were evidence that the 
conclusions contained in the Mediator's report 
were not based upon law, and the Arab point of 
view had been given insufficient attention. In 
paragraph 10 of chapter 1 of the report, it was 
stated that the settlement would be facilitated if 
both the international community and the Jews 
of Israel showed greater understanding of the 
Arab viewpoint. It was clear that neither the 
international community nor the Jews took any 
account of the Arab viewpoint or of the Arabs' 
rights in Palestine. The Mediator had even gone 
so far as to envisage granting Western Galilee 
to the Jews although the region was occupied 
solely by Arabs and its cession would incr~ase 
considerably the number of refugees. Prmce 
Abdullah regretted that delegations were willi?g 
to support such paper proposals for the redis
tribution of land. History would show that the 

comte Bernadotte a condamne la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947, non comme illegale et injuste, 
mais parce que perimee. Le rapport du Mediateur 
ignore volontairement tout ce qui n'est pas les 
problemes pratiques que pose la situation exis
tante. Ce rapport est a Ia fois contraire au droit 
eta l'equite et, partant, a I' esprit de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies qui repose sur les principes 
du droit international et de Ja justice interna
tionale. Le prince Abdullah pense qu'aucune 
solution qui ne repose pas sur l'equite et la justice 
n'est susceptible de conduire a Ia paix. II est 
d'autant plus surprenant que le Mediateur ait 
pris une telle position que, dans son rapport au 
Conseil de securite, il a decrit l'Etat d'lsrael 
comme un petit pays accroche peu solidement 
a la corniche cotiere, et dont l'avenir est incertain 
meme s'il survit a la guerre actuelle. Le prince 
Abdullah considere que le Mediateur a outrepasse 
son mandat en faisant des propositions fondees 
sur une situation de fait favorable aux Juifs, et 
en contradiction avec Ia Charte des Nations Unies. 

Les Arabes n'ont pas ete vaincus parIes Juifs. 
lis ont respecte Ia treve ordonnee par le Conseil 
de securite, afin de faciliter Ia t ache du Mediateur 
et de lui donner la possibilite de recueillir des 
preuves completes de l'impossibilite du partage. 
Le Mediateur a reconnu que le plan de partage 
ne pouvait etre execute ; il l'a declare dans le 
chapitre de son rapport qui est consacre a la 
question des frontieres. Cependant, Ia solution 
qu'il a proposee est egalement impraticable, car 
elle repose sur le principe du partage. Les Etats 
arabes rejettent la nouvelle proposition pour la 
meme raison pour laquelle ils ont refuse d'accepter 
le plan primitif de partage. . 

Le Mediateur a outrepasse ses pouvoirs et s'est 
mis en contradiction avec son propre mandat de 
mediation pacifique, quand il a demande au 
Conseil de securite d'utiliser la force armee pour 
empecher les hostilites en Palestine ; cela revenait 
en effet a demander !'execution du partage par 
la force armee. 

Quant aux deux treves ordonnees successi
vement par le Conseil de securite, le Mediateur 
a reconnu qu'elles avaient tourne a l'avantage 
du pretendu Etat juif. A Ia page 6 de Ia premiere 
partie du rapport, il a declare que ces deux 
periodes de paix relatives avaient fourni au 
Gouvernement provisoire !'occasion de se conso
lider et de developper son organisation. 

Les faits qui precedent sont la preuve que les 
conclusions du rapport du Mediateur ne sont 
pas fondees sur le droit et que l'on n'a pas tenu 
suffisamment compte du point de vue arabe. Au 
paragraphe 10 du chapitre premier du rapport, 
il est declare qu'un reglement serait facilite si 
tant la communaute des nations que les Juifs 
d'Israel se montraient plus comprehensifs a 
I'egard du point de vue arabe. II est clair que ni 
la communaute internationale ni les Juifs n'ont 
tenu compte du point de vue arabe ou des droits 
des arabes en Palestine. Le Mediateur a meme 
etc jusqu'a envisager d'attribuer Ia Galilee occ!
dentale aux Juifs, bien que Ia region ne smt 
occupee que par des Arabes et que cette cession 
dut considerablement augmenter le nombre des 
refugies. Le prince Abdullah regrette que des 
delegations soient disposees a appuyer des pro~o
sitions purement theoriques relatives a Ia rediS-
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method of arbitrarily partitioning territories with 
the aid of maps and without any consideration 
for the rights of the people concerned, led to 
nothing but distress, hatred and the desire for 
vengeance, thus creating permanent insecurity. 

The delegation of Yemen was opposed to the 
Mediator's proposals not only for the above-men
tioned reasons but because it could not recognize 
the creation of a Jewish State by a heterogenous 
crowd of invaders who were attempting to drive 
out the native population, perpetrating nameless 
atrocities against them and reducing them to 
misery. There was not equity, justice nor 
common sense in permitting the Arab population 
of more than 600,000 persons in Palestine to suffer 
massacre or to be driven from their homes in 
order to provide a homeland for the Jews who had 
been driven out of their countries through no 
fault of the Arabs. 

The whole world was indignant at the perse
cution of the Jews by the Nazi regime. Why 
was it not also indignant when the Jews used the 
same methods of extermination against the peace
ful population of Palestine ? 

The representative of Yemen said that the Arabs 
had gone as far as they were able in the way of 
concessions to the Jewish intruders. They had 
offered to establish a unitary government ensuring 
equal rights to Jews and Arabs alike. They 
had even proposed to establish a cantonal or 
federal State on the pattern of Switzerland or the 
United States. Neither the conscience of the 
Arab leaders, nor the will of their people would 
permit any further concessions which alienated 
the natural rights of the people of Palestine. The 
Arabs could not give way any further to inter
national pressure which was seeking to force them 
to satisfy the Jewish demands. The Jews 
should realize that it was not in their real interests 
to press ever-growing demands. They should 
understand that decisions which were not based 
on justice and equity were doomed to failure in 
the long run. Prince Abdullah stated that the 
delegation of Yemen was anxious to bring about 
an equitable solution which would remove hatred 
and create an atmosphere of peace and justice 
in Palestine. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) replied to the represen
tative of Guatemala who had stated that the Jews 
possessed a legal right to a Palestine homeland 
on the basis of the Lausanne Treaty. He consid
ered that view to be completely erroneous and 
recalled that at a previous session of the Assembly 
he had urged that the question be referred to the 
International Court of Justice. 

The meeting rose at 5.05 p.m. 

·TWO HUNDRED AND SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 22 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairmvn : M. A. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivia) 

tribution des territoires. L'histoire montrera 
que Ia methode qui consiste a partager arbi
trairement des territoires sans tenir aucun compte 
des droits des peuples interesses n'aboutit qu'a 
Ia detresse, a Ia haine et au desir de vengeance, 
creant ainsi un etat d'insecurite permanente. 

La delegation du Yemen s'oppose aux propo
sitions du Mediateur non seulement pour les 
raisons qui precedent, mais aussi parce qu'elle 
ne peut reconnaitre la creation d'un Etat juif 
par une foule heterogene d'envahisseurs qui 
s'efforcent de chasser la population indigene, en 
perpetrant contre elle des atrocites sans nom et 
en Ia reduisant a Ia misere. C'est ne faire preuve 
ni d'equite, ni de justice, ni de bon sens, que de 
permettre que la population arabe de Palestine 
subisse des massacres ou que plus de 600.000 
Arabes soient chasses de leurs foyers afin de 
procurer une patrie aux Juifs qui ont ete expulses 
de leurs pays, sans que ces Arabes en soient aucu
nement responsables. 

Le monde entier s'est indigne des persecutions 
de Juifs par le regime nazi. Pourquoi ne s'indigne
t-il pas lorsque les Juifs emploient les memes 
methodes d'extermination contre les populations 
paisibles de Palestine ? 

Le representant du Yemen considere en outre 
que les Arabes ont ete aussi loin qu'ils le pouvaient 
dans Ia voie des concessions a l'egard des usur
pateurs juifs. Ils ont propose !'institution d'un 
Gouvernement unitaire, assurant des droits egaux 
tant aux .Juifs qu'aux Arabes. lis ont meme 
propose d'etablir un Etat cantonal ou federal 
sur le modele de la Suisse ou des Etats-Unis. 
Ni la conscience des chefs Arabes, ni Ia volonte de 
leurs peuples ne permettront d'autres concessions, 
qui alieneraient les droits naturels des peuples 
de Ia Palestine. Les Arabes ne peuvent ceder 
davantage a Ia pression internationale qui s'efforce 
de les contraindre a satisfaire les exigences juives. 
Les Juifs doivent comprendre qu'il n'est pas de 
leur interet reel d'insister sur des exigences de 
plus en plus grandes. lis doivent comprendre 
que des decisions qui ne reposent pas sur Ia justice 
et l'equite sont tot ou tard condamnees a l'echec. 
Le prince Abdullah declare que la delegation du 
Yemen est extremement desireuse d'aboutir a 
une solution equitable, susceptible de faire dispa
raitre Ia haine et de creer en Palestine unc atmos
phere de paix et de justice. 

M. AnsLAN (Syrie) repond au representant du 
Guatemala, qui a declare que les Juifs auraient 
juridiquement un droit, dccoulant du Traite de 
Lausanne, a une patrie en Palestine. II estime 
que c'est la une opinion completement fausse 
et rappelle qu'a une precedente session de 
l'Assemblee, il a demande instamment que cette 
question fUt renvoyee a la Cour internationale 
de Justice. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 05. 

DEUX-CENT-SIXIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le fundi 22 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. A. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivie). 
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75. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) considered that the 
present situation in Palestine was the result of 
a logical development of events from the time 
when the question was submitted to the United 
Nations, and gave a clue to what might be 
expected in the future. H e deplored the fact 
that the process had been interrupted by unneces
sary violence. The basic recommendation of 
the United Nations Special Committee on Pales
tine and of the General Assembly's resolution 
181 (II) of 29 November 1947 was that the two 
communities in Palestine should be given separate 
political existence. Despite the criticisms 
directed against the resolution, the Canadian 
delegation was sincerely convinced that partition 
was the only practicable alternative. While some 
form of unitary or federal State would, of course, 
have been preferable, there was no possibility of 
imposing political unity on the Arab and J ewish 
peoples in Palestine except in a form that would have 
been bitterly resisted by one side or the other. In 
the circumstances, partition was the best solution. 
The present conflict in Palestine was not the result 
of the partition decision but of the basic conflict 
between the Arabs and the J ews, which partition 
was intended to resolve. The critics of partition 
should ask themselves whether there would have 
been pe3.ce and order in Palestine if a unitary 
State had been forced upon the Jewish population 
or if the Assembly had made no recommendation 
at all. 

The Assembly's decision of 29 November had 
been based upon the assumptions that the Arab 
and Jewish communities would be able to co
operate through a considerable measure of 
economic integration, and that the complicated 
distribution of territory between the two commu
nities could be made workable. Whether or not 
those assumptions were justified was a matter for 
history to decide, but it was clear that, had they 
not been made, no decision could have been taken. 
It had been impossible to realize them because 
he conditions necessary for their fulfilment did 

not exist or rather, in certain respects, were not 
encouraged or permitted. It followed, therefore, 
that adjustments were necessary in the partition 
plan. It was regrettable only that the process 
of adjmtment had been confused and marked by 
violence. 

Mr. Pearson noted that the intervention of the 
United Nations in the Palestine situation had also 
been a factor in controlling the conflict. In 
particular, he considered that the Security 
Council truce and the work of mediation had consid
erably influenced developments in Palestine. 
The presont task of the Assembly, as the Mediator 
had stated, was to take a firm position on the 
political problems. in the light of th~ exist~ng 
situation in Palestme and to find a solution which 
would be so reasonable as to discourage any 
attempt to defy it by armed force. 
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75. Suite de la discussion sur le Rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des Na
tions Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

l\1. PEARSON (Canada) estime que Ia situation 
actuelle en Palestine est le resultat logique des 
evenements qui se sont deroules a partir du 
moment oil Ia question a ete soumise a !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies, et donne une indication 
sur r evolution a laquelle il faut s'attendre a 
l'avenir. M. Pearson regrette que le processus 
logique ait ete interrompu par des actes de 
violence inutiles. D'apres Ia recommandation de 
la Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour la 
Palestine et de l' Assemblee generale aux termes 
de la resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 1947, on 
devait conferer une existence politique distincte 
aux deux communautes de Palestine. Malgre les 
critiques dont fait l'objet Ia resolution du 
29 novembre 1947, la delegation du Canada est 
sincerement convaincue que le partage est la seule 
solution possible. Certes, un Etat unitaire ou 
federal aurait ete preferable, mais il n'est pas 
possible d'imposer l'unite politique aux peuples 
arabes et juif de Palestine, si ce n'est par des 
moyens qui auraient provoque Ia resistance 
acharnee des deux parties interessees. Dans ces 
circonstances, le partage est la meilleure solution. 
Le conflit qui se deroule actuellement en Palestine 
n'est pas le resultat de la decision relative au 
partage ; ce n'est que le prolongement du conflit 
fondamental entre Arabes et Juifs auquelle par
tage a pour objet de mettre fin. Les critiques du 
plan de partage devraient se poser Ia question 
suivante : la paix et l'ordre auraient-ils regne en 
Palestine si un :Etat unitaire avait ete impose a la 
population juive ou si l'Assemblee n'avait fait 
aucune recommandation ? 

En prenant sa decision du 29 novembre 1947, 
l'Assemblee est partie de certains postulats; elle 
a cru que les communautes arabe et juive pour
raient cooperer par le truchcment d'une etroite 
union economique et que le plan complique de 
partage du territoire entre les deux communautes 
etait r ealisable. L'histoire devra juger si l'on etait 
en droit d'etablir ces postulats, mais il est evident 
que s'ils n'avaient pas ete etablis, aucune decision 
n'aurait ete prise. S'ils se sont reveles errones, 
c'est que les conditions necessaires qu'ils pre
supposaient ne se sont pas realisees, ou meme 
plutot qu'a certains egards, on n'a rien fait pour 
qu'ils se realisent ou qu'on s'y est oppose. II 
s'ensuit que ce plan de partage doit subir des 
retouches. II est regrettable que le processus 
d'adaptation aux conditions ait ete caracterise 
par la confusion et marque par Ia violence. 

M. Pearson fait observer que !'intervention de 
]'Organisation des Nations Unies en Palestine a, 
de plus, contribue a limiter le conflit. II esti~e en 
particulier que la treve imposee par le Conse1l de 
securite et le travail de mediation de !'Organisa
tion des Nations Unies ont considerablement 
influence les evenements de Palestine. Comme l'a 
declare le Mediateur, l'Assemblee doit adopter, en 
ce qui concerne les problemes politiqu.es, ~ne 
attitude ferme tenant compte de la situatiOn 
actuelle et trouver une solution assez raisonnablc 
pour decourager toutes les tentatives qui pour
raient etre faites en vue de s'y opposer par la 
force armee. 



In determining what further action should 
be taken the Assembly should base itself 
upon certain facts that had to be accepted. 
First, an independent Jewish State had come into 
being in accordance with the partition plan. 
Secondly, no indigenous Arab authority had 
emerged to assume the government of the area 
assigned to the Arabs. Thirdly, future territorial 
and political adjustments must be the result of 
the decisions of the peoples of Palestine themselves. 
They could arrive at those decisions either through 
direct negotiation or through the mediation of the 
United Nations but they, themselves, must take 
the final responsibility. To help reach such 
agreement, the United Nations should offer its 
good offices. The parties who refused to parti
cipate in such negotiations or decisions would 
assume a very heavy responsibility. Fourth, the 
further process of settlement must be a peaceful 
one. The truce had prevented large-scale and 
continous war, and the Security Council had 
recently directed the parties to change the truce 
to an armistice (S/1080). 

Acceptance of the preceding analysis of the 
situation clearly placed heavy responsibilities on 
the Arab peoples of the Middle East. They 
would have to admit the futility of continuing to 
threaten the extinction of the Jewish State, and 
they must abandon their refusal to negotiate, 
directly or indirectly, with representatives of that 
State. The Provisional Government of Israel 
controlled a large part of Palestine and there 
seemed to be no likelihood that this control would 
be taken from them. Even if the Arabs sincerely 
held that this was an evil consequence of injustice 
committed against them thirty years ago they 
could not expect the United Nations to redress 
their alleged ancient wrongs in the light of recent 
history, especially when to do so would be to bring 
bitter reproaches that worse injustices were being 
created. Mr. Pearson was well aware that the 
fact of the existence of the Jewish State was 
difficult for the Arab States to accept, but the 
United Nations would be doing them no good 
service if it encouraged or permitted them to 
continue their efforts to destroy Israel by force 
of arms. 

On the other hand, the Jewish community must 
also make difficult decisions which would probably 
involve concessions. At present, their armies 
appeared to be in a position where they could, if 
they desired, establish control over the whole of 
Palestine. However, if they did so, they would 
be openly defying the wishes of the world commu
nity, which had been clearly stated in the partition 
plan. 

The Assembly could not force the two commu
nities to work together, but it could remind them 
persistently that that was what was intended and 
that if by their actions they destroyed all possi
bility of co-operation, they would be going 
against the will of the United Nations. The 
Jewish community should realize that it could 
not have all the territory awarded it by the United 
Nations plus all the territory it had conquered. 
If the Jewish State were prepared to impose 
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Pour determiner les mesures qu'elle doit prendre 
a I'avenir, I'Assemblee doit partir de certains faits 
qui doivent etre admis comme tels. Premierement, 
un :Etat juif inctependant a ete cree conformement 
au plan de partage. Deuxiemement, aucune auto
rite arabe locale n'est apparue pour assurer le 
gouvernement du territoire assigne aux Arabes. 
Troisiemement, Ies rectifications territoriales et 
politiques futures doivent etre decidees par Ies 
peuples de Palestine eux-memes. Ils peuvent 
parvenir a ces decisions soit au moyen de negocia
tions directes, soit par I'intermediaire de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies, mais c'est a eux qu'il 
appartient d'en assumer la responsabilite finale. 
L'Organisation des Nations Unies doit offrir ses 
bons offices pour faciliter ces accords. La partie 
qui refuserait de participer a ces negociations ou 
de prendre ces decisions, assumerait une respon
sabilite tres lourde. Quatriemement, le reglement 
des differends doit se faire dorenavant par des 
moyens pacifiques. La treve a empeche des 
hostilites de grande envergure et Ia prolongation 
du conflit, et le Conseil de securite a recemment 
ordonne aux parties interessees de transformer Ia 
treve en un armistice (S/1080). 

Demander aux peuples arabes du Moyen 
Orient qu'ils admettent les faits qui viennent 
d'etre exposes, c'est evidemment leur demander 
beaucoup. Ces peuples devront reconnaitre qu'il 
est futile de continuer a menacer d'aneantissement 
I'Etat d'Israel, et ils devront cesser de refuser de 
negocier, directement ou indirectement, avec les 
representants de cet Etat. Le Gouvernement 
provisoire d'Israel controle nne grande partie de 
la Palestine et il ne semble pas que ce controle 
soit susceptible de lui etre enleve. Les A.rabes 
estiment sincerement que c'est Ia nne consequence 
deplorable de !'injustice commise a leur egard il y 
a trente ans, mais ils ne peuvent attendre de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, qu'elle repare 
Ia vieille injustice qu'ils disent avoir subie : les 
recents evenements historiques s'y opposent et, 
de plus, si elle le faisait, elle se verrait accuser de 
commettre nne injustice plus grave encore. 
M. Pearson sait parfaitement qu'il est difficile 
aux Etats Arabes d'accepter le fait de !'existence 
d'un Etat juif, mais !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies ne leur rendra nullement un bon service si 
elle les encourage ou les laisse poursuivre leurs 
efforts en vue de detruire I'Etat d'Israel par la 
force des armes. 

La communaute juive aura, el!c aussi, des 
decisions difficiles a prendre, qui devront com
porter probablement des concessions. A present, 
les armees d'Israel sont, semble-t-il, en assez 
bonne posture pour Ctablir, si elles le desiraient, 
leur controle sur Ia totalite de la Palestine. l\Iais 
si elles le faisaient, elles defieraient ouvertement 
Ia communaute mondiale, dont les vreux sont 
clairement indiques dans le plan de partage. 

L'Assemblee ne peut contraindre les deux 
communautes a cooperer, mais elle peut leur 
rappeler sans rehiche que c'est Ia ce qu'elle attend 
d'elles, et que si leurs actes reduisent a neant toute 
possibilite de cooperation, elles iront a I'encontre 
de la volontc de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
La communaute juive doit se rendre compte 
qu'elle ne pent avoir toutle territoire qui lui a ete 
accorde par !'Organisation des Nations Unies en 
y ajoutant tout le territoire qu'elle a conquis. Si 



limits on its demands, it had the right to ask, in 
return, for international recognition and for peace. 
The United Nations could hardly request it to 
take part in negotiations for a final settlement 
unless Israel was assured that the settlement 
would bring it peace. 

Mr. Pearson hoped that statesmanship rather 
than extremism would prevail in both the Arab 
and J ewish communities, and that the issue would 
he solved on an equitable basis in a spirit of wisdom 
and common sense. Recent Press reports indi
cated that resources of statesmanship were being 
brought into play. He hoped that neither party 
would say to the United Nations that it was 
prepared to be statesmanlike only if the other 
adopted the same attitude because that was not 
the way in which to achieve a successful political 
understanding. If wisdom and sense prevailed, 
the Palestine problem could be solved. 

Mr. Pearson also considered that the estab
lishment of peace in the Middle East was a 
matter of general international concern. If the 
present confusion were permitted to persist, the 
only beneficiaries would be the international forces 
of discord and revolution. The chief sufferers 
from the present fighting were the great mass of 
the Arab and J ewish population in Palestine. 
They were anxious for peace and, despite some 
of the statements which had been made in the 
First Committee, Mr. Pearson considered that 
this fact gave a better chance for the estab
lishment of peace than had existed six months 
ago. 

Mr. Pearson hoped that the action of the 
Assembly would be based upon the following 
principles : first, recognition of the existence of a 
Jewish State ; second, creation of some United 
Nations body, perhaps a small commission as 
suggested in the United Kidgdom draft resolution 
(A/C.l /394) which would offer its good offices to 
the parties ; third, re-affirmation of the decision 
to establish international control of Jerusalem. 

With regard to the recognition of the Jewish 
State, Mr. Pearson thought that it might not be 
necessary to wait until its boundaries were 
finally determined. ·what was important was 
to know that the State that was recognized, and 
eligible for membership in the United Nations, 
had committed itself fully to the principles of 
peaceful settlement embodied in the Charter and 
had shown its acceptance of those principles by 
carrying out the truce and armistice directives of 
the Security Council. 

In respect of the second principle, namely, the 
establishment of an organ of good offices to assist 
the parties to settle their geographical problems 
and establish political relations, the Assembly 
should state its desire that it was now time to 
negotiate a final settlement and that this should 
be done within the framework of the truce and 
mediation arrangements which had been worked 
out by the Assembly and the Security Council. 

Mr. Pearson considered that the Un.ited 
Kinadom draft resolution (A/C.l/394) provided 
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l'Etat juif est dispose a mettre des bornes a ses 
exigences, il aura le droit de demander sa recon
naissance officielle par tous les autres Etats ; il 
aurait egalement le droit de demander Ia paix. 
L'Organisation des Nations Unies ne peut guere 
lui demander de participer a des negociations en 
vue d'un reglement final, a moins qu'il ne re<;oive 
!'assurance que ce reglement lui apportera bien 
Ia paix. 

M. Pearson espere que c'est !'esprit de gouver
nement, et non l'extremisme qui finira par pre
valoir dans les communautes juive et arabe, et que 
le probleme sera resolu dans des conditions 
equitables grace a un esprit de sagesse et au bon 
sens. De recentes informations de presse indiquent 
que les ressources de !'esprit public sont mainte
nant a l'ceuvre. II espere qu'aucune des parties ne 
dira a !'Organisation des Nations Unies qu'elle 
n'est disposee a faire preuve d'esprit public que si 
!'autre partie adopte Ia meme attitude. Ce n'est 
pas ainsi que l'on reussit a aboutir a !'entente en 
matiere politique. Le probleme palestinien sera 
resolu si la sagesse et le bon sens l'emportent. 

M. Pearson estime egalement que l'etablissement 
de la paix dans le Moyen Orient est un probleme 
qui interesse toute la communaute internationale. 
Si on laisse se poursuivre la confusion actuelle, les 
seuls beneficiaires en seront les forces internatio
nales de discorde et de revolution. Les principales 
victimes du conflit actuel sont les populations 
arabes et juives de Palestine. Elles aspirent a Ia 
paix, et, en depit de certaines declarations faites 
devant la Premiere Commission, M. Pearson 
estime que ces aspirations offrent des possibilites 
de paix qui n'existaient pas il y a six mois. 

M. Pearson espere que !'action de l'Assemblee 
reposera sur les principes suivants : premierement, 
la reconnaissance de !'existence d'un Etat juif ; 
deuxiemement, la creation d'un organisme de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, peut-etre une 
commission restreinte, comme le suggere le projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni (A/C.lj394fRev.l), 
qui offrirait ses bans offices aux deux parties ; 
troisiemement, Ia reaffirmation de la decision 
d'etablir un controle international sur Jerusalem. 

En ce qui concerne Ia reconnaissance de l'Etat 
juif, M. Pearson estime qu'il n'est peut-etre pas 
indispensable d'attendre que les frontieres de cet 
Etat soient definitivement fixees. Ce qui importe, 
c'est de savoir si l'Etat qui aura ete reconnu, et, 
en tant que tel, sera susceptible d'etre admis a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, se sera engage 
pleinement a observer les principes de reglement 
pacifique contenus dans Ia Charte, et a montrer 
son acceptation de ces principes en executant les 
instructions du Conseil de securite en matiere de 
treve et d'armistice. 

En ce qui concerne le deuxieme principe, a 
savoir Ia creation d'une commission de bans 
offices, chargee d'aider les parties a regler leurs 
differends territoriaux et a nouer des relations 
politiques, l'Assemblee doit declarer que le moment 
de negocier un reglement definitif est venu et dire 
que ce reglement doit intervenir dans le cadre des 
accords de treve et de mediation elabores par 
1' Assemblee et le Conseil de securite. 

M. Pearson estime que le projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni (AjC.lj394JCorr. 1) constitue 
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a good general basis for discussion. He suggested, 
however, that it should be amended by broadening 
the functions of the conciliation commission 
proposed in paragraph 5 so that it would be in 
effect a commission of good offices whose task 
would be to bring about a settlement either through 
direct negotiation or by mediation. If that 
suggestion were adopted, the negotiations which 
the commission would initiate would have a wider 
scope than was now provided in paragraphs 3 and 5. 
The resolution should also include a statement that 
one of the primary functions of the commission 
would be to initiate negotiations and that those 
negotiations should take into consideration the 
Assembly resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947, 
the Mediator's report (A/648) and the existing 
situation in Palestine under the truce. 

Mr. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) stated 
that his delegation had been one of the first to 
take a definite stand on the Palestine question 
following its submission to the United Nations, and 
that his Government's attitude was based on two 
standards. First, it was not in favour of 
abstaining from expressing its opinion on any 
problem involving international peace and the 
principles of justice on which the United Nations 
Charter was based. Secondly, the Dominican 
R epublic supported a policy which would be 
favourable to the Jewish people, who had been 
persecuted for thousands of years. It was 
perhaps the only country which after the last 
war, had established a Jewish colony within its 
territory enjoying full freedom and protection 
from the State. 

The Dominican Republic, however, kept in 
mind that there was another people in Palestine 
which also had inalienable rights, and was there
fore glad that the General Assembly appeared to 
wish to solve the problem by conciliation. The 
first step in this direction had already been taken 
despite the viplence of the opposing views of the 
parties, by the admission to the First Committee 
on an equal basis not only of the representative 
of Israel, but also of a representative of the 
Arab population in Palestine. 

Mr. Balaguer did not think the Assembly should 
adhere strictly to the Mediator's conclusions ; it 
should work with more flexibility, leaving a margin 
for good sense, impartiality and justice. The 
General Assembly should not press for an imme
diate solution of the controversial problems 
involved, such as the boundaries of the areas in 
dispute. The religious problem must be handled 
with care, and the lesser points of controversy 
should be left to a conciliation commission. 
However, the recognition of an Arab State in 
Palestine on a basis of equality with the Jewish 
State, which had been envisaged by Assembly 
resolution, 181 (II) would convince the Arab 
population that the Assembly did not wish to set 
aside its legitimate rights, and would therefore 
make the work of the conciliation commission less 
difficult. He expressed the hope that the views 
of such an Arab State might be concilatory. 

une base gencrale satisfaisante de discussion. 
Toutefois, il propose de !'amender en elargissant 
les fonctions de la commission de conciliation, 
dont la creation est proposce au paragraphe 5, de 
fa<;on qu'elle soit en n~alite une commission de 
bons offices dont Ia tache sera de provoquer un 
accord, soit par negociation directe, soit par 
mediation. Si cette suggestion est adoptee, les 
negociations entamees par la commission auront 
une portee plus large que ne le prevoient actuel
Iement les paragraphes 3 et 5. La resolution doit 
egalement declarer que l'une des principales 
fonctions de la Commission sera de prendre 
!'initiative de negociations, et que ces negociations 
devront tenir compte de la resolution 181 (II) de 
l 'Assemblee du 29 novembre 1947 du rapport du 
Mediateur (A/648) et de la situation existant en 
Palestine en vertu de la treve. 

M. BALA.GUER (Republique Dominicaine) declare 
que sa delegation a ete une des premieres a 
prendre position nettement sur la question palesti
nienne, apres que celle-ci eut ete portee devant 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, et que I' attitude 
de son Gouvernement procede de deux principes : 
premierement, il estime qu'il doit exprimer son 
opinion sur tout probleme qui interesse la paix 
internationale et les principes de justice sur 
lesquels repose la Charte des Nations Unies ; 
deuxiemement, la Republique Dominicaine pen
cherait pour une politique favorable au peuple 
juif, qu'on persecute depuis des milliers d'annees. 
Elle est peut-etre le seul pays qui, a pres la derniere 
guerre, ait permis a une colonie juive de s'etablir 
sur son territoire, en toute Iiberte et sous la 
protection de I'Etat. 

Toutefois, la Republique Dominicaine ne saurait 
oublier qu'il existe en Palestine un autre pcuple 
qui a, lui aussi, des droits inalienables ; elle se 
felicite, par consequent, de ce que 1' Assemblee 
generale semble vouloir s'efforcer de resoudre le 
probleme par Ia conciliation. L'Assemblee a deja 

'fait le premier pas dans cette voie, malgre les vues 
violemment opposees des deux parties, en admet
tant a Ia Commission, sur un pied d'egalite, non 
seulement le representant de l'Etat d'Israel, mais 
encore un representant de la population arabe de 
Palestine. 

M. Balaguer pense que l'Assemblee, au lieu 
de s'en tenir strictement aux conclusions du 
Mediateur, devrait apporter plus de souplesse a son 
travail, en laissant de la marge pour lc bon sens, 
l'impartialite et I' esprit de justice. L' Assemblee 
generale ne devrait pas exiger une solution 
immediate des questions litigieuses telles que 
les limites des sccteurs qu'on se dispute. 11 importe 
aussi d'aborder avec prudence le probleme 
religieux et de s'en remettre a une commission de 
conciliation du so in de rcsoudre les points lWgieux 
secondaires. Toutefois, la reconnaissance d'un 
Etat arabc en Palestine, sur un pied d'egalitc 
avec l'Etat juif, ainsi que l'envisageait la reso
lution 181 (II) de l'Assemblee, convaincrait 
la population arabe que l'Assemblee ne veut 
nullcment ecarter ses droits legitimes; cette 
reconnaissance faciliterait par consequent la 
tache de la Commission de conciliation. l\L Bala
guer espere qu'un tel Etat arabe saura se montrer 
conciliant. 



~~ s~id tha~ his Government had given him 
special mstructwns to support not only that part 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution which 
provided for Jerusalem to be accorded separate 
treatment from the rest of Palestine, but also any 
proposal which would place all the Christian Holy 
Places under a special legal regime. Recalling the 
concern of the Syrian representative that certain 
Christian Holy Places in Galilee would be under 
the control of Israel, he said that his delegation 
would support any proposal to place all Holy 
Places under international supervision. He 
concluded with an expression of hope that peace 
would come to Palestine through the under
standing and conciliatory spirit of the parties. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled that the continuous struggle 
between the Jews and Arabs in Palestine had 
forced the United Kingdom to place the Palestine 
question before the United Nations. After 
thorough consideration, the General Assembly had 
adopted a decision on 29 November 1947 [reso
lution 181 (II)] regarding the termination of 
the United Kingdom Mandate and the creation of 
separate Arab and Jewish States in Palestine. 
There was no doubt that this was the only right 
and equitable solution and that it was in conform
ity with the interests of both the Arabs and the 
Jews, both of whom had a right to self-determin
ation. The majority of members of the Security 
Council, instead of implementing this decision as 
instructed, was diverted by the United States and 
the United Kingdom into calling a special session 
of the General Assembly for reconsideration of 
the Palestine question. Having rejected the 
United States suggestions for a United Nations 
trusteeship, the Assembly, under pressure from 
the United States and United Kingdom dele
gations, created the position of a Mediator, 
imiting his powers to the strict sense of the word, 

The Mediator, instead of limiting himself to his 
functions in implementing the truce and in assisting 
a settlement by peaceful means, went beyond his 
terms of reference and, in implementing the will 
of those who shaped his activities, submitted a 
new plan in an attempt to replace the Assembly's 
decision of 29 November. This new proposal 
presented in June would have created a Union in 
Palestine including Transjordan, and since the 
latter country was dominated by the United 
Kinadom, would have given control of Palestine 
to the United Kingdom. This new plan was 
rejected by both par~ies and ~rought dam~ge to 
the prestige of the Umte~ Natwns. When .It was 
later published (S /863), It left no doubt m the 
mind of the public that the plan had been prepared 
in the British Foreign Office, and events had borne 
out this fact. The aims of the United Stat~s and 
the United Kingdom were to prevent t~e Imple
mentation of the 2~ Nove~ber resolution •. and 
it was this policy which had mcreased the ammos
ity between Jews and Arabs. and pu.shed the 
latter into military adventures m Palestm~. ~he 
military operations created a dangerous Situation 
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Le Gouvernement de la Republique Domi 
nicaine lui a particulierement recommande 
d'appuyer, non seulement la partie du projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni qui prevoit pour 
Jerusalem un statut distinct de celui du reste de 
la Palestine, mais encore toute proposition qui 
placerait tous les Lieux saints chretiens sous un 
regime juridique special. Rappelant que le 
representant de la Syrie s'est inquiete a l'idee que 
certains Lieux saints chretiens de Galilee 
pourraient passer sous l'autorite de l'Etat d'Israel, 
M. Balaguer declare que sa delegation appuiera 
toute proposition visant a placer taus les Lieux 
saints sous surveillance internationale. Pour 
conclure, il exprime I'espoir que la Palestine 
trouvera la paix, grace a !'esprit de compre
hension et de conciliation des parties en presence. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle que la lutte continuelle 
entre les Juifs et les Arabes en Palestine a oblige 
le Royaume-Uni a saisir de la question pales
tinienne !'Organisation des Nations Unies. Apres 
une etude approfondie du probleme, l'Assemblee 
generale a, le 29 novembre 194 7 [resolution 
181 (II)], adopte une decision relative a Ia 
cessation du Mandat du Royaume-Uni et a la 
creation en Palestine d'un Etat arabe ct d'un 
Etat juif distincts. C'est la, sans aucun doute, la 
seule solution juste et equitable, et une solution 
qui, en outre, est conforme aux interets tant des 
Arabes que des Juifs, ces deux peuples ayant un 
droit egal a disposer d'eux-memes. Or, au lieu 
de faire appliquer cette decision, conformement 
aux instructions re<;ues, Ia majorite des membres 
du Conseil de securite s'est Iaisse persuader par 
les Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni de convoqucr 
nne session extraordinaire de l'Assemblee gene
rale en vue d'un nouvel examen de la question 
palestinienne. Ayant repousse les suggestions des 
Etats-Unis tendant a faire placer la Palestine 
sous la tutelle de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, l'Assemblee, sous Ia pression des delegations 
des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, cn\a le paste 
de Mectiateur, en limitant strictement les pouvoirs 
de celui-ci. 

Mais, au lieu de se horner a exercer les fonctions 
qui lui incombaient, c'est-a-dire a faire appliquer 
la treve et a aider a regler la question par des 
moyens pacifiques, le Mediateur a outrepasse son 
mandat et, executant Ia volonte de ceux qui 
lui tra<;aient sa ligne de conduite, a presente un 
nouveau plan, qui, dans son esprit, devait se 
substituer a Ia decision de l'Assemblee en date du 
29 novembre. Aux termcs de cette nouvelle propo
sition, presentee en juin dernier, on aurait cree 
une Union palestinienne, qui aurait compris la 
Transjordanie, et, comme cette derniere est sons 
le contr6le du Royaume-Uni, c'estle Royaume-Uni 
qui aurait domine en Palestine. Ce nouveau plan 
fut, toutefois, rcpousse par les deux parties et 
fit du tort a !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Quand, par la suite, il fut publie (S /863), !'opinion 
publique ne douta pas qu'il n'eut ete mis au point 
au Foreign Office, ce que les evenements vinrent 
confirmer. Le but des Etats-Unis et du Royaume
Uni est d'empecher la mise en application de la 
resolution du 29 novembre ; c'est cette politique 
qui a accru l'animosite entre les Juifs et les Arabes 
et qui a lance ces derniers dans une aventure 



for peace and security in the Near East and led 
to serious loss of life and to hardship and suffering. 

The proposals contained in the Mediator's 
report to the General Assembly (A/648) were 
essentially a repetition of those which had been 
rejected by both parties in June. The only formal 
difference was that he now recognized the existence 
of the Jewish State, which in fact exercised 
sovereignty over the whole of the territory assigned 
to it by the Assembly's resolution. The Mediator, 
however, proposed a reshuffling of territory which 
would jeopardize the very life of the Jewish State 
by giving the Negeb (which was two-thirds of the 
Jewish State) to Transjordan, although he offered 
the Jewish State ·western Galilee as compensation. 
Such a proposal, which the Mediator knew would 
not be accepted by either party, and which he 
therefore proposed to force upon them, had as 
its purpose the increase of conflict between the 
Arabs and Jews and of dissension, among the Arab 
States. The only justification which the Mediator 
gave for this proposal was that the situation in 
Palestine was ripe for a United Nations decision on 
the Palestine question. There was no basis for 
his conclusion since none of the parties concerned 
agreed. The Mediator's proposals were clearly 
contrary to the Assembly's decision and were a 
result of the policy of the United Kingdom and the 
United States to try to strengthen their influence 
in the Middle East. It was a new attempt to 
impose a decision on the United Nations in the 
interests of the American and British General Staffs 
and oil monopolies. It was directly contrary to 
the interests of the peoples concerned and could 
ntlt be accepted. 

Mr. Tsarapkin thought it was clear that the 
United Kingdom wished to reverse the Assembly's 
decision of 29 November in order to ensure its 
control over the whole of Palestine. When it had 
become obvious that the Jewish State was estab
lished, the British position changed and it tried 
to keep the greater part of Palestine under British 
control through Transjordan. The Mediator's 
proposal coincided surprisingly with the British 
position. Mr. Tsarapkin recalled a letter from 
General Clayton to Count Bernadotte offering his 
own plan for setting up an Arab State in Palestine 
under King Abdullah. If this plan proved unac
ceptable to the Jews, it was suggested that the 
parties might accept the status of dominions, and 
if this was also unacceptable, the boundaries 
provided by the plan of partition should be altered 
to transfer some territory from the Jewish to the 
Arab State. Mr. Tsarapkin thought it was 
clear that the Mediator's proposal followed these 
suggestions, and he quoted the enthusiastic 
support to the Mediator's plan given by Mr. Bevin 
in the General Assembly and Mr. McNeil in the 
First Committee. He recalled that the latter 
had tried to prove that the Negeb was not of 
much value and that Western Galilee would be 
more advantageous to the Jews, but he thought it 

militaire en Palestine. Les operations militaire~ 
compromettent la paix et la securite dans le 
Moyen Orient, entrainent des pertcs serieuses en 
vues humaines ct causent des tribulations ct de~ 
souffrances aux populations. 

Les propositions contenues dans le rapport du 
Mcdiateur a J'Assemblee gcncrale (A /648) soot 
esscntiellement les memes que celles qui ont ete 
rejctees en juin par les deux parties. La seule 
difference formelle est que le Mediateur reconnait 
maintenant !'existence d'un Etat juif qui exerce, 
en fait, sa souverainete sur toutle territoire qui lui 
revient aux t ermes de la resolution de l'Assemblee 
generale. Toutefois, le Mediatcur propose une 
nouvelle repartition du territoire, qui mettrait 
en danger !'existence meme de l'Etat juif en don
nant le Negeb (qui represente les deux tiers du 
territoire de r:Etat juif) a la Transjordanie, alor~ 
qu'il offre a l'Etat juif la Galilee occidentale, a 
titre de compensation. Le Mediateur savait que 
cette proposition serait rejetee par les deux 
parties ; il a done propose de la leur imposer. Le 
but de cette proposition est d'aggraver le conflit 
qui oppose les Juifs aux Arabes et d'accentuer la 
rivalite entre les Etats arabes. Le seul argument 
que le Mediateur ait invoque a l'appui de sa propo
sition est que l'heure est venue ou la situation en 
Palestine appelle une decision de la part de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. Sa conclusion est 
denuee de tout fondement puisqu'aucune de11 
parties n'a accepte ses propositions. Les propo
sitions du Mediateur soot nettement incompatible11 
avec les decisions prises par l' Assemblee generale 
et sont l'aboutissement de la politique que 
menent le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis en 
vue de renforcer leur influence au Moyen Orient. 
Elles representent une nouvelle tentative pour 
imposer une decision a !'Organisation des Natiom 
Unies dans l'interet des monopoles petrolien 
et des etats-majors des Etats-Unis et du Royaume
Uni. Ces propositions portent directement atteinte 
aux interets des populations en question et soot 
inacceptables. 

M. Tsarapkine pense que, afin de s'assurer le 
controle de toute la Palestine, le Royaume-Uni 
veut, de toute evidence, faire annuler la decision 
prise par l'Assemblee generale le 29 Novembre. 
Lorsqu'il s'est avere que l'Etat juif etait constitue, 
le Royaume-Uni a modifie sa position et s'est 
efforce de maintenir son autorite sur la plus grande 
partie possible du territoire palestinien par l'inter
mediaire de la Transjordanie. La proposition du 
Mediateur correspond d'une maniere saisissante 
a l'attitude du Royaume-Uni. M. Tsarapkine 
rappelle que le general Clayton a envoye une lettre 
au comte Bernadotte, dans laquelle il propose un 
plan personnel visant la creation d'un :Etat arabe 
en Palestine sous l'autorite du roi Abdullah. II 
suggere, au cas ou les Juifs n'accepteraient pas 
ce projet, que I' on demande aux parties d'accepter 
un statut de dominion, et, au cas ou cette solution 
ne serait pas non plus acceptee, de modifier le~ 
fronticres prevues dans le plan de partage de 
maniere a transferer des territoires de l'Etat juif 
a l'Etat arabe. II est evident, pense l\1. Tsarapkine, 
que Ja proposition du Mediateur s'inspire de ce~ 
suggestions; l'orateur rappelle avec quel enthou
siasme M. Bevin, a l' Assemblee generalc, et 
M. McNeil, a Ia Premiere Commission, ont appuyc 
le plan du Mediateur. M. McNeil, dit-il, s'est 
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was a strange solicitude for the Jews to ask 
them to accept this small area in exchange, and 
then to offer the Negeb to Transjordan which 
already had enough desert. He noted that the 
United States representative had also accepted 
Count Bernadotte's proposals, all of which 
proved that they were in the interests of British 
and American monopolies. The Mediator's pro
posals would not contribute to a solution of the 
problem but only to the continuance of the war 
in Palestine, which was creating a threat to 
peace in the Middle East. One of the proofs 
was that the Arabs themselves disagreed on the 
proposals. 

Mr. Tsarapkin pointed out that almost half of 
Palestine was at present occupied by Trans
jordan's Arab Legion which was really controlled 
by the British through Glubb Pasha and his 
officers. The insistence of the United Kingdom 
on the need for haste in adopting the Mediator's 
proposals could be explained by the United 
Kingdom's desire to avoid an independent Arab 
State in Palestine and to establish there a Trans
jordan Kingdom, which would include the Negeb. 

The continued manreuvers of the United States 
delegation and its association with the United 
Kingdom delegation in support of the Mediator's 
proposals showed that the policy of the United 
States and the United Kingdom was one of self
interest and was not aimed at a peaceful settle
ment. This policy only pushed the parties 
towards armed conflict ; yet when the situation 
was not satisfactory to the implementation of 
their scheme, the Anglo-American bloc in the 
Security Council had attempted to invoke 
Chapter VII of the Charter. Their actions were 
in contradiction with their assurances, and had 
led to the failure in Palestine and the continuation 
of the war between Arabs and Jews. There was 
no doubt that if the United States and United 
Kingdom had tried to promote the implementation 
of the Assembly's decision of 29 November in 
accordance with their duty as United Nations 
Members, a peaceful solution would have been 
achieved. The Arab States were finally coming 
to this conclusion themselves as could be seen by 
King Abdullah's statement to Kenneth Bilby of 
the New York Herald Tribune on 17 November 
that, if the Arabs and Jews had not been subjected 
to intervention in their affairs, they might not 
have fought, and that the war in Palestine would 
give no advantage either to the Jews or the Arabs. 
The USSR delegation agreed with this statement, 
with the amendment that the invasion of Pales
tine had been entirely disadvantageous to both 
parties. . . 

In view of the above consideratiOns, the USSR 
delegation considered that the Resolution of 
29 November must be substantially implemented, 
and that this implementation corresponded with 
the interests of both the Arabs and Jews in Pales
tine since it recognized their right to self-deter
min~tion and independence. Events in Palestine 
had borne out the correctness of the USS_R ~ositi~n 
on Palestine ; it had been based on pnnciples Ill 

efforce de prouver que le Negeb ne presentait pas 
grand interet et que la Galilee occidentale serait 
plus profitable aux Juifs; M. Tsarapkine estime 
neanmoins que c'est faire preuve d'une etrange 
sollicitude a l'egard des Juifs que de leur demander 
d'accepter ce petit territoire en echange, et d'offrir 
le Negeb a la Transjordanie qui est deja assez 
pourvue en territoires desertiques. Il fait observer 
que le representant des Etats-Unis a egalement 
accepte les propositions du comte Bernadotte qui 
s'averent toutes repondre aux interets des mono
poles britanniques et americains. Les propositions 
du Mediateur ne faciliteraient pas la solution du 
probleme ; elles ne feraient que prolonger la guerre 
en Palestine, ce qui constitue une menace a la 
paix dans le Moyen Orient. Le fait que les Arabes 
eux-memes n'acceptent pas ces propositions milite 
en faveur de cette conclusion. 

l\1. Tsarapkine fait observer que la Legion arabe 
de Transjordanie occupe actuellement presque la 
moitie du territoire de la Palestine ; cette Legion 
arabe est, en fait, sous le controle du Royaume
Uni, par l'intermediaire de Glubb Pacha et de ses 
offi.ciers. L'insistance avec laquelle le Royaume
Uni souligne la necessite d'adopter au plus vite les 
propositions du Mediateur s'explique par le desir 
de ce pays d'eviter la formation d'un Etat arabe 
independant en Palestine et de reunir le pays, y 
compris le Negeb, au royaume de Transjordanie. 

Les manreuvres continuelles de la delegation 
des Etats-Unis et le fait qu'elle se joint a la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni pour appuyer les 
propositions du MCdiateur prouvent que ces deux 
pays suivent une politique purement ego!ste, dont 
le but n'est pas de parvenir a un reglement paci
fique. Cette politique ne fait qu'inciter les parties 
a entrer en conflit arme ; et pourtant, lorsque la 
situation n'etait pas propice a la mise en reuvre 
de ses projets, le bloc anglo-americain au Conseil 
de securite a tente d'invoquer les dispositions du 
Chapitre VII de la Charte. Leurs actes contre
disaient les assurances qu'ils avaient donnees et 
ont ete la cause de l'echec enregistre en Palestine 
et de la poursuite des hostilites. Il est certain que 
l'on serait parvenu a une solution pacifique si les 
Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni s'etaient efiorces 
de favoriser la mise a execution de la resolution de 
l'Assemblce gcnerale du 29 novembre, confor
mement a leurs obligations en taut que Membres 
de !'Organisation. Les Etats arabes, eux-memes, 
en venaient finalement a cette conclusion, ainsi 
que le temoigne la declaration que le roi Abdullah 
a faite le 17 novembre aM. Kenneth Bilby, corres
pondant du New York Herald Tribune; il a 
declare que sans !'ingerence ctrangere dans leurs 
affaires, les Arabes et les Juifs ne se seraient peut
etre pas fait Ia guerre et que la guerre en Palestine 
ne profitera ni aux Juifs ni aux Arabes. La delE!
gation de l'URSS approuve ce point de vue, en 
ajoutant meme que !'invasion de la Palesti1_1e a ete 
extremement prejudiciable aux deux parties. 

Pour les raisons qui viennent d'etre exposees, la 
delegation de l'URSS estime qu'il faut mettre 
effectivement en reuvre la resolution du 
29 novembre ; elle estime egalement que cette 
mesure repond aux inten~ts taut des Arabes que 
des Juifs, car elle reconnait leur droit a disposer 
d'eux-memes, ainsi que leur droit a l'independanc~. 
Les evenements ont prouvc que l'URSS avmt 
adopte !'attitude qui convenait en ce qui concerne 
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accord with the interests of the people of Palestine, 
the interests of the maintenance of peace and 
security, and the provisions of the Charter. The 
USSR delegation regarded the proposals of the 
Mediator concerning demilitarized zones as not 
preventing the possibility of the resumption of 
military action. In order to establish peace in 
Palestine, it was necessary to withdraw all 
foreign armed forces from the territory of the 
Jewish and Arab States which had been created by 
the Assembly's decision. The USSR delegation 
considered that these measures must be taken 
immediately to present any further military 
action. 

No other representatives were prepared to 
speak and the CHAIHMA'< adjourned the meeting. 

The meeting rose at 12 noon. 

TWO HUNDRED 
AND SEVENTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 22 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman ; Mr. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivia). 

76. Continuation of the 
the progress report 
Nations Mediator 
(A/648~ 

discussion on 
of the United 
on Palestine 

Mr. CATTAN (Arab Higher Committee) stated 
that, as experience had shown, partition could 
not provide a solution for the Palestine problem. 
In fact, that alleged solution had only resulted 
in chaos and massacre. \Vith regard to the 
recent mediation effort, the facts - which Jewish 
control over information media had tried to 
suppress - would have to be studied before the 
results of that effort could be assessed, or a 
considered opinion on the Mediator's proposals 
be given. 

Some 750,000 Arabs living in Palestine for 
centuries had been driven out, stripped of their 
possessions and reduced to the status of refugees, 
whilst their houses had been destroyed and 
pillaged. Even the Holy Places had been 
profaned. 

Firstly, as regards the problem of refugees, 
who would believe that hundreds of thousands 
of people had left the country of their own 
free will, abandoning all their goods, because 
they had been asked to do so by the represen
tatives of the Arab Higher Committee or of 
certain Arab States ? vVas there any need to 
dwell on the fact that the Jewish representative 
who presented that falsified version of the 
facts proposed, not that the refugees should 
return to their homes, but that they should 
be given shelter in other Arab countries ? 

What did the Mediator's report say on that 
question ? It stated that the exodus had 
resulted from panic created by the fighting, 
by rumours concerning acts of terrorism, and by 
measures of expulsion. The phrase " panic 
created by the fighting " was not a true reflection 

la Palestine, attitude fpndee sur des principes 
favorables aux inten~ts de la population de la 
Palestine, et au maintien de la paix et de la 
securite, et conformes aux dispositions de la 
Charte. La delegation de l'URSS considere que les 
propositions du Mediateur relatives aux zones 
demilitarisees n'empecheront pas une reprise 
eventuelle des hostilites. Pour retablir la paix en 
Palestine, il est indispensable de retirer toutes les 
forces armees etrangeres du territoire de l'Etat 
juif et de l'Etat arabe, Etats dont la creation est 
prevue par la decision de l'Assemblee generale du 
29 novembre 1947. La delegation de l'URSS 
considere qu'il faut prendre ces mesures sans delai 
si I' on veut faire cesser toutes operations militaires. 

Aucun autre representant ne demandant a 
prendre la parole, le Pm;:SIDENT decide de sus
pendre la seance. 

La seance est levee a 12 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-SEPTIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 22 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

76. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire duMediateur des Nations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

M. CATTAN (Haut-Comite arabe) declare que, 
comme !'experience l'a montre, Ie partage ne 
saurait constituer une solution au probleme 
palestinien. En efiet, cette pretendue solution n'a 
fait que provoquer le chaos et le massacre. 
Quant a la recente tentative de mediation, on 
nc pent juger ses resultats et se prononcer en 
connaissance de cause sur les propositions du 
Mediateur sans etudier les faits que l'emprise 
juive sur les moyens d'information a tente 
d'etouffer. 

Quelque 750.000 arabes etablis depuis des 
siecles ont ete chasses, devalises et reduits a 
n'etre plus que des refugies prives de tout, tandis 
que leurs maisons etaient detruites et pillees. 
Les Lieux saints eux-memes ont ete profanes. 

En ce qui concerne tout d'abord le probleme 
des refugies, a qui fera-t-on croire que des centaines 
de milliers d'habitants aient quitte le pays de 
leur propre gre en abandonnant tous leurs biens 
parce qu'ils en avaient ete pries par les repre
sentants du Haut-Comite arabe ou de certains 
:Etats arabes ? Faut-il souligner que le repre
sentant juif qui a presente cette version menson
gere des faits propose non pas que ces refugies 
rentrent dans leurs foyers, mais bien qu'ils soient 
accueillis dans d'autres pays arabes. 

Que dit sur ce point le rapport du l\Iediateur? 
Il declare que l'exode a ete cause a la fois par la 
panique provoquee par les combats, les rumeurs 
qui couraient au sujet d'actes de terrorisme, 
et aussi par les mesures d'expulsion. L'expression : 
« panique provoquee par les combats » ne reflete 
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of the facts, for, in reality, fighting had taken the 
form of a treacherous attack on the defenceless 
Arab civil population, which had been forced 
to flee before the termination of the Mandate 
that is before the alleged invasion by the Arab 
States. That was what had happened in Haifa, 
Jaffa, Acre, Tiberias and some parts of.Jerusalem. 
What had the mandatory Power done ? It had 
used its troops merely to threaten the Arab 
States, thus allowing the Jews to occupy the 
country. 

The second factor to which the Mediator's 
r eport attributed the panic was rumours concern
ing acts of terrorism. In fact, it was a case, 
not of rumours, but of very real terrorism. 
For the Zionists, who had shown their gratitude 
to the nation which had promised them a national 
home by assassinating its civil servants and 
soldiers, blowing up administrative buildings, 
roads, bridges, etc., had been employing the same 
methods against the Arabs ever since the end 
of November 1947, while the Press, which was 
largely under J ewish control, had made no 
mention of those events. The aim of the J ewish 
acts of t errorism against the British was to force 
the departure of the Mandatory Power ; the aim 
of J ewish terrorism against the Arabs was to 
drive the Arabs out of their homes and their 
country. The acts of t errorism were many; 
the speaker confined himself to quoting, as 
examnles, a few incidents which had occurred 
towa1:ds the end of the Mandate. On 5 J anuary 
1948, some 20 persons had perished when the 
King David Hot el in Jerusalem was blown up. 
::VIassacres had occurred ~ at Tireh, Abassieh, 
Nasser el Din, Abn Kishk and Ein Zeitun. In 
the particular case of the Arab village of Deir 
Yasin, on the night of 10 April 1948, 250 people 
had been savagely massacred ; and that was at 
the time when the British were still in Palestine. 
Such were the atrocities which the Mandatory 
Power had done nothing to prevent, and which 
had dishonoured the J ews in Palestine for all 
time. 

But the Zionists had another obstacle in their 
path : mediation, which seemed of no further use 
to them once they had taken advantage of 
the truce to smuggle in arms. The Zionists had 
then attempted to terrorize the United Nations 
by assassinating the Mediator- one more proof 
of a characteristic ingratitude, for the Mediator 
had negotiated the truce which had allowed 
them to improve and consolidate their position. 

The Zionists, it was true, had tried to shift 
the responsibility for the most heinous acts 
of t errorism on to " gangs " or " dissident 
organizations ". But a White Paper published: 
by the United Kingdom Government entit led, 
" Statement of Information relating to Acts 
of Violence "(Cmd. 6873, July 1946), had proved 
that the Jewish authorities were in collusion 
with the so-called " dissident " terrorists. What 
was more, a t elegram dated 1 November, 1945, 
o.nd reproduced in the British White Paper, 
bore wit ness to an agreement between the 
Jewish authorities and the dissident organizations. 
F urthermore, a later document issued by the 

pas la realite car en fait ces combats ont revetu la 
forme d'une agression perfide contre les populations 
civiles arabes sans defense, que l'on a forcees 
a s'enfuir et ce avant que le Mandat ne prit 
fin, c'est-a-dire avant la pretendue invasion 
de la part des Etats arabes. Tel fut le cas pour 
Haifa, Jaffa, Saint-Jean d'Acre, Tiberiade et 
certains quartiers de Jerusalem. Qu'a fait la 
Puissance mandataire ? Elle n'a fait usage de 
ses troupes que pour menacer les Etats arabes 
et permettre ainsi aux Juifs d'occuper le pays. 

La deuxieme cause de panique qu'allegue le 
rapport du Mediateur a ete determinee par les 
bruits qui auraient couru au sujet d'actes de 
terrorisme. En fait, il s'est agi non pas de 
bruits, mais de terrorisme bien reel. Car les 
sionistes, qui avaient manifeste leur gratitude 
a la nation qui leur avait promis un Foyer 
national en assassinant ses fonctionnaires et ses 
soldats, en faisant sauter des batiments admi
nistratifs, des routes, pants, etc., ont recount 
aux memes methodes contre les Arabes depuis la 
fin de novembre 1947, tandis que la presse, en 
grande partie sous l'emprise juive, passait ces 
evenements sous silence. Le t errorisme juif contre 
les Britanniques visait a provoquer le depart 
de la Puissance mandataire; le terrorisme juif 
contre Ies Arabes visait a les chasser de leurs 
foyers et de leur pays. Les actes de terrorisme 
furent nombreux. L'orateur ne cite, a titre 
d'exemple, que quelques incidents qui se sont 
produits avant la fin du Mandat. Le 5 janvier 1948, 
une vingtaine de personnes perissaient a J erusalem 
dans I' explosion de I' hOtel du Roi David. En outre, 
des massacres eurent lieu dans les localites de 
Tireh, Abassied, Nasser il Din, Abn Kishk, et 
Ein Zeitoun. Dans le cas p:Jrticulier du village 
arabe de Deir Yassine, dans la nuit du 10 avril 
1948, 250 habitants furent sauvagement massacres, 
alors que les Britanniques etaient encore en 
Palestine. Telles sont les atrocites que la Puissance 
mandataire n'a rien fait pour empecher et qui 
souillent a jamais les Juifs de Palestine. 

Mais les sionistes se sont trouves en presence 
d'un autre obstacle- la mediation qui, lorsqu'ils 
eurent proflte de la treve pour faire entrer des 
armes en contrebande, leur apparut comme 
n'etant plus d'aucune utilite. Alors les sionistes 
se sont eflorcer d'appliquer la t erreur contre 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies en assassinant 
le Mediateur, faisant preuve une fois de plus, 
d'une ingratitude caracterisee, puisque c'etait le 
Mediateur qui avait negocie la treve qui leur 
avait permis de consolider et d'ameliorer leur 
position. 

Les sionistes essaient, il est vrai, de rejeter 
la responsabilite des manifestations de t errorisme 
les plus atroces sur des << bandes » ou des « orga
nisations dissidentes ». Mais un livre blanc du 
Gouvernement britannique, int itule : Statement 
of Information relating to acts of violence (Cmd. 
6873, juillet 1946), a prouve que les autoritcs 
juives etaient de connivence avec ces pretendus 
terroristes dissidents. C'est ainsi, notamment, 
qu'un telegramme dat e du 1 er noyembre 194?, 
r eproduit dans le livre blanc britannique, fa1t 
etat d'un accord entre les autorites juives et Ies 
organisations dissidentes. D'autre part, un docu
ment ulterieur emanant du Gouvernement pales-
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Government of Palestine spoke of Haganah 
participation in terrorist attacks, its co-operation. 
with Irgun and the Stern gang being disguised 
by the fact that Haganah called itself the" Jewish 
Resistance Movement in Palestine " for the 
purpose. 

The Altalena incident, described in a despatch 
from the Mediator dated 30 June 1948 (S/861) 
showed how the Jewish authorities concealed 
their illegal activities by imputing them to 
dissident gangs. On 21 June 1948, the Altalena, 
flying the Panamanian flag, had begun to unload 
crates resembling ammunition cases. The Jewish 
authorities had prevented United Nations ob
servers from approaching the landing place on 
the pretext that they could not be permitted 
to observe the combat technique of the Jewish 
army, or study its equipment. 'Vhen cross
examined, the Jewish authorities had stated 
that the dissident Irgun group was responsible 
for the incident, and denied that any ammunition 
had been unloaded. The Mediator concluded 
that he was not in a position to specify either 
the number of men who had been landed, or the 
quantity of war material. On 18 September 1948, 
the Mediator had reported that he had informed 
the " Provisional Government of Israel " that 
its explanations were not satisfactory (A/648, 
part 2, page 8). 

In fact, the allegation of " dissidence " was 
merely a pretext to enable the Jewish authorities 
to reap the advantage of terrorism without 
assuming responsibility for it. The Jewish repre
sentative, in an attempt to excuse Jewish terror
ism, had declared that terrorism was rampant 
in many countries : but that was no excuse. 
As regards the declaration that the Jewish 
Government had decided to put an end to 
terrorism, it was sufficient to point that, up to 
the present, no one had been executed, or even 
put on trial for the assassination of the Mediator, 
which had taken place in broad daylight. More
over, the worst excesses had been committed 
against the civilian population during recent 
violations of the truce, notably in the villages 
of Nahf, Rameh, Mughar, Salha, and Ailaboun. 
And finally, it was only recently on 4 November 
1948 that the Secretary-General of the Arab 
League had submitted to the Security Council 
a protest concerning the Dawayma massacre. 
Such were the practices and methods of the 
Jewish Government. Even if it were true that 
the Jewish authorities were now determined 
to stamp out terrorism, they would nevertheless 
reap the benefits of the acts of terrorism committed 
up to that point, since hundreds of thousands 
of Arabs had been driven out, and all their 
possessions plundered. 

Those results of Jewish terrorism had been 
possible because the Mandatory Power had 
disarmed the Arabs, while arming the Jews, 
supposedly for the defence of their property. 
Between 1935 and March 1947, 7,751 rifles had 
been confiscated from the Arabs, and only 621 
from the Jews; while it was common knowledge 
that the Jews had for years been smuggling arms 
into the country. 

Under the Mandate, the Jews had been allowed 
to train, :arm and organize military forces, 

tinien evoque la participation de la Haganah 
a des attentats terroristes, la collaboration avec 
l'Irgun et le groupe Stern se trouvant dissimulee 
par le fait que la Haganah s'intitulait pour la 
circonstance : « Mouvement de resistance juive 
en Palestine ». 

L'incident de I' Altalena, decrit dans une depeche 
du Mediateur en date du 30 juin 1948 (S/861), 
montre comment les autorites juives officielles 
dissimulent leurs activites illegales sous le couvert 
de la dissidence. Le navire Altalena battant 
pavilion panameen, comment;a a debarquer, le 
21 juin 1948 des caisses qui semblaient contenir 
des munitions. Les autorites juives empecherent 
les observateurs de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies de s'approcher du lieu de debarquement, 
sous pretexte qu'on ne pouvait leur permettre 
d'observer la technique de combat de l'armee 
juive et d'etudier son equipement. Mises sur la 
sellette, les autorites juives officielles attribuerent 
la responsabilite de cet incident au groupe 
dissident Irgun et nierent qu'aucune munition 
eut ete debarquee. Le Mediateur conclut qu'il 
n'a pas ete en mesure d'etablir le nombre d'hommes 
qui ont ete envoyes a terre et ]es quantites de 
materiel de guerre debarquees. Le 18 septembre 
19,18, le Mediateur indiquait qu'il avait fait 
savoir au « Gouvernement provisoire d'Israei n 

que ses explications n'etaient pas satisfaisantes 
(A/648, deuxieme partie, page 14). 

En realite, Ia pretendue « dissidence n n'est 
qu'un pretexte destine a permettre aux autoritcs 
juives de recueillir Ies avantages du terrorisme 
sans en assumer Ia responsabilite. Le representant 
juif a declare, pour tenter d'excuser le terrorisme 
juif, que Ie terrorisme sevissait en maints pays : 
mais ceci ne saurait constituer une excuse. 
Quant a I' allegation selon laquelle Ie Gouvernement 
juif est decide a mettre fin au terrorisme, il sufilt 
de constater que, jusqu'a present, personne n'a 
ete execute, ni meme mis en jugement pour 
l'assassinat du Mediatcur, qui a eu lieu en plein 
jour. D'autre part, les pires exces ont ete commis 
contre la population civile au cours de recentes 
violations de la treve, particuliercment dans les 
villages de Nahf, Rameh, Mughar, Salha ct 
Ailaboun. Enfin, tout recemment, le 4 novembre 
1948, a la suite du massacre de Dowayma, le 
Secretaire general de la Ligue Arabe soumettait 
une protestation au Conseil de securite. Telles 
sontles pratiques et les methodes du Gouvernement 
juif. Fut-il meme vrai que les autorites juivcs 
sont maintenant decidees a mettre fin au terro
risme, elles ne feraient que recueillir les benefices 
des actes de terreur commis jusqu'a maintenant, 
puisque des centaines de milliers d' Arabes ont 
etc chasses et tous leurs biens pilles. 

Si le terrorisme juif a pu obtcnir ces resultats, 
c'est que la Puissance inandataire avait desarmc 
les Arabes et arme les Juifs, prctendument 
pour la defense de leurs etablissements. Entre 
1935 et mars 1947, 7.751 fusils ont ete confisqucs 
aux Arabes et seulement 621 aux Juifs, alors 
que les Juifs avaient, au su de taus et depuis 
des annees, introduit des armes en contrebande. 

Sous le regime du l\fandat, les Juifs avaicnt 
le droit de s'entrainer, de s'armer et de s'organiser 
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~hereas Arab carrying arms had been imprisoned, 
1f not hanged. That was why the Jews had been 
~ble to strike at the Arab population with impun
Ity ; that was how the problem of Arab refugees 
had arisen. 

As regards the number of refugees, attention 
must be drawn to an error in the Mediator's 
report, which gave their number as 360,000. The 
Acting Mediator had recently stated that the 
correct figure was nearer 500,000. In reality, 
on the basis of the latest indications, the number of 
Arab refugees was around 800,000, a figure which 
was, moreover, confirmed by statistics for the 
normal population in the regions from which 
the Arab population had fled. The error made 
by the Mediator could be explained by the fact 
that in Palestine itself it had not been possible 
to employ the methods used for a population 
census which were used in the neighbouring Arab 
States. 

As regards the conditions of life of those refugees, 
some indication of the depth of the tragedy was 
given in the Mediator's report (A/648, part 3, 
page 3). Thus, only " an attempt " had been 
made to distribute bread. Twelve per cent of 
the refugees were small children ; 18 per cent 
were children between three and five years old ; 
36 per cent children or adolescents between six 
and 18 years old; more than 10 per cent were 
pregnant women and nursing mothers; and 
8 per cent were old, sick or infirm. There was 
insufficient accommodation, and winter was threat
ening. The spectre of famine, epidemic and 
death was abroad. Count Bernadotte and 
Mr. Bunche had said that action must be taken 
urgently. But Count Bernadotte had pointed 
out that he had been unable to obtain Jewish 
authorization for the Arab refugees to return 
home, and he had added (A/648, part 1, page 25) 
that it would be an offence against the principles 
of justice if those innocent victims could not 
return to their homes while immigrants flowed 
into Palestine to take their place. 

In fact, it was not only to their homes that 
those refugees should return but to their country 
as well ; and it was unthinkable that certain 
delegations and the United Nations itself could 
imagine that the Arab refugees might be willing 
to sell the country left them by their ancestors, 
and be offered a choice between life under Jewish 
domination and expropriation. 

The return of the refugees to their homes raised 
still further problems, as the houses in which 
those 750,000 Arabs had lived had been damaged 
and plundered. And the Arabs had been unable 
to take anything with them, even the few things 
they had tried to salvage having been torn from 
them at the exits of the towns, notably at Ramleh 
and Lydda. It had been a case of systematic 
and organized looting to which the Mediator 
had referred (A/648, part 1, pages 23 and 25). 
Dn the villages occupied by the Jew_s, the Arab 
houses, shops and stores had been stnpped bare. 
The Mediator also reported that very many Arabs 
had lost all they had, excepting their clothes 
(A/648, part 3, page 2). In short, all the belong
ings of 750,000 Arabs had been plundered. 

l\foreover, the Holy Places had also been pro
faned : the Holy Sepulchre, the Mosque of 

militairement, alors que les Arabes qui portaient 
des armes etaient emprisonnes, si ce n'est pendus. 
C'est ainsi que les Juifs ont pu sans danger 
s'attaquer a la population arabe et c'est ainsi 
qu'a ete cree le probleme des refugies arabes. 

A propos des refugies, il importe de corriger 
une erreur commise dans le rapport du Mediateur 
qui fixe le nombre de ces refugies a 360.000. 
Recemment, le Mediateur par interim a indique 
que le chiffre exact etait plus proche de 500.000. 
En realite, lcs dernieres indications permettent 
d'affirmer que le nombre des refugies arabes 
est voisin de 800.000, ce que d'ailleurs confirment 
les statistiques relatives a la population normale 
dans les regions dont la population arabe s'est 
enfuie. Mais l'erreur du Mediateur s'explique 
par le fait qu'en Palestine meme, l'on n'a pu 
appliquer les procedes de denombrement employes 
dans les Etats arabes voisins. 

En ce qui concerne les conditions de vie de 
ces refugies, le rapport du Mediateur donne 
quelques indications sur I'etendue du drame 
(A/648, troisieme partie, page 4). C'est ainsi 
que la distribution du pain a seulement ete 
l'objet de << tentatives Jl, que 12 pour 100 des 
refugies sont des enfants en bas-age, 18 pour 100 
des enfants de trois a cinq ans, 36 pour 100, 
des enfants ou adolescents de 6 a 18 ans, plus de 
10 pour 100 des femmes enceintes ou des meres 
nourrissaient leurs enfants, et 8 pour 100, des 
vieillards, des malades ou des infirmes. Or, les 
abris font defaut ct I'hiver menace. Le spectre 
de la famine, de l'epidemie ou de la mort rode. 
Le comte Bernadotte et M. Bunche ont dit 
qu'il fallait agir d'nrgence. Mais le comte Berna
dotte a indique qu'il n'avait pu obtenir des 
Juifs qu'ils autorisent le retour des refugies 
arabes et il ajoute (A/648, premiere partie, p. 34) 
que la justice serait outragee si ces innocentes 
victimes ne pouvaient retourner dans leurs 
foyers, alors que les immigrants affluent pour 
prendre leur place. 

En fait, ce n'est pas seulement leurs foyers 
que ces refugies doivent retrouver, c'est leur pays, 
et il est inadmissible que certaines delegations 
et !'Organisation des Nations Unies elle-memc 
puissent envisager que les refugies arabes vendent 
le pays qui leur a ete Iegue par leurs ancetres 
ou se voient offrir le choix entre la domination 
juive ct !'expropriation. 

Le retour des refugies dans leurs foyers pose 
encore d'autres problemes, car les maisons de 
ces 750.000 Arabes ont ete cndommagees et 
pillees. Or, les Arabcs n'avaient rien pu emporter, 
puisque meme le peu qu'ils essayaient de sauver 
leur a ete arrache aux portes des villes, notamment 
a Ramleh et a Lydda. 11 s'est agi la d'un pillage 
systematique et organise, dont fait mention le 
Mediateur (A/648, premiere partie, pages 32 
et 34). Dans les villes occupees par les Juifs, 
les maisons, les magasins et les boutiques arabes 
ont ete completement vidCs de leur contenu. 
Le Mediateur indique egalement qu'un grand 
nombre d'Arabes ont tout perdu, sauf les vete
ments qu'ils avaient sur eux (A/648, troisieme 
partie, page 2). En un mot, ce sont tous les 
biens de 750.000 Arabes qui ont ete pilles. 

D'autre part, Ies Lieux saints eux-memes 
ont ete profanes : le Saint-Sepulcre, Ia mosquee 
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Omar and one of the churches on the Via Dolorosa 
in Jerusalem. The representatives of the Latin 
Patriarchate, the Armenian Catholic Patriar
chate, The Greek Patriarchate and the Latin 
parishes in the Holy Land had written on 31 May 
1948, that, when the Arab Higher Committee 
had given the order to cease fire in accordance 
with the agreement negotiated by the Consular 
Truce Commission, the Jews had taken advantage 
of the opportunity to occupy the main strategic 
points. Thus the Holy City had been transformed 
into a battlefield. 

It was a fact that the Jews had used religious 
buildings, and even their own synagogues as 
military bases ; and that at a time when there 
were no Arab troops either in Jerusalem itself 
or in the neighbourhood. It was thus not true 
to say that it was the arrival of the King of 
Transjordan's army that had started the battle 
for Jerusalem. As was shown by the despatches 
and reports of the Consular Truce Commission, 
it was the Jews who were responsible. 

A further indication of the Jews' lack of respect 
for the Holy Places was given by a protest sub
mitted to the so-called Jewish authorities on 
28 June 1948 by the Reverend Father Pascal, 
Superior of Notre Dame de France, in which he 
complained that all manner of profanation had 
been committed by the Jewish military author
ities. 

From Jaffa came the evidence of a Catholic 
priest, Georges Rezk, who, on 4 August 1948 
complained to his superiors of acts of profanation 
committed by Jewish soldiers. And from Ga
lilee there was a report from Monsignor Antonio 
Vergani, dated 27 July 1948, regarding the 
plundering of the Franciscan convent at Tiberias 
and of the Franciscan Convent and the Shrine 
oc the Beatitudes at Caphernaum as well as of a 
fhurch on the shore of Lake Tiberias, of the church 
of the Mosaics at Tabgha, and of the Shrine of the 
Multiplication of the Loaves. Thus in a few days 
the Zionists had profaned Holy Places which 
had been respected throughout the centuries. 

Such was the present picture in Palestine : 
towns and villages deserted, houses destroyed and 
plundered, shrines profaned, and everywhere cold, 
famine and death. How, in such conditions, 
could the United States representative speak 
of the remarkable progress made by the Jews, 
and express the hope that they would continue 
along the same path ? The Jews had not come 
to seek refuge in Palestine, but to drive out the 
inhabitants and to disturb the peace in the Middle 
East. 

The main point was that the Arab refugees 
were the people who had inhabited Palestine 
for centuries, and whose freedom and independ
ence had been solemnly proclaimed during the 
First World War. Article 22 of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations had declared that their 
well-being and: development was a sacred trust. 
The disaster by which they were stricken was 
thus a challenge to the very principles proclaimed 
in the Preamble of the Charter : instead of the 
right of self-determination, they now had only 
the right to be massacred or driven from their 
homes. 
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d'Omar a Jerusalem et nne des cglises de la Via 
Dolorosa a Jerusalem. Les representants du 
patriarcat latin, du patriarcat catholique arme
nien, du patriarcat grec et des paroisses latines, 
ecrivaient, le 31 mai 1948, que, alors que le 
haut commandement arabe avait donne l'ordre 
de cesser le feu a la suite de !'accord intervenu 
grace a la Commission consulaire de treve, 
les Juifs avaient profite de cette circonstance 
pour occuper les principaux points strategiques. 
C'est ainsi que la Ville sainte a ete transformee 
en un champ de bataille. 

II est de fait que les Juifs se sont servis de 
batiments religieux, et meme de leurs propres 
synagogues, pour les transformer en bases mili
taires, et ce alors qu'il n'y avait de troupes 
des :Etats arabes ni a Jerusalem meme, ni dans 
ses environs. En fait, ce n'est done pas l'arrivee 
des troupes du roi de Transjordanie qui a declenche 
la bataille pour Jerusalem : ce sont les Juifs 
qui en sont responsables, comme en font foi 
les telegrammes et les rapports de la Commission 
consulaire de treve. 

Le pen de respect qu'ont les Juifs pour les 
Lieux saints ressort egalement d'une protestation 
soumise le 28 juin 1948 aux pretendues autorites 
juives par le reverend pere Pascal, superieur 
de Notre Dame de France, qui se plaignait que 
des profanations de toutes sortes avaient ete 
commises par les autorites militaires juives. 

De Jaffa, parvient le temoignage du pretre 
catholique grec Georges Rezk qui, le 4 aout 1948, 
a fait rapport a ses superieurs sur les profanations 
commises par les soldats juifs. De Galilee par
viennent les temoignages de monseigneur Antonio 
Vergani, en date du 27 juillet 1948, ayant trait 
notamment au pillage du convent franciscain 
de Tiberiade et du sanctuaire des Beatitudes 
et du convent franciscain de Capharnaiim, 
ainsi que d'une eglise situee sur les bords du lac 
de Tiberiade, de l'Eglise des Mosai:ques de Tabgha 
et du sanctuaire de la Multiplication des pains. 
Ainsi, en quelques jours les sionistes ont profane 
ce que les siecles avaient respecte. 

Tel est le tableau que presente actuellement la 
Palestine : villes et villages desertes, maisons 
detruites et pillees, sanctuaires profanes, partout 
le froid, la famine et la mort. Comment dans 
ces conditions le representant des Etats-Unis 
a-t-il pu parler des progres remarquables accomplis 
par les Juifs et exprimer l'espoir qu'ils conti
nueraient dans cette voie ? Ce n'est pas pour 
chercher refuge que les Juifs sont venus en 
Palestine, mais pour en chasser les habitants 
et troubler la paix dans le Moyen Orient. 

Le fait essentiel, c'est que les refugies arabes 
ne sont autres que ceux qui ont habite la Palestine 
pendant des siecles et dont l'independance et la 
liberte ont etc solennellement proclamees au 
cours de la premiere guerre mondiale. En efiet, 
!'Article 22 du Pacte de la Societe des Nations 
declarait que leur bien-etre et leur developpement 
etaient nne tache sacree. La tragedie qui s'abat 
sur eux aujourd'hui constitue done un defi aux 
principes memes qui se trouvent enonces dans le 
Preambule de la Charte : au lieu du droit des 
peuples a disposer d'eux-memes, ils ne jouissent 
plus que du droit d'etre massacres ou bien 
expu]ses. 



Furthermore, of the 700,000 Jews in Palestine, 
scarcely 15 per cent were born in the country. 
The remainder were mostly foreigners, since only 
99,941 persons had been naturalized between 
Hl35 and 1946. And finally, those Jews, foreign
ers, owned not more than 7 per cent of the land. 

It was thus the greatest injustice, the greatest 
treachery in the history of the world ; a violation 
of the very principles proclaimed in the Covenant 
and in the Mandate. The Arabs had even been 
refused recourse to the International Court of 
Justice ; and the Mediator had based his obser
vations on the fait accompli, and not on the merits 
of the problem, or on justice. 

The proposed solution had had tragic conse
quences : it was not, in fact, a real solution at all. 
Politically, historically and economically, Pales
tine was an entity. Partition would involve 
not simply a division of the territory ; it would 
be a mutilation, as a result of which half a million 
Arabs would be placed under the domination of 
a minority, or, at any rate, of an approximately 
equal number of foreigners who had not been 
naturalized. The position would be all the more 
absurd in that, except in Tel Aviv, the J ews were 
in a minority in every zone and district, as was 
clearly indicated in paragraphs 65 and 66 of the 
report of Sub-Committee 2 of the ad hoc Com
mittee on the Palestinian Question (A/AC.14/32). 
As for land ownership, the Jews owned only 
1,624 square kilometres out of 26,305 square 
kilometres, or 7 per cent of the total area of the 
country. 

The partition solution violated all democratic 
principles, for there could be no justification for 
giving a foreign minority owning 7 per cent of 
the land the most fertile regions of a country 
inhabited for centuries by an indigenous popu
lation. The Jews meanwhile had the impudence 
to claim that partition involved a heavy sacri
fice for them and a serious loss of territory whereas 
in fact there was no question either of their sacri
fice or of their territory. 

From the economic point of view partition was 
no less iniquitous : the citrus-producing regions 
which accounted for 80 per cent of the country's 
exports, were all included in Jewish territory 
notwithstanding the fact that the Arabs owned 
53 per cent of the citrus groves. Moreover, the 
best agricultural land was allotted to the Jews. 
In short, almost all the agricultural, commercial 
and economic resources of Palestine were given 
to the Jews while the Arabs, who owned 93 per 
cent of the country, were left with mountains 
and unproductive deserts, as was evident from the 
very terms of the document submitted by the 
British Government of Palestine to the United 
Nations Special Committee on Palestine. There 
were no possibilities of development or export 
in the zone allotted to the Arabs. It consisted 
solely of arid mountains, where the population 
would be condemned to poverty and famine. 
The very fact that the scheme of partition pro
posed the previous year by the General ~ssem~ly 
was based on the necessity for economic umon 

D'autre part, des 700.000 Juifs qui sc trouvent 
actuellement en Palestine, a peine 15 pour 100 
sont nes dans le pays. Quant aux autres, ce sont 
des etrangers, pour la plupart, puisque seules 
99.941 naturalisations ont eu lieu de 1935 a 
1946. Enfin, ces Juifs, ces etrangers, ne possedent 
pas plus de 7 pour 100 du territoire palestinien. 

11 s'agit done de la plus grande injustice, de la 
plus grande trahison de l'histoire universelle, 
d'une violation des principes meme qui avaient 
ete proclames dans le Pacte ct par le Mandat. 
L'on a meme refuse aux Arabes tout recours 
a Ia Cour internationale de Justice et Ie Mediateur 
ne s'est fonde que sur Ie fait accompli, non sur la 
nature meme du probleme et sur la justice. 

La solution que l'on avait suggeree a eu des 
consequences tragiques. C'est qu'en efict il nc 
s'agit nullement d'une solution veritable : poli
tiquement, historiquement et economiquement, la 
P alestine est un tout. Le partage ne serait pas 
une simple division du territoire, cc serait une 
mutilation en vertu de laquelle un demi-million 
d' Arabes se verraient places so us la domination 
d'unc minorite, ou en tout cas, d'un nombre 
sensiblement egal au leur d'etrangers non natu
raliscs. Cette situation serait d'autant plus 
absurde que, a I' exception de Tel-Aviv, les J uifs 
se trouvcnt en minorite dans chaque zone, dans 
chaque district, comme il est clairement indique 
aux paragraphes 65 et 66 du rapport de Ia 
Sons-Commission 2 de la Commission ad hoc 
chargee de la question palestinicnne (A/AC. 
14/32). D'autre part, en ce qui concerne la 
possession du sol, les Juifs ne possedent que 
1.624 kilometres carrcs sur 26.305 kilometres 
carres, c'est-a-dire, 7 pour 100 de la superficie 
totale du pays. 

La solution du partage viole tous lcs principes 
democratiques puisque l'on ne peut justifier 
}'attribution a une minorite etrangere, posscdant 
7 pour 100 du sol, des regions les plus fertiles 
d'un pays que sa population authentique habite 
depuis des siecles. Quant aux Juifs, ils ont 
!'impudence de dire que Ia proposition de partage 
entraine pour eux un lourd sacrifice et une perte 
de territoire serieuse, alors qu'en fait il ne s'agit 
ni de leur sacrifice, ni de leur territoire. 

Du point de vue economique, le partage n'est 
pas moins inique, car les regions productrices 
d'agrumes, qui constituent 80 pour 100 des 
exportations du pays, sont incluses en totalite 
dans le territoire juif, et ce, bien que les Arabes 
possedent 53 pour 100 des plantations d'agrumes. 
De plus, les meilleures terres arables sont attri
buees aux Juifs. Bref, presque toutes les ressources 
agricoles, commerciales et economiques de Ia 
Palestine sont attribuees aux Juifs alors que les 
Arabes, qui possedent 93 pour 100 du pays, 
se voient attribuer des montagnes et des deserts 
depourvus de ressources, ainsi qu'il resulte des 
t ermes memes du document presente a Ia Com
mission speciale des Nations Unies pour la 
Palestine par le Gouvernement britannique de 
Palestine. Dans la zone allouee aux Arabcs, il 
n'y a aucune possibilite de produire ou d'cxporter. 
II n'y a que des montagnes arides qui condam
neront la population qui y vivra a la pauvrete 
eta Ia famine. Le seul fait que le proj et de partage 
propose par I' Assemblee l'annee derniere fUt 



was in itself a condemnation of the principle of 
partition and a further proof of its impracticability 

Political, social and economic considerations 
all contributed to show the iniquity and imprac
ticability of partition. For the same reasons 
the proposals of the Mediator were also unaccep
table. The resolution 181 (II) or 29 November 
1947 and the Mediator's proposals both aimed at 
the political and economic destruction of the 
Arabs of Palestine for the benefit of a foreign 
minority. The sole difference was that Count 
Bernadotte's plan provided for the loss by the 
Jews of a desert that they had never owned 
in exchange for Western Galilee, where they 
represented only 4 per cent of the population 
and only owned 3 per cent of the territory. 
The Jews claimed that they needed Galilee for 
strategic reasons, the Negeb for development 
and Jerusalem on religious grounds. They had 
invented all those reasons in order to acquire 
territories which did not belong to them. Certain 
States and certain politicians had tried, for 
reasons of their own, to give the greatest possible 
part of Palestine to the Jews. But the future of 
a nation could not be decided by other States 
\Yith selfish interests and ambitions. The United 
Kingdom representative had gone so far as to 
say that the Mediator's proposals must be just 
and reasonable since they had satisfied neither 
the Jews nor the Arabs. That was indeed a 
surprising test, especially when applied by a 
Government which had repeatedly declared that 
it would not assist in implementing a solution 
which was not acceptable to both the Arabs 
and the Jews. It was generally admitted that 
the resolution of 29 November had been adopted 
as the result of the pressure applied by a great 
Power which had been influenced by electoral 
considerations and the fact that it had a Jewish 
minority. The Charter of the United Nations 
could not be used to serve such designs. That 
in itself was reason enough to invalidate the 
resolution. 

The war which was being waged in Palestine 
could be stopped only by the removal of its causes, 
in other words, by rejecting the principle of 
partition in any form whatsoever. It must be 
recalled in that connexion that, in general, the 
Arabs had no quarrel with Judaism and that in 
Arab States Jews enjoyed the rights of citi
zenship as they did in England, France and the 
United States ; the war notwithstanding, the 
Arab States were not at war with their own 
Jewish minorities. 

Two fundamental principles governed any 
solution of the Palestine problem. The first 
was that a permanent solution could not be 
founded on a temporary state of affairs such as 
the occupation of certain parts of Palestine by an 
alleged Israeli Government. The Mediator had 
been greatly influenced, indeed blinded, by the 
de facto situation. He had seen that the Jews 
controlled a large area and that their Provisional 
Government had been recognized by a certain 
number of States. By refusing to look for the 
underlying causes, he had not allowed justice 

base sur la necessite de !'union economique est en 
lui-meme nne condamnation du principc du 
partage et une preuve supplementaire de l'impos
sibilite du partage. 

L'injusticc, l'iniquite et l'impossibilite du 
partage sont demontrees par des raisons politiques, 
sociales et economiques. Les propositions du 
Mediateur ne peuvent etre acceptees non plus, 
pour les memes raisons. La resolution 181 (II) 
du 29 novembre 1947 et les propositions du 
Mediateur visent toutes les deux a la destruction 
politique et economique des Arabes de Palestine, 
au profit d'une minorite etrangere. La seule 
difference est que le plan du comte Bernadottc 
prevoit en faveur des Juifs la perte d'un desert 
qu'ils n'ont jamais possede en echange de la 
Galilee de l'Ouest dans laquelle ils ne representent 
que 4 pour 100 de la population et ne possedent 
que 3 pour 100 du territoire. Les Juifs pretendent 
qu'ils ont besoin de la Galilee pour des raisons 
strategiques, du Negeb pour le developper, de 
Jerusalem pour des raisons religieuses. lis ont 
invente toutes ces raisons pour acquerir des 
territoires qui ne leur appartiennent pas. Certains 
Etats et certains chefs politiques essaient, pour 
des raisons qui leur sont propres, de donner la 
plus grande partie possible de la Palestine aux 
Juifs. Mais l'avenir d'une nation ne peut etre 
determine par d'autres Etats qui ont des interets 
et des ambitions ego1stes. Le representant du 
Royaume-Uni est aile jusqu'a dire que les 
propositions du Mediateur devaient etre justes 
et raisonnables parce qu'elles ne satisfaisaient 
ni les Juifs ni les Arabes. Ce critere est pour le 
moins etrange, surtout de la part d'un Gouver
nement qui a declare a maintes reprises qu'il ne 
contribuerait pas a }'execution d'une solution 
qui n'aurait pas !'agrement a la fois des Arabes 
et des Juifs. D'autre part, on reconnait gene
ralement que la resolution du 29 noYembre a ete 
adoptee a la suite d'une pression exercee par une 
grande Puissance influencee par des considerations 
electorales, en raison de I' existence dans son sein 
d'une minorite juive. II est clair que la Charte 
des Nations Unies ne pent servir a realiser de 
pareils desseins. Cette raison entraine, a elle seule, 
la nullite de cette resolution. 

Pour arreter la guerre qui regne en Palestine 
il faut s'attaquer a ses causes, c'est-a-dire rejetcr 
le principe du partage sous quelque forme qu'i 
se presente. II faut rappeler a ce sujet que les 
Arabes n'ont pas de griefs a l'egard du juda1sme 
en general et que les J uifs j ouisscnt dans les 
Etats arabes des droits de citoyennete aussi bien 
qu'en Angleterre, qu'en France et qu'aux Etats
Unis, et que, malgre la guerre, les Etats arabes 
ne sont pas en etat de guerre avec leurs minorites 
juives. 

Deux principes essentiels gouvernent toute 
solution du problcme de la Palestine. Le premier 
est qu'une solution permanente ne peut etre 
trouvee en se fondant sur une situation provisoire 
telle que !'occupation de certaines parties de la 
Palestine par un pretendu Gouverncment d'Isracl. 
Le l\fediateur a ete largement influence et memc 
aveugle par la situation de fait. II a constatc 
que les Juifs controlaient une zone importante 
et que leur Gouvernement provisoire aYait etc 
reconnu par un certain nombre d'Etats. En se 
refusant a rechercher la raison de ces faits, il 
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to play the full part in the solution which it was 
for him to put forward. Indeed, the occupation 
of certain territories by the Jews constituted the 
problem and not the solution of the Palestine 
question. Did the fait accompli of the occupation 
of a territory by a minority which proclaimed 
itself as a government have to be accepted ? 
Did the faet have to be ignored that that minority 
represented only a third of the population, was 
composed of foreigners, owned only 7 per cent 
of the land, had by its violence caused the flight 
of 750,000 of the original inhabitants and had 
indulged in looting and massacre ? How much 
was a government set up by terror and assas
sination worth ? Recognition of the principle 
of the fait accompli in Palestine under the aegis 
of the United Nations would mean in the judgment 
of history the repudiation of elementary prin
ciples of international law and justice as well 
as the sanctioning of any kind of crime. That 
was why the Mediator's proposals could not but 
aggravate and prolong the conflict. 

The second principle which must govern any 
solution of the Palestine problem was that the 
Arabs and the Jewish citizens of Palestine should 
be able to live together in a united Palestine 
under a democratic constitution. It was conse
quently necessary to provide for the return to 
their countries of origin of all the terrorist Zionists 
who had entered the Holy Land. The arms they 
had smuggled in must be confiscated and repara
tions must be paid for the damage they had caused. 
\Vithout such a solution there would be no peace 
in the Middle East, since the Arabs would con
tinue to fight until the foreigners illegally in
stalled in Palestine were routed. 

Finally, the representative of the Arab Higher 
Committee observed that Arab opposition to the 
creation of a Jewish State in Palestine followed a 
law of nature which could be likened to the 
resistance of the human body to a cancerous 
growth. That opposition would continue until 
the cancer was destroyed. It would be destroyed, 
for it went without saying that that growth could 
not overcome 40 million Arabs. It had been 
claimed that the partition solution had the 
merit of being based on political realities. But 
the only natural, permanent, immutable political 
reality which must be taken into account was the 
opposition of the Arabs to the creation of a 
Jewish State in Palestine. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) replying to a statement 
made by the representative of Syria on 17 No
vember with regard to certain States in Eastern 
Europe which it was alleged had failed to call 
back the Jews expelled from their territories, 
pointed out that immediately after the liberation 
of its territory, the Polish Government had 
invited all Polish Jews to return to Poland. The 
majority of the Jews who had survived the 
war were uprooted and had lost their families. 
That was why many of them did not wish to 
return to the countries where they had suffered. 
None the less, the Polish Government had granted 
social and financial assistance to those Jews who 
wished to return to Poland and would continue 
to apply the same policy in the future. 

negligeait necessairement, dans la solution qu'il 
devait proposer, le role de la justice. En effet, 
le fait de !'occupation de certains territoires par 
les Juifs est le probh~me qu'il faut resoudre et non 
Ia solution du probleme palestinien. Faut-H 
simplement admettre le fait accompli de !'occu
pation d'un territoire par une minorite qui se 
proclame Gouvernement et ignorer que cette 
minorite represente seulement un tiers de la 
population, est formce d'etrangers, ne possede 
que 7 pour 100 de Ia terre, a provoque par ses 
violences l'exode de 750.000 habitants autochtones 
et s'est livree au pillage et au massacre ? QueUe 
est Ia valeur d'un Gouvernement cree par la 
terreur et les assassinats? La reconnaissance 
du principe du fait accompli en Palestine, sous 
l'egide de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
equivaudrait devant l'histoire au desaveu des 
principes elementaires du droit international 
de Ia justice et a Ia justification de n'importe quel 
crime. C'est pourquoi les suggestions du Mediateur 
ne peuvent qu'aggraver et prolonger le conflit. 

Le deuxieme principe qui doit gouverner toute 
solution du problcme de la Palestine est que les 
Arabes et les citoyens juifs palestiniens doivent 
pouvoir vivre ensemble dans une Palestine 
unifiee, jouissant d'une constitution democratique. 
II faut, par consequent, pourvoir au retour dans 
leurs pays d'origine des sionistes terroristes qui 
ont penetrc en Terre sainte. Les arrnes qu'ils 
ont importees devront etre confisquees et des 
reparations devront etre accordees pour les 
dommages qu'ils ont causes. En l'absence de 
cette solution, i1 n'y aura pas de paix dans le 
Moyen Orient, car les Arabes lutteront jusqu'a 
I a deroute de ces etrangers, qui se sont illegalement 
installes en Palestine. 

En conclusion, le representant du Haut
Comite arabe fait remarquer que l'opposition 
arabe a un Etat juif en Palestine suit une loi 
naturelle, qui peut se comparer a Ia reaction 
du corps humain contre une tumeur cancereuse. 
Cette opposition ne cessera que lorsque Ia tumeur 
aura etc detruite et elle sera detruite, car il va 
sans dire que cette excroissance ne pourra venir 
a bout de 40 millions d' Arabes. On a dit, en 
faveur de la solution du partage, qu'elle etait 
fondee sur les realitcs politiques. Mais la seule 
realite politique naturelle, permanente, irnrnuable 
dont il t:aille tenir compte, c'est !'opposition 
des Arabes ala creation d'un :Etat juif en Palestine. 

M. LANGE (Pologne), repondant a une rernarque 
faite par le representant clela Syrie, le 17 novernbre, 
au sujet des Etats de !'Europe orientale qui 
n'auraient pas rappele les Juifs expulses de leur 
territoire, fait remarquer que le Gouvernernent 
polonais a invite tous les Juifs polonais a se 
reinstaller en Pologne, des la liberation du 
territoire. La plupart des israelites qui ont survecu 
a la guerre sont deracines et sans farnille. C'est 
pourquoi beaucoup d'entre eux ne tiennent pas 
a se reinstaller dans les pays qu~ ont ete le theatre 
de leurs soufirances. Toutefois, le Gouvernernent 
polonais a accorde son aide sociale et financiere 
aux Juifs desireux de rentrer en Pologne et sa 
politique, a l'avenir, continuera dans le meme 
sens. 
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The gravity of the Palestine problem had been 
revealed by the following facts : (1) during the 
current session the Security Council had been 
called upon again and again to uphold an uneasy 
truce between the parties ; (2) there were hundreds 
of thousands of refugees with regard to whom the 
General Assembly (163rd plenary meeting) had 
just adopted a resolution ; (3) the Mediation 
Commission in Palestine had lost some of its 
members, among them Count Bernadotte. 

The General Assembly resolution of 29 No
vember 1947 was a remarkable achievement for, 
having been supported by the United States and 
the USSR, it had given the best proof that inter
national co-operation was possible. The realism 
of that resolution was confirmed later when the 
State of Israel was established on territory roughly 
corresponding to that which had been assigned 
to it by the resolution. It was the task of the 
United Nations Special Committee on Palestine 
to implement that resolution. It was unfortu
nately prevented from so doing by the fact that 
on the very day when the British Mandate in 
Palestine came to an end Egypt, Transjordan, 
Syria and Lebanon, had recourse to armed force 
in Palestine. 

In the opinion of the Polish delegation, the 
Governments of the United Kingdom and the 
United States of America were primarily respon
sible for the armed conflict which had broken 
out in Palestine. The United Kingdom Govern
ment had done everything in its power to hinder 
the implementation of the resolution of 29 No
vember 1947 by tolerating the presence of armed 
Arab bands and by taking no measures to check 
the preparations for the invasion of Palestine 
by the Arab States. Transjordan, which was 
financially and militarily dependent upon the 
United Kingdom, had been in the vanguard in 
the war. As for the other Arab States, the 
United Kingdom had refrained from exercising 
her influence upon them in the cause of peace. 
The negative attitude of the United Kingdom 
Government towards the General Assembly reso
lution had thus given the rulers of the Arab 
States the impression that it would favour an 
attempt to oppose the General Assembly's 
resolution by armed force. 

The hesitant attitude of the United States had 
also served to encourage the Arab States. If the 
United States had clearly and unambiguously 
supported the resolution for which it had voted on 
29 November 1947, the Arab States would not 
have attempted to combat by armed force a reso
lution based upon agreement between the United 
States and the USSR. Unfortunately the events 
that followed the resolution of 29 November 1947 
had revealed the vacillating nature of United 
States policy. The following were the most 
significant : (1) the request of the United States 
for a special session of the General Assembly in 
May 1948 ; (2) the United States proposal during 
that session to put the whole of Palestine tempo
rarily under the Trusteeship System ; (3) the 
proposal on 13 May 1948 to appoint a High Com
missioner for Palestine ; (4) finally, on 14 May 
! 948, the sudden and unexpected recognition of 

Le representant de la Pologne constate que la 
gravite de la question palestinienne a ete demontree 
par les faits suivants : 1) Le Conseil de securite 
a ete appele, durant la presente session, a maintes 
reprises, a maintenir une treve precaire entre les 
parties ; 2) Il existe des centaines de mille de 
refugies, au sujet desquels l'Assemblee generale 
(163e seance pleniere) vient de prendre une 
resolution ; 3) La Commission de mediation en 
Palestine a perdu certains de ses membres, 
parmi lesquels le comte Bernadotte. 

La resolution de l'assemblee generale du 
29 novembre 1947 constituait un resultat remar
quable, car beneficiant de I'appui des Etats
Unis et de l'URSS, elle etait la meilleure preuve 
que la cooperation internationale etait possible. 
Le realisme de cette resolution s'affirma uite
rieurement lorsque fut cree l'Etat d'Israei sur 
un territoire qui correspondait a peu pres a 
celui qui lui avait ete assigne par la resolution. 
II incombait a la Commission speciale des 
Nations Unies pour la Palestine de mettre cette 
resolution en ceuvre. Elle en flit empechee malheu
reusement par le fait que, le jour meme de Ia 
fin du Mandat britannique sur la Palestine, 
l'Egypte, la Transjordanie, la Syrie et le Liban 
ont eu recours en Palestine a !'usage de la force 
armee. 

Selon la delegation polonaise, la responsa
bilite primordiale du conflit arme qui s'est pro
duit en Palestine incombe aux Gouvernements 
du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis d'Amerique. 
Le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni a fait tout 
son possible pour empecher la mise a execution 
de Ia resolution du 29 novembre 1947 en tolerant 
la presence de bandes armees arabes et en ne 
prevoyant aucune mesure pour arreter Ia prepa
ration de !'invasion de Ia Palestine par les Etats 
Arabes. La Transjordanie, qui depend financie
rement et militairement du Royaume-Uni, a 
ete a I'avant-garde de la guerre. Quand aux 
autres Etats arabes, Ie Royaume-Uni s'abstint 
d'user aupres d'eux de son influence dans un 
sens pacifique. L'attitude negative du Gouver
nement du Royaume-Uni, en ce qui concerne 
Ia resolution de I' Assemblee generale, donna 
done aux chefs des Etats arabes !'impression 
qu'il serait favorable a une tentative de s'opposer 
a la resolution de I' Assemblee generale par 
Ia force des armes. 

Les Etats-Unis, en adoptant une attitude 
hesitante, donnerent le meme encouragement 
aux Etats arabes. S'ils avaient appuye clairement 
et sans reserve Ia resolution qu'ils avaient votee 
le 29 novembre 1947, les Etats Arabes n'auraient 
pas tente de s'opposer par Ia force des armes 
a une resolution sur laquelle s'etait fait l'awilrd 
des Etats-Unis et de l'URSS. Malheureusement, 
Ies evenements qui ont suivi Ia resolution du 
29 novembre 1947 ont demontre le caractere 
vacillant de Ia politique des Etats-Unis. Les 
principaux parmi ces evenements sont les sui
vants : 1) La demande des Etats-Unis tendant 
a convoquer une session speciale de I' Assemblee 
generale en mai 1948 ; 2) la suggestion des :Etats
Unis au cours de cette session, en vue d'etablir 
un systeme temporaire de tutelle sur toute Ia 
Palestine ; 3) le 13 mai 1948, la proposition 
americaine en vue de la nomination d'un haut 
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the State of Israel by the United States Govern
ment. 

Meanwhile, on 4 May 1948, the United Kingdom 
delegation had submitted a proposal for the 
appointment of a neutral commission, thus 
abandoning the aims and the machinery set 
forth in the resolution of 29 November 1947. 

All those changes served only to increase 
confusion and encourage the trouble-makers. 
The final result reached on 14 May 1948 had been 
the appointment of a Mediator and the disso
lution of the Special Committee on Palestine. 

The events which had occurred since then were 
well enough known. Warfare alternating with 
a truce and necessitating repeated intervention 
by the Security Council and, finally, the report 
of the late Count Bernadotte which contained 
proposals flagrantly contradictory to the reso
lution of 29 November. 

For their part the Arab States had issued a 
warning that they would not implement the 
resolution of the General Assembly. Certainly 
they were within their rights in so doing since 
the recommendations of the Assembly were not 
binding, but their political wisdom might be 
questioned for they went against more than two
thirds of the Members of the United Nations as 
well as against two great Powers. Furthermore 
those Arab States which were Members of the 
United Nations had definitely violated the Charter 
in failing to settle their dispute with the State 
of Israel without recourse to arms. Not only 
had they allowed themselves to be manceuvrcd by 
certain great Powers ; they had also failed to 
derive any advantages from their action. Once 
already, by rejecting the idea of a bi-national 
State suggested by the representatives of Poland 
and the USSR, they had adopted a policy con
trary to their interests. Then, when they had 
tried to oppose by force the plan of partition 
adopted by the Assembly they had committed 
a second error in thinking that the great Powers 
which had misled them would support them. 
The sudden recognition of the State of Israel 
on 14 May by the United States showed the 
extent of their miscalculation. 

The motives of the Powers which had misled 
the Arab States were clear. The United Kingdom 
had applied the principle of divide et impera in 
order to retain its position in the Middle East 
and so had fanned the flames of conflict between 
the Arabs and the Jews. The United States had 
wished to build up its influence in that part of the 
world by advocating solutions different from 
those advocated by the General Assembly. In 
both cases, imperialist policies, one conservative, 
tH.e other expansionist, were at the root of the 
situation in Palestine at the present time. 

By consenting to serve as willing pawns of the 
imperialist Powers, the Arab Governments had 
launched upon military operations which had 
weakened their position both with Israel and 
with the great Powers. Was it not indeed sur
prising that the request made by Egypt for the 
withdrawal of British troops from Egyptian 
territory would seem to have been abandoned, 

commissaire pour Ia Palestine ; 4) enfin, le 
14mai a 148, Ia reconnaissance subite et inatten
due de l'Etat d'Israel par le Gouvernement 
des Etats-Unis. 

De son cote, le 4 mai 1948, la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni avait presente un plan tendant 
a Ia creation d'une Commission neutre renon
c;ant ainsi aux buts et aux mesures d'application 
de Ia resolution du 29 novembre. 

Tous ces changements ne firent qu'accroitre 
a confusion et encourager Ies fauteurs de trou
ble. Finalement, on aboutit le 14 mai 1948 a 
Ia nomination d'un Mediateur et a la dissolution 
de Ia Commission speciale pour Ia Palestine. 

Les evenements qui se sont produits depuis 
lors sont bien connus : alternance de guerre 
et de treve, reclamant des interventions repetees 
du Conseil de securite et enfin rapport du defunt 
comte Bernadotte, contenant des propositions en 
contradiction flagrante avec Ia resolution du 
29 novembre. 

Le representant de la Pologne fait remarquer 
que les Etats arabes ont avert\ de leur cote qu'ils 
n'appliqueraient pas Ia resolution de l'Assemblee 
generale. Certes, ils en avaient le droit, puisque 
les recommandations de l' Assemblee n' ont pas 
de force obligatoire, mais Ia sagesse politique 
de ces Etats peut etre mise en doute car ils 
s'opposaient a plus des deux tiers des Membres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, ainsi qu'a 
deux des grandes Puissances. De plus, ceux 
des Etats arabes qui sont Membres de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies ont nettement viole 
Ia Charte en ne s'abstenant pas de regler leur 
differend avec l'Etat d' Israel par la force des 
armes. Non seulement, ils se sont Iaisses manmu
vrer par certaines grandes Puissances, mais 
encore, ils n'ont retire aucun avantage de leurs 
actes. Une premiere fois deja, en rejetant l'idee 
d'un Etat bi-national, suggeree par les repre
sentants de la Pologne et de l'URSS, ils avaient 
adopte une politique contraire a leurs interets. 
Enfin, lorsqu'ils ont essaye de s'opposer par 
les armes au plan de partage adopte par l'Assem
blee, ils ont fait une seconde erreur en croyant 
que les grandes Puissances qui les avaient induits 
en erreur lcs soutiendraient, ainsi qu'en temoigne 
la reconnaissance soudaine, le 14 mai 1948, 
de l'Etat d'Israel par les Etats-Unis. 

1\'L Lange estime que les mobiles des grandes 
Puissances qui ont induit en erreur les Etats 
arabes soot clairs. Le Royaume-Uni a applique 
le principe divide et impera, afin de maintenir 
sa position dans le Moyen Orient et a attise 
a cettc fin le conflit entre les Arabes et les Juifs. 
Quant aux :Etats-Unis, ils ont voulu etablir 
leur influence dans cette partie du monde en 
preconisant des solutions differentes de celles 
preconisees par l'Assemblee generale. Dans les 
deux cas, des politiques imperialistes, l'une 
conservatrice, l'autre expansionniste, sont a 
Ia base de Ia situation presente en Palestine 

Les Gouvernements arabes, en consentant 
a servir d'instruments dociles aux Puissances 
imperialistes, se sont embarques dans des ope
rations militaires qui ont affaibli leur position 
a I' egard des Israeliens et des gran des Puissances. 
N'est-il pas, en effet, etonnant que la demande 
formulee par l'Egypte tendant au retrait des 
troupes britanniques du territoire egyptien sem-: 
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while Iraq apparently no longer opposed the 
signature of a treaty with the United Kingdom 
formerly considered as an infringement of its 
national sovereignty ? Was the relinquishment 
of those claims the price paid for the support 
of their military ventures or had those ventures 
made them so dependent upon the United King
dom that they could no longer champion the 
national aspirations of their peoples ? 

A solution must be found. Peace must be 
restored in Palestine as quickly as possible in the 
interests of the Arabs as well as of the Jews, in 
the interests of the refugees and of the peoples 
of neighbouring countries. The Assembly must 
adopt a firm solution without delay. Such a 
solution was not difficult to find. The policy 
of confusion and vacillation which had led to the 
present state of war in Palestine must be brought 
to an end. The resolution of 29 November must 
serve as a starting-point for a solution of the 
problem ; that resolution had not been abrogated 
and the proposals of the Mediator could not be 
substituted for it. The solution applied must take 
into account the interests and aspirations of all 
the inhabitants of Palestine, whether Hebrew or 
Arab, Moslem, Jewish or Christian. That solution 
was in the interests of the Jews for it meant the 
peaceful development of their national home in 
the State of Israel. For the Arabs it meant 
emancipation from the semi-colonial domin
ation which was the cause of their unfortunate 
adventure. 

Many problems must be solved : economic 
union, co-operation between the two States, the 
detailed demarcation of boundaries, etc. Those 
questions could be solved between the Arab States 
and the State of Israel by direct negotiation 
free from foreign interference. It was the duty 
of the United Nations to take the appropriate 
measures in order to encourage such negotiations. 

The meeting rose at 5.50 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED 
AND EIGHTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris 
on Tuesday, 23 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

77. Continuation of the 
the progress report 
Nations Mediator 
(A/648) 

discussion on 
of the United 
on Palestine 

Mr. Hooo (Australia) said that the development 
of the situation in Palestine since the previous 
session of the Assembly now made it possible to 
take a definite step towards a final and just 
settlement. One thing had become clear from all 
the preceding debates, namely, that such a 
settlement could be achieved only if the Assembly 
consistently adhered to its adopted decisions. 
Any departure in principle from previous decisions 
would only create uncertainty and strike a blow 

ble avoir ete abandonnee tandis que I'lrak ne 
semble plus s'opposer a Ia signature avec le 
Royaume-Uni du traite qu'elle avait juge aupa
ravant contraire a sa souverainete nationale. 
Ont-ils abandonne ces demandes pour le prix 
d'un appui a leurs aventures militaires, ou 
ces aventures les ont-ils rendus a ce point depen
dants du Royaume-Uni qu'ils ne peuvent plus 
invoquer les aspirations nationales de leurs 
peuples? 

Une solution doit etre trouvee. La paix doit 
etre restauree en Palestine aussi vite que possible, 
dans !'interet des Arabes aussi bien que 
des Juifs, dans !'interet des refugies et des peuples 
des Etats voisins. II faut que I'Assemblee adopte 
sans delai une solution empreinte de fermete. 
Cette solution est facile a trouver. II faut mettre 
fin a la politique de confusion et d'indecision 
qui a cree l'etat de guerre actuel en Palestine. 
II faut retourner a la resolution du 29 novembre, 
afin qu'elle serve de base a la solution du pro
bleme. Cette resolution n'a pas ete abrogee 
et les propositions du MCdiateur ne peuvent 
la remplacer. La solution a intervenir doit tenir 
compte des interets et des aspirations de tous 
les habitants de la Palestine, Hebreux ou Arabes, 
mahometans, juifs ou chretiens. Les Juifs ont 
interet a cette solution, car elle implique le 
developpement pacifique de leur Foyer national 
dans l'Etat d'Israel. Les Arabes, de leur cote, 
pourront ainsi s'emanciper de la domination 
semi-coloniale qui est a l' origine de leur mesa
venture. 

Beaucoup de problemes doivent etre resolus : 
union economique, cooperation entre les deux 
Etats, detail du trace de la frontiere, etc. Ces 
questions peuvent etre resolues dans des nego
ciations directes entre les Etats arabes et l'Etat 
d'Israel, a l'abri d'interventions etrangeres. C'est 
la tache de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
de prendre les mesures necessaires pour encou
rager de telles negociations. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 50. 

DEUX-CENT-HUITIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 23 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

77. Suite de la discussion sur le rap
port interimaire du Mediateur des 
Nations Unies en Palestine (A/648) 

Pour M. Hooo (Australie) !'evolution de la 
situation en Palestine depuis Ia derniere session 
de I' Assemblee permet de faire un grand pas vers 
un reglement juste et definitif. II ressort claire
ment des deliberations anterieures qu'un tel 
rcglement ne pent etre realise que si l'Assemblee 
se tient fermement aux decisions qu'elle a prece
demment adoptees. Qu'elle se departe si peu que 
ce so it de ces decisions anterieures, et il n'en re~ ul
tera que confusion et perte de prestige pour elle. 
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at the prestige of the United Nations. The first 
duty _of the Committee was to separate the 
essential from the non-essential aspects of the 
problem. In carrying out its task the Committee 
should take account of the action of the Security 
Council on the military and security aspects of the 
Palestine situation. If the armistice which the 
Council had ordered was successfully concluded in 
the near future, it would considerably facilitate the 
Committee's task in the political field and the 
Committee would naturally wish to take every 
advantage of such a development 

The Committee's work should be based upon 
the resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947 which 
still retained full validity as the considered 
judgment of the United Nations, even though 
it had not been accepted by one of the parties. 
The Assembly was also bound to take into account 
the establishment of the Jewish State of Israel 
which had successfully withstood every practical 
test. As Count Bernadotte had said, the Jewish 
State was a living and vigorous reality with its 
Government exercising all the attributes of full 
sovereignty. The creation of the Jewish State 
was a development in full conformity with the 
partition plan. No good purpose would be served 
by ignoring its existence even though some of the 
means used to bring it into being had not been 
premeditated by the Assembly. On the contrary, 
there was a definite advantage to be had in 
bringing it into the foreground and considering 
other aspects of the Palestine question in relation 
to it. The Committee should therefore include 
in its proposals to the Assembly, some tangible 
recognition of the existence of Israel, such as a 
recommendation for its admission to membership 
in the United Nations, which was provided for in 
the November resolution. 

M. Hood considered that the effectiveness of the 
November resolution had in no way been weakened 
by the unjustified attempt to undermine it by the 
proposal of trusteeship introduced during the 
second special session (AJC.1 /277). On the contrary, 
the November resolution had been the basis of the 
decision of the Assembly to adopt the mediation 
procedure. To entertain any thought now of 
setting the resolution aside or ignoring it would 
lead to confusion and cast doubt upon the United 
Nation's determination to follow through consis
tently the policy which it had decided upon after 
the fullest consideration as being in accordance 
with basic justice. Should the whole issue now 
be reopened, it would have to be dealt with in 
conditions distorted by military activities and 
aggravated by the emotions of war. 

The Mediator's report was, Mr.Hood considered, 
a sincere and valuable document. But in would 
be quite wrong to regard it as in any way intended 
to set aside the principles of the November reso
lution. He was satisfied that nothing had been 
further from the Mediator's mind. The Mediators 
task had itself derived from an Assembly decision 
[resolution 186 (S-2)] which was taken within 
the general framework of the resolution of 29 
November. The report was in strict conformity 
with the principles of the p~r~ition plan w~en it 
recommended political partition and an _mter-

Le premier devoir de Ia Commission est de distin
guer entre les aspects essentiels et les aspects 
secondaires du probleme. Elle doit, dans I'accom
plissement de sa tache, tenir compte des mesures 
prises par le Conseil de securite en ce qui concerne 
!'aspect militaire de Ia situation en Palestine et 
Ie maintien de la securite dans ce pays. Si !'armis
tice qu'a prescrit le Conseil est effectivement 
conclu dans un avenir prochain, cela facilitera 
considerablement la tache politique de la Commis
sion et il est certain qu'elle voudra en tirer tout 
Ie parti possible. 

L'reuvre de la Commission doit se fonder sur 
la resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 1947, 
Iaquelle reste toujours valable, en tant que deci
sion murement reflechie de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, bien qu'elle n'ait pas ete acceptee 
par l'une des parties. L' Assemblee do it egalement 
tenir compte de I'etablissement de l'Etat juif 
d' Israel qui a traverse victorieusement toutes 
Ies epreuves. Comme l'a dit le comte Bernadotte, 
I'Etat juif est une realite vivante et vigoureuse 
avec un Gouvernement qui exerce toutes les 
prerogatives de la compli~te souverainete. Sa 
creation decoule normalement du plan, de partage. 
II ne servirait a rien de pretendre ignorer son 
existence, encore que certains des moyens qui ont 
ete employes pour lui donner Ie jour n'eussent 
pas ete deliberement prevus par I' Assemblee. 
II y a au contraire I'avantage le plus certain a le 
mettre au premier plan eta juger les autres aspects 
de Ia question palestinienne en fonction de !'exis
tence de I'Etat juif. La Commission devrait done, 
dans les propositions qu'elle fera a l'Assemblee, 
introduire sous quelque forme Ia reconnaissance 
effective de !'existence d'Israel, par exemple, 
en recommandant son admission a !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, admission deja prevue par 
Ia resolution de novembre. 

M. Hood estime que Ia resolution de novembre 
n'a rien perdu de sa valeur, malgre la tentative 
injustifiee de torpillage dont elle a ete !'objet au 
cours de la deuxieme session extraordinaire 
(A/C.1 /277), so us les especes du pro jet de tutelle. 
Au contraire, c'est en s'inspirant de cette reso
lution de novembre que I'Assemblee a decide de 
recourir a Ia procedure de mediation. Toute 
tentative pour mettre cette resolution de cOte 
ou pour !'ignorer purement et simplement, mene
rait a la confusion et ferait douter de la volonte 
qu'ont les Nations Unies de poursuivre fermement 
Ia Iigne de conduite qu'elles ont adoptee apres 
une etude minuticuse, comme Ia plus conforme 
aux principes de justice. Si l'on revenait sur 
Ia question dans tout son ensemble, on aurait a 
Ia traiter dans des conditions nouvelles, profon
dement alterees par les operations militaires, et 
aggravees parIes emotions que laguerre provoque. 

M. Hood estime que le rapport du Mediateur 
est un document sincere et de haute valeur, mais 
on aurait tort de penser qu'il tend, de quelque 
maniere que ce soit a faire abandonner Ies principes 
de Ia resolution de novembre. Le representant de 
I'Australie est certain qu'il n'y a rien de tel dans 
Ies intentions du Mediateur. La mission 6e ce 
dernier resultait d'une decision de I' Assemblee 
[resolution 186 (S-2) ], qui a ete elle-meme prise 
dans Ie cadre de Ia resolution du 29 novembre. 
Son rapport est rigoureusement. conforme au_x 
principes du plan du partage, qm recommanda1t 
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national regime for Jerusalem. All the Mediator's 
suggestions should be taken into account, but 
the Committee would be completely misled if it 
allowed them, at this late stage, to displace the 
original November resolution which still remained 
unamended and fully binding. 

Therefore, the Committee should not make any 
recommendations, especially in respect of the 
boundaries of the Jewish State, which were at 
variance with those contained in the November 
resolution, except with the consent of both Arabs 
and Jews. On the other hand, the Committee 
should make suggestions which would facilitate 
agreement between the parties. To carry out 
that task, Mr. Hood suggested that the Assembly 
should establish a commission of conciliation for 
Palestine with functions along the following lines. 

First, the commission should assist and encour
age the interested parties to enter into direct 
negotiations to replace the existing truce or 
armistice by a permanent settlement. That 
settlement should be in conformity with the 
principles of the November resolution as regards 
the boundaries of the Arab and Jewish State, 
but would also take into account possible changes, 
including those suggested in the Mediator's report. 

Secondly, the comm1sswn should operate on 
a long-term basis as an agency for promoting 
good relations between Israel, the Palestinian 
Arabs and the neighbouring Arab States. 

Thirdly, the commission could appoint or act 
as a boundaries commission to determine the 
final boundaries of Israel on the basis of agreement 
between Israel and the neighbouring Arab peoples. 

Fourthly, if no agreement were reached as 
regards boundaries, or if the commission should 
decide that justice required it, the commission 
should report to the next session of the Assembly 
with a view to a final settlement. 

It might also be desirable to allot certain other 
functions to the conciliation commission, such as to 
assist the parties in adjusting economic problems, 
or to co-operate with them, along with other 
international agencies, in the long-term resettle
ment or repatriation of Arab refugees. In 
that connexion, Mr. Hood drew attention to 
the statement by Mr. Shertok that the Israeli 
Government proposed to give careful consideration 
to the repatriation of Arab refugees. 

It would be particularly appropriate for the 
commission to co-operate with the Governments 
concerned and organs of the United Nations, such 
as the Trusteeship Council, in implementing the 
important provision of the November resolution 
dealing with a special regime for Jerusalem and 
Bethlehem, which had received the whole-hearted 
support of nearly every delegation. The As
sembly had the clear obligation of putting into 
effect that measure which was of the deepest 

la separation politique et, pour Jerusalem, un 
regime international. Toutes les suggestions du 
Mediateur meritent d'etre prises en consideration, 
mais au point ou I' on en est main tenant, ce serait 
une grave erreur que de les substituer a la reso
lution de novembre qui reste en vigueur dans la 
forme meme ou elle a ete adoptee et garde toute 
sa valeur. 

La Commission ne devrait done faire aucune 
recommandation, particulierement en ce qui 
concerne les frontieres de l'Etat juif, qui s'ecar
terait de celles figurant dans la resolution de 
novembre, a moins que les Arabes et les Juifs 
n'y consentent. D'autre part, la Commission 
devrait faire des suggestions qui facilitent !'accord 
entre les parties. A cette fin, M. Hood propose 
que I' Assemblee cree une commission de conci
liation pour la Palestine, qui serait chargee des 
fonctions suivantes : 

Premierement, la commission devrait apporter 
son assistance aux parties interessees pour les 
pousser a engager entre elles des negociations 
directes, tendant a remplacer la treve ou !'armis
tice existant, par un reglement definitif. Ce regle
ment devrait etre conforme aux principes enonces 
dans la resolution de novembre, touchant les 
limites de I'Etat arabe et de I'Etat juif, mais 
devrait egalement tenir compte d'eventuelles 
modifications, y compris celles que suggere le 
rapport du Mediateur. 

Deuxiemement, !'action de la comm1sswn 
devrait etre une action a long terme, c'est-a-dire 
l'action d'un organe ayant a susciter de bonnes 
relations entre Israel, les Arabes de Palestine 
et les Etats arabes voisins. 

Troisiemement, Ia commission devrait designer 
une commission de delimitation des frontieres, 
ou agir elle-meme en cette qualite, pour deter
miner le trace definitif des frontieres d'Israel 
sur la base d'accords entre Israel et Ies peuples 
arabes voisins. 

Quatriemement, si un accord n'intervient pas 
relativement aux frontieres, ou si la commission 
estime devoir le faire, elle presentera un rapport 
sur la question a la prochaine session de 
I'Assemblee, en vue de parvenir a un reglement 
detinitif. 

II pourrait etre egalement opportun d'impartir 
a la commission de conciliation certaines autres 
fonctions, telles que celle d'aider les parties a 
resoudre d'un commun accord les problemes 
economiques, ou de cooperer avec elles, ainsi 
qu'avec d'autres organismes internationaux, en 
vue de I'etablissement durable on du rapatriement 
des refugies arabes. A ce propos, M. Hood attire 
!'attention de la Commission sur la declaration 
de M. Shertok, selon laquelle le Gouvernement 
israelien se propose de donner toute son attention 
au probleme du rapatriement des refugies arabes. 

La Commission aurait particulierement interet 
a cooperer avec les Gouvernements interesses 
et avec tels organes de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, comme le Conseil de tutelle, pour la mise 
a execution de l'importante disposition de ]a 
resolution de novembre 1947 qui concerne le 
regime special de Jerusalem et de Bethleem, 
disposition qui a ete chaleureusement sou~enu_e 
par presque toutes les delegations. II est mde
niable que l'Assemblee est tenue de donner effet 
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concern to religious communities throughout 
the world. 

::\Ir. Hood consi.dered that the Assembly was 
bound to recogmze the November resolution 
not only as a valid decision but as beina just in 
pr!ncip~e. It !wd proved to be far mor~ appro
pnah' m the hght of practical realities than had 
been anticipated when the resolution was adopted. 
It was for those reasons that he believed the 
Assembly should not attempt to introduce any 
changes at the present time in the territorial 
allocations set forth in the November resolution 
unless they received the consent of both parties. 
Olherwi~e the Assembly would involve itself in 
such a complicated discussion of details, and the 
whole matter would have to be reconsidered in 
the direct negotiations which, he hoped, the 
Assrmhly would enjoin upon the parties. 

l\lr. I Iood stressed the practical advantage of 
establishing a small commission of conciliation 
with flexible terms of reference. It would main
tain the interests of the United Nations and 
promote co-operation between the two parties 
most cfTcctivcly ; and it would be a sensible 
measnn', for the Ar,\b States now had to negociate 
with the State of Israel. The Australian dele
gation believed that there existed room for 
conciliation and agreement between the parties. 

Although it was unlikely that the provision of 
the November resolution relating to economic 
union could be implemented for the time being, 
both parties would eventually be forced to accept 
it as essential to their mutual wellbeing. He 
did not think that acceptance of the Mediator's 
plan would either increase or reduce the economic 
interdependence of the two areas of Palestine, 
nor did he consider that postponement of economic 
union in any way invalidated or made imprac
ticable the original partition plan. In that 
respect, he remarked that it was obvious that 
exclusion of the Negeb from Israel would greatly 
impair the viability of the Jewish State. 

::\Ir. Hood considered that the best interests of 
Palestine as a whole would be served if the 
United 1'\ations continued to adhere to the 
NoYember resolution. The Assembly should 
issue an injunction to both parties to abandon 
sterile antagonism and respect the judgment 
of the world community. Nothing was to be 
gained either by Arab defiance of the United 
Nations decision or by any attempt on the part of 
Israel to get the utmost advantage out of all pro
posals. The Jews must remember the immense 
debt which they owed to the United Nations. 
They had received justice and they must also do 
justice. 

That part of the partition plan concerning 
Jerusalem and the Holy Places had been largely 
responsible for the world-wide acceptance of 
the Xovember resolution and it still remained a 
cardinal feature of the plan. At the previous 
session of the Assembly, several representatives 
including Australia and France had specifically 
stressed that the Holy Places were a matter of 
intfrnational concern and were not the exclusive 

a une mesure qui revet la plus haute importance 
pour Ies communautes religieuses du monde 
en tier. 

M. Hood considere que I' Assemblee se doit de 
reconnaltre Ia resolution de novembre, non seule
ment comme decision valable, mais encore comme 
decision juste dans son principe. Au contact de 
la realite, cette decision s'est revelee beaucoup 
plus judicieuse encore qu'on ne le prevoyait 
lorsqu'elle a ete adoptee. Pour ces raisons, M. 
Hood pense que I' Assemblee ne cloit pour I' instant 
tenter d'apporter aucun changement aux clauses 
territoriales de la resolution de novembre, sauf 
consentement des deux parties. Si elle le faisait, 
elle s'engagerait clans une discussion de details, 
longue et compliquee, et toute la question pourtant 
aurait a etre reconsideree lors des negociations 
directes que I' Assemblee, il faut I'esperer, 
prescrira aux parties d'engager. 

M. Hood souligne !'interet pratique qu'il y 
aurait a constituer une commission de conciliation 
restreinte dont le mandat serait peu rigide. Elle 
sauvegarderait les interets de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies et cncouragerait le plus activement 
possible les deux parties a cooperer. Ce serait agir 
scion le bon sens, puisque maintcnant les Etats 
arabes doivent negocier avec I'Etat I' Israel. La 
delegation australienne croit qu'il y a place pour 
une conciliation et pour un accord entre les 
parties. 

Bien qu'il soit peu problable que Ies dispositions 
de Ia resolution de novcmbre concernant !'union 
economique soient mises a execution pour le 
moment, les deux parties seront, en fin de compte, 
obligees de les accepter, car cette union est 
indispensable a leur prosperite mutuelle. M. Hood 
ne pense pas que !'acceptation du plan du 
Mediateur renforcerait ou diminuerait !'inter
dependance economique des deux regions de Ia 
Palestine ; il ne croit pas non plus qu'un retard 
clans l'etablissement de !'union economique Oterait 
sa valeur au plan de partage primitif ou le rendrait, 
en quelque maniere que ce soit, inapplicable. 
II fait observer, ace propos, que, de toute evidence, 
en excluant le Negeb d'Israel on porterait 
gravement attcinte a Ia vitalite de I'Etat juif. 

M. Hood estime que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies servirait au mieux les interets de !'ensemble 
de la Palestine, en s'en tenant a la resolution de 
novembre. L' Assemblee devrait enjoindre aux 
deux parties de renoncer a un antagonisme sterile 
et de respecter Ia decision de la communaute 
mondiale. II n'y a rien a gagner, ni, pour les 
Arabes, a passer outre a la decision de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies, ni, pour Israel, a 
tenter de tirer le plus d'avantages possible de 
toutes lcs propositions. Les Juifs doivent se 
souvenir qu'ils ont une immense dette envers 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. On leur a 
rendu justice; ils doivent, a leur tour, agir 
conformement ala justice. 

C'est en grande partie grace aux dispositions 
du plan rle partage relatives a Jerusalem et aux 
Lieux saints que la resolution de novembre a 
ete acceptee par le monde ; ces dispositions 
restent toujours une des parties essentielles du 
plan. A Ia precedente session de I' Assemblee, 
plusieurs representants, parmi lesquels ceux de 
l'Australie et de Ia France, ont particulierement 
insiste sur Ie fait que Ies Lieux saints interessent 
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property of any one religious sect. Mr. Hood 
drew attention to a recent encyclical of His 
Holiness, the Pope, which stressed the impor
tance of internationalizing the area of Jerusalem, 
and guaranteeing freedom of religion and free 
access to the Holy Places throughout Palestine. 

Mr. Hood considered that it must be clear 
to the parties that the Committee was activated 
solely by goodwill in its efforts to reach a just 
settlement of the Palestine problem. The 
Australian Government had abundantly demon
strated its willingness to do the utmost to promote 
the welfare of the peoples of Palestine, as had 
been shown by its immediate response to the 
Mediator's appeal regarding Arab refugees. 
Australia would continue to carry out its humani
tarian task. 

In conclusion, he stated that the final settlement 
must be in the interests of the ultimate well
being of both Arabs and Jews in Palestine. The 
welfare of both communities would only be 
achieved in the long run through co-operation 
between Arabs and Jews. If both parties could 
lay the basis for co-operation in social, economic 
and cultural matters, perhaps by beginning 
direct negotiations, here in Paris, they would 
be assured of the goodwill of all the Member 
States. 

Mr. E;BAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
compared the proposals put forward by the 
United States and the United Kingdom 
representatives, and considered that the courses 
of action which they espoused were contra
dictory. On the one hand, the United Kingdom 
proposal (A/C.l f394/Rev.2) called for endorsement 
of the Mediator's report and for an effort by 
the United Nations to impose the territorial 
provisions of that report upon the parties without 
their consent. On the other hand, the United 
States proposal (A/C.l/397/Rev.l) was for the 
Assembly to undertake conciliation between the 
parties and to endeavour to induce them to seek 
a solution by agreement. The United States 
policy would establish the principle of consent as 
the prior condition of any changes in the existing 
frontiers of Israel as determined by the November 
resolution, would define those frontiers as in the 
29 November resolution, and would urge the 
early admission of Israel to membership in the 
United Nations. 

There was a contradiction in logic in 
Mr. Jessup's suggestion that the Assembly 
might undertake a conciliation effort on the 
basis of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 
How was it possible to attempt to adjust boundary 
differences by negotiation on the basis of a reso
lution which imposed an arbitrary boundary 
settlement in advance ? Mr. Eban could see no 
possible connexion between the valid United 
States thesis that the territory of Israel should not 
be diminished without Israel's consent, and the 
United Kingdom draft resolution which would 
detach two-thirds of its territory from Israel, 
whether the latteliked it or not. It was not 
possible to assert the binding force of the Novem
ber resolution while at the same time endorsing 

la communaute internationale et ne sont Ja 
propriete exclusive d'aucune secte religieuse. 
M: Hood attire !'attention sur une recente Ency
clique de Sa Saintete le Pape, qui souligne !'impor
tance qu'il y a a internationaliser la region de 
Jerusalem et a garantir dans toute la Palestine 
la liberte religieuse et le libre acces aux Lieux 
saints. 

M. Hood pense que les parties doivent 
clairement se rendre compte que la Commission 
agit uniquement dans un esprit de bonne volonte 
en s'efforc;ant d'aboutir a un reglement equitable 
du probleme palestinien. Le Gouvernement 
australien a largement prouve qu'il etait dispose 
a faire tout son possible pour favoriser le bien-etre 
des peuples de Palestine, et l'a montre en parti
culier en repondant immediatement a l'appel du 
Mediateur en faveur des refugies arabes. 
L'Australie poursuivra sa tache humanitaire. 

M. Hood conclut en declarant que le reglement 
definitif doit avoir pour fin d'assurer le bien-etre 
tant des Arabes que des Juifs de Palestine. La 
prosperite des deux communautes dependra 
essentiellement, dans l'avenir, de la cooperation 
entre Arabes et Juifs. Si les deux parties pouvaient 
etablir les bases d'une cooperation dans les 
domaines social, economique et culture!, peut-etre 
en entamant ici meme, a Paris, des negociations 
directes, elles s'assureraient Ia bienveillance de 
tous les Etats Membres. 

M. EBAN (Gouvernement provisoire d' Israel) 
compare les propositions qu'ont presentees les 
representants des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni 
et estime que les mesures qu'elles preconisent 
sont contradictoires. D'une part, le Royaume-Uni 
propose (A/C.l394jRev.2) d'enteriner le rapport du 
Mediateur et demande que !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies s'efforce d'imposer aux parties, 
sans leur consentement, les clauses territoriales 
de ce rapport. D'autre part, les Etats-Unis 
demandent (A/C.l/397/Rev.l) que l'Assemblee 
entreprenne une action de conciliation entre les 
parties et essaie de les amener a rechercher une 
solution par voie d'accord. La politique preconisee 
par les Etats-Unis tend a etablir en principe que 
le consentement des parties est la condition 
prealable a toute modification des frontieres 
actuelles d'Israel indiquees dans la resolution 
de novembre, a determiner ces frontieres comme 
elles l'ont ete dans la resolution du 29 novembre 
et a demander !'admission prochaine d'Israel a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, en qualite 
d'Etat Membre. 

II y a, du point de vue de la logique, une contra
diction dans la proposition de M. J essup, selon 
laquelle I' Assemblee generale pourrait tenter un 
effort de conciliation en se fondant sur le projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni. Comment peut-on 
essayer d'arriver, par des negociations, a un 
ajustement de frontieres, en partant d'une reso
lution qui impose, a l'avance, un reglement 
arbitraire touchant les frontii:res ? M. Ehan ne 
voit aucun rapport possible entre la these ame
ricaine, irrefutable, selon laquelle Israel ne doit 
pas etre ampute sans son consentement d'une 
partie de son territoire, et le projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni qui tend a detacher d'Isr~el 
deux tiers de son territoire, qu'Israel le vemlle 
ou non. On ne peut pas a la fois affirmer le carae-



the c_onclusions of the Mediator's report which 
constituted a modification of that resolution. 
It was obvious that the Committee would have 
to choose between those two lines of approach. 
It could not possibly imagine that they were 
the same. 

Mr. Eban pointed out that the statement of the 
United Kingdom representative contained the 
only detailed argument in favour of detaching 
the Negeb from the State of Israel. The 
:Mediator's report itself did not include any justi
fication for that recommendation. Apparently, 
the reason on which Mr. McNeil had based his 
argument was that the Negeb was a waterless, 
uninhabited desert, that nine-tenths of its area 
could never be rendered utilizable by irrigation 
projects based on the water resources of Palestine 
itself. Mr. l\IcNeil had even doubted whether 
the irrigation of the remaining one-tenth was 
feasible. l\lr. McNeil did not seem to consider 
that it was even necessary to discuss the value 
of the Negeb as a source of mineral supplies, or 
from the viewpoint of communication. The 
question therefore arose why the United Kingdom 
was so anxious to relieve Israel of such an 
unattractive and undesirable burden. If the area 
was utterly useless to the Jews despite the urgent 
need which impelled them to strive for its de
velopment and utilization, then surely it was even 
more useless to the Arabs who had no reason to 
expend their efforts and resources on so thankless 
a project. Who, Mr. Eban asked, could possibly 
gain in that case, from the exclusion of the 
Negeb from Israel, and why was the United 
Kingdom so deeply concerned to bring about that 
exclusion? 

Mr. McNeil had argued that the Negeb was 
valueless as a link between North and South 
Israel since it was connected with the former by 
only a single road. But the Negeb was not 
better connected with any other State, and, if 
Mr. McNeil's only interest was to achieve better 
conncxions between the Ncgeb and Israel, it 
would be logical to suggest some minor 
adjustment which would enable an improved 
system of communications to be established, 
rather than a massive amputation. 

The scepticism of Mr. McNeil regarding the 
Negeb's potentialities was a thoroughly inade
quate reason for a drastic reversal of the 
Assembly's decision to allot the territory to 
Israel. Mr. McNeil ought to be pleased that 
Jewish aspirations could be so easily satisfied by 
the award of a piece of land which was useless 
to anyone else. Thus, even if Mr. McNeil's 
arguments as to the value of the Negeb were 
correct, his conclusions did not flow from them. 

However, as Mr. Shertok had stated earlier, 
Israel did not accept the United Kingdom's 
evaluation of the Negeb. Mr. McNeil had as
sumed that the only possibility of developing the 
area lay in the direction of agricultural de
velopment, resulti_ng from irrig~tio_n. He_ h~d ~lso 
given the impressi?n tha_t no sign~~c~nt Irrigation 
projects were possible without utihzmg the water 
resources of Syria and the Lebanon. In both 
assumptiGns, he was ta~ing . an u~necessarily 
restrictive view of the situation. First of all, 

tere obligatoire de la resolution de novembre et 
enteriner les conclusions du rapport du Mediateur, 
qui modiflent cette resolution. Il est evident que 
la Commission devra choisir entre ces deux theses. 
Il n'est pas possible d'imaginer qu'elles soient 
identiques. 

M. Eban fait remarquer que la declaration du 
representant du Royaume-Uni est la seule a 
presenter, de fa~;on detaillee, des arguments en 
faveur du detachement du Negeb de l'Etat 
d'Israel. Le rapport de Mediateur lui-meme ne 
contient aucune justification a l'appui de cette 
recommandation. Apparemment, Ia raison sur 
laquelle M. McNeil a fonde son argumentation 
est que le Negeb est un desert, sans eau, sans 
habitants, dont les neuf dixicmes ne pourront 
jamais etre rendus utilisables par Ia realisation 
des projets d'irrigation etablis en fonction des 
ressources en eau de la Palestine. M. McNeil n'est 
meme pas sur que, pour Ia dixieme partie, !'irri
gation soit realisable. II n'a meme pas juge utile 
d'examiner la valeur du Negeb du point de vue 
des ressources minerales et du point de vue des 
communications. On en arrive done a se demander 
pourquoi le Royaume-Uni prend tant de peine 
pour soulager I'Etat d'Israel d'un fardeau aussi 
pen interessant, aussi indesirable. Si cette region 
est absolument inutilisable pour les Juifs, malgre 
l'urgence de leurs besoins, qui les pousse a essayer 
de la mettre en valeur et de l'utiliscr, elle aura 
moins d'interet encore pour les Arabcs, qui n'ont 
aucune raison de consacrer leurs efTorts et leurs 
ressourccs a ]a realisation d'un projet aussi ingrat. 
Qui done, dans ccs conditions, pourra gagner a 
ce que le Negeb soit detache d'Israel? Et pourquoi 
Ie Royaume-Uni tient-il tant a ce qu'il en soit 
detache? 

M. McNeil a pretendu que le Negeb etait sans 
interet commc terrain de liaison entre le nord et 
le sud de I'Etat d'Israel, puisqu'il n'y a qu'une 
seule route qui relie le Negeb au Nord. Mais le 
Negeb n'est pas mieux relie a aucun autre Etat. 
Si le seul souci de M. McNeil est d'obtenir de 
meilleurs communications entre le Negeb et 
Israel, il serait Iogique que, au lieu d'une ampu
tation massive, il suggerat plutot quelques 
ajustements territoriaux secondaires permettant 
d'avoir un meilleur systeme de communications. 

Le scepticisme de M. McNeil touchant les 
possibilites du Negeb ne constitue pas une raison 
suffisante pour que l'on modifie du tout au tout 
une decision de I'Assemblee generale allouant ce 
territoire a Israel. M. McNeil devrait se feliciter 
de ce qu'il soit si facile de satisfaire les aspirations 
des Juifs, en leur octroyant un territoire inuti
Iisable pour tout autre. Ainsi, meme si les 
arguments qu'il avance a propos de la valeur 
du Negeb etaient exacts, on ne peut pas dire qu'ils 
permettent d'aboutir a ses conclusions. 

Mais aussi bien, comme M. Shertok l'a declare 
deja precedemment, Israel n'accepte pas le 
jugement que porte le Royaume-Uni sur I~ 
valeur du Negeb. M. McNeil a pretendu qu'~l 
n'existait dans cette region aucune autre possl
bilite que des possibilites de developpement 
agricole dependant de !'irrigation. Il a egalement 
laisse entendre qu'aucun grand projet d'irrigation 
n'etait realisable si on n'utilisait pas Ies ressources 
hydrauliques de la Syrie et de Liban. Mais . ces 
deux suppositions temoignent que M. McNeil a 

712 



the value of the Negeb to Israel did not lie exclu
sively in its agricultural potentialities; secondly, 
the possibility of agricultural development 
would not be excessively restricted if Israel was 
compelled to rely only on the water resources 
available in its own territory. Mr. Shertok had 
shown that in addition to agricultural develop
ment, the importance of the Negeb lay in 
that it would enable Israel to share in the mineral 
wealth of the Dead Sea and would open up possi
bilities of trade and communications by giving 
Israel a foothold on the Gulf of Akaba. In that 
respect, the Negeb was of less value to the Arab 
States since they already possessed three-quarters 
of the waterfront of the Dead Sea and seven
eighths of the coast of the Akaba Bay. To deny 
the Negeb to Israel would be to exclude the Jews 
completely from those resources, although it was 
certain that Jewish initiative was essential for 
their development. 

Mr. McNeil had also underestimated the agricul
tural potentialities of the Negeb. It was true 
that the most ambitious irrigation development 
schemes could not be carried out with the water 
resources available in Palestine, but Israel did not 
take it for granted that the Arab Governments 
would for ever refusE· to co-operate in such de
velopment schemes, for they would also greatly 
benefit the Arabs. But even if Arab non-co
operation must be assumed for the time being, the 
fact remained that irrigation schemes of wide scope 
could be executed immediately with Israel's 
own water resources. 

Mr. Eban warned the Committee against 
accepting the sceptical views of experts who 
had so often been wrong regarding Palestine. 
The Jews had derived much satisfaction from 
confounding experts by developing areas, hitherto 
classified as uncultivable, into fertile and produc
tive land. When certain territories were marked 
on the maps as useless, that often meant that no 
serious effort had yet been made to render them 
useful. 

However, no arguments based on the alleged 
uselessness of the Negeb could justify detaching it 
from Israel. The fact was that the area had 
become an integral part of the Jewish State with 
the full sanction of the General Assembly and it 
could not be taken away without Israel's consent. 
The juridical situation had greatly changed since 
November 1947 when Palestine was a mandated 
territory and, therefore, subject to the authority 
of the General Assembly. The independent 
State of Israel had come into existence and no 
outside body had a right to dispose of its terri
tory or interfere in its domestic affairs. The 
Charter itself forbade such interference. It 
was the very fact of Israel's sovereignty which 
made so important the principle enunciated by 
the United States that Israel's boundaries could be 
modified only with its consent. Many speakers, 
including the Acting Mediator, had recognized 
the existence of the State of Israel. If they 
affirmed its existence, they must accept the con
sequences of their affirmation. Therein lay 
the fundamental contradiction in the Mediator's 
report and the juridical weakness of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. On the one hand, the 

de la situation une vue trop etroite. Tout d'abord, 
la valeur qu'a le Negeb pour Israel, ne reside pas 
exclusivement dans ses possibilites agricoles; 
ensuite, ces possibilites de developpement agricole 
ne seraient pas rectuites outre mesure si Israel 
se voyait oblige de ne compter que sur les 
ressources en eau de son propre territoire. 
M. Shertok a montre que, en dehors des possibi
lites agricoles du Negeb, la possession de ce 
territoire permettrait a Israel d'avoir sa part des 
richesses minerales de lamer Morte et lui ouvrirait 
des perspectives de commerce et de communi
cations en permettant de prendre pied sur le 
golfe d' Akaba. A cet egard, le Negeb a une moindre 
valeur pour les Etats arabes, puisqu'ils possedent 
deja les trois quarts des rivages de la mer Morte 
et les sept huitiemes de la cote du golfe d'Akaba. 
Refuser de donner le Negeb, a Israel serait 
priver completement les Juifs de ces ressources, 
bien qu'il soit certain qu'il faille des initiatives 
juives pour les mettre en valeur. 

M. McNeil a egalement sous-estime les possibi
lites agricoles du Negeb II est vrai que, avec les 
seules ressources en eau de la Palestine, il serait 
impossible de mener a bien des projets d'irrigation 
tres ambitieux, mais Israel ne prend pas comme 
acquis que les Gouvernements arabes refuseront 
toujours de cooperer a ces projets de mise en 
valeur, qui leur apporteraient a eux-memes de 
grands avantages. D'autre part, meme si l'on · 
doit pour le moment tabler sur ce manque de 
cooperation de la part des Arabes, le fait reste 
qu'il est possible d'executer des maintenant 
d'importants projets d'irrigation en n'utilisant 
que les ressources en eau du territoire d'Israel. 

M. Eban met la Commission en garde contre 
le scepticisme des experts qui se sont si souvent 
trompes a l'egard de la Palestine. Les Juifs ont eu 
beaucoup de satisfaction a les confondre, en 
transformant en terres fertiles et productives 
des regions qui, jusqu'alors, etaient considerees 
comme inexploitables. Si sur les cartes certains 
territoires sont indiques comme inutilisables, cela 
ne signifie souvent qu'une chose c'est qu'aucun 
effort serieux n'a ete tente pour les utiliser. 

Au reste, aucun argument qu'on puisse tirer 
de la pretendue inutilite du Negeb ne saurait 
justifier qu'il soit exclu du territoire d'Israel. Le 
fait est que ce territoire est devenu, avec la pleine 
approbation de l'Assemblee generale, partie inte
grante de l'Etat juif et qu'il ne peut lui etre retire 
sans son consentement. Du point de vue juridique, 
la situation a beaucoup change depuis novem
bre 1947, epoque a laquelle la Palestine etait un 
territoire place sous mandat et, par suite, soumisc 
a l'autorite de l'Assemblee generale. L'Etat 
independant d'Israel existe maintenant, et aucun 
organe exterieur a lui n'a le droit de disposer de 
ses territoires ou de se meier de ce qui ne releve 
que de lui. La Charte elle-meme interdit une telle 
ingerence. C'est justement le fait meme que l'Etat 
d'Israel est souverain qui donne tant d'importance 
au principe enonce par les Etats-Unis, selon lequel 
les frontieres d'Israel ne peuvent etre modifiees 
qu'avec son consentement. De nombreux orateurs, 
y compris le Mediateur par interim, ont reconnu 
!'existence de l'Etat d'Israel. S'ils affirment son 
existence, ils doivent accepter les consequences 
de leur affirmation: C'est la que reside la contra
diction fondamentale du rapport du Mediateur 
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report declared that a sovereign Jewish State 
existed and on the other hand, it recommended 
interference in that State's domestic jurisdiction. 

:\Ir. Eban considered that the United Kingdom 
draft resolution was an invitation to the Assembly 
to abandon its ~ovember resolution in favour 
of an entirely new proposal. It was the undoubted 
implication of paragraph 10 that the Security 
Council was to be asked to usc its enforcement 
powrrs to facilitate a reversal of the Assembly's 
original decision. That was also implied in ?vlr. 
:\Ic.\'eil's statement when he suggested that the 
machinery which the Security Council employed 
to maintain the truce might he utilized for the 
purpose of implementing a particular political 
settlement. The peacemaking efTorts of the 
Sl·curity Council would not be strengthened by 
linking them in the manner suggested with 
urwcn•ptahle political aims. The Assembly was 
therefore presented with a choice between an 
attempt at settlement by unprejudiced negotiation 
with lhe :\'ovemher rC'solution as its basis, and a 
hasty a ttempt at imposing a coercive settlement 
by enforcing a set of proposals which its author, 
the ~le di a tor, had regarded as purely personal 
and tentative. 

:\lr. :\lcNeil had been quite misleading in his 
interpretation of the Israeli position in respect 
of its t erritorial claims. He had suggested that, 
in addition to asserting its right to the entire 
area accorded to it in the November resolution, the 
Israeli Government was also claiming other areas, 
including \Vestern Galilee, on the grounds of 
military conquest and occupation. But, the 
basis for Israel's claim to \Vestern Galilee, as 
::\Ir. Shertok had stated it, was quite different. 

In the case of the Negeh, Israel believed that 
the reasons which had led the Assembly to accord 
the area to it in the November resolution remained 
fully valid. The Jews alone were likely to develop 
the area and its inclusion in Israel would provide 
a reserve area for the development of the State's 
populat ion and economy. Thus, it would assuage 
the Arab fears of Jewish expansion. 

On the other hand, the reasons which had led 
to the exclusion of \Vestern Galilee from the 
Jewish Stat e were no longer valid. To begin 
with, the Arab State for which it was to serve as 
a land reserve had failed to materialize, and no 
neighbouring Arab State could validly claim it 
as a land reserve. Those who urged the 
annexation of the non-Jewish areas of Palestine 
by Tra nsjordan _could not. prove that the latt~r 
had a juridical nght supenor to that of Israelm 
\Vestern Galilee, nor could they show that 
Tra nsjordan required further reserve lands in 

ddition to the central region of Palestine which 
~ now held by right of military occupation. 

et Ia faiblesse juridique du projet de resolution 
presente par le Royaume-Uni. Le rapport, d'une 
part, declare que l'Etat juif souverain existe et, 
de !'autre, recommande que l'on intervienne dans 
la juridiction interieure de cet Etat. 

M. Eban considere que le proj et de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni est une invitation adressee a 
l'Assemblee d'abandonner sa resolution en 
novembre en faveur d'une proposition entierement 
nouvelle. Le paragraphe 10 de ce proj et tend, de 
toute evidence, a ce que le Conseil de securite 
soit invite a faire usage de ses pouvoirs pour 
faciliter le renversement complet du projet de 
resolution initial de l'Assemblce. C'est egalement 
ce qu'a voulu dire M. McNeil Iorsqu 'il a suggere 
que les clements que le Conseil de securite 
employait pour le maintien de Ia treve pourraient 
Ctre utili ses a assurer !'application d'un certain 
reg Iemen t politique. Or les efTorts accomplis 
par le Conseil de securite en faveur de Ia paix 
ne deviendraicnt pas plus efficaccs pour Ctre ainsi 
diriges vers des fins politiques inadmissibles. 
L'Assemblee se trouve done dans !'obligation 
de choisir entre nne tentative pour regler Ia 
situation par voie de negociations libres de toute 
prevention, comme le prevoit la resolution de 
novembre, et une tentative prccipitee pour 
imposer de force un rcglement, par Ia mise en 
application (J'une serie de propositions que leur 
auteur lui-mcme, le Mediateur, consideraitcomme 
des suggestions purement personnelles et 
provisoires. 

La fa~on dont M. McNeil interprcte !'attitude 
que le Gouvernement d'Israel a adopte dans ses 
reclamations territoriales est tout a fait erronee. 
II a laisse entendre que ce Gouvernement, non 
content d'affirmer ses droits sur !'ensemble du 
territoire que lui accorde la resolution de novembre, 
reclame en outre d'autres regions parmi lesquelles 
Ia Galilee occidentale, sous pretexte de droit de 
conquete et d'occupation militaire. En realite, 
comme l'a declare M. Shertok, la reclamation 
du Gouvernement d'Israel concernant la Galilee 
a de tout autres fondements. 

Pour ce qui est du Negeb, le Gouvernement 
d'Israel croit pouvoir penser que les raisons qui 
ont amene l'Assemb!Ce a lui accorder cette region 
par sa resolution de novembre, demeurent entit':
rement valables. Seuls, les J uifs ont des chances 
de mettre en valeur cette region, et son inclusion 
dans l'Etat d'Israel fournirait un t erritoire de 
reserve en vue du developpement demographique 
et economique d'Israel ; du meme coup cela 
apaiserait Jes craintes des Arabes devant l'even
tualite d'une expansion juive. 

D'autre part , les raisons qui ont conduit a 
exclure la Galilee occidentale de l'Etat juif ne 
sont plus valables. D'abord, l'Etat arabe auquel 
le Negeb devait servir de t erritoire de reserve, 
n'a pas vu le jour et aucun Etat arabe voisin 
ne peut Iegitimement reclamer le Negeb au meme 
titre. Ceux qui reclament l'annexion des t erritoires 
non juifs de Palestine par la Transjordanie sont 
incapables de prouver que cette derniere ait des 
droits mieux fondes juridiquement que ceux 
d'Israel sur la Galilee occidentale. De meme ils 
ne peuvent prouver ni que la Transjordanie ait 
besoin de t erritoires de reserve, en plus de la 
region centrale de Palestine qu'elle detient actuel-



Further, events had shown that \Vestern Galilee 
was vital for Israel's defence. The General 
Assembly's decision to include \Vestern Galilee 
in the Arab State had ignored all defence consi
derations, because it was based on the assumption 
of peaceful implementation. That assumption 
had been disproved and events had also inva
lidated the other reason for the Assembly's decision, 
namely, that inclusion of Western Galilee in the 
Jewish State would create an Arab majority in 
Israel. The proportion of Arabs to Jews in 
Israel had been changed by the war instigated by 
the Arabs themselves. At the moment Western 
Galilee, unlike the Negeb, was not part of any 
existing State and hence could be disposed of by 
the Assembly. 

Mr. Eban stated that the Jews did not believe 
that acceptance of their claim to one stretch of 
territory could in any way affect the strength of 
their claim to another. Each case should be 
decided on its own merits. Israel was gratified 
that the United States delegation supported its 
right to the area assigned to it by the November 
resolution, but could not possibly accept the 
conclusion that if it advanced a valid claim for 
possession of another piece of available territory, 
the principle of automatic exchange would apply. 
That suggestion took no account of the fact that 
the Assembly's decision in respect of the Arab 
areas had not been carried out. Would it be 
suggested that Transjordan should surrender a 
part of its own territory in return for retaining 
Central Palestine which it now occupied ? 
Israel would prefer the establishment of an Arab 
State in Palestine with which it would be prepared 
to discuss boundary adjustments, but if that area 
was to be swallowed up by neighbouring Arab 
States who were adequately provided with terri
tory, Israel could not acknowledge that they 
held superior claims to its own. The principle 
according to which a territory should be allo
cated, should be merit and not exchange. 

:\Ir. Eban believed that territorial adjustment 
should be left to free negotiation between the 
parties on the basis of the November resolution. 
Israel so ardently desired a negotiated peace with 
its Arab neighbours that the Committee could be 
assured that it would do its utmost towards 
conciliation. 

Mr. Eban considered the statement of the 
representative of the Arab Higher Committee at 
the 207th meeting. The latter had conjured up 
a terrible picture of the plight of the Arab popula
tion fleeing from alleged atrocities, but did not 
attempt to refute the fact that the Arab popula
sion had found itself in imminent danger of being 
caught in a clash between the invading Arab 
armies and those of its Jewish neighbours. The 
leaders of the Palestine Arabs had not established 
a government or administration for the Arab area 
in accordance with the Assembly's recommenda
tion. They had fled from the country at the first 
signs of danger and, from the safety of neigh-

Iement par droit d'occupation militaire. En outre, 
les evenements ont montre que la Galilee 
occidentale est d'une importance vitale pour la 
defense d'Israel. La decision de l'Assemblee 
generale d'inclure la Galilee occidentale dans 
l'Etat arabe a laisse de cote toutes considerations 
de securite parce que ses auteurs presumaient 
qu'un reglement pacifique allait intervenir. Mais 
cette presomption ne s'est pas verifiee, et les 
evenemcnts ont dementi egalement l'autre motif 
de la decision de 1' Assemblee, a sa voir que 
!'inclusion de la Galilee occidentale dans l'Etat 
juif creerait dans cet Etat une majorite arabe. 
La proportion des Arabes par rapport aux Juifs 
dans l'Etat d'lsrael s'est modifiee par suite de la 
guerre que les Arabes ont declenchee eux-memes. 
Actuellement, la Galilee occidentale, ala difference 
du Negeb, ne fait partie d'aucun Etat existant 
et par consequent, 1' Assemblee peut en disposer. 

Les Juifs, declare M. Eban, penscnt que si l'on 
fait droit a leur demande concernant une partie du 
territoire, cela ne saurait en aucune fa<;on diminuer 
la valeur de leurs revendications sur une autre 
partie du territoire. Chaque cas doit etre traite 
a part. L'Etat d'lsrael est reconnaissant a Ia 
delegation des Etats-Unis d'avoir soutenu ses 
droits sur le territoire qui lui a ete attribue par 
Ia resolution de novembre, mais il lui est impos
sible d'admettre la conclusion scion laquelle, s'il 
presentait une revendication legitime concernant 
une autre partie de territoire non encore attribuee, 
le principe de I' echange viendrait automati
quement a jouer. Cette conception ne tient aucun 
compte du fait que la decision d:, l'Assembiee 
relative aux territoires arabes n'a pas encore ete 
appliquee. Signifie-t-elle que la Transjordanie, pour 
conserver la Palestine centrale qu'elle occupe 
actuellement, do it en echange rendre une partie de 
son pro pre territoire? Le Gouvernement d' Is;a el 
prefercrait l'etablissement en Palestine d'un Etat 
arabe avec lequel il serait pret a discuter de certains 
ajustements de frontieres. Mais si ce sontles Etats 
arabes voisins, deja largement pourvus de terri
toires, qui pretendent absorder celui-ci, le Gouver
nement d'Israel ne peut admettre que leurs droits 
soient superieurs aux siens. Le principe qui doit 
gouverner !'attribution d'un territoire est celui 
des droits et non de I' echange. 

M. Eban pense que les ajustements de territoires 
doivent etre laisses a de libres negociations entre 
les parties sur la base de la resolution de novembre. 
Le Gouvernement d'lsrael desire si ardemment 
conclure par voie de negociations la paix avec 
ses voisins arabes qu'il fera, la Commission peut 
en etre certaine, Ies plus grands efforts de 
conciliation. 

M. Eban rappelle ensuite la declaration qu'a 
faite a la 207e seance le representant du Haut 
Comite Arabe. Il a trace un tableau horrible 
des miseres de la population arabe fuyant devant 
de pretendues atrocites, mais il n'a meme pas 
essaye de nier que cette population, dans son 
exode, s'est trouvee en danger imminent d'etre 
prise entre les armees d'invasion arabes et cel.les 
de ses voisins juifs. Les chefs arabes de Palestme 
n'ont pas encore etabli dans la zone de gouve:
nement ni d'administration, comme le voulmt 
la recommandation de l'Assemblee. lis ont 
fui le pays au premier signe de ~anger e~, .qua~d 
ils ont ete en surete dans lcs Etats VOlS!llS, lis 
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bouring States had urged their people on to 
implacable war. That was the atmosphere in 
which the Arab exodus began. The records of 
the Security Council illustrated this togethear 
with the official account of the High Commissioner 
concerning the Arab flight from Haifa during the 
last weeks of the Mandate. That account also 
showed that fighting broke out in Haifa on the 
initiative of Arab irregular forces and that the 
exodus was not related to civilian sufiering. 
Again, in the case of Jafia, an attempt by the 
city's mayor to arrange a truce with the Mayor 
of Tel Aviv was defeated by the Iraqi Commander 
appointed by the Arab League who insisted on 
fighting. 

The contention that the Jews were responsible 
must sound strange in the ears of all those who 
had heard the threats of violence by Arab spokes
men a year previously and had watched the tragic 
sequence of events. ?llr. Eban did not wish to 
weary the Committee with a detailed recital of the 
list of Arab atrocities, from which nothing would 
be gained but the inflammation of passions. 
Every war was cruel and inhuman. The only 
valid criterion by which ultimate moral blame for 
acts committed in war could he assessed was that 
of initial responsibility for the war. The fact 
that military operations inflicted sufferings on 
innocent people did not argue equal guilt of the 
opposing parties. The responsibility for events 
must lie solely on the Arab League and the Arab 
Higher Committee which had initiated the war as 
a deliberate attempt to reverse the November 
resolution by force. The Security Council records 
contained a clear and almost boastful confession 
by the Arab leaders of this initial responsibility 
for military intervention. 

If the Arab leaders wished their humanitarian 
utterances to be taken seriously, they should 
bring the war to an immediate end. Mr. Eban 
considered that implementation of the Security 
Council's armistice resolution (S /1080) was the 
test of the Arabs' sincerity and peaceful inten
tions. How could they invoke the misery of 
Arab refugees if they refused to negotiate the 
peace settlement ? No one would take the pious 
protestations of the Arabs seriously when it was 
recalled that while Jewish representatives were 
co-operating with the United Nations during the 
second special session in working out an arrange
ment for the preservation of Jerusalem, Arab 
guns were besieging Jerusalem and the Holy 
Places were being used for Arab military occu
pation. 

l\fr. Eban pointed out that the question of 
initial responsibility must be considered in asses
sing the blame for what had befallen the Christian 
shrines, for once they became a battlefield, they 
were struck by the opposing armies. The 
conclusion was that they should never have 
become a battlefield at all. Mr. Cattan's descrip
tion of havoc in the Convent of Notre Dame de 
France had not mentioned that it was first 
occupied lawlessly by Arab forces on 19 May, 

ont excite leur peuple a une guerre implacable. 
Telle est !'atmosphere dans laquelle l'exode 
arabe a commence. Cette situation ressort des 
proces-verbaux du Conseil de securite, et des 
rapports officiels du Haut Commissaire concernant 
Ia fuite des Arabes d'Halfa durant Ies dernieres 
semaines du regime de Mandat. Les rapports 
montrent egalement que les conflits ont eclate 
a Haifa sur !'initiative de forces arabes irn!gu
gulieres, et que ce n'est pas l'exode qui est Ia 
cause des souffrances qu'a endurees Ia population 
civile. A Jafia egalement, c'est par Ia faute 
du commandant iranien, nomme par la Ligue 
arabe, qui a insiste pour que Ia population prit 
Ia fuite, qu'une tentative du maire de Ia ville 
pour organiser nne treve avec Ie maire de Tel 
Aviv a echoue. 

La these de Ia responsabilite des Juifs doit 
sembler bien etrange a tous ceux qui ont entendu 
Ies menaces de violence que proferaient un 
an auparavant les porte-parole arabes et qui 
en ont suivi les consequences tragiques. M. 
Eban ne vent pas importuner Ia Commission 
en lui faisant Ie recit detaille des atrocites arabes, 
ce qui d'ailleurs n'aurait pas d'autre resultat 
que d'enflammer Ies passions. Toute guerre 
est cruelle et inhumaine. Le seul criterium va
lable sur lequel Ia morale puisse en fin de compte 
se fonder pour blamer des actes de guerre est 
celui de la responsabilite initiale de la guerre. 
Le fait que des operations militaires ont inflige 
des souffrances a des populations innocentes 
n'implique pas une egale culpabilitc des deux 
parties. La responsabilite des cvcnements ne 
saurait incomber qu'a Ia Ligue arabe et au 
Haut Comite arabe, qui ont pris !'initiative 
de Ia guerre, pour annuler par Ia force Ies efiets 
de Ia resolution de novembre. On trouve dans 
les proces-verbaux du Conseil de securite une 
admission tres claire et presque arrogante des 
chefs arabes, qui reconnaissent avoir Ia res
ponsabilite initiale de !'intervention militaire. 

Si ces chefs veulent que l'on prenne au serieux 
leurs protestations humanitaires, il faut qu'ils 
mettent fin immediatement ala guerre. M. Eban 
considere que seule la mise en application de 
Ia resolution du Conseil de securite concernant 
!'armistice (S/1080) pent prouver Ia sincerite 
et les intentions pacifiques des Arabes. Comment 
pourraient-ils invoquer Ia misere des refugies 
arabes s'ils se refusent a negocier un accord 
de paix. ? II est impossible de prendre au serieux 
les vertueuses protestations des Arabes si l'on 
se souvient que, durant la deuxieme session 
extraordinaire tandis que les representants juifs 
s'effon;aient, en cooperation avec !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, de mettre sur pied un arran
gement pour preserver Jerusalem, l~s canons 
arabes etaient deja braques sur Ia VIlle et les 
Lieux saints etaient occupes par les forces arabes. 

M. Eban souligne qu'avant d'infliger un blame 
pour ce qui est arrive aux sanctuaires chretie:Ds, 
il faut prendre en consideration Ia questiOn 
de Ia responsabilite initiale, car, une fois que.Ies 
sanctuaires sont devenus un champ de bataille, 
ils ont subi des degats de la part des deux armees 
combattantes. Ce qu'on peut en conclure, c'est 
qu'ils n'auraient jamais du devenir un champ 
de bataille. Dans Ia description qu'il a donnee 
des ravages causes au convent de Notre-Dame 
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against the vehement protest of the Abbe, and 
had thus become involved in the fighting. It 
was a strange practice for Mr. Cattan to quote 
the remarks of Arab nationalists who happened 
to hold ecclesiastical positions as though they 
were impartial observers. 

• I 
The pohcy of the Government of Israel was to 

restrain and punish irregularities by its troops 
and to prevent vandalism and looting. Wherever 
religious sites had come under its authority 
without prolonged fighting, it had been possible 
to protect the shrines and Holy Places from all 
injury. Wide publication had been given by 
Arab propaganda to the theft of articles of value 
from the Greek Catholic Church of Jaffa but not 
to the fact that the persons responsible were 
arrested, court-martialled and sentenced. He 
quoted from a statement by Mgr. Vergani on 
29 August 1948 that the conduct of the Jewish 
troops had been correct and the Holy Places, 
churches and chapels of Nazareth and Galilee 
had been respected except for isolated instances. 

On the other hand, Mr. Cattan had not men
tioned that the Arab forces had incurred the 
specific responsibility of making the seizure of 
religious places a common feature of their attack. 
He quoted as examples the Arab occupation, 
in February, of the Greek Orthodox Monastery 
of St. Simon in Katamon, and in May the 
Armenian Cathedral of St. James in the Old 
City, and the Trappist Monastery of Latrun. 
He added that the climax of this record was the 
successful attempt of Arab forces to lay waste 
the historic synagogues of the Old City of Jeru
salem which had been pursued with all the con
sistency of a set policy. He cited the destruction 
by blowing up of the ancient Sephardi Josef 
Porath Synagogue, the Hurvah Synagogue, and 
the fact that only five of the twenty-seven syna
gogues of the Old City were intact by the time of 
the Jewish surrender on 28 May. Even these 
five had since been destroyed. Despite repeated 
orders from the Security Council, the obligation 
of Arab forces under the truce to allow free access 
to the Wailing Wall had remained unfulfilled. 
His delegation possessed a list of fourteen Chris
tian institutions shelled by Arab forces during 
their major attack on Jerusalem at the end of 
May, and observers witnessed Arab machine 
gun-posts on the Mosque of Omar throughout 
the fighting. 

The main interest of the Committee, however, 
must surely be in the attitude which the parties 
took with regard to the future. He would not 
repeat the factors which had affected the practi
cability of the Assembly's plan for internationa
lization of Jerusalem and the formidable financial 
and military commitments involved. However, a 
decisive factor was the fact that the Jews in 
modern Jerusalem would not agree to separate 
themselves from Israel which had proved to be 

de France, M. Cattan n'a pas indique que celui-ci 
avait ete d'abord occupe illegitimement par 
les forces arabes Ie 19 mai, en depit de la protes
tation vehemente de l'abbe, et avait ete ainsi 
transforme en champ de bataille. C'est une 
curieuse methode que celle de M. Cattan, qui 
fait etat des propos de nationalistes arabes, qui 
occupent des postes importants dans l'eglise. 
comme s'ils etaient des observateurs impartiaux, 

La politique du Gouvernement d' Israel consiste 
a empecher et a punir les actes irreguliers de ses 
troupes et a Iutter contre le vandalisme et le 
pillage. Partout au son autorite a pu s'etablir sur 
des endroits consacres sans lutte prolongee, il a 
ete possible de proteger de tous dommages Ies 
sanctuaires et les Lieux saints. La propagande 
arabe a donne une grande publicite au vol d'objets 
de valeur commis dans l'eglise catholique grecque 
de Jaffa, mais elle n'a pas mentionne le fait que 
Jes responsables ont ete arretes, traduits en cour 
martiale et condamnes. M. Eban releve, dans une 
declaration de Mgr Vergani, faite le 29 aout 1948, 
!'attestation que Ia conduite des troupes juives a 
ete correcte et que, a part quelques cas isoles, les 
Lieux saints, les egliscs et les chapelles de Nazareth 
et de Ia Galilee ont ete respectes. 

D'autre part, M. Cattan n'a pas dit que Ies 
forces arabes portent tout specialement la respon
sabilite d'avoir fait de !'occupation des endroits 
consacres une des caracteristiques de leurs 
attaques. II cite en exemple !'occupation par les 
Arabes, en fevrier, du monastere orthodoxe grec 
de Saint-Simon, a Katamon et, en mai, de Ia 
cathedrale armenienne de Saint-Jacques dans 
la vieille ville, ainsi que du monastere de la trappe 
de Latran. Cette conduite, ajoute-t-il, a atteint 
son point culminant dans la tentative, couronnee 
de succes d'ailleurs, a laquelle des forces arabes 
se sont Iivrees pour detruire les synagogues histo
riques de la Ville vieille de Jerusalem, reuvre qu 
a ete accomplie avec toute Ia constance d'une 
politique fermement etablie. II mentionne Ia 
destruction par explosion de l'ancienne synagogue 
sephardite Joseph Porath, et de la synagogue de 
Hourvah et il releve qu'au moment de Ia reddition 
juive, le 28 mai, il ne restait dans la Ville vieille 
que cinq synagogues intactes sur vingt-sept. 
Depuis lors, ces cinq synagogues elles aussi ont 
ete detruites. Malgre les ordres repetes du Conseil 
de securite, les forces arabes n'ont pas rempli 
l' obligation a laquelle elles etaient tenues, aux 
termes de Ia treve, de permettre le libre acces au 
Mur des lamentations. La delegation d'lsrael est 
en possession d'une liste de quatorze institutions 
chretiennes qui ont ete bombardees par les forces 
arabes, au cours de leur attaque principale sur 
Jerusalem, a Ia fin du mois de mai; et des obser
vateurs ont vu des mitrailleuses arabes sur la 
mosquee d'Omar pendant toute la duree du 
combat. 

Mais ce qui interesse surtout la Commission 
c'est certainement !'attitude des parties en ce qui 
concerne l'avenir. M. Eban ne veut pas repeter 
quels sont les facteurs qui ont influe sur la possi
bilite d'appliquer le plan d'internationalisation 
de Jerusalem qu'avait adopte I' Assemblee, ni 
queUes obligations considerables, d'ordre financier 
et militaire, ce plan comporterait ; mais, dit-il, il 
y a un facteur decisif, qui est le refus d~s J~.ifs d~ 
la Jerusalem moderne de se separer d Israel qm 
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their only guarantee of security. Nevertheless 
his delegation strongly upheld the principle of 
international custody for the Old City of Jeru
salem and the adjoining Holy Places and was 
willing to contribute to its realization. If that 
principle were similarly accepted by Arab repre
sentatives, their concern for the immunity of 
sanctuaries would require no further proof, but 
he believed that the Arabs insisted upon the 
maintenance of exclusive Arab rule. 

Arab leaders did little justice to the welfare 
of their own people when they envisaged the 
future relationship between Israel and its Arab 
neighbours in terms of permanent conflict, and 
those who spoke of Israel as a cancer showed how 
little they were influenced by the concepts of the 
Charter. The reasons adduced to prove the 
theory of irreconcilability had only a shallow 
factual basis such as, for example, the alleged 
dangers which the representative of Egypt saw 
arising from the continuous influx of Jewish 
immigrants. No one could seriously expect the 
State of Israel to consider relinquishing control 
over its immigration policies, but Israel was 
fully aware of the need of ensuring conformity 
between the economic and territorial position 
of Israel and the population pressures which the 
State of Israel was called upon to satisfy. Israel's 
population was nearing one million while Egypt's 
was approaching 20 million. Any mechanical 
reference to demographic theory would lead to 
the conclusion that Israel was threatened by 
Egyptian population pressures and that the 
reverse could not possibly be true. But Israel 
was not worried by such fears, nor should the 
Arab States be worried about Israel's possible 
expansion. All authorities agreed that the most 
acute factors in the population question of the 
Middle East arose from the growth of the Egyptian 
population unaccompanied by any corresponding 
increase in subsistence outlets and by general 
under-population of the Fertile Crescent, which 
lacked the human material necessary to utilize 
its full resources. Israel was only one example 
of the disparity between great potential develop
ment and inadequate manpower and had only 
just begun to narrow that gap. 

The Middle East needed scientific agriculture, 
industrial development, modern methods of 
social co-operation, and the application of scien
tific research to regional problems of health and 
development. Precisely by its successful efforts 
to satisfy those needs, Israel had given the example. 
Israel was profoundly convinced that an objective 
affinity existed between the true interests of 
Israel and the Arab world, and that on the basis 
of separate national independence they could 
move forward to regional co-operation. He 
agreed with the Au_strali~n representative t~at, 
even if an economrc umon was not practical, 
close co-operation was in the interest of both 
peoples. 

s'est avere etre pour eux la seule garantie de 
securite. Cependant, sa delegation soutient ener
giquement le principe d'un regime international 
de protection pour Ia vieille ville de Jerusalem 
et pour les Lieux saints environnants et elle 
exprime le desir de contribuer a sa realisation. 
Si ce principe est egalement accepte par Ies repre
sentants Arabes, ils temoigneront ainsi du souci 
qu'ils ont de l'immunite des sanctuaires ; mais 
M. Eban croit savoir que les Arabes insistent 
pour le maintien de la seule autorite arabe. 

Les chefs arabes tiennent bien peu compte du 
bien-etre de leurs propres populations lorsqu'ils 
envisagent les relations futures entre Israel et 
ses voisins arabes sous Ia forme d'un conflit 
permanent, et ceux qui parlent d'Israel comme 
d'un cancer montrent le peu de credit qu'ils 
accordent aux principes de Ia Charte. Les consi
derations qu'ils invoquent pour prouver qu'il n'y 
a pas de conciliation possible sont bien super
ficielles, tel Ie pretendu danger que constituerait, 
selon le representant de l'Egypte, l'affiux continue! 
d'immigrants juifs. Personne ne peut serieusement 
s'attendrc a ce que l'Etat d'IsraCI envisage 
d'abandonner le controle de sa politique d'immi
gration, mais il est parfaitement conscient de la 
necessite qu'il y a pour lui d'assurer l'equilibre 
entre ses interets economiques et territoriaux, 
d'une part, et les pressions demographiques qu'il 
est appele a satisfaire. La population d' Israel 
approche du million d'habitants, tandis que celle 
de l'Egypte approche de 20 millions. II suffit de 
se reporter aux theories demographiques pour 
etre amene automatiquement a conclure qu'lsrael 
est menace par Ia pression de Ia population egyp
tienne et que !'inverse ne peut pas etre vrai. Mais 
Israel n'est pas trouble par de pareilles craintes, 
de meme que ne devraient pas l'etre les Etats 
arabes au sujet de !'expansion possible d'Israel. 
Toutes les autorites reconnaissent que !'aspect 
le plus grave du probleme demographique du 
Moyen Orient est celui de l'accroissement de la 
population egyptienne, que n'accompagne pas 
un accroissement equivalent des moyens de 
subsistance, et de l'insuffisance de Ia population 
dans le Croissant fertile, qui manque du materiel 
humain necessaire pour utiliser toutes ses 
ressources. Israel n'est qu'un exemple de Ia 
disparite qui existe entre de grandes possibilites 
de developpement et une insuffisance de main
d'ceuvre, et il ne fait que commencer a retablir 
I' equilibre. 

Le Moyen Orient a besoin d'agriculture scien
tifique, de developpement industriel, de methodes 
modernes de cooperation sociale ; il a besoin que 
les procedes de la recherche scientifique soient 
appliques aux problemes regionaux d'hygiene et 
de mise en valeur ; or, c'est precisement sur ces 
points qu'Israel donne I'exemple le plus carac
teristique. Israel est profondement convaincu 
des affinites fondamentales qui existent entre ses 
inten~ts reels et ceux du monde arabe ; il est 
convaincu que, sur Ia base de leur independance 
nationale respective, ces pays peuvent s'engage_r 
dans une cooperation regionale. Et meme s'II 
n'est pas possible d'etablir une, union economiqu~, 
M. Eban s'accorde a reconnattre, avec le repre
sentant australien, qu'il est de !'interet des deux 
peuples de cooperer etroitement. 
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Mr. Eban expressed the opmwn that the 
Assembly should reject the United Kingdom 
draft resolution and call for an agreement 
between the parties by negotiation, assisted by the 
establishment of appropriate conciliation machin
ery under the auspices of United Nations. The 
Assembly should also affirm the existence of the 
State of Israel, worthy of membership in the 
United Nations, which had arisen out of the 
Assembly's own action in the past. He had been 
particularly impressed by the eloquent statements 
in this regard made by the representatives of 
the United States, Canada and Australia. Israel 
had accepted the obligations and many of the 
labours of membership without its privileges 
or status but, if the United Nations was to 
conciliate between the parties, they must have 
rights and obligations on a footing of equality. 

It was logical that any conciliation effort 
should be based on the 29 November resolution. 
but he urged that the United Nations should not 
prejudice the outcome of those negotiations 
beyond ~ssuring that they took place in an atmos
phere of formal peace by putting its full authority 
behind the Security Council's efforts in this 
regard. His delegation believed that the As
sembly had a right to affirm that negotiations 
and agreement constituted the inescapable inter
national duty of the parties concerned. The 
scepticism of the United Kingdom in this regard 
was not in accordance with Israeli experience, 
and the strong recommendations of the represen
tatives of the USSR and Poland to both parties 
should find a ready response. The need for 
negotiations had been expressed by many repre
sentatives, but they could not be undertaken 
fruitfully within the framework of the United 
Kingdom resolution. On the other hand, there 
were many constructive lines of approach in the 
statement made by the representative of Australia. 
His delegation would comment on the Australian 
draft resolution (A/C.l/396 and Add.1) subse
quently in detail but thought it established many 
signposts toward a final peace in Palestine. 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) wondered whether the 
United Nations would be able to put an end to 
the armed clashes in the Holy Land which had 
been the background of the Palestinian problem 
since the battles of the Crusades. The Commitee 
should consider the problem within the framework 
of its resolutions of 29 November 1947 [181 (II)] 
and 14 May 1948 [186 (S-2)] and appreciate the 
remarkable efforts for peace undertaken by the 
late Count Bernadotte and his successor, M. Bunche. 
The political aspects of the situation had been 
altered by the non-implementation of the 29 No
vember resolution and the overt hostilities 
brought about by the Arab opposition to it, 
which resulted in the resolution of 14 May 1948. 
Count Bernadotte had stated that he did not 
consider himself bound by the provisions of the 
29 November resolution since if he had done so 
there would have been no meaning to his media
tion (A/648, page 14). The existing situation 
had been modified to such an extent that the 

M. Eban est d'avis que l'Assemblee doit 
repousser le projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni et inviter les parties a conclure un accord 
avec !'aide d'organes de conciliation appropries 
etablis sous les auspices de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. L'Assemblee doit egalement recon
naitre !'existence de l'Etat d'Israel, qui est digne 
de devenir Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, et auquel l'Assemblee elle-meme a donne 
naissance. M. Eban a ete particulierement frappe 
par les declarations eloquentes faites a ce sujet 
par les representants des Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
du Canada et de l'Australie. Israel a accepte les 
obligations et une grande partie du fardeau qu'im
pose la qualite de Membre, sans jouir des privi
leges ou du statut que cette qualite confere. Si 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies doit faire reuvre 
de conciliation entre les parties, il faut que ces 
dernieres soient placees sur le meme plan au 
point de vue des droits et des obligations. 

Il est logique que tout effort de conciliation 
s'appuie sur la resolution du 29 novembre, mais 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ne doit pas 
prejuger !'issue de ces negociations ; elle doit se 
contenter de veiller a ce que ces negociations se 
deroulent dans une atmosphere de paix officielle, 
en donnant tout son appui aux efforts faits dans 
ce sens par le Conseil de securite. L' Assemblee a 
]e droit d'affirmer que des negociations et un 
accord constituent pour les parties interessees 
un devoir international ineluctable. Le scepticisme 
manifeste par la delegation du Royaume-Uni 
n'est pas en harmonic avec !'experience qu'Israel 
possede dans ce domaine. Les recommandations 
energiques que les representants de l'URSS et de 
la Pologne demandent d'adresser aux deux parties 
devraient trouver un accueil empresse. Cette 
necessite d'ouvrir des negociations a ete exprimee 
par de nombreux representants, mais la resolution 
du Royaume-Uni n'est pas le cadre qui puisse 
leur convenir. Par contre, la declaration du repre
sentant de l'Australie contient a cet egard de 
nombreux elements constructifs. La delegation 
israelienne entrera plus tard dans Jes details du 
pro jet de resolution de 1' Australie (AfC.1f396 
et Add. 1), mais clle estime que cette resolution 
pose de nombreux jalons sur la voie de la paix 
definitive en Palestine. 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) se demande si !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies sera capable de mettre 
fin aux conflits armes qui, en Terre sainte, ont, 
depuis les Croisades, constitue l'arriere-plan du 
probleme palestinien. La Commission doit etudier 
ce probleme dans le cadre de ses resolutions du 
29 novembre 1947 [181 (II)] et du 14 mai 1948 
[186 (S-2)] ; elle doit exprimer sa reconnaissance 
pour les efforts remarquables en faveur de Ia 
paix accomplis par feu le comte Bernadotte et 
par son successeur, M. Bunche. Les aspects poli
tiques de la situation ont ete modifies par Ia non
execution de la resolution du 29 novembre et 
par les hostilites ouvertes auxquelles a donne 
lieu !'opposition arabe a cette resolution, ce qui a 
conduit a la resolution du 14 mai 1948. Le comte 
Bernadotte a declare qu'il ne s'estimait pas lie 
par les dispositions de la resolution du 29 nowmbre 
1947, etant donne que, s'il avait agi ainsi, sa 
mediation n'aurait eu aucun sens (A/648, page 
19). La situation _existante a ete modifiee a un 
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Assembly should not hastily adopt a further 
decision without thorough consideration of all 
the issues. 

The Haitian delegation agreed that a solution 
could be attained only through negotiation among 
the parties, either directly or through a conci
liation commission, and endorsed the Security 
Council's resolution of 16 November (S/1080) 
for the establishment of a permanent armistice. 
It was almost impossible to establish a boundary 
line between the Arab and Jewish States without 
the previous agreement of the parties. 

There were two other important aspects of 
the problem. The first of these was the question 
of the Arab refugees, described in the third part 
of the ~Iediator's report, and dealt with by the 
General Assembly in its resolution of 18 November 
19·18 (163rd plenary meeting) calling for the 
appointment of a Relief Director for Palestine 
Refugees. The second was the desire of the 
Christian world to see the internationalization of 
Jerusalem carried out along the lines of the 
29 November resolution. Access to the Holy 
Places for pilgrims must be assured. In support 
of these views, l\Ir. Stephen quoted a statement 
by the head of the Roman Catholic Church. He 
noted that the delegation of Haiti had precise 
instructions with regard to a special juridical 
status for Jerusalem, and its vicinity as well as 
for all other Holy Places, and would support 
paragraph 8 of the United Kingdom draft reso
lution, with the reservation that more formal 
guarantees be furnished. 

:\Ir. Stephen concluded by stating that it was 
impossible to solve the Palestinian problem 
without eliminating the seeds of future conflict 
and that the solution must therefore be brought 
about by negotiation among the parties rather 
than by the injunction of the United Nations. 
There had been less verbal violence between the 
parties recently and he expressed the hope that 
this meant that a new spirit of conciliation would 
be brought to the solution of the problem. 

l\Ir. PIPINELIS (Greece) said that the complexi
ties of the Palestinian problem and the concern 
for consistency obliged the United Nations to 
seek guidance from principles of a general order 
as the only way in which to secure a permanent 
solution. The Greek delegation was interested 
in a solution because of its many ties with the 
peoples in that part of the world and its concern 
for general peace. Any decision would affect 
the United Nations authority and must be res
pected by all Member States. The Greek dele
gation wished to state that, whatever its attitude 
in the discussion, it would comply with any 
resolution of the General Assembly on the matter 
without reservation. The solution must be just, 
must take account of the present facts and must 
include provisions for implementation of the 
Assembly's decisions. The Assembly must act 
with care in the latter field so as not to become 
embroiled in difficulties from which it could not 
legally and practically extricate itself. 

tel point que l'Assemblee ne doit pas adopter 
une nouvelle decision a la hate sans un examen 
complet de toutes les questions. 

La delegation de Haiti pense que l'on ne peut 
arriver a une solution que par le moyen de nego
ciations entre les parties, soit directement, soit 
par l'intermediaire d'une commission de conci
liation ; elle souscrit a la resolution votee le 
16 novembre par le Conseil de securite (S/1080), 
qui vise a l'etablissement d'un armistice per
manent. II est presque impossible d'etablir une 
frontiere entre les Etats juif et arabe sans !'accord 
prealable des parties. 

Le probleme palestinien a deux autres aspects 
tres importanto. Le premier est la question des 
refugies arabes, qui figure dans la troisieme partie 
du rapport du Mediateur. L'Assemblee generale 
a envisage ce probleme dans sa resolution du 
18 novembre '1948 (163e seance pleniere), qui 
invite le Secretaire general a designer un 
Directeur de I' aide des Nations Unies aux refugies 
de Palestine. Le second aspect est le desir des 
chretiens du monde entier de voir s'eiTectuer, 
dans le sens de la resolution du 29 novembre, 
l'internationalisation de Jerusalem. II faut assurer 
aux pelerins l'acces aux Lieux saints. Le delegue 
de Halti cite a ce propos une declaration du chef 
de l'Eglise catholique et romaine. La delegation 
de Haiti, qui a re<;u des instructions precises en 
cc qui concerne le statut juridique special de 
Jerusalem et de ses alentours, ainsi que des 
autres Lieux saints, souscrit au paragraphe 8 du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, sous reserve 
que des garanties plus formelles soient donnees. 

M. Stephen terminc en declarant qu'il est 
impossible de resoudre le probleme palestinien 
sans supprimer le germe d'un conflit futur et que, 
en consequence, la solution doit provenir des 
negociations entre lcs parties, plutot que d'un 
ordre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. II y a 
eu recemment moins de violences verbales dans 
les declarations des parties ; il faut esperer que ce 
fait signifie qu'un nouvel esprit de conciliation 
permettra de trouver la solution du probleme. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) declare que la complexite 
du probleme palestinien et le souci de logique 
obligent !'Organisation des Nations Unies a fixer 
sa ligne de conduite d'apres des principes d'ordre 
general ; c'est le seul moyen d'assurer une solu
tion permanente. La delegation de la Grece est 
interessee a ce que I'on trouve une solution, en 
raison des nombreux liens qui l'attachent aux 
populations de cette partie du monde, et du fait 
de !'interet qu'elle porte a l'etablissement de la 
paix en general. Dans toute decision qu~ sera pr~e, 
l'autorite de !'Organisation des Natwns Umes 
est en jeu et cette decision devra etre respectee 
par tous les Etats Membres. La delegation de la 
Grece tient a declarer qu'elle se conformera sans 
reserve a Ia decision de 1' Assemblee generale, 
quelle que soit son attitude person~elle a.u ~ours 
de la discussion. II faut que la solutiOn s01t JUSte, 
qu'elle tienne compte des faits act~els et qu'elle 
prevoie des dispositions pour Ia m1se en, reu~e 
des decisions de I' Assemblee. L' Assemblee d01t 
agir avec prudence a ce sujet, afin de ne pas se 
mettre dans une situation difficile d'ou elle ne 
pourrait sortir, ni juridiquement ni pratiquement. 

720 



The first consideration was that the present 
state of mind of the parties seemed to eliminate 
any hope of agreement. The Assembly should 
avoid a decision which might later have to be 
abandoned under the pressure of new circumst
ances and it seemed preferable to allow the 
parties to meet together and try to conciliate 
their views. Time had sometimes brought about 
miracles in similar situations, and internal 
developments, the pressure of a conciliatory 
power and good sense might help to bring the 
parties together. 

The second consideration was that any fmal 
conciliation would be impossible if a cessation 
of hostilities were not definitely respected, and the 
resolution of the Security Council should be 
streng the ned by the moral force of the General 
Assembly. 

Thirdly, while practical considerations must 
be taken into account, the fundamental principles 
of justice could not be neglected. A situation 
created by force of arms could not be recognized 
as being as valid as a fact established by law. 
Such a procedure would give rights to the stronger 
party and vitiate the principles of the Charter. 
While violent changes might eventually acquire 
the sanction of law, the United Nations would 
be lost if it attempted to anticipate such situations. 
The United Nations should always be ready to 
defend just causes and should be the rallying 
point for those who had faith on the final triumph 
of law. 

Lastly, if the solution was to be brought about 
by the slow conciliation of the parties, if the 
conciliation efforts suggested in the Mediator's 
report were to continue, and if the Assembly's 
resolution was to be so reasonable as to discourage 
any attempt to thwart it, the solution should be 
as broad as possible. The ideas in the Mediator's 
report were of value and should be taken into 
account but it would be a mistake to interpret 
them in too restrictive a sense. The question of 
boundaries formed only part of the problem and 
the Assembly should not prevent other ideas 
from being brought forward by giving strict 
terms of reference to its conciliation commission. 

Mr. Pipinelis recalled that his delegation had 
voted against partition because it had considered 
that the co-existence of the Jews and the Arabs 
in one State was both possible and advantageous. 
In a broader framework, the Arab nations could 
have envisaged the rich possibilities of develop
ment and advancement of Palestine, in much the 
same way as had occured in Greece d urring its devel
opment. · The possibility of a new broader solution 
should not be eliminated and the Greek delegation 
would therefore like to see the conciliation 
commission given as wide a mandate as possible. 

Finally, his delegation had pointed out several 
times its interest in protecting the millenia! rights 
of the Greek Orthodox Church in the Holy Places, 
especially in Jerusalem, and reserved the right 
to suggest methods for ensuring the right of 
freedom of worship. No solution of the Palestine 
problem would be satisfactory if the Holy Places 
were not fully protected. 
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II faut tenir compte, en premier lieu du fait 
que l'etat d'esprit actuel des parties en cause 
semble supprimer tout espoir d'arriver a un 
accord. L' Assemblee do it eviter de prendre une 
decision qui pourrait etre plus tard abandonnee 
sous la pression de circonstances nouvelles, et il 
semble preferable de laisser les parties se reunir 
et essayer de concilier leurs points de vue. Le 
temps a souvent provoque des miracles dans des 
situations semblables, et des developpements 
d'ordre interieur, la pression d'un pouvoir conci
liateur et le bon sens peuvent aider a etablir le 
contact entre les deux parties. 

Le second point a considerer est que toute 
conciliation definitive est impossible si la ces
sation des hostilites n'est pas definitivement 
respectee. La resolution du Conseil de securite 
do it etre renforcee par l'appui moral de 1' Assemblee 
generale. 

En troisieme lieu, si des considerations d'ordre 
pratique doivent entrer en ligne de compte, il ne 
faut pas negliger pour au.tant les principes fonda
mentaux de la justice. Une situation creee par Ia 
force ne peut etre reconnue comme aussi valable 
qu'un fait etabli par Ia loi, car une telle fa~on de 
proceder equivaudrait a reconnaitre le droit du 
plus fort et a violer les principes de la Charte. Si 
des changements violents peuvent finir par etre 
sanctionnes par la loi, !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies se perdrait si elle essayait d'anticiper dans 
ce •domaine. L'Organisation des Nations Unies 
doit toujours etre prete a defendre les causes 
justes et doit etre le point de ralliement de ceux 
qui ont foi dans le triomphe final du droit. 

Enfin, si l'on veut que la solution soit apportee 
par une lente reuvre de conciliation entre les 
parties, si 1' on veut que les efforts de conciliation 
proposes par le rapport du Mediateur continuent 
et que la resolution de 1' Assemblee so it assez raison
nable pour decourager toute tentative pour s'y 
opposer, il faut que la solution soit aussi large que 
possible. Les idees contenues dans le rapport du 
Mectiateur ont de la valeur et on doit en tenir 
compte, mais ce serait une erreur de les prendre 
dans un sens trop etroit. La question des frontieres 
ne constitue qu'une partie du probleme et 
1' Assemblee ne doit pas empecher I' eclosion 
d'autres idees en donnant un mandat trop etroit 
a Ia Commission de conciliation. 

M. Pipinelis rappelle que sa delegation a vote 
contre le partage, car elle considere la collaboration 
des Juifs et des Arabes en un seul Etat comme a 
la fois possible et avantageuse. Dans un cadre 
plus vaste, les nations arabes auraient pu envi
sager les riches possibilites de developpement et 
d'expansion de la Palestine d'une maniere tres 
analogue a ce qui s'est produit en Grece. La possi
bilite d'une nouvelle solution plus vaste ne doit 
pas etre eliminee et la delegation grecqueaimerait 
done que la Commission de conciliation ret;oive 
un mandat aussi large que possible. 

Enfin, la delegation grecque a plusieurs fois 
souligne !'interet qu'elle manifeste au maintien 
des droits millenaires de 1' eglise orthodoxe grecque 
sur les Lieux saints, et particulierement a 
Jerusalem, et elle se reserve le droit de proposer 
des methodes garantissant le droit a la liberte du 
culte. Aucune solution au probleme palestinien 
ne sera satisfaisante si les Lieux saints ne sont 
pas pleinement proteges. 
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Mr. RADOYANOVIC (Yugoslavia) thought that 
the Assembly must consider realistically the 
intransigent points of view of the parties ; they 
were not too encouraging and did not promise 
an easy solution of the Palestine problem. Yet 
the United Nations was supposed to solve the 
problem fairly and peacefully and should consider 
as its starting point the resolution of 29 November 
19-17 which constituted the groundwork of the 
United Nations, adopted after considerable study. 
In the opinion of his delegation it was legally 
impossible and politically dangerous to ignore 
the existence of that resolution. 

He fl'ealled that the Yugoslav delegation had 
supported not the majority report of the United 
Nations Special Committee on Palestine which 
had bern endorsed in the 29 Novcmlwr resolution, 
but the minority proposals for a federal solution. 
Howewr, it recognized the logical basis of par
tition and the possibility of its implementation. 
The partition resolution had been based on the 
principle of self-determination and had been 
adopted by more than a two-thirds majority of 
the General Assembly. It might have been 
thought that the decision would have solved the 
problt m, but the resolution had not been imple
mented and the report of the Palestine Commission 
showed that artificial obstacles had been placed 
in its way. 

The fundamental feature of the Palestine pro
blem was that outside factors had been more 
influential than internal factors, and the interests 
of certain Powers had relegated the interests of 
the people concerned to the background. He 
did not think it necessary to review the manceuvres 
which had brought about so many difficulties but 
merely noted that despite the adoption of the 
29 November resolution by more than a two
thirds majority of the Assembly, neither the 
Mandatory Power, nor the majority of the Security 
Council, nor the other organs of the United Nations 
concerned had acted to implement it and as a 
result bloody disorders had t aken place. There
fore the real and objective value of the resolution 
could not be judged by the present situation. 

The proposals contained in the Mediator's 
report were contrary to the 29 November reso
lution and suggested modifications to it. In 
paragraph 4 (c) of his conclusions, the ;\;lcdiator 
abandoned the idea of an independent Arab State 
in Palestine and suggested the incorporation of 
Arab areas in Transjordan. The Arab States 
opposed the :\lecliator's proposals, including this 
suggestion. While they also opposed partition, 
the partition decision had been in accord with the 
principles of nationality, freedom and indepen
dence which was laid down in th~ Charter and 
which must be respected by :\Icmbrrs. On the 
other hand the new proposals of the Mediator 
were not warranted by any principle. If the 
United :\ations were to depart from the 29 No
vember resolution, it might become lost in intrigues 
and covetous designs which Palestine was en- , 

M. RADOVANOVIC (Yougoslavie) pense que 
l' Assemblee do it envisager le fait que les parties 
ont pris des positions intransigeantes, peu encou· 
rageantes, a vrai dire pour une, solution facile du 
probleme palestinien. Or, !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies doit donner au probh~me une 
solution equitable et pacifique et doit prendre 
pour point de depart la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947, adoptee apres une tres laborieuse etude. 
Il est juridiquement impossible et politiquement 
clangereux de feindre d'ignorer !'existence de 
cctte resolution. 

La delegation yougoslave a souscrit, non pas 
au rapport majoritaire de la Commission speciale 
des Nations Unics pour Ia Palestine, rapport 
approuve par Ia resolution du 29 novembre, mais 
bien aux propositions de Ia minorite tendant a 
fairc~ adopter une solution federative. La dele· 
gation yougoslave reconna!t toutefois que le plan 
de partagc a des bases Iogiques et qu'il est possible 
de le mettre en ~uvre. La resolution tendant au 
partage a ete fonclce sur le principe du droit de 
libre disposition et a ete adoptee par 1' Assemblee 
generale a une majorite superieure aux deux tiers, 
ce qui aurait pu Iaisser penser que le probleme 
etait resolu. Mais la resolution n'a pas ete mise 
en ceuvre et le rapport de la Commission speciale 
des Nations Unies pour la Palestine a montre que 
des obstacles artiHciels avaicnt etc disposes sur 
son chemin. 

La caracteristique fondamentalc du probleme 
palestinien est que des facteurs cxtericurs y ont 
joue un role plus important que lcs facteurs inte
rieurs ct que les interets de certaines Puissances 
ont rejetc a l'arriere-plan ceux des peuples inte· 
resses au premier chef. Lc representant yougo
slave n'estime pas necessaire de passer en revue 
les manceuvrcs qui ont cn\e tant de difficultes ; 
il se contente de noter que, malgre !'adoption 
par l'Assemblee de la resolution du 29 novembre 
a une majorite superieure aux deux tiers, ni Ia 
Puissance mandataire, ni la majorite du Conseil 
de securite, ni les autres organes interesses de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies n'ont pris de 
mesures d'execution. II en est resulte des desordres 
sanglants. II ne faut clone pas juger Ia valeur 
reelle ct objective de cette resolution d'apres la 
situation actuelle. 

Les propositions contenues dans le rapport du 
Mediateur sont contraires a la resolution du 
29 novembre et suggerent des modifications a 
apporter a cette resolution. Au paragraphe 4 c) de 
ses. conclusions, le Mediateur abandonne l'idee 
d'un Etat arabe independant en Palestine et 
propose !'incorporation de la Palestine arabe a ~a 
Transjordanie. Les Etats arabes se sont opposes 
aux propositions du Mectiateur, y compris cette 
derniere suggestion. lis combattent Ie_ p~rtage, 
mais il faut reconnaitre que cette dec1swn de 
partage est conforme au principe. de nati?nalit~, 
de liberte et d'independance qm sont enonces 
clans la Charte et qui doivent etre respectes par 
les Etats Membres. D'autre part, les nouvelles 
propositions du Mediateur n_e s~nt justifiees .par 
aucun principe. Si l'Organ~satwn des Natwns 
Unies s'ecartait de Ia resolutwn du 29 novembre, 
elle risquerait de se perdre dans , les intrigues. et 
les convoitises dans lesquelles se debat la Palestme 
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wes hed and might open the door to all kinds of 
complications. 

Mr. Radovanovic said he would not at that 
stage speak in favour of any precise recommen
dations. In his opinion, the solution must be 
found within the framework of the 29 November 
resolution and the Committee should reject 
anything in the Mediator's report which would 
jeopardize the basic principles of that decision. 
Some territorial rectifications might be made if 
they appeared just, during the lnogotiations be
tween the parties. He could find no basis for the 
Arab claim to all of Palestine in view of the 
reality of the existence of the J ewish people and 
J ewish State, which could not be denied. That 
people had the right to independence, to a national 
State, on conditions which would ensure its 
national prosperity. The J ewish State was in 
conformity with the United Nations decision 
and had been widely recognized. A reconciliation 
of Arab and Jewish interests could be found within 
the framework of the 29 November resolution. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED 
AND NINTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 23 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

78. Continuation of the 
the progress report 
Nations Mediator 
(A/648) 

discussion on 
of the United 
on Palestine 

Mr. URDANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombia) said that 
in view of the affection and admiration which his 
country felt for both Arabs and Jews, his Govern
ment had followed with great concern the struggle 
between the two peoples and had adopted an 
impartial attitude when the Palestine question had 
been considered in the General Assembly and in 
the Security Council. 

The delegation of Colombia had, a year pre
viously, pointed out that the partition of Palestine 
would be premature and that, above all, close 
contact ought to be maintained between the two 
parties so as to enable them to come to a fri endly 
settlement of their differences. The view of the 
Colombian delegation had unfortunately not been 
accepted, and its predictions had been confirmed 
later by the bloody events which had taken place 
in Palestine. 

The present problem, however, was somewhat 
different. The delegation of Colombia, faithful 
to its principle of abiding by the decisions of the 
majority of the Members of the United Nations, 
respected the resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 
194 7. The state of Israel was now in existence ; 
it was an accomplished fact resulting from that 
resolution. Consequently, that State had a legal 
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et cette attitude pourrait ouvrir la voie a toutes 
sortes de complications. 

M. Radovanovic declare qu'il ne se prononce 
pas des a present en faveur de recommandations 
precises. A son avis, la solution doit etre trouvee 
dans le cadre de la resolution du 29 novembre et 
Ia Commission doit repousser tout ce qui, dans 
le rapport du Mediateur, modifie les principes 
essentiels de cette resolution. On pourrait proceder 
a quelques rectifications territoriales, si elles 
apparaissent justes, au cours des negociations 
entre les parties. Le representant yougoslave 
trouve que Ia revendication arabe portant sur 
la totalite de la Palestine est sans fondement, 
etant donne la realite indeniable de !'existence 
du peuple juif et de l'Etat juif. Ce peuple a droit 
a l'independance, a un Etat national, dans des 
conditions susceptibles de garantir sa prosperite 
nationale. L'existence de l'Etat juif est conforme 
a Ja decision de l'Organisation des Nations Unies 
et cet Etat a ete reconnu par nombre de Gouver
nements. II doit etre possible de concilier les 
interets arabes et juifs dans le cadre de la reso
lution du 29 novembre. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-NEUVIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 23 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

78. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire d u Mediateur des Nations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

M. URDANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombie) rappelle 
que son pays eprouve, ala fois pour les Arabes et 
pour les Juifs, des sentiments d'affection et 
d'admiration, ce qui explique que le Gouver
nement de la Colombie a suivi avec anxiete la 
lutte entre ces deux peuples et a adopte une 
attitude impartiale lors de l'examen de la question 
de Palestine, aussi bien a l'Assemblee generale 
qu'au Conseil de securite. 

Il y a un an, Ia delegation de la Colombie avait 
indique que, a son avis, le partage de la Palestine 
serait premature et que, avant tout, il etait neces
saire de maintenir un contact etroit entre les deux 
parties afin qu'elles pussent trouver a !'amiable 
une solution aux differends qui les opposent. 
Malheureusement, !'opinion de la delegation de la 
Colombie n'a pas ete ecoutee et les previsions 
qu'elle avait faites ont ete confirmees dans la suite 
par les evenements sanglants qui se sont deroules 
en Palestine. 

Le probleme ne se pose pas de la meme fa<;on 
cependant aujourd'hui. La delegation colom
bienne, fidele a son principe d'accepter les deci
sions de Ia majorite des Membres de I' Organisation 
des Nations Unies, respecte la resolution 181 (II) 
du 29 novembre 1947. A l'heure actuelle, l'Etat 
d'Israel existe ; c'est un fait accompli decoulant 
de cette resolution. Cet Etat a done un fondement 



basis and could not be ignored by the Assembly. 
It had been set up within the frontiers laid down 
in the aforementioned resolution, and had been 
recognized on that basis by various States. The 
General Assembly could not therefore alter the 
frontiers of a de facto State any more than it 
could reject its own decisions. For that reason the 
Colombian delegation supported the view of several· 
speakers that the problem should be dealt with 
on the basis of the resolution of 29 November 1947. 
The draft resolution proposed by the delegation 
of the United Kingdom (AJC.1/394JRev.2) had 
a serious defect, for it would alter the terms of 
that Assembly resolution. 

The conclusions of Count Bernadotte might, 
however, be regarded as reflecting the actual 
situation, if both Arabs and Jewsa greed to 
modify their frontiers. To reach such an agree
ment direct negotiations between the parties 
would obviously be necessary, and the United 
Nations could encourage the negotiations by 
creating a conciliation commission with all the 
necessary authority. 

The representative of Colombia thought it 
desirable that the members of that commission 
should be chosen for their impartiality and sense 
-of justice by the Security Council, the General 
Assembly and the International Court of Justice, 
so that they would not represent individual States 
-or be influenced by political considerations. 
In that way the commission would · al-~o have 
greater freedom of action. 

The delegation of Colombia felt that the United 
Kingdom draft resolution was not sufficiently 
dear as regards the internationalization of Jeru
salem. It was absolutely essential to provide 
guarantees to all those who regarded Jerusalem 
as a shrine of humanity, so as to ensure to all 
unhindered access to the Holy Places. 

The speaker thought that effective measures 
should be taken to assist the Arab refugees. It 
was not enough to provide them with fair compen
sation ; they should have the right to choose 
between receiving compensation or returning to 
their homes and, in the latter case, they should 
be assured of regaining their rights of citizenship, 
their freedom of action, and the free exercise of 
their rights in general. 

The delegation of Colombia preferred the 
Australian draft resolution (AJC.1j396 and Add.1) 
to the one presented by the United Kingdom. 
It felt, however, that the former needed to be 
amended on a few points. For that reason, while 
accepting those two drafts as a basis, it reserved 
the right to submit amendments later along the 
lines it had indicated. 

Mr. JESSUP (United States of America) explained 
his delegation's view with regard to the United 
Kingdom draft resolution (AJC.1/394). The 
United States delegation supported the preamble 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution as it 
r,tood. It was, indeed, necessary to mention the 
General Assembly resolutions of 29 November 
1947 [181 (II)J and 14 May 1948 [186 (S-2)] 
which, as previous recommendations of the 

j uridique et il ne peut etre ignore par l' Assemblee. 
II a ete constitue dans le cadre des frontieres 
definies par Ia resolution deja citee. C'est sur cette 
base qu'il a ete reconnu par un certain nombre 
d'Etats. L' Assemblee generale ne peut done mo
difier les frontieres d'un Etat existant de facto, pas 
plus qu'elle ne peut rejeter ses propres decisions. 
C'est pourquoi la delegation de la Colombie se 
rallie au point de vue expose par plusieurs 
orateurs, a savoir que Ia solution du probleme 
doit etre fondee sur la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947. Le projet de resolution presente par la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni (A/C.1/394/Rev. 2) 
prcsente done un grave defaut, car il tend a 
modifier cette resolution de l' Assemblee. 

II est vrai cependant que les conclusions 
formulees par le comte Bernadotte peuvent 
representer !'expression de Ia realitc, si Arabes et 
Juifs sont d'accord pour modifier leurs frontieres. 
Pour qu'ils arrivent a cet accord, il faut evi
demment des negociations directes entre les parties, 
et !'Organisation des Nations Unies pourrait favo
riser ces negociations en creant une commission de 
conciliation ayant toute autorite necessaire a ce 
sujet. 

Le representant de la Colombie estime souhai
table que cette commission soit composee de 
personnalites choisies par le Conseil de securite, 
par l' Assemblee generale et par la Cour inter
nationale de Justice, en raison de leur impartialite 
et de leur sens de la justice, de fa<;on qu'elle ne 
represente pas des Etats determines et ne depende 
pas de facteurs politiques. De cette fat;on, la 
commission aurait egalement une plus grande 
liberte d'action. 

La delegation de Colombie estime que le projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni n'est pas assez 
explicite en ce qui concerne l'internationalisation 
de Jerusalem. II est indispensable que des ga
ranties soient accordees a tous ceux qui voient en 
Jerusalem un sanctuaire de l'humanite, de fa~ton 
que tous puissent se rendre aux Lieux saints sans 
entrave. 

L'orateur estime que des mesures efficaces 
doivent etre prises en faveur des rcfugies arabes. 
II ne suffit pas de leur accorder des indemnites 
equitables ; ils doivent avoir le droit de choisir 
entre !'octroi d'une indemnite et le retour dans 
leur foyer et, dans ce dernier cas, ils doivent avoir 
!'assurance qu'ils recouvreront leurs droits de 
citoyennete, leur libcrte d'action et l'exercice de 
leurs droits en general. 

La delegation colombienne prefere au projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni le projet de resolution 
de l'Australie (AJC.1j396 et Add. 1). Toutefois, 
elle estime que certains points de ce dernier projet 
devraient etre modifies; c'est pourquoi, en prenant 
pour base ces deux projets, elle se reserve de 
presenter ulterieurement des amendements dans 
le sens qu'elle a indique. 

M. JESSUP (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) presente a 
la Commission le point de vue de sa delegation sur 
le projet de resolution du Royaum~-Uni (~/C. 
1/394). La delegation des, Eta~s-Ums appme le 
preambule du projet de re.solubon du Roy~?me
Uni, tel qu'il est. El~e estlme, en ~ffet, 9u 1l est 
necessaire de mentwnner les resolutwns de 
l'Assemblee generale du 29 novembre 1947 
[181 (II)] et du 14 mai 1948 (186 (S-2)] qui, en 
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General Assembly formed the basis of the present 
discussions. The Mediator's report (A/648) should 
also be mentioned in the preamble as it formed the 
point of departure for the work of the First 
Committee. Finally, the preamble should refer 
to the resolutions of the Security Council dealing 
with the truce in Palestine, as well as the Security 
Council resolution of 16 November 1918 (S/1080) 
calling for an armistice in Palestine. 

The United States representative read out the 
first of Count Bernadotte's conclusions regarding 
the re-establishment of formal peace or, in any 
case, the entry into force of an armistice, and 
declared that the Security Council resolution of 
16 November represented the first step towards 
the implementation of the Mediator's first con
clusion. He expressed the hope that the parties 
concerned would come to a prompt agreement as 
regards the signing of an armistice which would 
precede the conclusion of peace. 

The delegation of the United States, believing 
that the Mediator and his successor had made a 
great contribution towards the peaceful settlement 
of the differences in Palestine, supported the 
first paragraph of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. 

The second paragraph of the United Kingdom 
draft required careful study because, in its present 
form, it did not give a sufficiently precise mandate 
to the conciliation commission provided for in 
paragraphs 3 and 5. That paragraph did not 
state whether the General Assembly resolution 
of 29 November 1947 should be taken into account, 
or whether the conclusions of the Mediator alone 
should be considered. Recalling Mr. McNeil's 
statements of 18 November 1948 (203rd meeting) 
concerning the relationship between the resolution 
of 29 November 1947 and the draft resolution of 
the United Kingdom, Mr. Jessup noted that the 
conclusion of the representative of the United 
Kingdom had been that Count Bernadotte's 
view had translated into practical terms the 
wishes expressed by the General Assembly in 
November 1947. The most important point 
in Mr. McNeil's statement had been that the 
Mediator had felt that, even though he had not 
been instructed to promote a peaceful adjustment 
within the framework of the resolution of 
29 November 1947, he should pay particular 
attention to the considerations which had led 
the General Assembly to adopt that resolution. 
The resolution of 14 May 1948 had not repealed 
the resolution of 29 November 1947. For that 
reason, if a new resolution was to be adopted, the 
General Assembly should clearly point out the 
relationship between that resolution and the one 
of 29 November 1947. The United States dele
gation felt that that relationship might be 
indicated in paragraphs 3 and 5 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution, and that paragraph 2 
of that draft could be deleted. 

On the other hand, the draft resolution could 
be strengthened by a reference to the principle 
adopted by the Security Council in its resolution 
of 16 November, in which it invited the parties 
to seek an agreement forthwith with a view to 
the immediate establishment of an armistice, 

I leur qualite de recommandations anterieures de 
l' Assemblee, constituent la base des debats 
actuels. Le rapport du Mediateur (A/648) doit 
egalement etre mentionne dans le preambule, car 
il doit servir de point de depart aux travaux de· 
la Premiere Commission. Enfin, il est necessaire 
que le preambule fasse allusion aux resolutions du 
Conseil de securite qui ont trait a la treve en 
Palestine ainsi qu'a la resolution du Conseil de
securite du 16 novembre 1948 (S/1080) prevoyant 
un armistice. 

Donnant lecture de la premiere des conclusions 
du comte Bernadotte, ayant trait au retablis-
sement d'une paix formelle ou, en tout cas,a l'a1 
mise en vigueur d'un armistice, le representant des' 
Etats-Unis estime que la resolution du Conseil de 
securite du 16 novembre constitue un debut de 
mise a execution de cette premiere conclusion du 
Mediateur et exprime l'espoir que les parties inte
ressees se mettront rapidement d'accord pour 
signer un armistice qui preluderait a la paix. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis appuie le premier 
paragraphe du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni, car elle estime que le Mediateur et son 
successeur ont contribue grandement au reglement 
pacifique du differend qui regne en Palestine. 

Le deuxieme paragraphe du pro jet du Royaume
Uni devrait etre etudie attentivement, car il ne 
donne pas, dans sa forme actuelle, un mandat 
suffisamment precis a la commission de conci
liation envisagee aux paragraphes 3 et 5. En effet, 
ce paragraphe n'indique pas s'il faut tenir compte 
de la resolution du 29 novembre 1947 ou si, au 
contraire, les conclusions du Mediateur doivent 
seules etre prises en consideration. Rappelant les 
declarations faites par M. McNeille 18 novembre 
1948 (203e seance), au sujet de la relation qui 
existait entre la resolution du 29 novembre 1947 
et le projet de resolution du R()yaume-J_Jni, 
M. Jessup constate que le representant du 
Royaume-Uni avait conclu que le point de vue 
exprime par le comte Bernadotte traduisait en 
termes pratiques les recommandations exprimees 
par l'Assemblee en novembre 1947. Le point le 
plus important de !'expose de M. McNeil etait la 
constatation que le Mediateur avait estime qu'il 
devait particulierement tenir compte des raisons 
qui avaient amene l' Assemblee generale a adopter 
sa resolution du 29 novembre 1947, bien qu'il 

. n'eut pas re<;u po,1;1r instru~tion d'encourager un 
reglemerr{ p:il(ifique' d~ns le.: fadre de cette _resolu
tion. En· effet, la resolutiOn du 14 ma1 1948 
n'abrogeait pas celle du 29 novembre 1947. C'est 
pourquoi il serait essen tiel que l' Assemblee, si elle 
adopte une nouvelle resolution indique clairement 
la relation qui devrait exister entre cette resolution 
et celle du 29 novembre 1947. La delegation des. 
Etats-Unis estime que cette liaison avec la 
resolution de Novembre 1947 pourrait etre 
indiquee aux paragraphes 3 et 5 du projet de· 
resolution du Royaume-Uni, le paragraphe 2 de 
cette resolution pouvant etre supprime. 

Par contre, le projet de resolution pourrait etre 
renforce si l'on faisait allusion au principe que le 
Conseil de securite a adopte dans sa resolution du 
16 novembre, en invitant les parties a rechercher 
immediatement un accord en vue de mettre en 
vigueur sans delai un armistice precisant les 
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including the demarcation of boundary lines and 
such with drawal and reduction of their armed 
forces as would ensure the maintenance of the 
armistice. The delegation of the United States 
therefore proposed the addition of a new para
graph 2 to the United Kingdom draft resolution 
(AJC.1f397), paragraph B). It was not too much 
to expect that the parties directly concerned 
would be able to broaden the discussions on the 
armistice so as to include definite political 
arrangements. The conciliation commission con
templated in the draft resolution could be of 
great assistance to the parties in reaching that 
objective. It was high time to put an end to the 
conflict and destruction in Palestine. The United 
Nations was in a better position than any State 
to make it possible for the parties concerned to 
turn their attention to reconstruction needs by 
inviting them to extend the scope of their proposed 
negotiations. 

The United States delegation supported the 
principle contained in paragraph 3 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution, but felt that it should 
indicate more clearly the mandate of the com
mission. If a conciliation commission was estab
lished, it would seem unnecessary to have a 
United Nations Mediator with the functions 
provided for in the resolution of 14 May 1948. 
The conciliation commission should assume the 
Mediator's functions of conciliation set forth in the 
resolution of 14 May. It should also be able to 
carry out the instructions contained in the present 
resolution, or those which it might later receive 
from the General Assembly or the Security 
Council. Moreover, the most important duty 
of the conciliation commission would be to help 
the parties concerned to achieve a final settlement 
of all questions outstanding between them. The 
negotiations should be widened in scope to include 
the matters dealt with in the resolution of 
29 November 1947 and in part I, section VIII, 
paragraph 4 of the Mediator's report. Other 
questions such as Haifa, Lydda and minority 
rights, etc., might also be the subject of nego
tiations. Finally, the conciliation commission 
should also undertake, at the request of the 
Security Council, any of the tasks at present 
assigned to the Mediator and the Truce Com
mission by resolutions of the Security Council 
now in force. In the meantime, the Mediator 
should continue to exercise his functions in 
order to avoid any break in continuity. The 
transfer of his functions to the commission might 
take place, for example, after the provisions of 
the Security Council resolution of 16 November 
1948 had become effective. For all those reasons, 
the United States delegation proposed an amend
ment to paragraph 3 of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution (AJC.1 /397, paragraph C (3)). 
That amendment was not at variance with the 
original text, but merely served to make it more 
specific and more precise, and defined the scope 
of the activities of the conciliation commission. 

Paragraph 4 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution might be deleted as it was included in 
the amendment to paragraph 3, sub-paragraph (d). 
Finally, paragraph 5 should also be modified 
(AJC. 1 j397, paragrap~ ~ (4) so as to. empower 
the conciliation commissiOn to enter mto con-

lignes de demarcation, Ie retrait et la reduction de 
leurs forces armees, de maniere a assurer le main
tien de !'armistice. C'est pourquoi la delegation 
des Etats-Unis propose !'addition d'un nouveau 
paragraphe 2 au projet de resolution britan
nique (AJC.1 f397, paragraphe B). Ce n'est pas 
trop d'esperer que les parties directement inte
ressees seront capables d'elargir le cadre des 
discussions d'armistice de fat;on a y inclure des 
arrangements politiques definitifs. La commission 
de conciliation prevue dans le projet de resolution 
pourrait etre d'un grand secours en aidant les 
parties a atteindre cet objectif. Il est grand temps 
de mettre un terme au conflit et aux destructions 
qui affiigent Ia Palestine. L'Organisation des 
Nations Unies est, plus qu'aucun Etat, capable de 
permettre aux parties interessees de s'engager 
dans une politique de reconstruction en les invitant 
a developper le champ de leurs negociations. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis appuie, en prin
cipe, le paragraphe 3 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, mais estime qu'il devrait indiquer 
plus clairement le mandat de la commission. Si 
l'on etablit une commission de conciliation, il ne 
semble pas necessaire de maintenir un Mediateur 
des Nations Unies charge de remplir les fonctions 
prevues dans la resolution du 14 mai 1948. La 
commission de conciliation devrait assumer les 
fonctions de conciliation du Mediateur telles 
qu'elles ont etc etablies par la resolution du 
14 mai. Elle devrait egalement etre en mesure 
d'executer Ies instructions prevues dans la presente 
resolution ou qui lui seraient donnees ulterieu
rement par I' Assemblee generale ou le Conseil de 
securite. De plus, la tache la plus importante de 
la commission de conciliation serait d'assister les 
parties interessecs a aboutir a un reglement final 
de toutes lcs questions qui les divisent. Le cadre 
de ces negociations devrait s'etendre aux objets 
vises par Ia resolution du 29 novembre 1947 et 
dans la premiere partie de Ia section VIII, para
graphe 4, du rapport du Mediateur. D'autres 
sujets, tels que Haifa, Lydda, les droits des 
minorites, etc., pourraient egalement faire !'objet 
de negociations. Enfin, Ia commission de conci
liation devrait egalement, a la requete du Conseil 
de securite, accomplir les fonctions imparties au 
MCdiateur et a la Commission de treve par les 
resolutions du Conseil de securite actuellement en 
vigueur. Le Mediateur devrait, entre temps, 
continuer ses fonctions pour eviter toute solution 
de continuite. Le transfert de ses fonctions a Ia 
commission pourrait avoir lieu, par exemple, des 
que les dispositions de Ia resolution du Conseil de 
securite du 16 novembre auraient ete mises en 
vigueur. Pour toutes ces raisons, la delegation des 
Etats-Unis propose un amendement au para
graphe 3 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni (A/C.l/397, paragraphe C (3)). Cet amen
dement ne s'oppose pas au texte original, il est 
simplement plus clair et plus precis, et ?el.imite le 
cadre des activites de la comm1sswn de 
conciliation. 

Le paragraphe 4 du projet d~ R~yaum.e-Uni 
pourrait etre elimine, etant donne qu'1l est mclus 
dans l'amendement au paragraphe 3, alinea d). 
Enfin, le paragraphe 5 devrait etre egale~~nt 
modifie [(AJC.1/397 paragraphe~.(4)J, de mamere 
a donner a Ia commission de conciliatiOn le mandat 
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sultation with the Governments and competent 
authorities with a view to delimiting boundaries 
in Palestine, without excluding any territorial 
arrangements mutually acceptable to the parties. 
In fact, instead of trying to fix the boundaries 
in Palestine at its present session, the General 
Assembly should entrust that task to the conci
liation commission, it being understood that the 
claims of the State of Israel to the boundaries 
set forth in the resolution of 29 November 1947 
were legitimate and could not be modified 
without its consent. Reductions in such terri
tory must be agreed to by Israel. However, if 
Israel wished to add territory, it would have to 
offer an appropriate exchange, acceptable to the 
Arabs, through negotiations. 

It should be noted that the resolution of 
29 November had contemplated that almost all 
the Negeb would go to the State of Israel and that 
Jaffa and Western Galilee would go to an Arab 
State. If, as now seemed probable, there were 
to be readjustments of the 29 November boun
daries, both parties should demonstrate a fair 
measure of reciprocity and mutual understanding. 

In regard to the boundary arrangements on 
which the Mediator's report and the resolution of 
29 November differed there existed a serious diver
gence of opinion among the parties concerned. 
Accordingly, those points of difference ought to 
be settled by process of negotiation and conci
liation, and in that respect the conciliation com
mission could play a valuable role in helping the 
parties reach agreement on a final delimitation 
of frontiers. 

The United States delegation considered that, 
to the extent that the boundaries of 29 November 
had to be altered, the Mediator's report provided a 
useful basis for a renewed effort on the part of the 
United Nations. 

The United States delegation supported para
graph 6 of the United Kingdom draft resolution 
regarding the disposition of the territory of 
Palestine not included within the boundaries of 
the Jewish State and the City of Jerusalem, as 
well as paragraphs 7 and 8. A more ambitious 
programme for the conciliation commission than 
the one contemplated should not at present be 
attempted. During the coming year full consi
deration could be given to the difficult problems 
of the maintenance of law and order in Jerusalem 
and the cost of administration. Moreover, it 
was to be hoped that political stability in Palestine 
would be achieved to a degree that would enable 
the Arab and Jewish communities to co-operate 
more closely in the operation of a special regime 
for Jerusalem. The United States delegation 
beUeved that the Jerusalem area should be inte
grated, in so far as was consistent with its special 
international character, with the remainder of 
Palestine. In any case, it would only be at the 
fourth session of the General Assembly that 
lasting decisions could be made with regard to an 
international regime for Jerusalem, as a result 
of the proposals which the conciliation commission 
would present. 

d'entrer en consultation avec les Gouvernements 
et autorites competentes en vue de tracer les 
frontieres en Palestine, sans exclure Ia possibilite 
de modifications territoriales acceptables pour les 
deux parties. On devrait, en effet, non pas essayer 
de fixer les frontieres en Palestine au cours de la 
presente session de l' Assemblee, mais confier cette 
tache a la commission de conciliation, etant 
entendu que les revendication& de l'Etat d' Israel 
sur les frontieres etablies par Ia resolution du 
29 novembre 1947 sont Iegitimes et ne peuvent 
etre modifiees sans son acceptation. Aucune 
reduction de ce territoire ne devrait avoir lieu sans 
l'accord des Israeliens. Mais, par contre, s'ils 
desirent un accroissement de leur territoire, ils 
devraient offrir en compensation d'autres terri
toires, qui pourraient etre acceptes par les Arabes 
a la suite de negociations. 

II convient de se souvenir que Ia resolution du 
29 novembre prevoyait !'attribution, d'une part, 
de presque tout Ie Negeb a I'Etat d'Israel, et, 
d'autre part, de Jaffa et de la Galilee occidentale a 
un Etat arabe. Si, comme il semble probable, les 
frontieres prevues par la recommandation du 
29 novembre doivent etre l'objet de certaines 
rectifications, les deux parties devront faire preuve 
de comprehension mutuelle, dans un esprit de 
reciprocite. 

En ce qui concerne les questions de frontiere 
sur lesquelles le rapport du Mediateur differe de 
la resolution du 29 novembre, ii existe de serieuses 
divergences d'opinion entre parties interessees. 
C'est precisement pour cela que l'on doit avoir 
recours a la procedure de negociation et de 
conciliation et, a cet egard, la Commission de 
conciliation peut etre utile aux parties, en les 
aidant a arriver a un accord sur la delimitation 
definitive des frontieres. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis considere que, 
dans la mesure ou les frontieres du 29 novembre 
ont besoin d'etre modifiees, le rapport du Me
diateur constitue une base utile pour un renouvel
lement des efforts des Nations Unies. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis se prononce en 
faveur du paragraphe 6 du projet de resolution 
britannique relatif au sort du territoire palestinien 
non compris dans les frontieres de l'Etat juif et de 
la ville de Jerusalem, ainsi qu'en faveur des 
paragraphes 7 et 8. Il n'est pas permis a l'heure 
actuelle d'envisager pour Ia commission de conci
liation un programme d'action plus ambitieux que 
celui qui est prevu. Au cours de la periode de 
douze mois qui va s'ouvrir, il sera possible d'etu
dier en detail les problemes difficiles du maintien 
de I' ordre et de la loi a Jerusalem et des frais 
d'administration. D'autre part, les progres de Ia 
stabilite politique en Palestine permettront, il faut 
l'esperer, aux communautes arabe et juive de 
cooperer plus etroitement au fonctionnement du 
regime special de Jerusalem. La delegation des 
Etats-Unis considere, en effet, que Ia zone de 
Jerusalem doit etre integree, autant que le 
permet son caractere international particulier, a 
!'ensemble de la Palestine. De toute maniere, ce 
ne sera qu'a Ia quatrieme session de l'Assemblee 
generale qu'il sera possible de prendre une decision 
definitive sur un regime international de Jeru
salem, a la suite des propositions que presentera 
la commission de conciliation. 
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The United States delegation agreed with 
paragraphs 9, 10 and 11 of the operative part 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution. Para
graph 10, in particular, was a restatement of the 
principle of territorial integrity contained in the 
Charter, and it was to be hoped that it would 
provide reassurance to the Governments and 
authorities concerned with regard to frontiers 
established through negotiations. Paragraph 11 
endorsed a generally recognized principle and 
provided a means for implementing that prin
ciple. It was not necessary, however, to mention 
the purely technical question of compensation 
for losses incurred during the recent fighting. 
That was a problem which could be dealt with 
better by the parties concerned, perhaps with the 
assistance of a claims commission, having regard 
to the suggestions made in the Mediator's Progress 
Report (A/648). Furthermore, the assistance of 
the conciliation commission would be available 
to the parties in working out that problem. 
Acting on those principles, the United States 
delegation therefore submitted an amended para
graph 10 which was more comprehensive than 
the original text of the United Kingdom resolution. 
In conclusion, the United States delegation 
supported paragraphs 12, 13, 14 and 15 of the 
United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. PARODI (France) said that, in spite of a 
number of regrettable incidents, the Palestine 
truce was a positive achievement to the credit 
of the Security Council and the United Nations. 
The discussions in the Council and.the information 
supplied by the Acting Mediat~r had shown, 
however, that for want of prompt action, the 
United Nations was in danger of being overtaken 
by events. 

The question had undoubtedly not yet reached 
the stage at which a final settlement was possible, 
but the time had come to take an important step 
fonvard. It was in that spirit that agreement 
appeared to be emerging on the principle of 
appointing a new conciliation commission to 
resume the necessary on-the-spot contacts and to 
review the problem in preparation for a final 
settlement, which would be reached as soon as the 
course of events and the wishes of the parties 
concerned permitted. 

It was precisely because it was still too early to 
take any decision on the actual terms of the 
settlement that the conciliation commission must 
be free to modify the basic documents-the 
resolution of 29 November and the Mediator's 
report-as its work required. For those reasons 
the task of the conciliation commission should 
only be laid down in broad outline. 

There was, however, one point on which 
firmness was essential, and the majority of dele
gations appeared to be in agreement on that point ; 
the protection of the Holy Places in Jerusalem, and 
particularly in Bethlehem and Nazareth. The 
French delegation had in the past made repeated 
efforts to secure the demilitarization of Jeru
salem which, if successful, might have averted 
some very distressing incidents. The French 
delegation was therefore, specially glad to see 
that certain proposals, in particular that of the 

La delegation des Etats-Unis se declare d'accord 
sur les paragraphes 9, 10 et 11 du projet de 
resolution britannique. En particulier, le para
graphe 10 constitue une reaffirmation du principe 
de l'integrite territoriale tel qu'il figure dans Ia 
Charte, et I' on peut esperer que les Gouvernements 
et les autorites interesses y verront une garantie 
des frontieres qui resulteront des prochaines 
negociations. En ce qui concerne le paragraphe 11, 
il se refere a un principe reconnu de tous et en 
permet !'application. Toutefois, il n'est pas neces
saire de faire mention de la question purement 
technique des indemnites pour pertes subies lors 
des recents combats. C'est la un probleme dont 
devraient plutot traiter les parties interessees, que 
pourrait assister une commission des dommages, 
qui s'inspirerait des suggestions faites dans Ie 
rapport interimaire du Mediateur (A/648). D'autre 
part, la commission de conciliation serait a la 
disposition des parties pour les aider dans le 
reglement de cette question. En s'inspirant de ces 
principes, la delegation des Etats-Unis propose 
pour le paragraphe 10 une redaction plus complete 
que le texte original de la resolution britannique. 
Enfin, la delegation des Etats-Unis se declare en 
faveur des paragraphes 12, 13, 14 et 15 du projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. PARODI (France) declare que, en depit de 
certains incidents regrettables, la treve en Pales
tine a constitue un resultat positif a l'actif du 
Conseil de securite et de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Toutefois, les debats du Conseil et les 
indications fournies par le Mediateur par interim 
ont montre que, a defaut d'une action rapide, 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies risquerait d'etre 
debordee par les evenements. 

Sans doute la question n'est-elle pas assez mure 
pour qu'un reglement definitif soit deja possible. 
Mais le moment est venu d'accomplir un pas 
important en avant. C'est dans cet esprit qu'un 
accord semble se faire sur le principe de la creation 
d'une nouvelle commission de conciliation : celle-ci 
reprendrait sur place les contacts nccessaires et, 
par un examen nouveau du probleme, preparerait 
le reglement definitif, qui interviendrait des que 
!'evolution de la situation et les dispositions des 
parties le permettraient. 

C'est precisement parce qu'il est encore trop tot 
pour se prononcer sur le contenu meme du regle
ment que la commission de conciliation doit avoir 
les mains assez libres pour pouvoir apportcr, aux 
documents de base - resolution du 29 novembre 
et rapport du Mediateur, -les modifications dont 
ses propres travaux feraient apparaitre la neces
site. Pour ces raisons, la tache de la commission 
de conciliation ne doit etre definie que dans ses 
grandes lignes. 

II existe toutefois un point sur lequel il convient 
d'etre ferme, comme la plupart des delegations 
semblent d'ailleurs etre d'accord pour l'admettre : 
il s'agit de Ja protection des Lieux saints, tant a 
Jerusalem qu'a Bethleem et a Nazareth. La 
delegation fran<;aise a, dans le passe, multiplie, en 
vue d'une demilitarisation de Jerusalem, ses 
efforts dont le succes aurait pu sans doute eviter 
des evenements particulierement douloureux. La 
delegation frant;aise se felicite done particulie
rement que certaines propositions, et notamment 
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United Kingdom, marked a return to the views 
upheld by the French delegation in the past. 

There was one more point on which the com
mission should receive precise directives : the 
distressing problem of the Arab refugees, which 
another organ of the Assembly was also consi
dering. Substantial aid must be given to those 
refugees to enable them to return home or, if they 
so preferred, to settle elsewhere. 

While reserving the right to propose such 
amendments as seemed advisable, the French 
representative emphasized that substantial agree
ment appeared to exist on the points to which he 
had referred. 

Mr. SPITS (Netherlands) recalled that on 
29 November 1947, his delegation had voted for 
the plan for partition with economic union ; it 
had nevertheless done so with some reluctance 
in view of the absence of any provision for the 
implementation of the General Assembly's recom
mendations, beyond the creation of a Commission 
which, without having at its disposal any means 
of enforcement, was to operate under the guidance 
of the Security Council. The misgivings of the 
Netherlands delegation had been fuUy borne out 
by events ; the Commission had been unable 
to travel to Palestine and hostilities had necessi
tated the intervention of the Security Council 
and the convening of a special session, which 
led to the appointment of a Mediator. 

A special tribute must be paid to Count Berna
dotte for the results he had achieved in making 
the truce a reality and in planning the organi
zation required for its administration. The 
horror evoked by the assassination of the Mediator 
had drawn attention to the absence of a United 
Nations guard for the protection of United Nations 
officials on missions. 

Although some of the provisions of the Media
tor's report were of great value, the adoption of 
certain measures would involve the risk of raising 
difficulties similar to those to which the recom
mendation of 29 November had given rise. 

On the other hand, it was unfortunate that the 
course of events should have led the Mediator to 
conclude that an economic union was not practi
cable at the present time. It was doubtful 
whether the Netherlands delegation would have 
voted in favour of partition if the plan had not 
included a provision of such importance. Both 
as regards rail and sea transport, Palestine in 
fact formed an economic entity. It was for that 
reason that the recommendation of 29 November, 
while reserving a special status for Jerusalem, laid 
down that the city should form part of the 
economic union of Palestine. It was still true 
that a corpus separatum of that kind, whatever 
its political regime, would be incapable of survival 
unless it rested upon a wider economic basis. 

Although present circumstances were admit
tedly unfavourable to an economic union, the 
conciliation commission, if established, should 
make fresh efforts in that direction. 

celle du Royaume-Uni, constituent un retour aux 
theses soutenues dans le passe par la delegation 
frant;aise. 

II existe encore un point sur lequel la commis
sion do it recevoir un mandat precis : le douloureux 
probleme des refugies arabes dont traite paralle
lement un autre organisme de I' Assemblee gene
rale. Une aide substantielle doit etre apportee a 
ces refugies en vue de leur retour ou s'ils le 
preferent, de leur reinstallation dans d'autres 
pays. 

Tout en se reservant de proposer telles amelio
rations qui pourraient lui paraitre opportunes, la 
delegation frant;aise a tenu a souligner qu'un 
accord substantiel semblait d'ores et deja pre
valoir sur les points susmentionnes. 

M. SPITS (Pays-Bas) rappelle que le 29 novembre 
1947 sa delegation, tout en votant en faveur du 
plan de partage avec union economique, n'etait 
pas sans eprouver quelques apprehensions du fait 
de l'absence de toute disposition relative a !'appli
cation de la recommandation de l'Assemblee 
generale, exception faite de la creation d'une 
Commission qui, sans disposer de moyens d'exe
cution, devait travailler sous la direction du 
Conseil de securite. L'evenement n'a que trop 
confirme ces craintes de Ia delegation des Pays
Bas, puisque la Commission n'a pu se rendre en 
Palestine et que les hostilites ont necessite !'inter
vention du Conseil de securite, puis la convocation 
d'une session speciale qui a abouti a la nomination 
d'un Mediateur. 

Un hommage tout particulier doit etre rendu au 
comte Bernadotte pour les resultats qu'il a obtenus 
en faisant de la treve une realite et en mettant sur 
plan I' organisation necessaire a son administration. 
Le sentiment d'horreur qu'a provoque l'assassinat 
du Mediateur a attire !'attention sur la lacune que 
constitue I' absence d'une garde des Nations Unies, 
qui puisse proteger les fonctionnaires de !'Organi
sation en mission. 

En ce qui concerne le rapport du Mediateur, 
bien que certaines de ses dispositions soient des 
plus utiles, !'application de certaines mesures 
risquerait de soulever des difficultes semblables a 
celles qu'a entrainees la recommandation du 
29 novembre. 

Il est, d'autre part, regrettable que le derou
lement des evenements ait du amener le Mediateur 
a reconnaitre que }'union economique n'etait pas 
realisable a l'heure actuelle. Car c'est la une 
condition d'une importance telle que, si elle avait 
fait defaut, la delegation des Pays-Bas n'efrt pas 
vote pour le plan de partage. En effet, qu'il 
s'agisse de transports ferroviaires ou maritimes, la 
Palestine constitue une entite economique. C'est 
ainsi, notamment, qu'en ce qui concerne la ville 
de Jerusalem, la recommandation du 29 novembre 
prevoyait que tout en recevant un statut spe~ial, 
elle serait comprise dans ]'union economrque 
palestinienne. II reste vrai qu'un semblable corpus 
separatum, quel que soit son regime politiqu~, ne 
serait pas viable s'il ne s'appuyait economrque
ment sur un ensemble plus vaste. 

D'une maniere generale, et bien que les circons
tances actuelles ne soient pas favorables, il faut _le 
reconnaitre, a une union economique, Ia commrs
sion de conciliation, si elle vient a etre etablie, 
devra poursuivre ses efforts dans ce sens. 
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.The ~etherlands delegation was in agreement 
With. the seven basic premises laid down by the 
::\Ielhator and, more particularly, with the sixth 
(:\fG 18, part one, VIII). New developments 
had, however, taken place and must be considered 
bdore a decision was reached on the final regime 
in Pales l inc. 

The .:\etherlands delegation appreciated the 
fedings of the Arabs and recognized that they had 
a strong case. It was, however, equally true that 
the Jnvs had lived in Palestine for centuries and 
had not returned there solely on their own 
initiative. ::\Ioreover, the proclamation of the 
State of Israel was founded on the General 
Assembly resolution of 29 November, and that 
State, although not yet recognized by the major
ity of the :\!embers of the United Nations, was 
a reality. 

The way was ~;till open for a mutually accept
able settlement if the parties were prepared, on 
the one hand, not to ignore realities and, on the 
othl'r, not to claim all that had been gained by 
force of arms. 

The meeting rose at 4.30 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED 
AND TENTH MEETING 

li eld at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 24 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: 1Ir. A. CosTA DU RELS (Bolivia). 

79. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine 
(A/648) 

Mr. AcosTA (Paraguay) noted the concern in 
countries such as his own at the loss of confidence 
in the United Nations brought about by its 
inability to control conflicts threatening inter
national peace and security. The possibility of a 
just solution through the United Nations had been 
hampered by the interplay of alien interests which 
had been placed above the interests of the peoples 
concerned. The previous recommendations of the 
United Nations, including those contained in the 
Mediator's progress report, had been unsatisfac
tory to the parties. If mediation should fail, the 
United Nations must find another method of 
settlement which \vould bring about a just solu
tion, for a solution brought about by armed force 
would be contrary to the purposes of the United 
Nations. In his opinion a solution brought about 
by direct conciliation between the parties under 
the auspices of the United Nations would be most 
effective and he appealed to the parties to for
swear their intransigence. 

\Ir GALAGA~ (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic) stated that the conclusions in the ~rst pa_rt of 
the :\Iediator's Progress Report. were m reality a 

l 
' 
.. I11'ch differed basically from that new pan ,, 

La delegation des Pays-Bas se declare d'accord 
sur les sept principes de base enonces par le 
Mediateur et particulierement sur le sixieme de ces 
principes (A/648, premiere partie, VIII). Toutefois, 
de nouveaux developpements sont intervenus 
dont il convient de s'inspirer avant de prendre une 
decision sur le regime definitif de la Palestine. 

La delegation des Pays-Bas comprend les 
sentiments des Arabes et elle n'ignore pas que 
leurs droits ont une base solide. Mais il n'est pas 
moins vrai que les Juifs ont habite la Palestine 
pendant des siecles et que ce n'est pas seulement 
de leur propre initiative qu'ils y sont revenus. De 
plus, la proclamation de l'Etat d'Israel s'est 
fondee sur la resolution du 29 novembre et cet 
Etat, bien que la majorite des Membres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ne l'aient pas 
encore reconnu, constitue une realite. 

La voie d'une solution commune est encore 
ouverte, si les uns et les autres veulent bien 
renoncer soit a ignorer les realites, soit a reven
diquer l'integralite de ce qu'ils ont conquis par 
les armes. 

La seance est levee a 16 h. 30. 

DEUX-CENT-DIXIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 24 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. A. CosTA Du RELs (Bolivie). 

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

M. AcosTA (Paraguay) note que dans des pays 
tels que le sien on constate avec une inquietude 
croissante que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
ne semble pas capable de regler les conflits qui 
menacent la paix et la securite internationales. La 
possibilite de trouver une solution equitable par 
l'intermediaire de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies s'est trouvee reduite par suite du jeu des 
inten~ts etrangers qui ont pris le pas sur les 
inten~ts memes des peuples dont on veut regler le 
sort. Les recommandations anterieures de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, y compris celles 
contenues dans le rapport interimaire du Media
teur, n'ont pas satisfait les parties. Si la mediation 
echoue, !'Organisation doit trouver une autre 
methode de reglement susceptible d'apporter une 
solution equitable, car une solution dictee par la 
force des armes serait contraire aux buts de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. M. Acosta est 
d'avis qu'une solution qui interviendrait par voie 
de conciliation directe entre les parties, sons les 
auspices de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
serait particulierement efficace, et il adresse un 
appel aux parties afin qu'elles abandonnent leur 
intransigeance. 

M. GALAGAN (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) declare que les conclusions de la 
premiere partie du rapport interimaire du Me: 
diateur constituent en realite un nouveau plan, qm 
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adopted by the Assembly at its last session after 
lengthy consideration. The General Assembly's 
resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947 had met 
the fundamental interests of both the Arabs and 
the Jews and, if it had been fully implemented, the 
Palestine question would now be mainly solved. 
But the implementation of this resolution had met 
with serious resistance on the part of certain 
States, particularly the United States and the 
United Kingdom, which approached the problem 
~rom the point of view of their oil and military 
mterests. In support of this conclusion he quoted 
from the issue of United States News and World 
Report of 13 February 1948 to the effect that the 
needs of the United States for oil frDm the Middle 
East might hold up a Palestine solution. 

Originally the United Kingdom Government 
had stated that it would not participate in the 
implementation of any decision which was not 
acceptable to both parties, although it had been 
clear that the relations between the Jews and the 
Arabs had been inflamed to such a pitch under 
the United Kingdom administration in Palestine 
that an agreed solution was practically impossible. 
The United Kingdom did not co-operate with the 
United Nations Special Committee on Palestine 
which had been established to implement the 
General Assembly's resolution of 29 November 
and began artificially to aggravate the conflict in 
Palestine. The British administration left Pales
tine's frontiers open to invasion, deliberately 
took no measures for the maintenance of law and 
order and through agents such as King Abdullah 
and Glubb Pasha, provoked an Arab invasion of 
Palestine to prevent by force of arms the imple
mentation of the 29 November resolution although 
the first step towards its implementation had been 
the procl:P<Htion of the State of Israel. Mr. Gala
gan then )ted from the Manchester Guardian of 
20 May 19 18 to show the British influence in the 
Transjon;;" Government and on the British 
comma•lCl ,f the Arab Legion which occupied 
part of J ;- alem. He concluded that the United 
Kingdom ::iovernment did not wish the Assem
bly's dcci i m to be implemented, not because it 
was unac · ptable to one party, as the United 
Kingdom ;~rgued, but because it threatened the 
United Ki gdom's military and strategic interests 
in Palesti .,, . In his opinion no other conclusion 
was pos-i!Jle since the United Kingdom supported 
the propos:'Js in the Mediator's report which had 
been reject ed by both parties. The map which 
the United Kingdom delegation had presented to 
the First Committee was not sufficient justifica
tion of it s manreuvre which was intended to 
preserve control in Palestine through Transjordan. 

Mr. Galagan drew attention to the manreuvres 
of the United States on Palestine and contrasted 
them with the consistent policy of the Ukrainian 
delegation, which was based on principle. He 
recalled that the United States had supported the 
plan of partition actively but soon afterwards, 
under pressure from oil and military circles, had 

differe dans ses traits essentiels de celui que 
l'Assemblee avait adopte au cours de sa derniere 
session, apres un examen tres prolonge. La 
resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 1947 de 
l' Assembh~e generale tient compte des interets 
fondamentaux des Arabes aussi bien que des Juifs, 
et si on l'avait applique integralement, la question 
palestinienne serait maintenant a peu pres resolue. 
Mais la mise en reuvre de cette resolution s'est 
heurtee a une serieuse resistance de la part de 
certains Etats, particulierement les Etats-Unis et 
le Royaume-Uni, qui ont aborde le probleme du 
point de vue de leurs interets petroliers et mili
taires. Pour etayer cette conclusion, le repre
sentant de !'Ukraine cite le numero du 13 fevrier 
1948 de la revue United States News and world 
Report qui demontre que les besoins des Etats
Unis en petrole du Moyen Orient sont susceptibles 
d'entraver la solution du probleme palestinien. 

Au debut, le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni 
avait declare qu'il ne participerait a la mise en 
reuvre d'aucune decision qui serait inacceptable 
pour les deux parties ; pourtant il etait manifeste 
que les relations entre les J uifs et les Arabes 
s'etaient envenimees a un point tel, sous !'adminis
tration du Royaume-Uni en Palestine, qu'une 
solution concertee n'etait pas possible en pratique. 
Le Royaume-Uni, ayant refuse de cooperer avec 
Ia Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour la 
Palestine, chargee d'appliquer la resolution du 
29 novembre de l' Assemblee generale, se mit a 
prendre des mesures afin d'aggraver artificiel
lement le conflit en Palestine. L'administration 
britannique laissa les frontieres de la Palestine 
ouvertes a !'invasion, s'abstint deliberement de 
maintenir l'ordre et, par l'intermediaire d'agents 
tels que Ie roi Abdullah et Glubb Pacha, fit 
envahir la Palestine par les Arabes, afin d'empe
cher par les armes la mise en reuvre de la resolution 
du 29 novembre, bien que cette resolution eut deja 
re~u un commencement d'execution par la procla
mation de l'Etat d'Israel. M. Galagan cite ensuite 
le Manchester Guardian du 20 mai 1948, afin de 
montrer que le Royaume-Uni exerce son influence 
sur le Gouvernement de la Transjordanie, ainsi 
que sur l'etat-major britannique de cette legion 
arabe qui a occupe une partie de Jerusalem. Il 
conclut que si le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni 
ne desire pas la mise en reuvre de la decision de 
l'Assemblee, ce n'est pas parce que cette decision 
est inacceptable pour l'une des parties, comme le 
pretend le Royaume-Uni, mais bien parce qu'elle 
menace les interets militaires et strategiques du 
Royaume-Uni en Palestine. On ne saurait conclure 
autrement, aj oute M. Galagan, puisque le 
Royaume-Uni appuie les propositions du rapport 
du Mediateur, alors qu'elles ont ete rejetees par 
les deux parties. La carte que la delegation ~u 
Royaume-Uni a presentee ala Premiere Commis
sion ne constitue pas une justification suffisante 
de ses manreuvres, qui ont pour objet de maintenir 
son controle en Palestine par l'intermediaire de la 
Transjordanie. 

M. Galagan attire egalement !'attention sur les 
manreuvres politiques des Etats-Unis en Palestine, 
qui contrastent avec l'esprit de suite dont a 
temoigne la delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine ; cela 
tient a ce que la politique de cette d~r~iere se 
fonde sur des considerations de pnnc1pe. II 
rappelle que les Etats-Unis ont d'abord appuye 
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abandoned the partition plan, arguing that it 
could not be implemented peacefully. In its 
place the United States proposed a trusteeship 
plan for the implementation of which the United 
States was prepared to use armed force. This 
plan would have enslaved Palestine for the benefit 
of American monopolies and converted it into a 
strategic base for the United States. It was 
rejected at the Assembly's special session in 1948. 
However, in an attempt to wreck the 29 November 
resolution at least partially, the United States 
delegation had succeeded in having the Palestine 
Commission suspended and a Mediator appointed. 

That policy had led to the creation of a tense 
situation in Palestine and the invasion of the 
country by armed forces which threatened the 
development of the State of Israel. The Security 
Council's truce had been inefTective and, because 
of the clash of the oil interests of two Powers 
struggling for spheres of influence, both the Jews 
and the Arabs had suffered. The Mediator had 
not changed the situation and had hastened the 
breakdown of the truce by submitting, in violation 
of his authority, his own plan for a solution which 
was contrary to the Assembly's decision of 
29 November and was not accepted by the 
par~ies. By his proposals of 27 June 1948, the 
Mediator created a certainty on the part of the 
Arabs that he had come to Palestine not in order 
to help implement the Assembly's decision of 
29 November, but in order to bargain as to what 
departures from the General Assembly's decision 
could be effected. His proposal to transfer Arab 
Palestine to Transjordan showed who was behind 
his schemes, and he himself stated in the Security 
Council that he had received demands from the 
United States, the United Kingdom and France 
to see that the oil refineries and pipeline at Haifa 
did not stop work. This candid statement 
showed that he had received instructions from 
certain great Powers and that they exercised 
considerable pressure on him. 

The proposals in the Mediator's progress report 
differed very little from those which he had sub
mitted to the parties in June, and were utterly 
incompatible with the 29 November resolution. 
Under the terms of these proposals, two-thirds of 
the territory of the Jewish State would be ampu
tated and all the Arab areas of Palestine would 
be given to Transjordan, so that four-fifths of 
Palestine would be put at the disposal of Trans
jordan, thus putting the Arabs of Palestine, who 
were aspiring to independence, again under 
British control. In the opinion of the Ukrainian 
delegation, the best solution would be the estab
lishment of an independent democratic Arab 
State in accordance with the 29 November resolu
tion. The independent Jewish State was now a 
reality and the establishment of a similar Arab 
State would meet the interests of the Arabs better 
than placing them once again under British 
control, where they would become pawns in the 

activement le plan de partage, mais que bientOt, 
so us la pression des milieux petroliers et militaires, 
ils ant abandonne ce plan, sous pretexte qu'il ne 
pouvait etre mis en reuvre par des moyens paci
fiques. A Ia place, les Etats-Unis ant propose un 
regime de tutelle dont ils etaient disposes a assurer 
Ia mise en reuvre au moyen de la force armee. Ce 
plan, qui aurait reduit la Palestine en esclavage, 
au profit des monopoles americains et transforme 
le pays en une base strategique des Etats-Unis, 
fut rejete au cours de Ia session extraordinaire 
tenue par l'Assemblee en 1948. Cependant, en 
essayant de saboter, au mains partiellement, la 
resolution du 29 novembre, Ia delegation des 
:Etats-Unis a reussi a faire suspendre l'activite de 
Ia Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour Ia 
Palestine et a faire nommer un Mediateur. 

Cctte politique a eu pour efTet de creer une 
situation tres grave en Palestine et de provoquer 
!'invasion de ce pays par des forces armees qui 
ont menace Ie developpcment de l'Etat d'Israel. 
La treve instauree par Ie Conseil de securite s'est 
montree pcu etncace et, par suite du conflit des 
intcn~ts petroliers qui opposait deux nations diiTe
rentes, egalement soucieuses de s'assurer des 
spheres d'influence, les Juifs comme les Arabes ant 
considerablement soufiert. Le Mediateur n'a rien 
change a Ia situation et n'a fait que hater la 
rupture de la treve, en proposant, ce qui etait 
contrairc a son mandat, son propre projet de 
reglcment, incompatible avec la decision de 
l'Assemblee du 29 novembre, et que d'ailleurs les 
parties ant rejete. Les propositions que le Me
diateur avait soumiscs en juin 1948 ont convaincu 
les Arabes qu.'il eta it venu. pour marchander su.r les 
modifications que l'on pourrait apporter a Ia de
cision de I' Asscmblee generale. Sa proposition de 
transferer Ia Palestine arabe a la Transjordanie 
montre bien qui etait l'inspirateur de son projet, 
et lui-mcme a declare au Conseil de securite que 
les Etats-Unis, le Royaume-Uni et Ia France lui 
avaient demandc de veiller a ce que les ratnneries 
de petrole et le pipe-line de Hai:fa continuent a 
fonctionner. Cette declaration si sincere montre 
qu'il avait re<;u des instructions de la part de 
certaines grandes Puissances et qu'elles ant exerce 
sur lui une pression considerable. 

Les propositions contenues dans le rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur ne different pas beaucoup 
de celles qu'il avait adressees aux parties au mois 
de juin, et sont tout a fait incompatibles avec la 
resolution du 29 novembre. D'apres ces propo
sitions, les deux tiers du territoire de l'Etat juif 
seraient enleves a ce dernier et toutes les regions 
arabes de Palestine seraient donnees a Ia Trans
jordanie, de sorte que celle-d annexerait les quatre 
cinquiemes de Ia Palestine, et que les Arabes de 
Palestine, qui aspirent a l'independance, se 
trouveraient de nouveau sous l'autorite du 
Royaume-Uni. De l'avis de Ia delega~ion de ~a 
RSS d'Ukraine Ia meilleure solutwn sera1t 
l'etablissement d'un Etat arabe democratique et 
independant, conformement a la resolution ?u 
29 novembre. L'Etat juif independant_ est roam
tenant une realite, et en creant un Etat arabe 
analogu.e, on servirait mieux les interets des 
Arabes qu'en Ies pla<;ant de _nouveau sou~ le 
controle britannique, auquel cas 1ls se trouver~1~nt 
meles aux complications qu'entraine Ia repartitiOn 
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distribution of spheres of influence between the 
two oil groups in the Middle East. 

Mr. Galagan said that the acceptance of the 
proposals contained in the Mediator's latest 
report by the United States and the United 
Kingdom clearly indicated their origin. He 
quoted a report in the United States magazine 
Nation of 23 October 1948 that, in September, 
Colonel ,McClintock, of the United States State 
Department, and Sir John Troutbeck, of the 
British Middle East Affairs Division, had arrived 
in Rhodes and had negotiated with Count Berna
dotte and Mr. Bunche. The United Kingdom had 
insisted on the whole of the Negeb, and Colonel 
McClintock and Sir John Troutbeck wrote the 
conclusions into the report. Mr. Galagan also 
quoted a report from the New York Post of 
26 September 1948 pointing out that Mr. Bevin's 
immediate support of the Bernadotte proposals 
indicated that he had been aware of their content 
prior to their publication and had taken part in 
drafting them. 

The United Nations could not ignore this 
situation ; it must adopt a decision which would 
ensure peace and the implementation of the 
resolution of 29 November. The Mediator's 
progress report suggested a formal peace or an 
armistice with the creation of demilitarized zones, 
but that proposal allowed the invading armies to 
remain in Palestine which was the basic reason for 
the present tense situation. The Security Council 
had adopted numerous resolutions, none of which 
had been capable of bringing about a truce, for 
they did not provide for the removal of foreign 
troops and personnel. The Ukrainian delegation 
shared the view of the USSR delegation that the 
most effective decision for the General Assembly 
to take would be to require that foreign troops and 
personnel be withdrawn as soon as possible. Such 
a decision would make possible the further 
implementation of the 29 November resolution 
and would raise the United Nations prestige 
throughout the world. 

Sm MoHAMMED ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan) 
said that, despite discussion of the Palestine 
question at two special and two regular Assembly 
sessions, the United Nations seemed no nearer a 
just solution. It even seemed optimistic to 
assume that representatives were thoroughly 
familiar with all its aspects. However, he did not 
intend to go into the historical background of the 
question, for in any case the problem which the 
United Nations must solve was the fact that the 
Jews now owned a substantial part of Palestine 
and claimed sovereignty over an even larger part. 
Unfortunately experience indicated that to win 
United Nations support, a case need not neces
sarily be in accord with the purposes and principles 
of the Charter but must be capable of support by 
force, and the United Nations was rapidly becom
ing an organization for the approval of faits 
accomplis. Palestine was an illustration of this 
fact but one must not abandon hope that some 

des spheres d'influence entre les deux groupes 
petroliers du Moyen Orient. 

M. Galagan declare que !'acceptation par les 
Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni des propositions 
contenues dans le dernier rapport du Mediateur 
indique clairement l'origine de ces propositions. Il 
cite un article paru dans la revue americaine 
Nation en date du 23 octobre 1948, selon lequelle 
colonel McClintock, du Departement d'Etat des 
Etats-Unis, et Sir John Troutbeck, de la Direction 
des affaires du Moyen Orient du Ministere des 
affaires etrangeres britannique, etaient arrives a 
Rhodes au mois de septembre, pour negocier avec 
le comte Bernadotte et M. Bunche. Le Royaurne
Uni a insiste sur la cession de I' ensemble du Negeb, 
et ce sont MM. McClintock et Troutbeck qui 
etablirent les conchlsions qui figurent dans le 
rapport. M. Galagan cite egalement un article du 
journal New York Post, du 26 septembre 1948, ou 
il est dit que l'appui donne sur le champ par 
M. Bevin aux propositions de comte Bernadotte 
indique qu'il en connaissait la teneur avant qu'il 
ne flit publie et qu'il avait pris part a sa redaction, 

L'Organisation des Nations Unies ne peut 
fermer les yeux sur cet etat de chases, et elle doit 
prendre une decision qui puisse assurer a la fois 
l'etablissement de la paix et !'application de la 
resolution du 29 novembre. Les dernieres propo
sitions du Mectiateur envisagent la conclusion de la 
paix en bonne et due forme, ou I'etablissement 
d'un armistice comportant la creation de zones 
demilitarisees. Or ces propositions permettent aux 
armees d'invasion de demeurer en Palestine, alors 
que leur presence est la cause essentielle de la 
situation tres grave qui y regne aujourd'hui. Le 
Conseil de securite a adopte de nombreuses reso
lutions, dont aucune n'a ete capable d'assurer Ia 
treve, attendu qu'aucune d'elles ne prevoyait 
)'evacuation des troupes et du personnel etrangers. 
La delegation de la RSS d 'Ukraine partage les vues 
de la delegation de l'URSS, selon lesquelles la 
decision la plus efficace que l'Assemblee generale 
puisse prendre en Ia matiere serait d'exiger que 
les troupes et le personnel etrangers soient retires 
aussitot que possible. Cette decision permettrait 
une mise en reuvre plus complete de la resolution 
du 29 novembre et contribuerait a relever le 
prestige de !'Organisation des Nations Unies dans 
le monde entier. 

Sir MoHAMMED ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan) 
constate que, bien que la question palestinienne 
ait ete discutee au cours de deux sessions ordi
naires et de deux sessions extraordinaires de 
l'Assemblee, !'Organisation des Nations Unies ne 
semble pas avoir progresse vers une solution 
equitable. Ce serait peut-etre faire preuve d'un 
optimisme exagere que de supposer que les repre
sentants sont entierement au courant de tous les 
aspects de Ia question. Cependant, le representant 
du Pakistan n'a pas !'intention de faire l'histo
rique de ce probleme, car, en tout etat de cause, 
le probleme qu'il appartient a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies de resoudre, consiste en ceci que les 
Juifs sont actuellement en possession d'une bonne 
partie de Ia Palestine et qu'ils revendiquent Ia 
souverainete d'une partie plus etendue encore. 
Malheureusement, !'experience prouve qu'u~e 
cause ne doit pas necessairement etre en harmome 
avec les buts et les principes de la Charte, pour 
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representatives desired a just settlement in accor
dance with the principles of the Charter, which 
could produce the only enduring decision. 

The representatives of the parties concerned 
had given full details of the misery and degrada
tion which had prevailed in Palestine during the 
last few months. A large part of the responsi
bility for this situation rested with the United 
Nations. No real effort had been made at the 
last session of the Assembly for a real solution of 
the Palestine problem, and he recalled the unsuc
cessful attempt of the Chairman of the Sub
Committee 2 of the ad hoc Committee on Pales
tine to bridge the differences between the parties. 
The result had been the adoption of the partition 
plan based on the majority report of the United 
Nations Special Committee on Palestine. He also 
recalled arguments and the appeal of Dr. Magnus, 
the highly esteemed President of the Hebrew 
University of Jerusalem, against the partition 
plan, and his warning that the Zionists would take 
that part of Palestine allotted them by partition 
and attempt to take the rest by fighting ; all that 
had been disregarded. 

Sir Mohammed quoted at length from his 
speech to the General Assembly on 28 November 
1947. At that time he had questioned the hope 
expressed by the United States representative 
that the partition plan might work if given the 
support of the Arab States and the people of 
Palestine. He had pointed out that the Arabs 
had declared they would not co-operate and that 
partition was not an experiment which could be 
scrapped if unsuccessful but a permanent solution 
which would undermine the very existence of the 
United Nations if it failed. He had asked the 
Assembly to take heed before committing itself to 
a solution which lacked moral justification, was 
beyond its legal authority and could not possibly 
be implemented. He had pointed out that it was 
against the will of 66 per cent of the population in 
Palestine and was destroying the faith in the 
United Nations of the neighbouring countries, 
that it was risking the impairment of any real 
co-operation between East and West. He had 
noted that the partition plan was supported by 
only 25 delegations in the ad hoc Committee, 
some of which had voted for it only because there 
had been no alternative, and had appealed to the 
Assembly not to shut the door on a just and fair 
solution, explaining that a delay in a final decision 

obtenir le soutien de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies ; il suffit qu'elle soit appuyee par la force. 
On peut dire que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies se borne de plus en plus a enregistrer 
les faits accomplis. La Palestine fournit un 
exemple de cet etat de choses, mais on ne doit 
pas abandonner l'espoir que certains representants 
desireront obtenir un reglement equitable, 

conforme aux principes de la Charte, car c'est 
la le seul moyen d'assurer une solution perma
nente. 

Les representants des parties en presence 
ont donne un reeit detaille des souffrances et 
des destructions dont la Palestine a ete le theatre 
au cours de ces derniers mois. L'Organi
sation des Nations Unies en est responsable 
pour une grande part. Au cours de la derniere 
session de I' Assemblee, aucun effort serieux 
n'a ete entrepris en vue de parvenir a une 
solution veritable du probleme palestinien, et le 
representant du Pakistan rappelle Ia tentative 
infructueuse faite par le President de la Sous
Commission 2 de la Commission speciale pour 
la Palestine en vue d'aplanir les desaccords 
entre les parties. A la suite de cette tentative, 
on a adopte le plan de partage fonde sur 
le rapport de la majorite de la Commission 
speciale des Nations Unies pour la Pales
tine. Sir Mohammed rappelle egalement les 
arguments et l'appel du Dr Magnus, le tres 
estime recteur de l'Universite hebra!que de 
Jerusalem, diriges contre le plan de partage, 
ainsi que son avertissement, selon lequel les 
sionistes allaient prendre Ia partie de la Palestine 
qui leur serait accordee a Ia suite du partage 
et tenteraient ensuite de conquerir le reste par 
la force des armes. Nul compte n'a ete tenu 
de cet avertissement. 

Sir Mohammed cite un long extrait du discours 
qu'il a pro nonce a I' Assemblee generale le 28 no
vembre 1947. Des ce moment-la, il avait 
mis en doute !'opinion exprimee par le repre
sentant des :Etats-Unis, selon laquelle le plan 
de partage pourrait etre execute s'il obtenait 
l'appui des :Etats arabes et du peuple de Pales
tine. Le representant du Pakistan avait fait 
valoir que les Arabes avaient declare qu'ils 
ne collaboreraient pas. II avait dit que le partage 
n'etait pas une experience qui pourrait etre 
annulee si elle n'aboutissait pas mais qu'au 
contraire, c'etait une solution definitive, dont 
l'echec mettrait en danger !'existence me~e 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. Il ava1t 
invite I' Assemblee a prendre garde, avant de 
s'engager dans la voie d'une solution qui eta~t 
denuee de justification morale, qui depas~a1t 
le cadre de sa competence et qu'il etait impossible 
de mettre a execution. II avait souligne que 
66 pour 100 de la populatio~ pal~stin~enn~ 
s'opposait au plan de partage; Il ava~t ~eclare 
que ce plan etait susceptible de detrmre la 
confiance que les pays voi_sins ont d~ns ~'Org~
nisation des Nations Umes et qu 1l nsquait 
de porter atteinte a toute collabor_atio~ veritable 
entre !'Orient et !'Occident. II ava1t fmt observer 
que le plan de partage n'e~ai~ appu;r~ que par 
25 delegations a Ia CommiSSIOn speclale, dont 
certaines n'avaient vote en faveur du plan que 
parce qu'il n'y avait pas d'a~tre solution pro
posee, et il avait prie 1' Assemblee de ne pas fermer 
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would leave the way open for conciliation and 
would not bar United Nations jurisdiction. 

He said that such warnings had gone unheeded 
and recalled his statement to the Assembly on 
29 November after the adoption of the partition 
plan in which he said that he feared the benefit 
which might come from the partition plan would 
be small compared to the mischief which it might 
inaugurate. The expected turmoil had occurred 
and the Security Council had found no legal 
authority for implementing the Assembly resolu
tion. The matter was referred back to a special 
session of the Assembly and a Mediator was 
appointed who tragically forfeited his life in his 
efforts to find a solution, and whose study con
vinced him that the General Assembly's plan was 
not workable. The General Assembly's decision 
had been set aside, but the mischief had remained 
and was likely to spread. 

Several representatives seemed to think that 
the United Nations should now implement the 
29 November resolution, apparently thinking 
that the co-operation between the Jews and the 
Arabs which was the indispensable basis for the 
success of such a plan and which had previously 
been lacking was now assured. He wished to 
invite attention to only one of the several objec
tionable features of the partition plan, namely, 
the assignment to the Jewish State of the Negeb, 
where the Jewish population was less than 2 per 
cent and Jewish ownership little more. The 
Negeb formed a wedge between Arabia and Egypt 
and no one could really believe that such a Jewish 
wedge would constitute anything but a perpetual 
source of strife. Moslem religious sentiment 
would never tolerate the existence of so grave a 
threat to the security of Moslem Holy Places and 
the Moslem world, which today might have to 
submit to the combined voting strength controlled 
by the great Powers, would be determined to 
wipe out this insult to its sacred sentiments no 
matter how long it might take. 

It might be said that the Bernadotte plan gave 
the Negeb to the Arabs. However, it should be 
noted that the Jews refused to give it up and the 
basis for their attitude appeared to be the com
plaint that its cession would leave them with a 
very small area. Apparently, they assumed that 
they had title to the whole of Palestine and 
magnanimously had not taken possession of the 
whole. Yet Palestine had been Arab for centuries 
and independence had been promised to the Arabs 
prior to the Balfour Declaration which conse
quently was invalid, in so far as it was inconsistent 
with that previous pledge. In any event, the 
Balfour Declaration merely promised a Jewish 
national home without prejudice to the rights and 
privileges of the original inhabitants of Palestine. 

Ia porte a un reglement juste et equitable. ll 
avait indique que, en retardant la decision 
finale, on laisserait Ia voie Iibre a la conciliation 
sans pour cela exclure !'intervention de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. 

Ces avertissements soot restes vains; Sir 
Mohammed rappelle la declaration qu'il a fait 
a I'Assemblee le 29 novembre, apres !'adoption 
du plan de partage, ou il a exprime Ia crainte 
que les avantages eventuels qui resulteraient 
du plan de partage seraient peu importants 
en regard des effets nefastes qu'il pourrait avoir. 
La tourmente a laquelle on pouvait s'attendre 
s'est en effet produite, et le Conseil de securite 
ne s'est pas cru qualifie pour mettre a execution 
la resolution de I' Assemblee. La question a 
ete renvoyee a une session extraordinaire de 
I'Assemblee. Un Mediateur a ete designe qui, 
apres etude, acquit la conviction que le plan 
de I'Assemblee generale n'etait pas applicable, 
et qui, en cherchant une solution, a perdu la 
vie dans les circonstances tragiques que l'on 
connait. La decision de l'Assemblee generale 
a: ete ecartee, mais ses consequences nefastes 
ont subsiste, et l'on pent craindre qu'elles ne 
fassent que s'etendre. 

Plusieurs representants semblent croire que 
1'0rganisation des Nations Unies devrait a 
present mettre a execution la resolution du 
29 novembre. Ils pensent apparemment que la 
cooperation entre les Juifs et les Arabes, qui 
est le fondement indispensable du succes de 
ce plan et qui jusqu'a present faisait defaut, 
est desormais assuree. Sir Mohammed desire 
attirer !'attention de la Commission sur l'une 
seulement des nombreuses dispositions contes
tables du plan de partage, a savoir !'attribution 
a l'Etat juif du Negeb, territoire oil les Juifs 
soot moins de 2 pour 100 de la population 
totale et oil les terres juives ne depassent pas 
de beaucoup 2 pour 100 de la superficie totale. 
Le Negeb est en quelque sorte comme un coin 
enfonce entre l'Arabie et l'Egypte, et personne 
ne croira que cette pointe juive conduirait 
a autre chose qu'a de perpetuels conflits. Le 
sentiment religieux musulman ne tolerera jamais 
!'existence d'une menace aussi grave pour la 
securite des lieux saints de l'Islam. Le monde 
musulman, qui devra peut-etre se soumettre 
aujourd'hui a Ia force combinee des voix que 
controlent les grandes Puissances, restera decide 
a effacer cette insulte faite a ses sentiments 
les plus sacres, que! que soit Ie t~mps qu'il lui 
faille pour cela. 

L'on pourrait repondre que le plan Bernadotte 
donne le Negeb aux Arabes. Mais il faut re
marquer que les Juifs refusent de l'abandonner, 
en declarant que Ia cession du Negeb ne leur 
laisserait qu'un territoire tres reduit. Appa
remment, ils croient avoir droit a toute la Pales
tine, et estiment genereux de leur part de n'avoir 
pas pris possession du tout. Or, Ja Palestine 
a ete arabe pendant des siecles et !'on a promis 
I'independance aux Arabes avant Ia Declaration 
Balfour, qui par consequent n'est pas valable, 
puisqu'elle se trouve en contradiction avec 
cette promesse anterieure. En tout cas, Ia De
claration Balfour ne fait que promettre Ia fondation 
d'un Foyer national juif, sans prejudice des 
droits et privileges des habitants indigenes. 
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That could be the utmost extent of the Jewish 
claim. 

Sir Mohammed drew attention to the situation 
to which the original inhabitants had been reduc
ecl. Using population figures of 31 December 
1 !HG, he made a comparison of the Bernadotte 
plan and the partition plan of the Assembly. The 
United Nations Special Committee on Pale~tine 
had proposed that the Jewish State should contain 
·150,000 J ews and 505,000 Arabs, thus creating a 
J ewish State with an Arab majority. The ad hoc 
Committee had modified this scheme by making 
Jafia an Arab enclave so that the population 
figures of the proposed State would be about 
450,000 Jews and 435,000 Arabs. The Berna
dolte plan ,..,-onld include \Vestern Galilee and 
Jafia in the Jewish State, and the Negeb in the 
Arab area. Western Galilee contained 121,000 
Arabs and 3,000 J ews, while the population of 
Jafia was 70,000 Arabs. Thus 191,000 Arabs 
would be added to the J ewish State, while the 
exclusion of the Nrgeb would reduce the number 
of Arabs by about 100,000. The net increment 
would be rather more than 90,000 Arabs. On the 
basis of the 1946 figures, the Jewish State thus 
would contain approximately 450,000 Jews and 
525,000 Arabs. 

Other aspects of the Bernadotte plan might be 
examined on the basis of a note in the pamphlet 
A Possible Palestine Settlement containing a fore
word by the Provost of Yale University. On 
page 2 of this pamphlet, it was pointed out that 
the Bernadotte proposals had the advantage of 
giving each party in Palestine a single block of 
contiguous territory. On the other hand, the 
pamphlet pointed out, the plan would increase 
instability by adding 200,000 Arabs to the popu
lation of Israel, placing all Palestine ports within 
Israeli territory, transferring \Vestern Galilee to 
Israel with the result that 90 per cent of the 
arable land in Palestine would be in Israel, and 
transferring the wholly Arab cities of Jaffa, Acre 
and Nazareth to J ewish control. 

During the Mandate the Jews had secured 
ownership of considerable areas of land and had 
established urban communities. This, however, 
gave them no legal or moral basis for a claim to 
sovereignty over those areas. It might be claimed 
that experience had shown that 650,000 Jews and 
1,300,000 Arabs could not, or would not, live 
together, and that, therefore, it was unjust to 
condemn the Jews to the position of a permanent 
minority. It was alleged on this basis that the 
only solution was partition. The Pakistan atti
tude towards partition had never been in doubt, 
but as the argument presented sounded plausible 
it should be examined. 

The General Assembly resolution of 29 Novem
ber 1947 did not resolve the problem of the inabil
ity of Jews and Arabs to live together in a single 
State. The Bernadotte plan did not do so either. 
It should be borne in mind that if it was consid
ered unjust to condemn the Jews to the position 
of a permanent minority in a unitary State, the 
same consideration should be shown to the Arabs. 
The plan of the United Nations Special Com
mittee on Palestine included only about 10,000 
Jews in the Arab State which was to "ave a total 

C'est Ia !'extreme limite de ce que les Juifs 
pourraient revendiquer. 

Sir Mohammed parle des conditions aux
quelles ont ete rectuites les habitants indigenes. 
Utilisant les statistiques du 31 decembre 1946, 
il etablit une comparaison entre le plan Berna
dotte et le plan de partage adopte par l'As
semblee. La Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour Ia Palestine avait propose que l'Etat 
juif contienne 450.000 Juifs et 505.000 Arabes, 
creant ainsi un Etat juif avec une majorite 
arabe. La Commission speciale a modifie ce 
plan, en faisant de Jaffa une enclave arabe, 
de sorte que le chiffre de Ia population de l'Etat 
envisage etait d'environ 450.000 Juifs et 435.000 
Arabes. Le plan Bernadotte inclurait Ia Galilee 
occidentale et Jaffa dans l'Etat juif, tandis 
que le Negeb ferait partie de Ia region arabe. 
La Galilee occidentale comprend 121.000 Arabes 
et 3.000 Juifs, et la population de Jaffa est 
de 70.000 Arabes. Ainsi, l'on ajouterait 191.000 
Arabes a l'Etat juif, tandis que, en detachant 
le Negeb on rectuirait le nombre des Arabes 
d'environ 100.000. L'accroissement net serait 
legcrement superieur a 90.000 Arabes. Sur Ia 
base des chiffres de 1946, l'Etat juif contiendrait 
ainsi 450.000 Juifs contre 525.000 Arabes. 

II y a d'autres aspects du plan Bernadotte 
que l'on peut examiner en s'aidant d'une note 
contenue dans Ia brochure : Comment regler 
Ia question palestinienne, prefacee par le recteur 
de l'universite de Yale. A Ia page 2 de cette 
publication, il est dit que les propositions de 
Bernadotte ont l'avantage de donner a chacune 
des parties en Palestine un bloc de territoires 
d'un seul tenant. D'autre part, Ia brochure 
releve que le plan augmenterait l'instabilite 
existante en ajoutant 200.000 Arabes a la popu
lation d' Israel ; en pla<;ant en territoire d' Israel 
tous les ports de Ia Palestine ; en transferant 
Ia Galilee occidentale a Israel, ce qui aurait pour 
resultat que 90 pour 100 des terres arabes de 
Palestine se trouveraient en Israel ; et en pla<;ant 
les villes entierement arabes de Jaffa, d'Acre 
et de Nazareth sous controle juif. 

Sous Ie regime du Mandat, les Juifs ont acquis 
Ia propriete de nombreuses t erres, et ont cree 
des communautes urbaines. Mais cela ne leur 
donne aucunement le droit legal ou moral de 
pretendre a Ia souverainete sur ces regions. 
L'on peut pretendre que !'experience a montre 
que 650.000 Juifs et 1.300.000 Arabes ne peuvent 
pas ou ne veulcnt pas vivre ensemble, e~ qu'il 
est done injuste de condammer les Jmfs au 
statut d'une minorite permanente. Aussi affirme
t-on que Ia seule solution possible reside dans 
le partage. L'attitude du Pakistan a J'egard 
du partage est bien connue, mais l'argu~ent 
presente parait plausible et il faut l'exammer. 

La resolution de l' Assemblee generale du 
29 novembre 1947 n'apporte pas de solution 
au probleme de l'impossibilite qui existe pour 
les Juifs et les Arabes de vivre ensemble dans 
un meme Etat. Le plan Bernadotte n'appor~e 
pas non plus de ~o~utio~ .. Il faut se souvemr 
que, si l'on cons1dere m]u~te .d~ condamner 
les Juifs au statut d'une mmonte permanente 
dans un .Etat unitaire, Ia meme consideration 
vaut pour les Arabes. Le plan de Ia Commiss~on 
speciale des Nations Umes pour la Palestme 
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population of some 800,000 and to this extent 
conformed with its stated principles. On the 
other hand, under the Assembly resolution over 
45 per cent of the population of the Jewish State 
would be condemned to the position of a perma
nent minority. If it was unjust to condemn 
33 per cent of a population to the position of a 
minority, it seemed even more unjust to condemn 
more than 45 per cent of a population to that 
status. 

The argument had been advanced that the 
displaced Jews from Europe required an asylum. 
The attempt to relieve their distress had led to the 
displacement of a large number of Arabs. The 
conscience of the United Nations appeared to be 
less aroused over the displacement of Arabs than 
that of the Jews. The approach being contem
plated by the Assembly was that of relief and 
financial assistance. Apparently such measures 
were inadequate for the Jews. The decision of the 
Assembly might be adopted and imposed by force, 
but it could not endure because it would be built 
on false foundations. 

If the Jews and Arabs could not live together, 
some way would have to be found to separate 
them in Palestine. In the previous year warning 
had been given of the inevitable consequences of 
leaving 450,000 Arabs in the Jewish State. It had 
been pointed out that the Arab lands would be 
wanted for Jewish settlement and would be 
acquired by Jews with the result that the Arabs 
would be forced to leave. What had been feared 
as a gradual process by purchase over a period of 
years had actually taken place by force in a few 
months. Now there was a large number of Arab 
refugees. Various proposals had been made to 
the effect that these refugees should be free to 
return to thdr homes or to receive compensation 
for loss of property. However, when it was 
suggested that the Jewish refugees might return 
to their homes in Central and Eastern Europe, the 
reply was given that their experiences there and 
their fears of further suffering prevented them. 
This reason apparently did not apply to the 
Arabs. It seemed to be considered that compen
sation in the form of money could make up for 
their sufferings and enable them to start life 
anew. On this basis the displaced Jews should 
have been satisfied with financial compensation. 
The alternatives offered to the Arabs were money 
or the position of a minority. 

Sir Mohammed submitted that the only solu
tion to this problem was the exchange of Jewish
owned property in the hinterland for Arab-owned 
property in the coastal areas, for example, from 
Haifa to Tel Aviv, in order to consolidate each 
group. On such a basis the Arab refugees could 
return and establish homes. The properties to be 
received by the Jews would be the more valuable 
if equal areas were exchanged, but this could be 
adjusted. Some such action would have to be 
taken regardless of the ultimate solution or the 
final borders of the State. When the proposed 
conciliation commission was established, its first 
duty should be to undertake such measures. 

prevoit !'inclusion de 10.000 Juifs seulement 
dans l'Etat arabe, qui aurait une population 
totale d'environ 800.000 ames, et sur ce point 
le plan se conforme aux principes qu'il proclame. 
Mais d'autre part, aux termes de Ia resolution 
adoptee par l'Assemblee, plus de 45 pour 100 
de Ia population de l'Etat juif serait condamnee 
au statut d'une minorite permanente. S'il est 
injuste de condamner 33 pour 100 d'une popu
lation a n'etre qu'une minorite, il parait encore 
plus injuste de condamner plus de 45 pour 100 
d'une population a cette situation de minorite. 

On a affirme, a titre d'argument, que Ies 
Juifs deplaces d'Europe avaient besoin d'un 
asile. L'effort fait pour les secourir dans leur 
detresse a abouti au deplacement d'un nombre 
plus important encore d' Arabes. La conscience 
de )'Organisation des Nations Unies semble 
etre moins troublee par l'exil des Arabes que 
par celui des Juifs. Les mesures envisagees 
par l' Assemblee consistent en secours et en 
assistance financiere. Apparemment, ces mesures 
sont insuffisantes lorsqu'i] s'agit des Juifs. 
Certes, la decision de 1' Assemblee pourrait etre 
imposee par Ia force, mais ses effets ne subsis
teront pas, car elle decoule de premisses erronees. 

Si les Juifs et les Arabes ne peuvent vivre 
ensemble en Palestine, il faudra trouver quelque 
moyen de les separer. L'annee derniere, on 
a fait une mise en garde contre les consequences 
inevitables qui se produiraient si on laissait 
450.000 Arabes dans l'Etat juif. On a souligne 
que les Juifs auraient besoin des terres des 
Arabes pour leurs colonies et les acquerraient, ce 
qui obligerait les Arabes a s'en aller. Ce transfert 
des terres par achat, qui devait etre progressif, 
s'etalant sur une periode de plusieurs annees 
et que I'on redoutait, a etc effectivement realise 
par la force en quelques mois. II y a maintenant 
un grand nombre de refugh\s arabes. Diverses 
propositions ont ete formulees pour permettre 
a ces refugies de retourner dans leurs foyers 
ou d'etre dedommages. Lorsqu'on a suggere 
que les refugies juifs pouvaient retourner dans 
leurs foyers, en Europe centrale ou orientale, la 
reponse a ete que les persecutions qu'ils y ont 
endurees et la crainte de nouvelles persecutions les 
en empechaient. On raisonne differemment. 
semble-t-il, lorsqu'il s'agit des Arabes. En ce qui les 
concerne, on semble considerer qu'une indem
nite en argent peut les dedommager de leurs 
souffrances et leur permettre de se reinstaller. 
D'apres ce principe, les Juifs deplaces auraient 
dii se contenter d'une indemnite en argent. 
On donne aux Arabes le choix entre de !'argent 
au la faculte de constituer une minorite. 

Sir Mohammed croit que le probleme ne 
peut etre resolu que par J'echange des proprietes 
appartenant aux Juifs, situees dans l'interieur, 
contre les proprietes appartenant aux Arabes, 
situees dans les regions cotieres, par exemple 
de Haifa a Tel Aviv, afin de rassembler l'un 
et I' autre groupe de populations. De cette maniere, 
les refugies arabes pourraient retourner en 
Palestine et y etablir leurs foyers. Les proprietes 
que recevraient les Juifs, si l'on echangeait 
des lots de superficie egale, auraient plus 
de valeur, mais on pourrait proceder a un 
ajustement a cet egard. De telles mesures devront 
etre prises quelle que soit la solution qui inter-
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Alternatively, a special commission could under
take the task. 

With regard to the draft resolutions before the 
Committee, the Pakistan delegation did not wish 
at the moment to take a stand. However, it 
should be observed that the apparent basis upon 
which the conciliation commission, as presently 
proposed, would work was that partition would 
be accepted. The declarations of the Arab repre
sentatives left no doubt that if the commission 
was thus limited, there was little chance of it 
achieving results. The conciliation commission 
should be enabled to seek any solution and its 
powers therefore should be broad rather than 
circumscribed in any way. 

Mr. RonRIGtJEZ FABR~GAT (Uruguay) observed 
that the present debate marked a new stage in the 
Palestine problem. In the past, both the General 
Assembly and the Security Council had adopted 
various resolutions on the question and the ulti
mate objective had been to find a permanent 
solution. On 29 November 1947 the Assembly 
had adopted a resolution, the principal points of 
which Mr. Rodriguez Fabregat outlined, and that 
resolution had obtained the support of the Uru
guayan delegation. That resolution had inaugu
rated the stage of the partition plan which had 
continued until May of the following year when 
the Mandate had come to an end. Then the 
State of Israel had been proclaimed and had been 
recognized by many Governments. The Arab 
State which had been provided for was not, 
however, proclaimed. A war which in the future 
would seem inexplicable and unjustifiable, had 
broken out in Palestine. 

In view of the situation in Palestine, the Secu
rity Council had convened a special session of the 
Assembly to consider alternatives to the partition 
plan. Out of the discussion there resulted the 
resolution [186(S-2)] for the appointment of a 
:Mediator to find ways of bringing the struggle to 
an end. This ushered in the mediation stage and 
the period of Security Council truces. Now the 
Security Council had moved to convert the truce 
to an armistice. 

The present debate in the Assembly repre
sented a new stage in the proceedings and it was 
not appropriate to go back over what had been 
done. Rather the Assembly should seek to 
establish peace in Palestine. It should go 
forward with negotiations for peace through a 
direct understanding between the parties to the 
struggle. This should be done through the 
medium of a conciliation commission. 

The United Kingdom (AJC.l/394/Rev: 2) and 
Australian (AJC.1f396 and Add. 1) proposals in 
this regard, as well as the United States amend
ment (AfC.l/397 /Rev. 1) and the suggestions made 
by the representatives of Colombia, (209th 
meeting), Canada (206t~. meeting! and. Haiti 
(208th meeting), were m conformtty wtth the 

viendra en dernier lieu ou queUes que soient 
les frontieres definitives. Lorsque Ia commission 
de conciliation, dont on a propose Ia creation, 
sera etablie, sa premiere tache devra etre de 
prendre les mesures decrites ci-dessus. Une com
mission speciale pourrait egalement !s'en charger. 

La delegation du Pakistan ne desire pas, 
pour le moment, prendre position a l'egard 
des projets de resolution dont Ia Commission 
est saisie. Cependant, il convient de noter que 
le programme de travail de Ia commission de 
conciliation, tel qu'on l'envisage actuellement, 
repose sur !'acceptation du plan de partage. 
Si les pouvoirs de Ia commission sont ainsi 
limites, il y a peu de chance qu'elle obtienne 
des rcsultats ; les declarations des representants 
arabes ne laissent aucun doute a ce sujet. On 
devrait mettre Ia commission de conciliation 
en mesure de rechercher toutes les solutions 
possibles et, par consequent, Ia doter de pouvoirs 
etendus, plutOt que limites d'une manil~re 
quelconque. 

M. RonmGtJEz FABREGAT (Uruguay) fait 
observer que le debat actuel marque une nouvelle 
etape dans l'evolution de Ia question palesti
nienne. Dans le passe, tant l' Assemblee generale 
que le Conseil de securite ont vote diverses 
resolutions sur cette question ; I'objectif ultime 
ctait de trouver une solution definitive. Le 29 no
vembre 1947, l'Assemblce a vote une resolution, 
dont M. Rodriguez Fabregat souligne les points 
principaux, et qui a eu l'appui de Ia delegation 
de l'Uruguay. Elle a inaugure une nouvelle 
phase, celle du plan de partage, qui s'est achevee 
au mois de mai de cette annee-ci, lorsque le 
Mandat a pris fin : a ce moment, l'Etat d'Israel 
a ete proclame et a ete reconnu par de nombreux 
gouvernements. Cependant, l'Etat arabe, dont 
on avait prevu la creation, n'a pas cte proclame. 
Une guerre qui, plus tard, semblera inexplicable 
et injustifiable, a eclate en Palestine. 

En raison de la situation, le Conseil de securite 
a convoque une Assemblee extraordinaire pour 
examiner quelle solution autre que le plan de 
partage pouvait etre envisagee. Les discussions 
se sont terminces par le vote d'une resolution 
[186(S.2) ] designant un Mediateur, qui devait 
trouver le moyen de mettre un terme a Ia lutte. 
Cela a ouvert la phase de mediation et la periode 
des treves du Conseil de securitc. Maintenant, 
le Conseil de securite a decide de transformer 
la treve en armistice. 

La discussion actuelle au sein de l'Assemblee 
correspond a une nouvelle phase de !'evolution 
des evenements et il n'est pas opportun de 
revenir sur ce qui a ete fait. Au contraire, il 
faut s'efforcer d'etablir la paix en Palestine. 
II faut poursuivre les negociations en vue de 
la paix au moyen d'une enten~e .directe. entre 
les parties au conflit. Cela dmt etre f~~t .par 
l'intermediaire d'une commission de conc1hahon. 

Les propositions presentees par l' Australie 
(AJC.l/396 et Add.l) et le Royaume-Uni (A/C. 
1/394/Rev.2) a ce sujet, ainsi que l'amendement 
des Etats-Unis (AJC.1j397 jRev.l) et les sug
gestions qu'ont faites les representants de la 
Colombie (209e seance), du Canada (206e seance) 
et de Haili (208e seance), sont conformes aux idees 
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ideas presented in the Mc'diator's report. There 
appeared to .be agreement as to the content of 
the proposal to establish a conciliation commis
sion. It seemed to be clear also that the conci
liation commission should have definite terms of 
reference that did not limit its powers. Although 
the various proposals differed, they had the same 
objective. The United States suggestion to 
delete the conclusions of the Bernadotte report 
from the commission's terms of reference seemed 
to Mr. Rodriguez Fabrrgat to be an attempt to 
simplify the problem, since both parties had been 
critical of those conclusions. The conciliation 
commission should be enabled to work towards 
its objective with as few complications as possible. 
Its purpose should be to establish contact with the 
parties and assess their claims in private dis
cussions. If agreement should be reached upon 
any point, the commission should be empowered to 
set down that point as a part of the final settle
ment. 

This was a realistic approach to the promotion 
of peace. The fighting could not be stopped by 
drawing new lines on a map or proposing exchanges 
of t erritory. Although at present there were 
obstructions in the path towards peace, the 
situation was not irremediable. The Uruguayan 
delegation believed that the basis for an agreement 
did exist and that all resources had not yet been 
exhausted. Some opportunities had been lost 
but a new phase was now opening. The principal 
roles should be played by the parties directly 
concerned and those who were not directly 
concerned should serve as mediators. The peoples 
concerned had reached a stage of development 
which held forth promise for the future and were 
fully qualified for independence. Accordingly, it 
was appropriate for the parties concerned to 
reconsider the problem themselves. In the past, 
one of the parties had not participated in the 
discussions of the United Nations. The time 
had come for the two parties to co-operate with 
the conciliation commission. 

The Uruguayan delegation agreed with the 
conclusion of the Mediator that a Jewish State 
had undoubtedly come into being. The sover
eignty of Israel could not be discussed. The 
Security Council should hear with sympathy the 
application of Israel for membership iii the 
United Nations. Uruguay supported the terri
torial bas is of the solution given in the reso
lution of 29 November 1947. It also supported 
the United States view that the boundaries of 
Israel could not be changed without the consent 
of Israel. Military conquest did not confer terri
torial rights, nor did strategic interest consti
tute title to an area. If the territory of either 
party were to be enlarged in a way which differed 
from the territorial basis of the partition plan, it 
should be done by an agreement between the 
parties reached through the conciliation com
mission. 

Israel was now a vibrant reality and no longer a 
mere possibility, as it had been prior to 
29 November 1947, and 14 May 1948. Its reality 
could be measured. It had found geographical 

exprimees par le Mediateur dans son rapport. 
On semble s'etre mis d'accord sur la teneur 
de la proposition tendant a etablir une commis
sion de concialition. II apparait clairement 
aussi que la commission de conciliation doit 
avoir un mandat tres net, qui ne limite pas 
ses pouvoirs. Bien que les differentes propositions 
different entre elles, elles tendent aux memes 
fins. Les Etats-Unis ont suggere de supprimer 
du mandat de la commission les conclusions 
du rapport Bernadotte ; M. Rodriguez Fabregat 
y voit une tentative de simplifier le probleme, 
puisque les deux parties ont formule des critiques 
a 1' egard de ces conclusions. On doit donner a la 
commission de conciliation le moyen d'atteindre 
le but qui lui sera assigne, sans compliquer 
inutilement sa tache. Son objectif doit etre 
de se mettre en contact avec les deux parties 
et de determiner leurs revendications au cours 
de discussions privees. Si un accord intervenait 
sur un point quelconque, la commission devrait 
avoir le pouvoir de faire de cet accord l'un des 
traits du reglement definitif. 

C'est la une fa~ton realiste d'aborder le pro
bleme de la paix a etablir. On ne peut arreter 
les combats en tra~tant de nouvelles !ignes sur 
une carte ou en proposant des echanges de 
territoire. La situation n'est pas insoluble, bien 
qu'il se dresse des obstacles sur la voie de la paix. 
La delegation de !'Uruguay estime qu'il existe 
une base d'accord et qu'on n'a pas encore exploite 
toutes les possibilites qui existent a cet egard. 
Bien qu'on ait perdu plusieurs occasions, il 
n'en est pas moins vrai que l'on se trouve au 
debut d'une phase nouvelle. Les parties direc
tement interessees doivent y jouer le role prin
cipal ; ceux qui ne sont pas en jeu doivent [avo
riser la mediation. Les peuples dont il s'agit 
en sont a un stade de leur evolution qui est 
plein de promesse ; leur droit a l'independance 
ne saurait etre conteste. Aussi, c'est a c~s deux 
parties qu'il appartient de proceder a un nouvel 
examen du probleme. Jusqu'a present l'une 
d'elles n'a pas pris part aux debats de l'Organi
sation des Nations Unies. II est temps pour 
les deux parties de collaborer avec la commission 
de conciliation. 

La delegation de !'Uruguay accepte les con
clusions du Mediateur selon lesquelles !'existence 
d'un Etat juif ne saurait etre mise en doute. 
La souverainete d'Israel est un fait indiscutable. 
Le Conseil de securite devrait accueillir favo
rablement sa demande d'admission en tant que 
Membre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
L'Uruguay approuve les clauses territoriales 
contenues dans la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947. Comme les Etats-Unis il estime que l'on 
ne saurait changer les frontieres de l'Etat d'lsrael 
sans son consentement. Ni la conquete ni les 
interets strategiques ne conferent aucun droit 
territorial. Tout agrandissement territorial de 
l'une des parties qui modifierait les dispositions 
territoriales qui figment dans le plan de partage 
doit etre le resultat d' un accord conclu par les 
parties avec I' aide de la commission de conciliation. 

L'Etat d'Israel est maintenant une realite 
vivante; ce n'est plus une simple virtualite 
comme c'etait le cas avant !'adoption des 
decisions du 29 novembre 1947 et du 14 mai 1948. 

739 



expression and had acquired juridical personality. 
Those were not the results of the resolution of 
29 November alone. The United Nations had 
not then built in a vacuum but upon the basis 
of the facts which had been ascertained through 
the United Nations Special Committee on Pales
tine. The work which had been done in Pales
tine since 1922 by the Jewish people had not been 
in vain, for the General Assembly had recognized 
the principle of a Jewish national home. The 
As~embly had proclaimed the rights of both Jews 
and Arabs to independence. This was the first 
time in history that two nations had been brought 
to independence by a constitutional international 
organization through the processes of law, rather 
than by the sword. \Vhen the l\Iandate came to 
an end, the recognition given by 18 nations to 
the State of Israel had borne out the realism of 
the General Assembly resolution. 

The fact that the other State provided for had 
not yet taken form did not afiect the fact of the 
social maturity of its people. The Uruguayan 
delegation repeated its sincere hope that these 
people might have, nevertheless, a fruitful and 
peaceful existence. Developments in Palestine 
had had serious repercussions and, quite apart 
from the battles, some 500,000 Arab refugees 
had been driven from the territory awarded to 
them by the 29 November resolution. It seemed 
impossible that this could have occurred. However, 
now the Assembly could seek justice for these 
destitute refugees in their exile, as they had 
sought it for the Jews who fled from Europe. The 
General Assembly had given a territorial solution 
to the Jewish problem; it now wished to avoid 
this mass migration. The question of race, creed 
or religion made no difierence when the matter 
before the Assembly concerned the rights and 
welfare of refugees. 

The problem which the Assembly had tried to 
settle had given rise to a war. The Uruguayan 
delegation "'ished to contribute to the promotion 
of peace through the present debate on the new 
phase of the Palestine problem. It firmly sup
ported the proposal for a conciliation commission 
and would in due course give an opinion upon the 
concrete terms which the resolution establishing 
that commission should contain. 

The meeting rose at 1.05 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED 
AND ELEVENTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 24 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

Cet Etat existe d'une fa<;on tangible. II constitue 
une realite geographique ; il a acquis la person
nalite juridique. Tout cela ne resulte pas 
simplement de la resolution du 29 novembre. En 
l'adoptant, !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
n'a pas travaille dans le vide ; elle s'est fondee 
sur des faits constates par la Commission speciale 
des Nations Unies pour la Palestine. L'reuvre 
que le peuple juif a accomplie en Palestine 
depuis 1922 n'a pas ete vaine, puisque l'Assemblee 
generale a reconnu le principe du Foyer national. 
Elle a proclame le droit a l'independance des 
Juifs et des Arabes. Pour la premiere fois dans 
1 'histoire, une organisation internationale a 
apporte l'independance a deux peuples, et cela 
par des moyens juridiques, et non a la force 
de l'epee. Lorsque le mandat est venu a expi
ration, la reconnaissance que 18 Etats ont 
accordee a l'Etat d'Israel a montre que Ia 
resolution adoptee par l'Assemblee generale etait 
une decision realiste. 

L'autre :Etat, dont la creation avait ete prevue, 
n'a pas ete constitue; mais ce fait ne prouve 
pas que sa population n'est pas parvenue a 
la maturite. La delegation de l'Uruguay exprime 
a nouveau son espoir le plus sincere que cette 
population aura la possibilite de mener une 
existence paisible et feconde. Les evenements 
de Palestine ont eu de graves repercussions ; 
sans parler des combats, quelque 500.000 
rCfugies arabes ont etc chasses du territoire 
qui leur avait etc attribue en vertu de la reso
lution du 29 novembre. II semble difficile de 
croire que cela s'est vraiment produit. Toutefois, 
de meme que l'Assemblee a cherchC a apporter 
une solution equitable au probleme des Juifs qui 
fuyaient l'Europe, elle peut s'efforcer maintenant 
d'en faire autant pour ces refugies demunis de 
toute ressource dans leur exil. L' Assemblee 
generale a apporte au probleme juif une solution 
territoriale ; elle desire actuellement eviter cet 
exode. Les questions de race, de croyance, de 
religion importent peu lorsqu'il s'agit des. droits 
et du bien-etre de refugies. 

Le problcme que l'Assemblee s'est efforcee 
de regler a donne lieu a une guerre. La delegation 
de !'Uruguay voudrait que son intervention 
au cours du present debat, consacre a la nouvelle 
phase du problcme palestinien, contribue au 
retablissement de la paix. Elle appuie fermement 
la proposition tendant a constituer une commis
sion de conciliation ; en temps voulu, elle se 
prononcera de fa<;on precise sur les dispositions 
que la resolution devra comporter. 

La seance est levee a 13 h 5. 

DEUX-CENT-ONZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 24 novembre 1948, ii. 15 heures. 

President: M. A. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivie). 
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80. Continuation of the 
the progress report 
Nations Metliator 
(A;/648) 

discussion on 
of the United 
on Palestine 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) . stated that the problem before the 
United Nations was to implement the General 
Assembly resolution of 29 November 1947 for 
the partition of Palestine and the establishment 
of two independent States. 

Although the Palestine problem had already 
been brought before the General Assembly of 
the United Nations three times, and although both 
the Security Council and various other organs 
of the United Nations had already dealt with 
the question, no result had been achieved. The 
fact that even the Security Council had been 
unable to implement the United Nations decision 
was due to the fact that certain Members had 
not abided by the terms of resolution 181 (II) 
of 29 November 1947. The present situation 
clearly illustrated the inevitable results of repu
diating the very principles of the Charter, and 
in particular the principles proclaimed in its 
Preamble. The conclusion was therefore obvious: 
the resolution of 29 Novemb~r 1947 must be put 
into effect. 

The General Assembly had before it a plan 
proposed by the Mediator. Exceeding the man
date he had been given, the Mediator on his own 
initiative had drawn up a new plan, involving 
boundary adjustments in favour of Transjordan, 
although the rights of Transjordan in the matter 
were not very clear. The Mediator, however, 
spoke of the historical and common ties uniting 
Palestine and Transjordan ; and the main trend 
of his plan was to heap favours on Transjordan, 
which was to receive, in particular, the Negeb. 

What was the ongm of that strange plan ? 
In order to reply to that question, a study must 
be made of British policy, which was based on 
certain special interests in Palestine and the 
Middle East. From the moment when the 
decision of 29 November 1947 was taken the 
United Kingdom had made every endeavour to 
prevent it from being carried out and had veered 
to and between the Arabs and the Jews, whilst 
at the same time entering into complicated man
reuvres in its' relations with the United States. 
First and foremost, the aim of the United King
dom had been to fan hatred between the Arabs 
and the Jews: between 1 December 1947 and 
1 March 1948, 381 Jews had been killed and 
783 wounded. 

When the United Kingdom realized that it 
could not nullify the decision of 29 November, 
it had attempted to destroy the Jewish State by 
using the armies of the Arab States. When that 
too failed, the United Kingdom had re~ourse to 
a Mediator, in a further attempt to get rid of the 
Jewish State, the existence of which it regarded 
as a threat. 

The chief responsibility for the hostilities in 
Palestine lay with the United Kingdom and with 
the United States. Long before the end of the 
Mandate, the Mandatory Power had authorized 

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

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) declare que le probleme qui se 
pose a !'Organisation des Nations Unies est celui 
de !'execution de la resolution de l'Assemblee 
generale du 29 novembre 1947 relative au partage 
de la Palestine et a l'etablissement de deux Etats 
independants. 

Bien que le probleme palestinien soit deja venu 
trois fois devant l'Assemblee generale des Nations 
Unies et que le Conseil de securite, ainsi que divers 
autres organismes de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies aient deja traite de cette question, aucun 
resultat n'a ete obtenu. Si le Conseil de securite 
lui-meme n'a pu assurer !'execution de la decision 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, c'est qu'un 
certain nombre de Membres ne se sont pas 
conformes ala resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 
1947. La situation actuelle illustre clairement Jes 
consequences inevitables d'une telle meconnais
sance des principes memes de la Charte, notam
ment de ceux qui sont enonces dans le Preambule. 
La conclusion s'impose done : il faut assurer 
!'execution de la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. 

Or l' Assemblee generale se trouve aujourd'hui 
en presence d'une initiative du Mediateur, qui, 
allant bien au dela de la tache qui lui avait ete 
assignee, a pris !'initiative d'etablir un plan 
nouveau, en vertu duquel une modification des 
frontieres serait operee au benefice de la Transjor
danie, dont on ne voit pas tres bien quels sont 
les titres en la matiere. Le Mectiateur parle 
pourtant des liens historiques et des liens communs 
qui unissent la Palestine et la Transjordanie ; et 
J'idee maitresse de son plan consiste a combler de 
largesses la Transjordanie, qui se verrait notam
ment attribuer le Negeb. 

QueUe est l'origine de ce plan etrange ? Pour 
pouvoir repondre a cette question, il convient de 
considerer Ja politique britannique, fondee sur 
certains interets speciaux en Palestine et dans 
Ie Moyen Orient. Des que flit prise la decision 
du 29 novembre 1947, Ie Royaume-Uni s'est 
efforce d'en empecher !'execution et il a louvoye 
entre les Arabes et les Juifs tout en se livrant 
egalement a certaines manceuvres dans ses 
relations avec Ies :Etats-Unis. Avant tout, le 
Royaume-Uni s'est efforce d'attiser la haine 
entre Juifs et Arabes: du 1er decembre 1947 au 
1 er mars 1948, 381 Juifs ont ete tues et 783 blesses. 

Lorsque Ie Royaume-Uni a constate qu'il 
ne pouvait reduire a neant la decision du 
29 novembre, il s'est efforce de liquider l'Etat 
juif en se servant des forces armees des Etats 
arabes. Puis, lorsque cette nouvelle manceuvre 
eut echoue, le Royaume-Uni recourut a un 
Mediateur pour se debarrasser de la menace que 
lui semblait constituer !'existence d'un Etat juif. 

Avec Ies Etats-Unis, le Royaume-Uni est le 
principal responsable des hostilites en Palestine. 
Bien avant la fin du Mandat, Ia Puissance manda
taire avait autorise !'entree en Palestine de la 
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the entry into Palestine of an Arab Legion which 
was reinforced by Nazi officers formely interned 
in camps in Egypt. After the t ermination of 
the :\landate, moreover, British officials had 
" voluntarily " offered their services to that 
same King Abdullah who was to be the chief 
beneficiary of the Mediator's plan, which had in 
fact been rejected by the Arabs as well as by the 
Jews. If confirmation of those facts were needed, 
it would be found in the statement made in the 
Assembly by l\Ir. McNeil and in the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. They sufficed to show 
that the J\1ediator's proposals in fact represented 
the last word in British policy. 

As regards the United States, since the decision 
on the partition of Palestine, its Government 
had been subjected to strong pressure from mili
tary circles and United States oil companies. 
The United States had then refused to help in 
the establishment of the new Jewish State, and, 
on the contrary, attempted to wreck the partition 
plan. Indeed, the United States had taken the 
initiative in calling a second special session and 
had proposed placing Palestine under a Trus
teeship System, while declaring herself the cham
pion of both Jewish and Arab interests. When 
the proposal for placing Palestine under trus
teeship was rejected, the United States and the 
United Kingdom had proposed the appointment 
of a Mediator. It was then that, on various 
pretexts, the British and the Americans poured 
into Palestine, while the United States tried to 
come to an agreement with the United Kingdom, 
at the expense of the Jews. 

But even the United States and the United 
Kingdom had had to take into account the 
existence of a Jewish State which had proved 
its right to exist, and which had been recognized, 
de jure or de facto, by 18 States. Like other 
States before it, Israel was born of an armed 
struggle for liberty and independence. Thus 
one of the principal provisions of the resolution 
of 29 November had been implemented ; although 
other provisions, such as that relating to the 
establishment of an Arab State, had not yet 
been put into effect. 

The Byelorussian delegation was unreservedly 
in favour of partition, which it considered the 
cnly possible and just solution. 

Contrary to what had been insinuated, the 
USSR had always supported Arab aspirations. 
But the Arabs were no longer fighting for their 
national interests or for their independence, but 
for Anglo-American oil interests, which were 
seeking to maintain a colonial system in Palestine. 
Only by implementation of the decision of 29 No
vember could bloodshed be ended and peace 
restored in the Middle East. 

The Byelorussian delegation was more sympa
thetic than any other to national liberation 
movements. The Byelorussian SSR would cele
brate its thirtieth anniversary in January 1949, 
and had shown how such problems should be 
solved, in that spirit of friendship between all 
peoples which Marshal Stalin had described as 
constituting a great achievement of the Soviet 
system. In Palestine, on the contrary, as in 

Legion arabe, que sont venus renforcer des officiers 
nazis anterieurement detenus dans des camps 
egyptiens. D'autre part, a !'expiration du Mandat, 
des fonctionnaires britanniques ant « volon
tairement )) loue leurs services a ce meme roi 
Abdullah qui serait le principal beneficiaire des 
plans du Mediateur, d'ailleurs rejetes aussi bien 
par les Arabesque par les Juifs. Si ces faits avaient 
besoin d'une confirmation, Ia declaration faite 
ici par M. McNeil ainsi que le projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni repondraient a cette exigence, 
et suffiraient a montrer que les propositions du 
Mediateur representent bien Ie dernier mot de 
la politique britannique. 

En ce qui concerne le Gouvernement des Etats
Unis, il a ete soumis, apres Ia decision relative au 
partage de Ia Palestine, a une forte pression de Ia 
part des cercles militaires et des compagnies 
petrolieres des Etats-Unis. C'est alors que les 
Etats-Unis ont refuse de faciliter l'etablissement 
du nouvel Etat juif et que, tout au contraire, ils 
sc sont efTorces de s'opposer au plan de partage. 
Ce sont, en effet, les Etats-Unis qui ant pris !'ini
tiative de la deuxieme session extraordinaire et 
qui ant propose de placer Ia Palestine sous le 
Regime de tutelle, alors qu'ils se disaient les 
protecteurs a Ia fois des interets juifs et des interets 
arabes. Lorsque Ia proposition relative au Regime 
de tutelle eu t ete repoussee, ce sont encore les 
Anglo-Americains qui ant propose Ia nomination 
d'un Mectiateur, et c'est alors que, sous difTerents 
pretextes, les Anglo-Americains ailluerent en 
Palestine, alors que les Etats-Unis s'effon;aient 
de parvenir a un accord avec le Royaume-Uni 
aux depens des Juifs. 

Sans doute les Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni 
eux-memes ont-ils dfl tenir compte de !'existence 
d'un Etat juif qui s'est avere viable et a ete 
reconnu de jure ou de facto par 18 Etats. Comme 
d'autres Etats avant lui, Israel est ne d'une lutte 
armee pour Ia liberte et l'independance. Ainsi 
s'est trouvee mise a execution l'une des principales 
dispositions de Ia resolution du 29 novembre, bien 
que d'autres dispositions, telle que I'etablissement 
d'un Etat arabe par exemple, n'etaient pas mises 
a execution. 

La delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie se 
prononce categoriquement en faveur de la solution 
du partage qu'elle considere comme Ia seule solu
tion possible et equitable. 

Contrairement a ce qui a ete insinue, J'URSS a 
toujours defendu les aspirations arabes mais 
aujourd'hui ce n'est pas pour leurs interets 
nationaux ni pour leur independance que les 
Arabes combattent, mais pour les interets 
petroliers des Anglo-Americains qui cherc~ent a 
assurer le maintien d'un systeme coloma! en 
Palestine. Seule !'execution de Ia decision du 
29 novembre mettra fin a l'efTusion de sang et 
retablira Ia paix dans Je Moyen Orient. 

La delegation de la RSS de Bieloru~sie est plus 
qu'aucune autre en pleine s~mpathie avec les 
mouvements de liberation natwnale. La RSS de 
Bielorussie, qui ceiebrera en ja~vier 1949 son 
trentieme anniversaire, a montre comment de 
tels problemes devaient etre resolus, dans cet 
esprit d'amitie entre to~s les , peup~es dont ~e 
marechal Staline a dit qu Il representa1t un suc.ces 
considerable du systeme sovietique. Au contra1re, 
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Ts~rist ~ussia, national discord was being arti
ficially kindled by Powers in pursuit of their 
own interests. 

In order to thwart those designs, as injurious 
to the Arabs as they were to the Jews, the United 
Nations must ensure the withdrawal of all foreign 
troops from Palestine ; and it was incumbent 
on the Security Council to take steps to prevent 
the renewal of military action and to restore 
peace in Palestine. 

The General Assembly should reject the draft 
resolution of the United Kingdom (AJC.l }394) 
which was contrary to the decision of 29 November 
1947. The Byelorussian delegation was opposed 
to the transfer of certain parts of Palestine, and 
in particular the Negeb, to Transjordan. Adop
tion of that proposal would mean placing four
fifths of Palestine indirectly under the control 
of the United Kingdom. 

The decision of the General Assembly resolution 
regarding Jerusalem must be carried out and a 
Trusteeship System put into effect. Mediation 
must be abandoned, since it had succeeded neither 
in restoring peace nor in maintaining law and 
order. In short, the Palestine question could only 
be solved by implementing the decision of 29 
November 1947 and setting up two independent 
States in Palestine. 

U. PE KmN (Burma) declared that the General 
Assembly was being asked to accept a fait accompli, 
based on force of arms, and not on law and justice. 

The fact that both parties had violated the 
truce was no reason for accepting the results of 
that violation as a just and lawful settlement. 
The General Assembly's decision should be based 
on moral standards. The Burmese delegation, for 
its part, could not subscribe to a kind of " political 
realism " which would mean acceptance by the 
United Nations of the fait accompli, always 
and everywhere. It believed that the Palestine 
question was first of all a minority problem. 
The establishment of new States on territory 
carved out of the States within which those 
minority problems arose was not the only solution 
of a problem of that kind. To increase the 
number of new States endlessly would moreover . 
be absurd. A much better method was to accord 
minorities favourable treatment, fair represen
tation in national parliaments, social advantages, 
etc. 

In the case of Palestine, to solve the problem 
by setting up a new State was all the more unac
ceptable because the Jewish minority had attemp
ted to gain its ends by force of arms and with 
the aid of foreign interests. In the opinion of 
the Burmese delegation, the United Nations could 
not accept a fait accompli which would constitute 
a threat to the very existence of the Organization. 

Mr. ZuLOAGA (Venezuela) recalled that his 
delegation had voted for the partition of Palestine 
in November 1947, and that his Government had 

en Palestine comme dans la Russie des tsars, les 
antagonismes nationaux se sont trouves attises 
artificiellement par des Puissances qui ne 
cherchent qu'a poursuivre leurs propres interets. 

Pour faire echec a ces plans, aussi prejudiciables 
aux Arabes qu'aux Juifs, !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies doit assurer Ie retrait de Palestine 
de toutes les troupes etrangeres et il appartient 
au Conseil de securite de prendre les mesures qui 
empecheront toute nouvelle action militaire et 
retabliront la paix en Palestine. 

L' Assemblee generale do it rejeter le pro jet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni (AJC.1J394) qui 
est contraire a la decision du 29 novembre 1947. 
La RSS de Bielorussie se declare opposee a !'attri
bution a la Transjordanie de certaines regions de 
Palestine et en particulier du Negeb, ce qui aurait 
pour effet de placer indirectement sous le controle 
du Royaume-Uni les quatre cinquiemes de Ia 
Palestine. 

La resolution de 1' Assemblee generale relative 
a Jerusalem doit d'autre part etre executee et un 
Regime de tutelle etabli. La mediation doit 
prendre fin puisqu'elle n'a abouti ni au retablis
sement de Ia paix ni au maintien de I' ordre et de 
la loi. D'une maniere generale, la solution de Ia 
question de Palestine ne saurait resider que dans 
!'execution de la decision du 29 novembre 1947 
et dans r etablissement de deux :Etats inde
pendants en Palestine. 

U PE KmN (Birmanie) declare que I' on demande 
a l' Assemblee generale d'accepter le fait accompli, 
fonde sur Ia force des armes non sur la justice 
et le droit. 

Le fait que les deux parties aient viole Ia treve 
ne saurait constituer une raison pour que l'on 
accepte le resultat de cette violation comme 
conforme au droit et a Ia justice. C'est sur des 
valeurs morales que doit etre fondee la decision 
de l' Assemblee generale. La delegation de 
Birmanie, pour sa part, ne saurait souscrire a un 
certain « realisme politique » en vertu duquel 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies se trouverait 
amenee a reconnaitre partout et toujours le fait 
accompli. Elle considere que Ia question de 
Palestine reside avant tout dans un probleme de 
minorite : or la creation de nouveaux :Etats, dont 
le territoire est preleve sur le territoire des entites 
geographiques au sein desquelles se pose un 
probleme de minorite, ne constitue pas la seule 
solution possible d'un probleme de ce genre. II y 
aurait d'ailleurs une certaine absurdite a multi
plier sans fin le nombre des nouveaux Etats. Une 
formule bien preferable est constituee par !'octroi 
a ces minorites d'un traitement bienveillant, 
d'une representation equitable au sein des parle
ments nationaux, d'avantages sociaux, etc. 

La solution consistant dans la creation d'un 
nouvel Etat serait d'autant moins admissible, 
dans le cas de la Palestine, que c'est par la force 
des armes et avec l'aide d'interets etrangers que 
la minorite juive a tente d'arriver a ses fins. 

La delegation de la Birmanie considere que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ne saurait 
accepter un semblable fait accompli qui consti
tuerait une menace a son existence meme. 

M. ZuLOAGA (Venezuela) rappelle que sa dele
gation avait vote en faveur du partage de Ia 
Palestine en novembre 1947 et que son Gouver-
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recognized the State of Israel. It was true that 
the Venezuelan delegation would have preferred 
the problem to be solved by the establishment 
of a unitary State or of a bi-national State with 
economic union. As it was impossible to impose 
such a solution by force on the two groups con
cerned, the formation of two independent States 
was the only possible solution, as the Mandate 
was then drawing to a close. 

There was no doubt that the idea of partition 
had met with the approval of world opinion, but 
conditions in Palestine had become such as to 
constitute a threat to peace. It was through the 
efforts of the United Nations that the conflict 
had been restricted. 

Some delegations now recommended the appoint
ment of a commission of conciliation to offer 
its good offices and assist the parties to 
arrive at a solution acceptable to both. The 
Venezuelan delegation favoured that proposal, 
but thought that individuals should be selected 
as members of the commission rather than States. 
That was, incidentally, the suggestion that had 
been made by the Venezuelan delegation when 
the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine 
had been set up, although it was not then 
adopted. The Venezuelan delegation reserved 
the right to put forward a formal proposal to 
that effect later. 

The Venezuelan delegation supported the 
general principles underlying the Australian draft 
resolution (AfC.l /396). Some of the principles 
proclaimed by the Canadian (206in meeting) and 
United States (A/C.l/397 /Rev.l) delegations 
might be included in that resolution ; they were 
in fact much closer to the Australian than to the 
British draft. 

l\1r. FEDERSPIEL (Denmark) thought that the 
situation in Palestine had greatly changed since 
adoption of the General Assembly's resolution of 
29 November 1947. At that time it seemed 
clear that apart from the plan of partition with 
economic union of the two States, no other 
solution was possible, although the minority plan 
of the United Nations Special Committee on 
Palestine and the Lebanese plan should have 
been given closer study. The Danish delegation 
had hesitated up to the last moment and then 
had voted in favour of the partition resolution 
in order to avoid the worst : fratricidal strife 
and chaos. Now, however, it had to be recog
nized that the plan had failed and had become 
a dead letter, for, in order to succeed, it would 
have required the consent of the parties or the 
ability of the United Nations to see that it was 
respected. The only practical results of the 
General Assembly resolution had been the ending 
of the Mandate, the withdrawal of British troops 
and the proclamation of the State of Israel on 
15 May 1948, by a procedure which, let it be said 
in passing , was not in accordance with the pro
visions of the Assembly resolution. 

Two facts served as a basis for the formation 
of the State of Israel. The first was the fact of 
partition. In that connexion, Mr. Federspiel 
recalled that the United Nations Special Commit
tee on Palestine set up in 1947 had stated that 

nement a reconnu l'Etat d'Israel. Sans doute, la 
delegation du Venezuela aurait-elle prefere la 
solution d'un Etat unitaire ou celle d'un Etat 
bi-national avec union economique, mais comme 
il n'etait pas concevable qu'une t elle solution flit 
imposee par la force aux deux nationalites en 
presence, c'est la solution de l'etablissement de 
deux Etats independants qui s'est averee comme 
la seule possible puisque le Mandat prenait fin. 

Sans doute !'opinion publique mondiale a-t-elle 
accueilli avec faveur la solution du partage, mais 
les conditions soot devenues telles en Palestine 
que la paix s'est trouvee mise en peril. C'est alors 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies qui a reussi a 
attenuer le conflit. 

Aujourd'hui certaines delegations recom
mandent l'etablissement d'une commission de 
conciliation qui preterait ses boos offices aux 
parties pour la recherche d'une solution mutuel
lement acceptable. La delegation du Venezuela 
se prononce en faveur de cette formule, mais 
considere que des personnalites devraient etre 
choisies comme membres d'une telle commission, 
plutot que des Etats. C'est d'ailleurs ce qu'avait 
suggere la delegation du Venezuela lorsque la 
Commission speciale des Nations Unies pour la 
Palestine avait etc etablie mais cette solution 
n'avait pas etc retenue. La delegation du 
Venezuela se reserve de faire eventuellement une 
proposition formelle en ce sens. 

D'une maniere generale, la delegation du 
Venezuela se prononce en faveur des principes 
sur lesquels repose le pro jet de resolution (AfC.1 I 
396) de I' Australie auquel pourraient se trouver 
incorpores certains principes enonces par les 
delegations du Canada (206e seance) et des Etats
Unis (A/C.l/397 fRev.1) et qui sont en realite bien 
plus proches du projet australien que du projet 
britannique. 

M. FEDERSPIEL (Danemark) estime que la 
situation en Palestine a fortement evolue depuis 
Ia resolution de l' Assemblee generale du 
29 novcmbre 1947. A cette epoque, il semblait 
clair que, en dehors du plan de partage de la 
Palestine avec union economique des deux Etats, 
ancune autre solution n'etait possible, quoique 
le plan de la minorite de la Commission speciale 
des Nations Unies pour Ia Palestine et le plan 
libanais eussent merite un examen plus attentif. 
La delegation du Danemark besita jusqu'au 
dernier moment et vota la resolution de partage, 
a l'epoque, pour eviter le pire : la lutte fratricide 
et le chaos. Aujourd'hui, il faut bien constater 
cependant que ce plan a echoue et qu'il est de_venu 
Iettre morte, car il aurait exige, pour reuss1r, le 
consentement des parties ou la capacite de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies de le faire respecter. 
Les seuls resultats pratiques de cette resolution 
de I' Assemblee generale furent la fin du Mandat, 
le retrait des troupes britanniques et la procla
mation de l'Etat d'lsrael, le 15 mai 1948, suivant 
une procedure qui, soit dit en passant, n'e~ait 
pas conforme aux dispositions de la resolutiOn 
de I' Assemblee. 

Deux faits sont a Ia base de la constitution de 
l'Etat d'lsrael · c'est d'abord le fait du partage. 
A ce sujet l'or;teur rappt;lle que Ia Commis~ion 
speciale des Nations Umes pour Ia ~ales~m~, 
creee en 1947, a constate que Ia Palestme eta1t 
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Palestine was in fact divided into two commu
nities, although the boundaries of their territories 
were not clearly defined. The partition recom
mended by the Special Committee was nothing 
new as it had already been contemplated as a 
possible future solution during the United King
dom Mandate. In the previous year, partition 
had been accepted by the Jews as a compromise 
solution, but rejected by the Arabs. The Mediator 
had later stated that partition was already largely 
an accomplished fact. 

The second fact underlying the creation of the 
Jewish State was the end of the Mandate. It was 
evident at that time that there was no organ of 
the United Nations, nor any other body, capable 
of filling the administrative gap resulting from 
the departure of the Mandatory Power. It was 
obvious that the creation of the Jewish State 
had no legal connexion with the putting into 
effect of the resolution of 29 November 1947. 
In fact, when the Security Council on 1 April 1948 
decided to convene a special session of the As
sembly, the Jews no longer took any interest 
in the appointment of a Provisional Council of 
Government as provided for in the resolution of 
29 November, for they realized that the imple
mentation of that resolution had been outstripped 
by events and that the fate of the Jewish !State 
henceforward depended upon the Jewish people 
themselves. The resolution of November 1947 
formed a whole, which was to have been applied 
as a whole; for that reason, in May 1948, the 
Assembly could not but accept the de facto situa
tion and try to restore peace between the two 
parties which were then already at war. 

The Danish delegation had carefully examined 
the Mediator's report (A/648) and was aware 
that its conclusions were not acceptable either 
to the Arabs or to the Jews. It would, however, 
like to challenge the two parties to submit a 
more realistic proposal. The Danish delegation 
was impartial, blaming neither the Arabs nor 
the Jews, and recognized that their contradictory 
claims formed the crux of the problem ; but it 
objected to the resort to armed force and the 
refusal of the parties to attempt pacific settlement. 

In the light of past experience, which had shown 
that there were certain limits to the real powers 
of the United Nations, the Danish delegation 
doubted whether it would be wise to rely on 
direct negotiation between the parties for a final 
solution of the problem. On the other hand, 
the Mediator's recommendation for the estab
lishment of a conciliation commission might open 
the way to a solution, if its membership' were 
limited and it possessed wide powers. The 
seven main premises of the Mediator's report 
(A/648, part one, VIII) should form the basis 
for the conciliation commission's work. In 
addition, the consent of the two parties concerned 
would have to be the essential consideration. 

Without considering the United Kingdom draft 
resolution in detail, Mr. Federspiel thought that 
paragraph 8 of that proposal did not clearly 
indicate whether the commission was to assume 

divisee en fait en deux communautes, bien que 
leurs territoires fussent mal delimites. Le partage 
que recommandait cette Commission n'etait pas 
chose nouvelle, puisque, pendant le Mandat du 
Royaume-Uni, il avait deja ete envisage comme 
solution possible pour l'avenir. II y a un an, ce 
partage fut accepte par les Juifs comme solution 
de compromis, mais fut rejete par les Arabes. Le 
Mediateur a constate ulterieurement que le partage 
se trouvait deja dans une phase avancee de 
realisation. 

Le second fait qui est a la base de la creation 
de l'Etat juif est la fin du Mandat. II etait evident, 
a cette epoque, qu'il n'existait aucun organe, de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ou autre, capable 
de combler le vide administratif cause par le 
depart de la Puissance mandataire. II est manifeste 
que la creation de l'Etat juif n'a aucun lien legal 
avec la mise en vigueur de la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947. En effet, lorsque le Conseil 
de securite eut decide, le 1 er avril 1948, de 
convoquer l'Assemblee generale en session extra
ordinaire, les Juifs ne prirent plus aucun interet 
a la nomination d'un Conseil provisoire de gouver
nement comme cela avait ete prevu par la reso
lution du 29 novembre, car ils se rendaient compte 
que la mise en reuvre de cette resolution etait 
depassee par les evenements et que le sort de 
l'Etat juif dependait desormais du peuple juif 
lui-meme. La resolution de novembre 1947 fonriait 
un tout qui devait etre applique integralement ; 
c'est pourquoi, au mois de mai 1948, l'Assemblee 
ne put qu'accepter la situation de fait et tenter 
de retablir la paix entre les deux parties qui 
etaient deja en 1utte a ce moment. 

Le representant du Danemark declare que sa 
delegation a examine avec soin le rapport du 
Mediateur (A/648) et qu'elle se rend compte que 
ses conclusions ne peuvent etre acceptees ni par 
les Arabes, ni par les Juifs. Elle aimerait, 
toutefois, mettre au defi les deux parties inte
ressees de presenter une proposition plus realiste. 
Dans son impartialite, la delegation danoise ne 
blame ni les Arabes, ni les Juifs, et constate que 
leurs revendications contradictoires constituent 
le noeud du probleme ; mais elle souleve des 
objections contre le recours a la force armee et le 
refus des parties de s'engager dans la voie du 
reglement pacifique. 

Ala lumiere de !'experience passee qui a revele 
certaines Iimites dans Ies pouvoirs reels de l'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, la delegation danoise 
eprouve des doutes sur la sagesse qu'il y aurait a 
confier la solution definitive du probleme a des 
negociations directes entre les parties. Par contre, 
la recommandation du Mediateur tendant a creer 
une comm1sswn de conciliation permettrait 
d'entrevoir une solution, si sa composition etait 
limitee et si elle possedait de larges pouvoirs. 
Les sept postulats fondamentaux du rapport du 
Mediateur (A/648, premiere partie, VIII) 
devraient constituer la base de travail de la 
commission de conciliation. Il faudrait, en outre, 
que le consentement des deux parties interessees 
soit la consideration essentielle. 

Sans examiner en detail le projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni, l'orateur estime que le para
graphe 8 de cette proposition n'indique pas clai
rement si la commission doit assumer la respon-
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responsibility for the administration of Jerusalem 
or whether it was merely to encourage a degree 
of administrative autonomy. Further, a refer
ence to the demilitarization of Jerusalem might 
usefully be added. The Danish delegation had 
noted that Arabs and Jews had shown a desire 
to protect the Holy Places and it hoped that a 
satisfactory regime would be set up for Jeru
salem. 

l\lr. Federspiel did not exactly understand the 
mplications of paragraph 4 (a) of point C of the 
United States amendment concerning the clements 
common to both the General Assembly's reso
lution of 29 November 19,17 and the l\lediator's 
report. Quoting a letter from Count 13ernadotte 
to the Government of Israel dated 6 July 1948, he 
stated that he found it difficult to compare the 
resolution of 29 November and the Mediator's 
report. From the legal point of view, the As
sembly clearly could not establish any right for 
any group in Palestine, since it could only make 
recommendations and set up organs for the 
purpose of putting those recommendations into 
effect. The Assembly ought not to encourage the 
illusion that the resolution of 29 November had 
had any effect other than the political results 
which had followed from it or, rather, had taken 
place in opposition to it. 

Referring also the question of the Arab refugees, 
he observed that the United Nations had under
taken the duty of coming to their aid. That, 
however, was only a temporary expedient, not a 
solution. A special organ should be set up to 
deal with the resettlement of the refugees and 
the compensation to be granted them, for it was 
materially impossible for the conciliation com
mission to deal with all those matters. 

The conciliation commission should act quickly 
and the truce should be transformed into an 
armistice, and then into a final peace without 
delay. The question of compensation should 
not be considered as the least important point. 
In that connexion the United States amendment 
to paragraph 11 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution seemed inadequate. 

In conclusion the Danish delegation appealed 
to the Jews and Arabs to consider their legitimate 
rights in a spirit of political realism and in the 
light of existing facts, rather than from a historical 
viewpoint. 

Mr. EL-Knovm (Syria) recalled that his country 
was directly interested in the Palestine question. 
At the end of the First World War Palestine had 
been detached from Syria, of which it formed a 
province, in order to serve certain imperialist 
ambitions and to enable the United Kingdom to 
carry out the promises made by Lord Balfour. 
For thirty years, the Balfour Declaration had been 
the source of all the difficulties. 

He paid tribute to certain delegations, in parti
cular those of Pakistan, Burma, Denmark and 
El Salvador, which had expressed their views 
in a spirit of justice and ~espec~ for the Cha~ter 
and had taken into consideration the practical 
possibilities. As the representative of Denmark 

sabilite de !'administration de Jerusalem ou si 
elle doit simplement favoriser une certaine auto
nomic administrative. De plus, une reference a Ia 
demilitarisation de Jerusalem pourrait constituer 
une addition utile a ce sujet. La delegation danoise 
a note que les Arabes et les Juifs ont manifeste 
le desir de proteger les Lieux saints et espere 
qu'un regime satisfaisant sera cree pour Jerusalem. 

M. Federspiel declare qu'il ne comprend pas 
exactement queUes sont les consequences du 
paragraphe 4 a) du point C de l'amendement 
des Etats-Unis, relatif a !'existence d'elements 
communs a la resolution de I' Assemblee du 
29 novembre 1947 et au rapport du Mediateur. 
Citant une lettre du comte Bernadotte au Gouver
nement d'Israel, en date du 6 juillet 1948,l'orateur 
declare qu'il lui parait difficile de tracer un 
parallele entre la resolution du 29 novembre et le 
rapport du Mediateur. Du point de vue juridique, 
il est clair que l'Assemblee ne pent creer aucun 
droit pour aucun groupe en Palestine, puisqu'elle 
ne peut que faire des recommandations et creer 
des organes en vue de mettre ces recommandations 
a execution. L'Assemblee ne devrait pas encou
rager !'illusion selon laquelle la resolution du 
29 novembre a eu quelque effet, si ce n'est les 
resultats politiques qui en ont decoule, ou plutOt 
qui se sont produits a son encontre. 

L'orateur evoque, en outre, Ia question des 
refugies arabes et fait remarquer que !'Organi
sation des Nations Unics a entrepris Ia tache 
de leur venir en aide. Cela ne constitue toutefois 
pas une solution'; ce n'est qu'un expedient tem
poraire. Un organe special devrait etre forme qui 
s'occuperait de Ia reinstallation des refugies et 
des indemnites a leur accorder car Ia commission 
de conciliation ne pourrait materiellement s'oc
cuper de toutes ces questions. 

La commission de conciliation devrait agir 
rapidement et la trcve devrait etre tranformee 
en un armistice, puis en une paix definitive, sans 
delai. La question des compensations ne devrait 
pas etre consideree comme le point le moins 
important. A ce sujet, l'amendement des Et~ts
Unis au paragraphe 11 du projet de resolutiOn 
du Royaume-Uni ne semble pas satisfaisant. 

En conclusion, Ia delegation danoise adresse 
un appel aux Juifs et aux Arabes, les invita~t 
a considerer leurs droits legitimes dans un espnt 
de realisme politique et a Ia lumiere des fa~ts 
existants, plutot que sous !'angle des fatts 
historiques. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) rappelle que son pa:>:s 
est directement interesse a la question palesti
nienne. En effet, si Ia Palestine a ete detachee de 
Ia Syrie dont elle constituait une province, cette 
decision prise a !'issue de Ia prem~ere Gu~rre 
mondiale n'etait destinee qu'a servir certames 
ambitions imperialistes et a permettre . au 
Royaume-Uni d'executer les promesses Ia1tes 
par lord Balfour. La Declaration Balfour,.penda?t 
trente ans a ete Ia source de toutes les d1fficultes. 

M. El-Khouri rend hommage a certaines 
deleaations notamment celles du Pakistan, de 
Bir~anie du Danemark et du Salvador qui ont 
exprime ieurs vues dans un esprit de justice et 
de respect de la Charte et en s'in~pirant d~s 
possibilites pratiques. Comme toutef01s, le repre-
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had referred to the authority and power of the 
General Assembly, however, the exact limits of 
the General Assembly's powers in the matter 
should be borne in mind. The United Nations 
would only maintain its prestige and dignity if 
it respected the Charter as a treaty concluded 
between allies. The United Nations should 
therefore remember that it had no power to 
intervene in the administration of any territory 
except in application of Chapters XII and XIII 
of the Charter. The only case in which the United 
Nations could establish certain administrative 
regimes was that of trusteeship. But Palestine 
was not a Trust Territory ; and the termination 
of the Mandate in no way implied that Palestine 
should become a Trust Territory but rather that 
it should become independent as provided for 
in the Covenant of the League of Nations and in 
the terms of the Mandate. In accordance with 
those texts, Palestine should have been recognized 
as an independent State in which the people · 
would have drawn up their constitution by demo
cratic means. 

The General Assembly, exceeding its powers, 
had made a recommendation dividing Palestine . 
into two, and providing for an economic union 
and a special regime for Jerusalem. That was a 
definite case of violation of the Charter and abuse 
of power by the General Assembly. Nothing 
could be more harmful to the prestige and dignity 
of the United Nations than recourse to such expe
dients, designed to serve the interests of certain 
usurpers. 

The representative of Canada had said that the 
Balfour Declaration, erroneous as it was, was a 
decision which could not be reversed, and he had 
added that without the resolution of 29 November 
the situation would now be worse than it was. 
But it was in fact the resolution of 29 November 
which was the cause of all the disturbances and 
all the atrocities. For, if the United Nations 
had spokan as it should, it would have told the 
Jews, those immigrants and foreigners, that they 
had no right to ask for the establishment of a 
separate sovereign State and that they should 
accept the proposal made to them by the Arabs 
to allow them to live in peace in Palestine. 

In fact, the Jews had been encouraged by the 
attitude of the United Nations to occupy terri
tories which did not belong to them, to drive out 
the rightful population, and to arrogate to them
selves all sorts of rights. If therefore there was 
talk today of a fait accompli it should be recalled 
that it was the Zionists who had brought about 
that situation, following the unfortunate reso
lution which had provoked bloody incidents in 
Palestine. 

Since the adoption of the resolution of 29 No
vember 1947, half the Arab population had been 
dispersed and many Arabs had been massacred. 
The Arab representatives had, nevertheless, put 
the General Assembly on its guard and had 
.warned it of those unhappy consequences. The 
Canadian representative had also said that the 
Assembly could not repair past mistakes. If 
that attitude were adopted, the United Nations 

sentant du Danemark s'est refere a l'autorite et 
au pouvoir de l'Assemblee generale, il convient 
de se souvenir des limites exactes des pouvoirs 
de l'Assemblee generale en cette matiere. L'Organi
sation des Nations Unies ne maintiendra son 
prestige et sa dignite que si elle respecte ce traite 
conclu entre allies que constitue Ia Charte. II 
convient done que !'Organisation se souvienne 
qu'elle n'a pas le pouvoir d'intervenir dans !'admi
nistration d'un territoire quelconque, en dehors 
du champs d'application des chapitres XII et XIII 
de la Charte. Le seul cas dans lequel !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies puisse etablir certains 
regimes d'administration est celui de Ia tutelle. 
Or, la Palestine n 'est pas un Territoire sous 
tutelle ; et la terminaison du Mandat n'impliquait 
nullement que la Palestine dOt devenir un Terri
toire sous tutelle mais bien que la Palestine 
deviendrait independante comme le Pacte de 
la societe des Nations et les termes du Mandat 
le prevoyaient. Conformement a ces textes, la 
Palestine aurait dO. etre reconnue comme un 
Etat independant, au sein duquel le peuple 
aurait democratiquement choisi sa constitution. 

Or, l' Assemblee generale, outrepassant ses 
pouvoirs, a fait une recommandation qui separait 
en deux Ia Palestine, prevoyait une union econo
mique et un regime special pour J erusalem. C'etait 
Ia un cas bien caracterise de violation de Ia 
Charte et d'abus de pouvoir par l'Assemblee 
Generale. Rien ne peut etre plus nuisible au 
prestige et a la dignite de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies que le recours a de tels expedients, 
destines a servir les interets ;de certains 
usurpateurs. 

Sans doute le representant du Canada a-t-il dit 
que la Declaration Balfour, tout erronee qu'elle 
fllt, constituait nne decision sur laquelle il n'etait 
pas possible de revenir et il a ajoute que, sans 
la resolution du 29 novembre, Ia situation serait 
actuellement pire qu'elle ne l'est. Mais en verite, 
c'est bien la resolution du 29 novembre qui est Ia 
cause de tousles troubles et de toutes les atrocites. 
Car si !'Organisation des Nations Unies avait 

. parle Ie langage qui convenait, elle aurait dit 
aux Juifs, ces immigrants et ces etrangers, qu'ils 
n'avaient aucun droit de demander la constitution 
d'un Etat distinct et souverain et qu'ils devaient 
accepter la proposition que leur faisaient les 
Arabes de leur permettre de vivre en paix en 
Palestine. 

En fait, les Juifs se sont trouves encourages 
par !'attitude de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
a occuper des territoires qui ne leur appartenaient 
pas, a en expulser Ies populations Iegitimes, et 
a s'arroger toutes sortes de droits; si done l'on 
parle aujourd'hui de fait accompli, il convient 
done de se rappeler que ce sont les sionistes qui 
ont amene cette situation a la suite de cette 
malheureuse resolution, qui a provoque des 
incidents sanglants en Palestine. 

Depuis !'adoption de la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947, Ia moitie de Ia population 
arabe a ete dispersee et beaucoup d' Arabes ont 
ete massacres. Les representants arabes avaient 
pomtant l'Assemblee generale en garde et l'avaient 
prevenue de ces tristes consequences. Le repre
sentant du Canada a indique egalement que 
1' Assemblee ne pouvait redresser des erreurs 
anciennes. A envisager les choses de cette fa~on, 
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might as well assist the Jews in their aggression. 
What should be done, however, was to take 
account of justice and not necessarily to submit 
to the fait accompli. It should first be made clear 
whether the Jews had the right to establish 
themselves in Palestine on the expiry of the 
Mandate, in view of the international status of 
Palestine. The Syrian delegation had many 
times proposed that that question should be 
raised in the International Court of Justice, but 
that proposal had each time been rejected. The 
Arab states did not deny realities and were ready 
to admit the fait accompli but they could in no 
way legitimize a fact resulting from an illegal 
and immoral aggression. The United Nations 
might admit that it was incapable of redressing 
the fait accompli - that 'vould be a normal 
attitude - but it could not attempt to confer 
on it international legal status. 

The representative of Syria, analyzing the 
report of Count Bernadotte, noted that its recom
mendations were not likely to bring about a 
peaceful solution of the dispute, since neither 
Arabs nor Jews could accept them. Nodoubt 
the Mediator, if he had been still alive, could have 
given advice after hearing all the delegations. 
Unfortunately, his deliberate assassination had 
been perpetrated in the fear that he might later 
change his opinion. Count Bernadotte's plan 
was hardly better than that set forth in the reso
lution of 29 November. It gave the Jews the 
town of Jaffa, with its 90,000 Arabs, and a part 
of Galilee, peopled by 150,000 Arabs, without 
considering the consequences of that proposal 
for the population. The plan made provision 
for many compensations, hut did not say how 
they would be made. On that point, the United 
States amendment to the United Kingdom proposal 
made the situation even worse by making it 
easier for the Jews to carry out their plans for 
expropriation. 

Taking up the problem of the Arab refugees, 
he drew the Committee's attention to the fate 
awaiting those who returned to Jewish territory .. 
In that connexion he quoted a letter sent by an 
Israeli Zionist leader to an American Zionist 
which said that the Prime Minister of Israel had 
allowed certain massacres of Arabs in order to 
terrorize them and bring about their exodus. 
Moreover, it was a well-known fact that the Jews 
intended to bring millions of their people to Pales
tine. That was why they wished to take posses
sion of Arab territory by every means for the 
resettlement of the new immigrants. The Arabs 
were sympathetic towards the Jews who had been 
persecuted in Eastern Europe, but was that a 
reason for them in turn to persecute the Pales
tinian Arabs ? 

He wondered how the United Nations could 
justify its action if it resulted in making the 
Middle East, for a period of years, a troubled 
land where neither Jews nor Arabs could live in 
peace. . . 

Palestine was also a Holy Land for Chnstlans. 
Did the representatives of States having a great 
number of Moslems among their nationals, and 
who had expressed views favourable to the 
establishment of the State of Israel, not take 
account of the sentiments of millions of their 

!'Organisation des Nations Unies devrait aider 
les Juifs dans leur agression. Cependant, ce qu'il 
faudrait, c'est tenir compte de la justice et non 
pas se soumettre necessairement au fait accompli. 
On doit d'abord elucider Ie point de savoir si Ies 
Juif avaient le droit de s'etablir en Palestine a 
!'expiration du Mandat, en vertu du statut 
international de Ia Palestine. La delegation 
syrienne a propose maintes fois que cette 
question flit posee a Ia Cour internationale de 
Justice, mais cette proposition a chaque fois ete 
rejetc~ . Les Etats arabes ne nient pas Ia realite et 
sont prets a admettre le fait accompli mais ils 
ne peuvent en aucune fa<;on lcgitimer un fait qui 
rcsulte d'une agression, illegale et immorale. 
L'Organisation des Nations Unies peut admettre 
qu'ellc est incapable de redresser le fait accompli
ce serait Ia une attitude normale - mais elle 
ne pent essayer de conferer a ce fait accompli 
un statut juridique international. 

Le representant de Ia Syrie, analysant le 
rapport du comte Bernadotte, constate que ses 
recommandations ne sont pas faites pour amener 
nne solution pacifique du diiTerend, puisque ni 
lcs Arabes ni lE:s J uifs ne peuvent les accepter. 
Sans doute, Ie Mcdiateur, s'il etait encore en vie, 
aurait pu donner des conseils, apres !'audition 
de toutes les delegations. Malheureusement, son 
assassinat de propos delibere a ete perpetre dans 
Ia crainte qu'il change ulterieurement d'avis. Le 
plan du comte Bernadotte n'est guere meilleur 
que cclui prevu par Ia resolution du 29 novembre. 
II donne aux Juifs Ia ville de JaiTa, avec ses 
90.000 Arabes, ct une partie de Ia Galilee, peuplee 
de 150.000 Arabes, sans s'arreter aux consequences 
de cette proposition pour la population. Le plan 
envisage bien des compensations, mais ne declare 
pas de quelle fa<;on elles seraient faites. Ace sujet, 
l'amendement des Etats-Unis a Ia proposition 
du Royaume-Uni empire encore la situation, en 
rendant plus facile !'execution des desirs d'expro
priation nourris par les Juifs. 

Ahordant le probleme des refugies arabes, 
M. El-Khou.ri attire !'attention de ]a Commission 
sur le sort qui attendrait ceux qui retourneraient 
en territoire juif. II cite a ce propos une. le~tre 
envoyce par un chef sioniste israelien a un swm~te 
amcricain, dans laquelle il expose que lc Premier 
l\linistre d' Israel permettait certains massacres 
d 'Arabes a fin de les terroriser et de provoquer 
leur exode. C'est un fait bien connu, d'ailleurs, 
que Ies Juifs ont !'intention d'amener des million~ 
de leurs congeneres en Palestine. C'est pourqu01 
ils veulent s'emparer des terres arabes par tous 
Ies moyens, pour y installer les no~veaux 
emigrants. Les Arabes ont de la sympath~e pour 
les Juifs qui ont etc persecutes en Europe onentale, 
mais est-ce une raison pour qu'ils persecutent 
a leur tour les Arahes de Palestine ? 

L'orateur se demande comment !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies pourra justifier son action si 
celle-ci aboutit a faire du Moyen-Orient, pendant 
des annees, un lieu de desordre ou niles Juifs, ni 
Jes Arabes ne pourront vivre en paix. . 

La Palestine est aussi une Terre Smnte pour 
Ies chretiens. Est-ce que les representants d'Etats 
qui comptent un grand nomb:e de mu~uh_nans 
parmi leurs ressortissa~~s et. qm ont expnm; des 
vues favorables a I etabhssement de .1 Etat 
d'Israel, ne tiennent pas compte des sentiments 
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citizens ? Could France, for example, with more 
than 20 million Arabs and Moslems, in its empire, 
support such a thesis ? Were the Christians of 
France, Belgium, England, North America and 
South America, in agreement with the policy of 
their Governments to place the Holy Land under 
Jewish domination ? Did the support granted 
the Jews against the Arabs coincide with the 
interests of the Western world ? The countries 
receiving aid from the United States under the 
Marshall Plan said that if their foreign policy was 
not in harmony with that of the United States, 
their fate would be very uncertain, especially on 
account of the conflict separating them from 
Eastern Europe. Since those countries chose to 
consider the matter from the economic point of 
view it must be pointed out to them that the 
Arabs occupied strategic positions on the Mediter
ranean, in North Africa and on the Red Sea, and 
that in particular, they possessed vast oil fields 
without which, according to the military experts 
of the United States, the success of the Marshall 
Plan would be compromised. How would they 
organize their transport if the Arab States refused 
them petrol and how could they hope for victory 
in case of conflict ? Was it the interest of the 
United Kingdom or of the United States, to have 
the Arab States against them ? China, which had 
50 million Moslems, ought to realize that the latter 
had pronounced themselves against the Jews and 
for the Arabs in Palestine. Similarly, the 
35 million lHoslems in India, as well as the Hindus 
themselves, were convinced that the Arabs were 
defending a just cause against the Jews. It would 
be well to take into account the will of all those 
peoples of Asia and Africa which, by themselves, 
represented nearly half the world population. 
Representatives of certain States in Europe and 
America had shared the views of the Arab States ; 
but at all events the important question was not 
one of majority ; above all justice must triumph. 

He then pointed out that, in contradiction to 
what Mr. Lange, representative of Poland, had 
affirmed, the Arab States were not the tools of the 
United Kingdom or of any other State; indeed 
everyone knew that the Arab States had been 
criticizing United Kingdom policy in Palestine 
for thirty years. In the same way, the Arab 
States did not favour the cession of the Negeb to 
Transjordan. He said in that connexion that 
the future of Palestine res ted ~olely in the hands 
of it<> inhabitants who might choose, when the 
time came, to remain independent or to unite 
which one or more of the Arab States, in 
accordance with the right of peoples to self
determination. 

The speaker recalled that Mr. Pearson, the 
representative of Canada, had proposed that the 
State of Israel should become a Member of the 
United Nations, basing himself on the fact that it 
had submitted to the decisions of the United 
Nations. But was Mr. Pearson unaware of the 
eveRts which had taken place in Palestine, of the 
violations of the truce by the Jews, of the situation 
in the Negeb and of the unshakable opposition of 

de millions de leurs citoyens ? Esr-ce que la 
France, par exemple, qui a dans son Empire plus 
de 20 millions d' Arabes et de musulmans, peut 
donner son appui a une telle these? Est-ce que les 
chretiens de France, de Belgique, du Royaume
Uni, d'Amerique du Nord et d'Amerique du Sud, 
sont d'accord sur la politique de leur Gouver
nement, tendant a mettre la Terre Sainte sous 
la domination juive? Est-ce que l'appui accorde 
aux Juifs contre les Arabes coi'ncide avec les 
interets du monde occidental ? Les pays qui 
re<;oivent l'aide des Etats-Unis en vertu du plan 
Marshall disent que, si leur politique etrangere 
n'etait pas en harmonic avec celle des :Etats-Unis, 
leur sort serait tres incertain, surtout en raison 
du conflit qui les separe de !'Europe orientale. 
Puisque ces pays se placent deliberement sur 
le terrain economique, il faut faire remarquer que 
les Arabes occupent des positions strategiques en 
Mediterranee, en Afrique du Nord et sur la mer 
Rouge et que, en particulier, ils possedent 
d'immenses champs petroliferes sans lesquels Ie 
sucees du plan Marshall serait compromis, aux 
dires des experts militaires des Etats-Unis. 
Comment organiseraient-ils leurs transports si 
les Etats arabes leur refusaient !'essence et 
comment pourraient-ils esperer la victoire en 
cas de conflit ? Est-ce !'interet du Royaume-Uni, 
des Etats-Unis, d'avoir des Etats arabes contre 
eux? La Chine, qui compte 50 millions de 
Musulmans, devrait se rendre compte que ceux-ci 
se sont prononces contre les Juifs et pour les 
Arabes en Palestine. De meme, les 35 millions 
de musulmans des Indes, ainsi que les hindo
nistes eux-memes, sont convaincus que les Arabes 
defendent la bonne cause contre les Juifs. Il 
serait bon de tenir compte de la volonte de toutes 
ces populations d'Asie et d'Afrique qui, a elles 
seules, representent pres de la moitie de la popu
lation mondiale. Des representants de certains 
Etats d'Europe et d'Amerique ont d'ailleurs 
partage le point de vue des Etats arabes, mais, de 
toute fa<;on, ce n'est pas une question de majorite 
qui importe ; avant tout c'est la justice qui doit 
triompher. 

Le representant de la Syrie fait remarquer 
ensuite que, contrairement a ce qu'a affirme 
M. Lange, representant de la Pologne, les Etats 
arabes ne sont l'instrument ni du Royaume-Uni, 
ni d'aucun autre Etat ; tout Ie monde sait, 
en effet, que les Etats arabes ont critique la 
politique du Royaume-Uni en Palestine depuis 
trentre ans. De meme, les Etats arabes ne sont 
pas favorables a ]'attribution pure et simple 
du Negeb a la Transjordanie. Il declare, a ce 
sujet que l'avenir de la Palestine repose uni
quement entre les mains des habitants de ce pays 
qui pourront «hoisir, le moment venu, de rester 
independants ou de s'unir a un ou plusieurs 
Etats arabes, conformement au droit des peuples 
a disposer librement d'eux-meme. 

L'orateur rappelle que M. Pearson, repre
sentant du Canada, a propose que l'Etat 
d'Israel devienne membre de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, en se fondant sur le fait qu'il 
s'etait soumis aux decisions de !'Organisation. 
M. Pearson n'a-t-il pas connaissance, cependant, 
des evenements qui se sont deroules en Palestine, 
des violations de la treve par les J uifs, de la 
situation dans le N egeb et de l' opposition irre-
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the Jews to the resolutions of the General 
Assembly ? The proclamation of the State of 
Israel was in itself a violation of the Assembly's 
resolutions of 29 November 1947 [181 (II)] and 
14 May 19,18 [186 (S-2)]. Indeed, the resolution 
of 29 November laid down certain prerequisites for 
the implementation of its recommendation for 
partition. The Jews, by immediately proclaiming 
their State, had acted in contradiction to the 
resolutions of 29 November and 14 May. How 
could the admission of the State of Israel to the 
United Nations be proposed because it had been 
recognized by certain States, when that recognition 
applied only to a de facto and not to a de jure 
authority. The Assembly had not established 
the State of Israel :the latter had been established 
by the Jews themselves and it would not be in 
accordance with Article 4 of the Charter to admit 
as a Member a mere de facto Government. 

l\Ir. El-Khouri indicated that it had been 
suggested that he should present a draft resolution. 
He recalled, in that connexion, that the Arab 
States had presented numerous draft resolutions 
bringing out that the only solution to the problem 
was the establishment of a single State including 
Arabs and Jews. The General Assembly had not 
favoured that point of view because the J ews 
did not approve it and it had decreed partition 
although the Arabs did not want it and despite 
the fact that the Mandate itself and the Balfour 
Declaration were based on the principle that 
Jewish immigration and the establishment of a 
national home for the Jews should take place 
without prejudice to Arab rights. 

He pointed out that the Arabs might legally 
have declared Jewish immigration illegal. 
However, they had accepted that the Jews of 
Palestine should remain in the country, on 
condition that they lived in peace, had the same 
rights and privileges, and shared the same fate as 
the Arabs. The J ews had refused because they 
did not want be a minority. Why then did 
they wish to force the Arabs to be a minority in 
the Jewish sector ? There were a very great 
number of religions and religious sects in the world. 
\Vas that a reason for each of those sects to form 
a State within each country ? What would the 
majority of Frenchmen say if the French 
Protestants wished to establish a Protestant State 
inside France ? And what would President 
Truman's attitude be if the Jews and Negroes of 
the United States wished to establish, within the 
United States, a J ewish or a Negro State ? 

It was clear, he continued, that the justness of 
the Arab cause could not be questioned and only 
the absence of justice and common sense among 
the representatives prevented it from triumphing. 
But it should not be forgotten that the General 
Assembly was neither a world Government, nor a 
court of justice, nor a legislative power ; it there
fore had no right to impose recommendations or 
decisions such as the partition of Palestine. At 
present, instead of ccrrecting its initial error, the 
Assembly was getting farther and farther away 
from a just solution by attempting to correct that 
error by new errors. All the propo~:als presented 

ductible des Juifs aux resolutions de l'Assernblee 
generale? La proclamation de l'Etat d'Israel 
etait en elle-meme une violation des resolutions 
de l'Assemblee du 29 novembre 1947 [181 (II)] 
et du 14 mai 1948 [186 (S.2)]. En cfiet, Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre prevoyait certaines 
conditions prealables a Ia mise a execution de 
sa recommandation de partage. Or, les Juifs, 
en proclamant immediatement leur Etat, ont 
agi contrairement aux resolutions du 29 novembre 
et du 14 mai, Comment peut-on proposer !'ad
mission de l'Etat d'Israel dans !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies parce qu'il avait ete reconnu 
par certains Etats, alors que cette reconnais
sance ne s'appliquait qu'a nne autorite de fait 
et non a une autorite de droit. L'Assernblee 
n'a pas crce l'Etat d'Israel; ce dernier a ete 
etabli par les Juifs eux-mernes et il ne serait pas 
conforme a !'Article 4 de la Charte d'adrnettre 
comme Membre un simple Gouvernernent de 
fait. 

M. El-Khouri indique qu'on lui a suggere 
de presenter un projet de resolution. Il rappelle, 
a ce sujet que les :Etats arabes ont presente 
de nombreux proj ets de resolution mettant 
en lumiere que la seule solution etait la creation 
d'un Etat unique comprenant des Arabes et 
des Juifs. L' Assemblce gencrale n'a pas suivi 
ce point de vue parce que les Juifs ne l'ap
prouvaient pas, et ellc a decrete le partage, bien 
que les Arabes n'en voulussent pas, et ce, alors 
que le Mandat lui-meme ct la Declaration Balfour 
etaient fondes sur le principe scion lequell'immi
gration juive et l'etablissement d'un Foyer 
national juif devaient avoir lieu sans porter 
prejudice aux droits des Arabes. 

Le representant de Ia Syrie fait remarquer que 
les Arabes auraient pu declarer juridiquernent 
que les immigrations j uives etaient illegales. 
Toutefois, ils ont accepte que les J uifs de Pales
tine puissent rester dans le pays, a condition 
qu'ils vivent en paix, aient les memes droits 
et privileges, et partagent le meme destin que 
les Arabes. Les J uifs ont refuse parce qu'ils ne 
voulaient pas etre en minorite. Pourquoi alors 
veulent-ils obliger les Arabes a etre une rninorite 
dans la zone juive? Il y a dans le monde un 
tres grand nombre de religions et de sectes 
religieuses. Est-ce une raison pour que, dans 
chaque pays, chacune de ces sectes constit~e 
un :Etat? Que dirait la majorite des Fran9a1s 
si les protestants de France voulaient creer un 
Etat protestant a l'interieur de la France ? 
Et quelle serait !'attitude du president Truman 
si Ies Juifs et Ies negres des :Etats-Unis voulaient 
creer, a l'intericur des :Etats-Unis, un Etat 
juif et un :Etat negre ? . 

II est clair, poursuit l'orat eur, que Ia JUStesse 
de la cause arabe ne peut etre mise en _dou~e, 
mais que c'est sculement le manque de JUStice 
et de bon sens des delegues qui l'empeche de 
triompher. Mais il ne faut pas perdre de vue 
que l'Assemblec generale n'est ni un Go~ver
nement mondial, ni une cour de justice, m u.n 
pouvoir Iegislatif ; elle n'a. done pas I~ .d.rmt 
d'imposer des recommandatwns ou des decisiOns 
telles que Ie partage de la Pale?t~n.e. Ac~uellemen~, 
au lieu de corriger son erre~r mitlale •. I A~semblee 
s'eloigne de plus en plus d une solutwn JUSte en 
s'effon;ant de corriger cette erreur par de nouvelles 
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to the Committee were based on partition. The 
authors of those proposals knew, however, that the 
~.rabs would oppose partition. Did they then 
mtend to impose their resolutions by force, and 
how would they succeed in that ? The Charter 
of the United Nations clearly indicated that the 
Assembly had no power the carry out partition ; it 
would therefore be better to desist from a past 
error and to seek a just solution. Certain persons 
considered. themselves bound by the vote they 
had cast m 1947 but, as the representative of 
Denmark had pointed out, the situation was no 
longer the same as a year previously. When it 
w~s obvious that a mistake had been made, that 
mistake should be corrected and not perpetuated. 
The United Nations should therefore proclaim the 
truth, namely, that the only right of the Jews in 
Palestine was to accept the offer made them by the 
A:a~s to live with them on a footing of equality 
Withm the framework of a democratic State. 

Noting that the Mediator had failed in his task 
of finding a peaceful solution, he said that the 
establishment of a conciliation commissiOn 
which would not be bound by the resolution of 
29 November 1947 or by any other consideration 
was now being proposed. In the meantime; the 
problem had been laid before the Security Council ; 
perhaps that body would put an end to the 
violations of the truce by the Jews. If the conci
liation commission had extensive powers enabling 
it to examine the situation in the light of facts and 
of justice, and if the General Assembly recom
mended the Jews not to voice exorbitant claims 
concerning partition and prevented them from 
having recourse to the use of armed force, a 
solution to the Palestine problem might perhaps 
be found. 

He noted, moreover, that the problem of Jewish 
immigration into Palestine had been considered 
by very few speakers. He pointed out, however, 
that unlimited Jewish immigration would favour 
their criminal intentions for it would enable them 
to achieve a majority and then to claim more 
territory by the use of armed force and with the 
support of the great Powers. In that connexion 
he noted statements made by rabbis claiming for 
the Jews all the country from the Nile to the 
Euphrates. Those rabbis, basing themselves on 
alleged prophecies, also announced the punishment 
by violent death of the Egyptians and Syrians and 
said that Jewish arms would help in fulfilling the 
prophecies. Such declarations revealed the ulti
mate intentions of the Jews. He asked the 
members of the Committee, with! full know lege of 
the facts, to do justice to those who had right on 
their side. 

Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said that 
the expedence gained in the last eighteen months 
of dealing with Pal ~?stine had shown that the only 
measures applicable were those which were 
consistent with historical requirements and the 
process of social evolution. Partition was practic
able because it sanctioned an undeniable state 
of fact, whereas the trusteeship solution was 

erreurs. Toutes les propositions presentees a 
la Commission sont fondees sur le partage. 
Les auteurs de ces propositions savent cependant 
que les Arabes s'opposeront au partage. Ont-ils 
!'intention, des lors, d'imposer leurs resolutions 
par Ia force et comment y arriveront-ils ? La 
Charte des Nations Unies indique clairement 
que l'Assemblee n'a pas le pouvoir de mettre 
le partage a execution ; c'est pourquoi il vaudrait 
mieux revenir sur une erreur passee et chercher 
une solution juste. Certains se considerent lies 
par le vote qu'ils ont emis en 1947, mais, comme 
l'a fait remarquer le representant du Danemark, 
la situation n'est pas Ia meme qu'il y a un an, 
Quand on s'apen;oit qu'on a commis une erreur. 
on doit Ia reparer, plutot que de perseverer 
dans l'erreur. L'Organisation des Nations Unies 
devrait done proclamer la verite, a savoir que 
le seul droit des Juifs en Palestine est d'accepter 
l'offre que leur font les Arabes de vivre avec 
eux sur pied d'egalite dans le cadre d'un Etat 
democratique. 

M. El-Khouri, constatant que le Mediateur 
a echoue dans sa mission de trouver une solution 
pacifique, ajoute qu'on propose actuellement 
Ia creation d'une commission de conciliation 
qui ne serait liee ni par la resolution du 29 no
vembre 1947, ni par aucune autre consideration, 
Entre temps, le Conseil de securite a etc charge 
du probleme ; peut-etre pourra-t-il mettre fin 
aux violations de la treve par les Juifs. Si cette 
commission de conciliation avait des pouvoirs 
etendus lui permettant d'examiner la situation 
a la lumiere des faits et de la justice, et si 1' As
semblee generale recommandait aux Juifs de ne 
pas emettre de pretentions exorbitants relatives 
au partage et les empechait de recourir a l'emploi 
de Ja force armee, une solution au probleme 
de Ia Palestine pourrait peut-etre etre trouvee. 

M. El-Kouri constate, en outre, que Je 
probleme de !'immigration des Juifs en Palestine 
n'a ete envisage par presque aucun orateur. Il 
fait remarquer, cependant, qu'une immigration 
illimitee de Juifs favoriserait leurs intentions 
criminelles, car elle les induirait a conquerir Ia 
majorite et a reclamer ensuite plus de territoire 
grace a l'emploi de Ia force armee et du soutien 
des grandes Puissances. II signale a ce sujet des 
declarations faites par des rabbins, rcclamant 
pour les Juifs tout le pays qui s'etend du Nil a 
l'Euphrate. Ces rabbins, se fondant sur de 
pretendues propheties, annoncent egalement des 
chatiments par mort violente aux Egyptiens et 
aux Syriens et declarent que les armes des Juifs 
aideront a realiser ces propheties. De telles decla
rations sont revelatrices des intentions ultimes 
des Juifs. En tout etat de cause, le representant 
de Ja Syrie demande aux membres de la Commis
sion de rendrc justice a ceux qui ont le droit 
pour eux. 

M. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) constate 
que !'experience acquise depuis dix-huit mois au 
sujet du probleme de la Palestine a montre que Jes 
seules mesures applicables sont celles qui ne 
contrarient pas les imperatifs historiques et Je 
processus d'evolution sociale. Le partage etait 
realisable car il sanctionnait un etat de fait 
indeniable, alors que Ia solution de Ia tutelle 
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contrary to the process of evolution, which could 
not be prevented. 

Apart from that first essential condition, which 
any resolution on Palestine should satisfy, the 
legal aspect of the matter should also be taken into 
account. United Nations decisions should be 
taken in conformity with international law. In 
that respect, the resolution of 29 November 1947 
was justified because at the time Palestine was not 
a sovereign State, and the United Kingdom which, 
as the ?\Iandatory Power, exercised sovereignty, 
had requested the General Assembly to formu
late recommendations concerning the future 
government of Palestine. On the other hand, as of 
151\lay 1948,the United Kingdom had relinquished 
its Mandate and the eventual right to transform 
the Mandate into a trusteeship. The Jewish 
people had then set up a sovereign State in 
pursuance of the resolution of 29 November 1947. 
Since then it had been recognized by certain 
Governments, but even in the absence of any 
recognition it must be considered an independent 
State, for it possessed a territory, a population, a 
legal and political organization and a parliament, 
which were the attributes of a sovereign State. 
Therefore, although in 1947 the United Nations 
could validly adopt a resolution concerning a 
non - independent State, it could not do so now 
because that would constitute an intervention in 
the internal affairs of an independent State. He 
recalled that he had already put forth that point 
of view during the special session of the General 
Assembly in May 1948 and the resolution of 
14 May had taken account of it. To approve, now, 
a draft resolution affecting the sovereignty of the 
State of Israel would be absurd. 

Analyzing the United Kingdom proposa 
(A/C.1 J394) he declared it to be incompatible with 
the two conditions he had formulated. The only 
paragraphs acceptable would be the part of the 
preamble paying tribute to Count Bernadotte 
and paragraphs 12 to 15 inclusive which dealt 
with questions of procedure. The paragraphs 
dealing with the internationalization of Jerusalem 
and the Arab refugees were too rigid in form and 
did not take account of the facts. The Guate
malan delegation reserved the right, in this 
connexion, to submit the necessary amendments. 
Nor could it accept paragraphs 2, 3, 5 and 10, 
which were definitely political, for they proposed 
that the United Nations should fix boundaries and 
arrange for territorial annexations, when it had 
not the means to impose such annexations. By 
what right could the United Nations propose to 
seize territories from the Jews which the latter 
possessed by virtue of a United Nations decision ? 

The United States amendments proposing the 
deletion of those paragraphs were drafted in 
such a way as to contradict the principles expressed 
by the United States representatives on 
20 November 1948, namely, that the boundaries 
of the State of Israel prescribed in the resolution 
of 29 November 1947 could not be altered without 

contrariait cette evolution que l'on ne peut 
empecher, 

Outre cette premiere condition essentielle, a 
laquelle toute resolution concernant la Palestine 
doit satisfaire, il convient de tenir compte ega
Iement de !'aspect juridique de Ia question. Les, 
decisions de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
doivent etre prises conformement au droit inter
national. Dans cet ordre d'idees, la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947 etait fondee car, a I'epoque, 
Ia Palestine n'etait pas un Etat souverain et 
le Royaume-Uni qui, en tant que Puissance 
mandataire, exen;ait la souverainete, avait 
demande a I' Assemblee generale de formuler des 
recommandations au sujet du gouvernement 
futur de Ia Palestine. Par contre, depuis le 
15 mai 1948, le Royaume-Uni a renonce a son 
Mandat et au droit eventuel de transformer 
son mandat en tutelle. Le peuple juif s'est 
constituc a cette date en Etat souverain en se 
fondant sur la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. 
Il a, depuis lors, etc reconnu par certains Gouver
nemrnts, mais meme en !'absence de toute recon
naissance il devrait etre considcrc comme un Etat 
indcpendant car il possede un territoire, une 
population, une organisation j uridique et politique, 
parlement, qui sont les attributs d'un Etat 
souverain. Si done !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies a pu valablement adopter une resolution 
en 1947 ayant trait a un Etat non independant, 
elles ne pourrait agir de rneme aujourd'hui car 
cela constituerait une intervention dans les 
affaires interieures d'un Etat independant. 
L'orateur rappelle qu'il a deja expose ce point de 
vue lors de Ia session extraordinaire de l' Assemblee 
generale en mai 1948, et que Ia resolution du 
14 mai a tenu compte de ce point de vue. II serait 
absurde d'approuver aujourd'hui un projet de 
resolution portant atteinte a Ia souverainete de 
l'Etat d' Israel. 

Analysant Ia proposition du Royaume-Uni 
(AJC.1/394), M. Garcia Granados constate qu'elle 
n'est pas compatible avec les deux conditions 
qu'il a formulees. Les seuls paragraphes 
acceptables seraient Ia partie du preambule 
rendant hommage au comte Bernadotte, ainsi 
que les paragraphes 12 a 15 qui traitent de 
questions de procedure. Les paragraphes ayant 
trait a l'internationalisation de Jerusalem et aux 
refugies arabes sont trop rigides et ne tienne~t 
pas compte de la realite. La delegation du Guate
mala se reserve a ce sujet de presenter les amen
dements necessaires. Quant aux paragraphes 
2, 3, 5 et 10, qui ont un caractere netteme~t 
politique, ils sont inacceptables car ils en;l
sagent que !'Organisation des Nations U.mes 
determine des frontieres et provoque des annexwns 
territoriales, alors qu'elle n'a pas le moyen 
d'imposer ces annexions. De quel droit !'Organi
sation voudrait-elle ravir des territoires aux 
Juifs, alors que ceux-ci les possedent en ;ertu 
d'une decision de !'Organisation elle-meme ? 

Les amendements des Etats-Unis tendant ·a 
sup primer ces paragraphes sont. re.diges de telle · 
far;on qu'ils sont en contrad1cbon avec les 
principes enonces par le repres~ntant .des :Etats 
Unis le 20 novembre 1948, a savmr que les 
frontieres de l'Etat d'lsrael envisagees par Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947 ne pourraient 
etre rectifiees sans le consentement des Is~aeliens. 
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the consent of the Israeli people. The United 
States amendments, which explicitly stated that 
they took into account the Mediator's report, 
revealed the same defects and raised the same 
danger of intervention in the internal affairs of the 
State of Israel which they were designed to avoid. 

The representative of Guatemala stated that the 
draft resolution submitted by Australia (A/C.l/ 
396) conformed to the principles of international 
law and that his delegation would vote in favour 
of it. However, in view of the fact that the 
United Kingdom proposal (A/C.l/394) had been 
sudmitted first, and that if it were adopted even 
by only a small majority the Australian proposal 
might possibly not be voted upon, the Guatemalan 
delegation submitted an amendment (AJC.l/398) 
to the United States amendment (AJC.lj397) to 
the United Kingdom proposal. This amendment 
also contained a paragraph taken from the 
Australian draft resolution concerning the 
admission of the State of Israel to the United 
Nations. 

Mr. Garcia Granados stated in conclusion that 
without foreign intervention the Jews and Arabs 
would have been able to settle their problems long 
ago and live in peace. They must be encouraged 
to do so, and it was to be hoped that in the future 
those two sister peoples would be able to co-oper
ate for the maintenance of peace and the strength
ening of the United Nations. 

Mr. ZuLOAGA (Venezuela) proposed that the 
meeting scheduled for that evening should be 
postponed until the following morning. 

The proposal was adopted by 20 votes to 5, with 
8 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 6.05 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED 
AND TWELFTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 25 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A CoSTA nu RELS (Bolivia). 

81. Continuation o~cussion on 
the progress report of the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine 
(A/648) 

The CHAIRMAN read the list of speakers and 
declared that the general discussion would be 
closed after they had spoken and that the 
discussion would then proceed on the various 
draft resolutions and amendments. 

Mr. MuNIZ (Brazil) said that Palestine was 
of universal concern because it was the cradle 
of three great religions and was situated at 
the crossroads of the world where the political 
interests of the great Powers converged. The 
latter fact was sufficient in itself to create 
tension in Palestine and to this had been added in 
later years the conflict between two nationalisms. 
The United Nations had assumed a grave respons-

En effet, les amendements des Etats-Unis, qui 
tiennent compte explicitement du rapport du 
Mediateur, presentent les memes defauts et 
comportent les memes risques d'intervention 
dans les affaires interieures de l'Etat d'Israel 
qu'ils se proposaient d'eviter. 

Le representant du Guatemala constate que 
le pro jet de resolution presente par I' Australie 
(A/Cl/396) est conforme aux principes du droit 
international et declare que sa delegation votera 
en faveur de cette resolution. Toutefois, constatant 
que la proposition du Royaume-Uni (AJC.l/394) 
a ete presentee en premier lieu et que dans le 
cas ou elle serait adoptee, ne fut-ce que par 
une faible majorite, la proposition australienne 
courrait le risque de ne pas etre mise aux 
voix, la delegation du Guatemala presente 
un amendement (A/C.l/398) a I'amendement 
des Etats-Unis (AJC.l/397) ala proposition du 
Royaume-Uni. Cet amendement contient egale
ment un paragraphe extrait du projet de reso
lution de l'Australie tendant a !'admission de 
I'Etat d'Israel au sein de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M. Garcia Granados conclut que, sans inter
vention etrangere, les Juifs et les Arabes auraient 
pu depuis longtemps resoudre leurs problemes 
et vivre en paix. II fait les encourager dans cette 
voie, dans l' espoir que deux peuples freres 
pourront cooperer a l'avenir pour le maintien de 
la paix et pour le renforcement de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. 

M. ZULOAGA (Venezuela) propose de reporter 
la seance prevue pour le soir au lendemain matin. 

Celie proposition est adoptee par 20 voix contre 
5, avec 8 abstentions. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 5. 

DEUX-CENT-DOUZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillol, Paris 
le jeudi 25 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. A. CosTA. nu RELS ;(Bolivie). 

81. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des Na
tions Unies pourla Palestine (A/648) 

Le PRJ~SIDENT lit la liste des orateurs inscrits 
et declare que lorsqu'ils auront pris la parole, 
la discussion generale sera close. La discussion 
aura ensuite pour objet les divers projets de 
resolution et amendements. 

M. MuNIZ (Bresil) declare que le probleme de 
la Palestine preoccupe le monde entier, parce 
que ce pays est le berceau de trois grandes 
religions et se trouve a Ia croisee des chemins 
de l'univers, ou se confrontent les inten~ts 
politiques des grandes Puissances. Ce dernier fait 
aurait suffi pour creer de la tension en Palestine, 
mais, au cours des dernieres annees, i1 est venu 
s'y ajouter le conflit de deux nationalimes. 
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ibility when it had been called upon to find 
a solution to this problem, but it had also 
been given a unique opportunity to show its 
capacity to do constructive work. The United 
Nations ofTered the best possibility for an 
enduring and adequate settlement which could 
come about only through an international organ
ization capable of expressing ·worldauthority and 
exercising international control. 

l\Ir. l\Iuniz said that he would not review the 
various phases of the Palestine question but 
would take up the Progress Report of the l\Iediator. 
While certain of its recommendations might 
give rise to objections, this report gave the 
general outlines of the problem with great 
objectivity, revealing a well-developed political 
sense and generous devotion to the cause of 
international peace on the part of the Mediator. 
The l\Iediator had realized that this problem 
could not te solved on the basis of political consid
erations only, but' by reconciling the ethnical, 
social and economic interests of the parties 
concerned ; that was the intention of his recom
mendation for the establishment of a conciliation 
commission. Only by bringing the parties together 
through such a commission would they be able to 
reach agreement. However, such direct nego
tiation might not be enough. Without the 
authority of the United Nations, exercising vigilant 
control, the chances of agreement between the 
reluctant parties became very small. In his view, 
if the Assembly adopted a formula bringing into 
play the three necessary elements of direct nego
ciations, intervention of a conciliation body, and 
control hy the United Nations, all of which were 
recommended by the Mediator, it would be ulti
mately successful although it might require 
persistent efTort lasting over a period of years. 

Another important condition for success was 
that the United Nations decision must carry 
the authority and prestige of morality and 
justice and must not be influenced by manif
estations of military force. Although some 
indication of the boundary lines must be given, 
the resolution must leave sufficient latitude to 
the parties to find the best boundary by nego
tiation, with the assistance of the proposed conci
liation commission. The Arab refugees must be 
given every opportunity to start life again and to 
receive due compensation for their losses. 
Furthermore, the Brazilian delegation favoured the 
adoption of an international status for Jerusalem 
and an extension of international protection to all 
Holy Places. 

Peace was an indispensable condition for the 
success of the conciliation commission, and the 
success up to date of the Security Council in 
maintaining a truce must be consolidated and 
a broader peace established. Finally all efforts 
would fail if the parties did not show a sense 
of reality and a desire to settle their differences. 
They must realize that despite their differences 

L'Organisation des Nations Unies a assume une 
grave responsabilitc lorsqu'elle a ete chargee 
de trouver une solution a ce probleme, mais elle 
a ainsi une occasion unique de montrer qu'elle 
est capable de faire ceuvre constructive. L'inter
vention de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
offre le meilleur moyen de parvenir a un reglement 
durable et equitable, ce reglement ne pouvant 
etre realise que par l'intermediaire d'une orga
nisation jouissant d'une autorite universelle 
et capable d'irnposer un controle international. 

M. Muniz ne reviendra pas sur Ies diverses 
phases par lesquelles a passe la question de la 
Palestine, ma.is il traitera du rapport interimaire 
du Mcdiateur. On peut clever des objections 
contre telle ou telle de ses recommandations, 
cependant ce rapport formule les donnees generales 
du problcme de Ia manicre Ia plus objective, 
tout en tcmoignant, de Ia part du Mediateur, 
d'un sens politique cleve et d'un devouement 
genereux a la cause de Ia paix internationale. 
Le Mediatcur s'est rendu compte que le probleme 
ne peut etre resolu en s'inspirant uniquement 
de considerations politiques, mais qu'il faut 
harmoniser des interets d'ordre ethnique, social 
et cconomique des parties, et c'est le sens qu'a 
sa recommandation en vue de l'etablissement 
d'une commission de conciliation. L'accord ne 
pourra Ctre realise que par un rapprochement 
des parties grace a !'assistance d'une telle commis
sion, mais il se pourrait que des negociations 
directes ne suffisent pas. Si !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies n'exerce pas son autorite et son 
controle vigilant, il n'y a guere de chances de 
realiser un accord entre des parties peu disposees 
a s'entendre. De !'avis de M. Muniz, pour aboutir, 
en fin de compte, l'Assemblee devrait adopter 
une formule mettant en jeu trois elements 
indispensables recommandes par le Mediateur, 
a savoir des negociations directes, !'intervention 
d'un organisme de conciliation et le controle 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. II est bien 
possible cependant qu'il faille un effort persistant, 
poursuivi pendant des annees. 

Une autre condition essentielle du succes, 
c'est que Ia decision de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies possede l'autorite que donnent Ia moralite 
et la justice et qu'elle ne soit pas prise sous 
!'influence de manifestations de la force militaire. 
Les futures frontieres doivent etre esquissees, 
mais Ia resolution doit laisser une latitude 
suffisante aux parties pour leur permettre de 
negocier le meilleur trace des frontiere~.. a.vec 
!'assistance de Ia commission de concrhatwn. 
Toutes les possibilites doivent etre ofT~rtes 
aux refugies arabes de recommencer leur vre et 
de recevoir un juste dedommagement pour leurs 
pertes. En outre, la delegation bresilienne se 
declare en faveur de !'adoption d'un sta~ut 
international pour Jerusalem et de l'exten~wn 
de la protection internationale a tous les Lreux 
Saints. 

La paix est une condition indispensable du 
succes de Ia commission de conciliation, et la 

. treve que le Conseil de securite a pu assur~r 
jusqu'a ce jour doit etre consolidee et transformee 
en une veritable paix. Enfin, tous les efforts 
seront vains, si les parties ne font pas preuve 
du sens des realites et du desir de regler leur 
litige. Elles doivent admettre que, malgre leur 
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they had many interests and traditions in 
common and that they could form a rich social 
pattern if they would lend themselves to that 
effort. 

Mr. TSARA:PKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled that in his statement on 
22 November (206th meeting) he had suggested 
the withdrawal of all foreign troops and personnel 
from Palestine. In his opinion the presence 
of those troops, particularly at this moment 
when the United Nations was attempting to 
bring about peace, was a hindrance to peaceful 
adjustment of the situation and it was essential 
that they should be withdrawn. Their presence 
on the territories of the Arab and Jewish States 
created by the Assembly's resolution 181 (II) of 
19 November was illegal and unjustified and main
tained a tense situation which might lead to 
further military action. 

Mr. Tsarapkin submitted a draft resolution 
for their withdrawal (A./C.1/401). 

Mr. FAw:ZJ (Egypt) said he would like to 
comment on a number of points which had arisen 
in the discussion since the previous statement 
by the Egyptian Foreign Minister. He did not 
intend to deal at length with those matters 
which had been thoroughly considered before, 
such as the Jewish contention that the lands 
of Palestine had been made ·fertile owing to 
Jewish enterprise. While he did not question 
Jewish efforts, he wished to point out that about 
90 per cent of this territory had been fertile and 
productive long before the Jews had acquired it. 

Moreover, the Jews had attempted to exonerate 
the Zionists from any responsibility for violence 
or atrocities .. What had been proved concerning 
Deir Yassin had not been refuted and there 
had been hundreds of similar cases. In this 
connexion he read from the letter dated 9 No
vember 1948 from the Chairman of the Truce 
Commission to the President of the Security 
Council concerning the systematic demolition 
of Arab-owned real property in the Jewish
occupied area of Jerusalem and stating that the 
Commission considered it equitable that the 
legitimate rights of the Arabs, in this case openly 
violated in defiance of the provisions of the 
truce, should be reserved by the competent 
orcrans of the United Nations. He asked that 
thls letter, together with the other correspondence 
on this subject reproduced in document S/1082, 
be considered as part of the record. 

Mr. Fawzi said that he could understand the 
7ionists' desire to retain the territory allotted 
to them by the Assembly's resolution 181 (II) of 
29 November 1947 including the Negeb, and at 
the same time to support the recommendation 
in the Mediator's progress report which would 
give them Western Galilee. He could not 
understand, however, the contention made by 
some representatives that the resolution of 
29 November was still valid when so many 
decisions of the Security Council and the General 
Assembly had virtually cancelled this resolution, 
particularly the Assembly's resolution (186/S-2) 

differends, elles ont de nombreux interets et de 
nombreuses traditions en commun, et que, si 
elles faisaient !'effort necessaire, elles pourraient 
reussir a former une societe pleine de promesses. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle que, dans sa declaration 
du 22 novembre (2066 seance), il avait suggere 
le retr;:~it de la Palestine de toutes les troupes 
et personnels etrangers. A son avis, la presence 
de ces troupes est un obstacle au reglement 
pacifique de la situation et il importe qu'elles 
soient retirees, plus particulierem~nt au moment 
present ou !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
s'efforce de realiser Ia paix. La presence de ces 
troupes sur Ies territoires des Etats arabe et juif, 
tels qu'ils ont et prevus par Ia resolution 181 (II) 
de I' Assemblee en date du 29 novembre, est 
illegale et injustifiee, et fait se prolonger une 
situation dangereuse qui pourrait entrainer de 
nouvelles operations militaires. 

M. Tsarapkine presente un projet de resolution 
dans ce sens (A/C.1/401). 

M. FAwZI (Egypte) presentera quelques obser
vations sur un certain nombre de points qui ont 
surgi au cours de la discussion, depuis la derniere 
declaration du Ministre des Affaires etrangeres 
d'Egypte. Il n'a pas !'intention de s'etendre 
longuement sur des sujets deja examines a fond, 
comme !'assertion juive selon Jaquelle les terres 
de Palestine ont ete rendues fertiles grace aux 
efforts des Juifs. Sans mettre en doute les efforts 
des Juifs, M. Fawzi tient a souligner qu'environ 
90 pour 100 de ces terres etaient fertiles et 
productives avant leur acquisition pour les 
Juifs. 

Par ailleurs, les Juifs ont essaye de laver les 
sionistes de toute responsabilite pour les violences 
et les atrocites cornmises. Cependant, les preuves 
qui ont ete fournies au sujet de Deir Yassin 
n'ont pas ete refutees, et il y a des centaines 
de cas analogues. A ce propos, il donne lecture 
d'un extrait de la lettre adressee par le President 
de la Commission de treve au President du 
Conseil de securite, au sujet de la demolition 
systematique des immeubles arabes dans Ia 
partie de Jerusalem occupee par les J uifs, declarant 
que la Commission estime equitable que les 
droits Iegitimes des Arabes, violes ouvertement 
en depit des dispositions de la treve, soient 
reserves par les organes competents de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. M. Fawzi demande 
que, dans le compte rendu de la seance, il soit fait 
mention de cette lettre, de meme que des autres 
correspondances a ce sujet, consignees au docu
ment S/1082. 

M. Fawzi comprend que les sionistes puissent 
desirer a la fois garder le territoire qui leur a ete 
attribue en vertu de la resolution 181 (II) de 
l'Assemblee du 29 novembre 1947, y compris le 
Negeb, et en meme temps appuyer la recom
mandation figurant au rapport interimaire du 
Mediateur qui tend a leur accorder la Galilee 
occidentale. Par contre, l'orateur ne comprend 
pas pourquoi certains representants maintiennent 
que la resolution du 29 novembre demeure e!l 
vigueur, alors que tant de decisions du Conseil 
de securite et de l' Assemblee generale, intervenues 
depuis cette date, ont pratiquement annule 
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of 14 i\1ay 1948 which spoke of a new approach 
to solving the problem. 

He also asked with whom and about what 
the Arabs ,,·ere expected to undertake direct 
negotiations, when they did not recognize the 
Zionists as a party or a State and were opposed 
to partition. The Arab States were always 
ready to negotiate with the United Nations 
on the maintenance of peace, as was their duty, 
but there were not going to be any other nego
tiations. This was not a question of obstinacy 
but of conviction, it was the principle on which 
the Arabs based their position. 

The Security Council had from the first based 
its actions on the sound principle that the 
fighting in Palestine should cease and that no 
party should he allowed to benefit from the 
cease-fire or through violations of it. But the 
Zionists had occupied the territory which they 
presently held since 15 l\Iay in violation of the 
Security Council's cease-fire orders and had thus 
gained both a political and military advantage. 
The Zionists knew that if they confronted the 
United Nations with a fait accompli, they could 
not be challenged. As an example, he cited the 
Security Council's resolution (S/1070) of 4 No
vember 1948, and stated that the Zionists seemed 
to have accepted it but had given no proof of 
carrying it out. Egypt was not accusing the 
Security Council of bias, as had been said, but 
of something worse than bias, namely, of not 
carrying out its obligations under the Charter, 
because it was submitting to force. If the 
Council could not handle such a small military 
matter as the fighting in Palestine, what could 
it handle ? Until the Security Council could 
stop the fighting in Palestine and prevent the 
flouting of its orders, there could be no assurance 
of any solution for the Palestine problem or any 
other question . 

It had been argued that the Arabs should 
not worry about a Zionist danger to peace in 
the Middle East. However, it was not a matter_ 
of one or two million Jews in Palestine, as had 
been argued, but of the Zionist forces throughout 
the world which included millions of Jews and 
millions of others actively supporting them. 
He was surprised that any one should contend 
that Zionism was not a menace when hundreds of 
thousands of Arabs had been systematically 
deprived of their property, driven from their 
homes and made destitute. He acknowledged 
with gratitude that the United Nations was 
trying to give assistance to the refugees but 
without being ungrateful, it had to be noted that 
that assistance was limited. These people who 
were seeing their children die and who would 
suffer even more cruelly during the coming 
winter had the right to go back to their homes ; 
it was often painful to depend on charity. Zionist 
aggression was directed not only against the 
peoples of the Middle East, but against the 

cette resolution ; il a en vue notamment Ia 
resolution 186 (S-2) prise par l'Assemblee le 
14 mai 1948, oil il est question d'une fac;on 
nouvelle d'aborder Ja solution du probleme. 

II demande cgalement avec qui les Arabes 
sont censes entamer des negociations directes, 
et a quel sujet; en efiet, ils refusent de reconnaitre 
le parti et I'Etat sionistes et ils s'opposent au 
partage de la Palestine. Les Etats arabes sont 
toujours prets a negocier avec !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies au sujet du maintien de Ia paix; 
c'est Ia leur devoir. Mais ce sont la les seules 
negociations auxquelles ils se preteront. II ne 
s'agit pas d'obstination, mais de conviction, il 
s'agit du principe meme sur lequel est fondee 
!'attitude des Arabes. 

Depuis le debut, la conduite du Conseil de 
securite a ete fondee sur le principe equitable 
suivant : les combats devaient cesser en Palestine, 
et aucune des deux parties ne devait pouvoir 
mcttre a profit la suspension des hostilites, ni 
obtenir des avantages en la violant. Or, le terri
toire que lcs sionistes occupent depuis le 15 mai, 
ils s'cn sont cmpare en violant l'ordre de cesser 
le feu donne par le Conseil de securite; ce faisant, 
ils ont obtenu a la fois des avantages politiques 
et militaircs. Les sionistes savaient qu'ils pour
raient mettre !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
devant un fait accompli, et cela avec impunite 
La preuve en est, selon l'orateur, la resolution 
(S/1070) du Conseil de securite du 4 novembre 
1948: les sionistes l'ont acceptee dans une 
certaine mesure, mais ne peuvent pas prouver 
qu'ils s'y sont conformcs. Contrairement aux dires 
de certains, l'Egyptc n'accuse pas le Conseil de 
securite de partialite ; elle !'accuse - ce qui 
est bien plus grave - de ne pas remplir ses 
obligations conformement a la Charte, puisqu'il 
se soumet a la force. Si le Conseil n'est pas 
capable de venir a bout d'un probleme militaire 
de peu d'ampleur, tel que les combats de Palestine, 
quels sont les problemes auxquels il pourra 
faire face? Tant que le Conseil de securite ne 
pourra pas mettre fin aux combats de Palestine 
et assurer le respect de ses ordres, on ne peut 
esperer qu'une solution intervienne pour la 
question de Palestine, pas plus que pour aucune 
autre question. 

On a affirme que les Arabes ne devaient pas 
s'inquieter du danger que le sionisme presente 
pour la paix dans le Moyen-Orient; or, il ne s'agit 
pas seulement, comme on l'a pretendu, d'un ou 
de deux millions de Juifs se trouvant en Pales
tine, mais des forces sionistes du monde entier, 
c'est-a-dire de nombreux millions de Juifs et de 
bien d'autres qui ont partie liee avec eux. M. Fawzi 
est surpris qu'on puisse pretendre que le sionisme 
ne constitue pas une menace, alors que des 
centaines de milliers d' Arabes ant ete systema
tiquement spolies, chasses de leurs foyers et 
livres a la misere. Il reconnait avec gratitude que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies s'efforce d'aider 
les refugies, mais l'on peut dire, sans faire pre~v,e 
d'ingratitude, que cette aide n'est pas consid~
rable. Ces gens qui voient leurs enfants mounr 
et qui sont destines a souffrir encore dava~tage 
au cours de l'hiver prochain ont le droit de 
retourner dans leurs foyers ; il est souvent peni~le 
de recevoir des secours charitables. L'agresswn 
sioniste est dirigee non seulement contre les 



United Nations itself. Before anything else 
the Arabs must know what measures would 
be taken for the maintenance of law and order 
and whether the refugees were to be allowed 
not merely to return to Palestine, but to return 
to a Palestine they could consider their own 
country. 

RIAD BEY SOLH (Lebanon) stated the position 
of his delegation which was that of all the other 
Arab States whose representatives had spoken 
before him. 

The recent statement by Mr. Shertok had 
served the Arab cause well, for it had revealed 
the real imperialist character of Zionism. Even 
before the J ewish State was created on the 
basis of the November resolution, Zionist ambition 
coveted the whole of Palestine where the Jews 
amounted to only-third of the population, and 
the independent State of Transjordan where not 
a single Jew lived. Mr. Shertok had also laid 
claim to an outlet on the Gulf of Aqaba which 
was of considerable strategic importance since 
it would provide the Jews with access to the 
Indian Ocean. Thus, Mr. Shertok had betrayed 
the real character of Zionism which was a colo
nizing undertaking, under the guise of a spiritual 
movement. For centuries nearly two million 
Jews had resided peacefully in the Arab countries, 
enjoying the protection of the authorities and 
the sympathy of the Arab peoples. Judaism 
had always been respected by the Arabs as a 
religious belief but the Arabs were categorically 
opp_osed to Zionism. 

The Lebanese representative rejected the 
Jewish claim to Western Galilee. He recalled 
that Mr. Shertok had endeavoured to justify 
J ewish aggression in that area in violation of the 
Security Council's truce by casting the respon
sibility for the situation upon the Arabs. On 
the basis of that fallacious argument, he had 
then attempted to prove that Jewish possession 
of Western Galilee was essential to the security 
of the so-called State of Israel. That the 
fighting in Galilee was the result of J ewish 
violation of the truce had been shown in the 
report of the Acting Mediatior (S/1071) delivered 
to the Security Council on 6 November, in which 
it was stated that the crisis had arisen as a result 
of Arab attempts to prevent the Jews from 
reinforcing their positions and carrying out 
incursions into Lebanese territory. In the same 
r eport it was recorded that Israeli forces had 
indulged in systematic large-scale pillage in 
which they had used army trucks. Thus the 
J ewish representatives were endeavouring to 
base their claims to Western Galilee on a situation 
resulting from violation of the truce and large
scale-pillage which had driven the Arab population 
from their homes. 

The Lebanese representative was glad to note 
that the representatives of France and Belgium 
had expressed concern for the Holy Places in 
Western Galilee which were very dear to Christian
ity. Despite the Jewish representative's asser
tion that the Holy Places had not suffered from 

peuples du Moyen Orient, mais contre !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies elle-meme. Les Arabes 
veulent savoir, avant tout, queUes mesures seront 
prises pour maintenir la loi et l'ordre ; il faut qu'ils 
sachent si l'on permettra aux refugies non seule
ment de revenir en Palestine, mais encore de 
revenir dans une Palestine qu'ils puissent consi
derer comme leur pays. 

RIAD Bey SoLH (Liban) declare que sa dele
gation partage l'attitude de tous les autres Etats· 
arabes dont les representants ont pris la parole 
avant lui. 

La declaration faite nkemment par M. Shertok 
a bien servi la cause arabe, en revelant le veri
table caractere imperialiste du sionisme. Meme 
avant que l'Etat juif eut ete cree, a Ia suite de la 
resolution adoptee au mois de novembre, les 
sionistes convoitaient !'ensemble de la Palestine 
oil les Juifs ne forment qu'un tiers de la popu
lation, ainsi que l'Etat independant de Trans
jordanie ou il n'y a pas un seul Juif. M. Shertok 
a egalement revendique un debouche sur le golfe 
d' Akaba, qui presente une importance strate
gique considerable puisqu'il permettrait aux Juifs 
l'acces a !'ocean Indien. De cette fa<;on, 
M. Shertok a divulgue le caractere veritable du 
sionisme, qui est une entreprise de colonisation 
qui voudrait se faire passer pour un mouvement 
a caractere spirituel. Pendant des siecles, pres 
de deux millions de Juifs ont habitt~ en paix Ies 
pays arabes, beneficiant de la protection des 
autorites et de la sympathie des peuples arabes. 
Les Arabes ont toujours respecte le juda'isme en 
tant que communaute religieuse, mais ils s'op
posent categoriquement au sionisme. 

Le representant du Liban rejette les droits que· 
les Juifs revendiquent sur la Galilee occidentale. 
Il rappelle que M. Shertok s'est efforce de justifier 
l'agression juive dans cette region, agression 
commise en violation de la treve instituee par 
Ie Conseil de securite, en rejetant sur les Arabes 
Ia responsabilite de la situation. II a essaye de 
prouver, en se fondant sur cet argument fal-· 
lacieux, que la possession de Ia Galilee occidentale 
etait indispensable a Ia securite de ce que I' on 
appelle l'Etat d' Israel. Le rapport du Mediateur 
par interim (S/1071) Soumis au Conseil de seen
rite Ie 6 novembre, montre que les combats qui 
se sont deroules en Galilee etaient dus au fait 
que les J uifs avaient vi ole la treve ; en effet, il 
ressort de ce rapport que la crise s'est produite 
a la suite d'une tentative faite par les Arabes pour 
empecher les Juifs de renforcer leurs positions 
et de faire des incursions en territoire libanais. 
Le meme rapport constate que les forces d' Israel 
se sont livrees au pillage sur une grande echelle en 
utilisant des camions militaires. Ainsi, les repre
sentants juifs essaient de fonder leurs reven
dications relatives a Ia Galilee occidentale sur une 
situation qui resulte de la violation de Ia treve 
et d'un pillage a grande echelle ; ce sont ces 
evenements qui ont force les Arabes a quitter 
leurs foyers. 

Riad Bey Sohl a la satisfaction de constater 
que les representants de la France et de la Bel
gique s'inquietent du sort des Lieux saints de 
Galilee occidentale, qui sont si chers a la chre
tiente. Contrairement a !'assertion du representant 
d'lsrael, les Lieux saints ont souffert de l'occu-



Zionist occupation, there was ample evidence 
to the contrary. Riad Bey Solh referred to a 
statement by the Papal Nuncio in Cairo denoun
cing the Zionist action. He also referred to the 
t estimony of monks and nuns who had fled into 
Lebanon and to the report to a Belgian pilgrim 
who had recently returned from Nazareth. 
He welcomed the gesture of the city of Liege 
which was sending assistance to Nazar-eth. 

H.iad Bey Solh considered that the new position 
adopted by the United Kingdom was a return 
to the Balfour tradition of support to Zionist 
claims. He found it especially regrettable ; 
for the Arabs, who had been led to believe that 
the old era of colonization had given way to the 
new doctrine of national self-determination and 
international morality, had thought that the 
United Kingdom had rejected the November W47 
resolution because the United Kingdomu upheld 
the rights of peoples to determine their own way 
of life. But now Mr. McNeil had ignored the 
interest of the Palestinians and had suggested 
to the Jewish representative that the Jews 
should accept Western Galilee, the most fertile 
area of Palestine, in exchange for the Negeb. 
Riad Bey Solh supported the statement of 
the Pakistan representative who had stressed 
the importance of the Negeb to the whole of 
Islam. 

The delegation of Lebanon was also apprehen
sive with regard to the proposals of the late 
l\lediator in respect of the frontiers of the Jewish 
State. If his proposals were accepted, the 
Jewish State would have an extensive frontier 
in common with Lebanon, the integrity of 
which would have to be guaranteed by the 
United Nations. Presumably, since the United 
Nations did not yet possess a military force, 
it would entrust the task to one or several 
:Member States. But Lebanon, which had fought 
since 1913 to attain its independence, would 
not relinquish any part of its sovereignty and 
would refuse to be bound by a treaty or inter
national agreement which might create a privi
leged position for any foreign Power. That 
was an added reason why Lebanon rejected 
partition. 

Riad Bey Solh wondered why the United 
States and the USSR had so consistently favoured 
partition, for their attitude did not seem to him 
to be dictated by considerations of law and 
justice. Perhaps it was because they supported 
Haganah which was commanded in part by 
former United States and British officers or the 
Stern group, whose members were largely recruited 
fron the International Brigade which had fought 
in Spain. 

The Lebanese delegation could not accept 
the view that the United Nations or any of its 
organs should recognize the State of Israel 
merely because it allegedly existed. If the 
United Nations were reduced to an office for the 
registration of faits accompli, it would be forsaking 
the basic principles of the Charter. It would 
be creating a precedent which would, in .the 
long run, result in the destruction of the Um~ed 
Nations. In fact it was not even a <<realist!~» 
policy for, as the late Mediator had stated lll 

pation sioniste ; de nombreux temoignages 
l'attestent. Riad Bey Johl rappelle d'autre part 
la declaration faite au Caire par Ie Nonce du 
Pape, qui denonce les actions des sionistes. Il se 
refere egalement au t emoignage de moines et de 
religieuses, refugiees au Liban, et au recit d'un 
pelerin beige recemment revenu de Nazareth. II 
salue le geste de la ville de Liege qui envoie des 
secours a cette cite. 

Riad Bey Sohl considere que la nouvelle position 
qu'a adoptee le Royaume-Uni marque un retour 
a la tradition de Balfour, consistant a soutenir les 
revendications sionistes. C'est Ia un fait particu
lierement regrettable aux yeux des Arabes, qui 
ont pu croire que les methodes anciennes de la 
colonisation avaient fait place a la doctrine 
nouvelle de Ia morale internationale de la liberte 
des peuples a disposer d'eux-memes, et qui sont 
maintenant amenes a penser que, si le Royaume
Uni a rej ete la resolution de novembre 1947, 
c'est parce qu'il soutenait le droit des peuples a 
decider eux-memes comment ils entendent vivre. 
M. McNeil ne s'est pas occupe des interets des 
habitants de la Palestine ; il a suggere au repre
sentant des juifs que ces derniers pourraient 
accepter, en echange du Negeb, la Galilee occi
dentale, qui est la region la plus fertile de Pales
tine. lei, Riad Bey Soh! confirme la declaration 
du representant du Pakistan qui a souligne !'im
portance que presente le Negeb pour tout l'Islam. 

La delegation du Liban eprouve aussi quelques 
apprehensions au sujet des propositions du feu 
Mediateur, concernant les frontieres de l'Etat 
juif. Si l'on acceptait ces propositions, l'Etat 
d'Israel aurait avec le Liban une frontiere com
mune assez longue, dont l'integrite devrait etre 
garantie par !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Comme celle-ci n'a pas encore de force armee, on 
peut presumer qu'elle confierait cette tache a un 
ou plusieurs Etats Membres de !'Organisation. 
Mais le Liban, qui a combattu depuis 1913 pour 
obtenir son independance, ne va pas renoncer, 
si peu que ce soit, a sa souverainete et ref~sera 
de se lier par un traite ou un accord internatiOnal 
qui assurerait a une Puissance et:angere un_e 
position privilegiee. C'est la une ra1son supple
mentaire pour Ie Liban de rejeter le plan de 
partage. . 

Riad Bey Sohl s'etonne que les Etats-Ums 
et l'URSS se prononcent avec tant de perse
verance en faveur du partage: leur attitude ne lui 
semble pas dictee par des considerations de 
justice et de Iegalite. Peut-etre peut-on en chercher 
la cause dans l'appui qu'ils fournissent a Ia Haga
nah dont I' encadrement est en partie assure par 
d'a~ciens officiers americains et britanniques, 
ou au groupe Stern, dont les membres. viennen~ 
en majeure partie de la Brigade internatwnale qm 
a combattu en Espagne. 

La delegation du Liban ne peu~ pas ac.cepter 
l'idee que !'Organisation des Natw.ns Un~es o.~ 
l'un de ses organes doive reconnaitre l :Etat d I.srael 
pour Ia seule raison que ~e ?er~ie~ s.em~Ie ex1s~er. 
Si !'Organisation se redmsmt m~s1 a n etre. qu un 
bureau d'enregistrement des faitS accomplis, elle 
renierait les principes fondame~taux ~e.la Charte. 
Et elle creerait un precedent qm aura1t a ~a ~o~gue 
pour effet de Ia ruiner elle-men:~· En re~ll~e, ce 
ne serait meme pas la une pohtique << realiste J>, 

car comme feu Ie Mediateur l'a dit dans son 
' 
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his report, the future of the Jewish State was 
extremely uncertain. The Arabs, by refusing 
all co-operation, would condemn it sooner or 
later to certain extinction. The Zionist effort was 
now largely financed by subsidies received from 
the United States and other countries and by 
the fruit of looting. But the Jews were realizing 
that they could not maintain a community 
under total mobilization. They were anxious 
for negotiations with the Arabs in order to avoid 
the inevitability of economic ruin. However, 
the Arabs could not be made to give their consent 
to any measure by force. Riad Bey Solh warned 
that if a Jewish State were finally created, 
there would follow a disastrous struggle between 
Arab and Jewish extremists. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) explained that 
his delegation's draft resolution had been revised 
(A/C.l/394/Rcv. 2) in the light of the valuable 
facts brought forward in the course of the discus
sion. Two main lines of criticism had been 
directed against the original draft resolution 
(A/C.l /394). It had been contended, first, that 
the draft resolution did not make sufficient 
provision for settlement by direct negotiations 
between the Arabs and the Jews, and second, 
that the discretion of the proposed conciliation 
commission had been unduly limited by the 
instruction that it should give effect to the 
recommendations contained in part I of the 
Mediator's report. 

In respect of the first criticism, Mr. McNeil 
said that his delegation would be very happy 
if the parties were able to reach an agreed final 
settlement on the basis of direct negotiations ; 
however, it did not think that there was any 
evidence to support such an optimistic attitude. 
No one who had listened to the sincere statements 
of the Arab and the Jewish representatives 
could hold any other view. The United Kingdom 
could not agree therefore that the Assembly 
should abandon its direct responsibility for 
future events in Palestine and rely primarily 
upon the possibility of agreement between the 
parties. Indeed, if direct negotiations were to 
take place, the Arabs would find themselves 
in a position of considerable inferiority as a 
result of the Jewish military successes. It was 
much more likely that the proposed negotiations 
would never begin. 

Mr. McNeil explained that the views which 
he had just outlined were primarily directed 
at the Australian draft resolution (A/C.l /396) 
which was based upon a proposal for direct 
negotiations. The Australian plan conferred 
upon the proposed conciliation commission a 
superficially impressive list of functions but, 
if the parties refused to negotiate, those functions 
could not be fulfilled. Even the boundary 
commission would be dependent upon some 
direct agreement between the Arabs and the 
Jews. Mr. McNeil found it difficult to conceive 
any substantial steps which a conciliation com
mission might take toinduce the parties to 
negotiate if they were not so disposed. It was 
therefore difficult for him to agree that the 

rapport, I'avenir de l'Etat juif est extremement 
.incertain. En lui refusant toute cooperation, Ies 
Arabes le condamneraient, tot ou tard, a dispa
raitre. Actuellement, !'effort sioniste est finance 
en grande partie par des subsides venus des 
Etats-Unis et d'autres pays, ainsi que par le fruit 
des pillages. Les Juifs se rendent compte cependant 
qu'ils ne peuvent pas maintenir longtemps une 
communaute sous un regime de mobilisation 
totale. Ils sont impatients de negocier avec les 
Arabes pour eviter la ruine economique, qui est 
inevitable. Mais les Arabes ne peuvent pas se 
laisser imposer un consentement par la force. 
Riad Bey Sohl met en garde la Commission contre 
les luttes desastreuses qui s'ensuivraient entre 
extremistes juifs et arabes si un .Etat juif etait cree 
definitivement. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) precise que la 
delegation britannique a revu son projet de reso
lution (A/C.l/394/Rev. 2) a la Iumiere des 
elements precieux d'information qu'ont fait appa~ 
raitre les debats. Au cours de ces derniers, le 
projet initial (AJC.l/394) a ete !'objet de critiques 
qui peuvent se ranger en deux categories. En 
premier lieu, on a allegue que ce pro jet ne prevoyait 
pas suffisamment la possibilite qu'un accord se 
conclue entre les Arabes et les Juifs par voie de 
negociations directes. D'autre part, on a dit que la 
liberte de mouvements de la commission de conci
liation projetee s'y trouvait exagerement limitee 
par l'intruction qui lui etait donnee de suivre les 
recommandations contenues dans la premiere 
partie du rapport du Mediateur. 

En ce qui ccincerne la premiere critique, 
M. McNeil declare que sa delegation serait tres 
heureuse si les parties pouvaient arriver a un 
reglement permanent par voie de negociations 
directes ; mais elle ne pense pas qu'il y ait rien 
dans la situation qui autorise a tant d'optimisme. 
Aucun de ceux qui ont entendu les declarations 
sans detours des representants arabes et juifs, 
ne peut etre d'un autre avis qu'elle a ce sujet. 
En consequence, le Royaume-Uni ne peut pas 
accepter que l'Assemblee se derobe aux respon
sabilites qui lui incombent directement au sujet 
des evenements futurs de Palestine, et qu'elle 
mette toute sa confiance dans la possibilite d'un 
accord entre les parties. En realite, si des nego
ciations directes devaient s'engager, les Arabes 
se trouveraient en etat de notable inferiorite a 
la suite des succes militaires que les Juifs sont 
remportes. Il est tres peu vraisemblable que les 
negociations qu'on propose aient jamais lieu. 

M. McNeil precise que les considerations qu'il 
vient de presenter brievement visent surtout le 
projet de resolution australien (AJC.l/396) qui 
com porte essentiellement une proposition de nego
ciations directes. Ce projet confere a la commis
sion de conciliation projetee un nombre de 
fonctions qui peut sembler impressionnant. Mais, 
la commission n'en remplira jamais une seule si 
les parties refusent de negocier. La commission 
des frontieres elle-meme dependra, pour son 
activite, d'un accord direct entre les Arabes et les 
Juifs. On ne peut guere concevoir, dit M. McNeil, 
les mesures utiles que pourrait prendre la commis
sion de conciliation pour pousser les deux 
parties a negocier, si ces dernieres n'y sont ya~ 
disposees. Aussi peut-il difflcilement consentir a 
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First Committee should pass its own responsi
bilities on to a commission which would almost 
certainly have to sit idly in Lake Success or 
Palestine watching a situation develop over 
which it could exert no formative influence 

In sub-paragraph 3 of the operative paragraph 
of the Australian draft resolution an attempt 
was made to meet the possibility of the Com
mi~sion's failure by inclusion of a provision 
that it should report to the next regular session 
of the Assembly " with a view to final deter
mination by the Assembly of the question ". 
But what might not happen in the interval 
before the Assembly next met? Furthermore, 
if the Australian delegation thought that all the 
Assembly could do was to appoint powerless 
commissions, then there did not seem to be 
much point in suggesting that it might reconsider 
the question in 1919. If, on the contrary, it 
was thought that the Assembly could take more 
positive action, there seemed to he no reason 
why it ~hould not take efTective action now. 
The United Kingdom delegation had studied 
the Australian draft resolution \Vith great care 
and was convinced of its good intentions, however, 
it did not lwlieve that it provided a practical 
solution for the problem. 

The second criticism directed against the 
original United Kingdom draft resolution had 
been that the proposed t erms of reference would 
restrict the conciliation commission's freedom 
of action. It had been argued that the Com
mission should have the right to depart from the 
frontier proposals of the Mediator's report 
if it found that agreement between the parties 
could more easily be obtained by some modifi
cation of those proposals. The United Kingdom 
delegation regarded that as an important and 
valid criticism and for that reason had sought 
to increase the proposed commission's discre
tionary powers by incorporating some of the 
language of the United States amendment 
to paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of the original draft 
resolution. 

It had not, however, incorporated all the 
language of the United States amendment. 
In particular, the United Kingdom delegation 
had been unable to accept in its entirety the 
text which had been proposed to replace para
graph 4, because it considered that the Assembly 
would be putting too heavy a burden on the 
commission if it failed to give it very clear 
general objectives. Mr. McNeil had felt it 
essential to introduce suitable language to make 
clear the three following principles : first, any 
settlement should reflect the General Assembly's 
consistency of purpose and should give effect 
to the <>eneral intentions of the November 1947 
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resolution ; second, in the absence of econom1c 
union, it was important to carry out the Mediat~r's 
recommendation that both the Arab and Jew1sh 
territories should be geographically self-contained; 
third, full weight should be given to the Mediator's 
conclusions concerning the most equitable means 
of giving efTect to those general principles. 

The necessity for including such a precise 
statement of purpose was, Mr. McNeil explained, 
clearly shown by the statements of the Israel 

ce que la Premiere Commission se decharge de 
ses responsabilites sur une commission qui 
presque certainement sera condamnee a demeurer 
inactive a Lake Success ou en Palestine, et a 
assister simplement a !'evolution d'une situation 
sur laquelle elle sera sans action. 

Au paragraphe 3 du dispositif du projet aus
tralien, on a essaye de prevenir la possibilite d'un 
echec de la Commission, en stipulant qu'elle 
ferait rapport a la prochaine session ordinaire 
de l'Assemblee « afin que cette derniere decide en 
dernier ressort de cette question ». Mais qu'est-ce 
qui ne peut pas se passer avant la prochaine 
session de l' Assemblee ? En outre, si Ia delegation 
de l'Australie a estime que tout ce que pouvait 
faire l' AssemblCe etait d'instituer des commissions 
inoperantes, il semble qu'il ne servirait pas a 
grand'chose de suggerer que l' Assemblee pourrait 
examiner a nouveau la question en 1949. Si, au 
contra ire, on pense que l' Assemblee a des mesures 
plus efficaces a prendre, on ne voit pas pourquoi 
elle ne le ferait pas des maintenant. La delegation 
du Royaume-Uni a mfi.rement etudie le projet de 
resolution de l' Australie; elle est con vain cue de 
ses bonnes intentions, mais ne pense pas qu'il 
apporte la solution pratique du probleme. 

La deuxieme critique qui a ete adressee au 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, sous sa 
forme initiale, est que les dispositions du mandat 
qui y est propose restreindraient la liberte d'action 
de la commission de conciliation. On a soutenu 
que la commission devrait a voir le droit des'ecarter 
des propositions du rapport du Mectiateur rela
tives aux frontieres, au cas ou l'on estimerait 
qu'une modification de ces propositions faci
literait l'accord des deux parties. La delegation 
du Royaume-Uni considere que c'est la unecritique 
importante et justifiee et c'est pourquoi _ elle 
a cherche a etendre les pouvoirs discretionnaires 
de la commission en introduisant dans son projet 
une partie du textc de l'amendement des E.tats
Unis, visant en particulier les paragraphes 3, 4 
et 5 du projet initial. 

On n'a pas, cependant, repris tous les termes 
de l'amcndement des Etats-Unis. En particulier, 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni n'a pu reprendre 
tout le texte propose en remplacement du para
graphe 4, parce qu'elle pense que ce serait, de la 
part de l'Assemblee, charger d'un fardeau trop 
lourd la commission que de ne pas lui fixer des 
buts generaux bien determines. M. McNeil_ a 
senti la necessite de recourir a des termes b1en 
choisis pour faire ressortir clairement les trois 
principes suivants : premierement, tout reglement 
devra affirmer la fermete des intentions de l'As
semblee generale, et donner effet a la resolution 
de novembre 1947 dans ses dispositions generales; 
deuxiemement, s'il n'y a pas union economique, 
il importe de suivre la recommandation du 
Mediateur, selon laquelle le territoire arabe et le 
territoire juif doivent l'un et l'autre former un 
tout geographique; troisiemement,_ il faut do?~er 
toute leur importance aux concluswns du Medm
teur concernant les moyens d'appliquer le plus 
equitablement ces principes generaux. ' --

Lcs declarations que le representant d Israel_ a 
faites a une precCdente seance, dit M. McNeil, 
ont bien .montre la necessite de preciser, dans le 
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representative at a previous meeting. Mr. McNeil 
had formerly misconstrued the position of Israel 
in respect of territorial allocation. From Mr. 
Eban's recent statement it now appeared that, 
while asserting its juridical right to the territory 
allocated to it by the November 1947 resolution, 
the Government of Israel regarded the remaining 
Arab areas as being still " a matter of international 
concern awaiting final disposition ". Mr. Eban 
apparently considered that because no Arab 
State had been created, there should be a second 
international division to decide the future of 
those territories. Mr. McNeil hoped that the 
Government of Israel would not take the strange 
view that the Arab territory of Palestine was a 
cake to the slices of which it had equal title with the 
adjacent Arab States. Mr. McNeil thought the 
Government of Israel should be asked not to take 
advantage of the supremacy which its present 
position afforded it, and which history would 
doubtless show arose primarily from the unwork
ability of the November 1947 resolution. He 
was sure that the Committee would wish to reaffirm 
the will of the United Nations that the territorial 
settlement in Palestine should be equitable and 
should take into account not only the future well
being of the Arab and Jewish peoples but also the 
repercussions which a continuation of the conflict 
would have throughout the Middle East and 
perhaps in even a wider area. 

Mr. McNeil believed that the Committee would 
find the language of the new paragraph 4 both 
clear enough to sustain the conciliation commis
sion's authority and flexible enough to give it 
the necessary discretion in the exercise of its 
functions. In view of the long history of unsuc
cessful attempts to find a solution to the Palestine 
problem, it would be naive to create yet another 
commission with no more precise directives and 
no more defined authority than to seek to create 
a will to negotiate. While he still thought 
that the emphasis should be placed on the 
Mediator's 'report, although not necessarily 
exclusively upon it, he urged the importance of 
issuing a fair and practical directive to the 
conciliation commission. Failure to do so would 
be to condemn it in advance to failure. 

In paragraph 2 of the revised draft resolution 
no important changes had been introduced 
because Mr. McNeil felt that it was consistent 
with the two new paragraphs which followed. 
The purpose of paragraph 2 was to request 
the Assembly to endorse the Mediator's conclusions 
not in detail but simply as a basis for a peaceful 
settlement. The paragraph had, however, been 
amended in order to emphasize the United 
Kingdom view that the Mediator's recommen
dations were a logical interpretation of the 
Assembly's will as expressed in the November 
resolution. 

In paragraph 6 of the revised draft resolution 
a change had been made to stress the importance 
of guarantees for the Holy Places outside the 
Jerusalem area. The suggestion now was that 
the conciliation commission should be empowered 
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projet de resolution, les intentions de la Commis
sion. M. McNeil avait auparavant mal compris 
la position d'Israel a l'egard des attributions de 
territoire. La recente declaration de M. Eban 
fait bien apparaitre que, tout en faisant valoir ses 
droits juridiques sur le territoire qui lui a ete 
attribue par Ia resolution de novembre 1947, le 
Gouvernement d'Israel considere que les autres 
regions arabes constituent encore « un sujet 
d'interet international en suspens, en attendant 
I' attribution definitive >>. M. Eban, manifestement, 
estime que, comme il n'a ete cree aucun Etat 
arabe, il doit y a voir, sur le plan international, une 
seconde repartition pour decider de l'avenir de 
ces territoires. M. McNeil espere que le Gouver
nement d'Israel ne va pas faire sienne cette 
etrange conception que le territoire arabe de 
Palestine est un gateau, au partage duquel il 
aurait droit au meme titre que les Etats arabes 
adjacents. Il faut, dit-il, demander au Gouver
nement d'Israel de ne pas profiter des avantages 
que lui donne sa situation actuelle, avantages qui 
resultent - l'histoire le prouvera sans aucun 
doute - du caractere inapplicable de la resolution 
de novembre 1947. Il a la certitude que la Com
mission tiendra a affirmer a nouveau la volonte 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies d'arriver a 
un reglement territorial equitable en Palestine, 
reglement qui tienne compte, non seulement du 
bien-etre futur des peuples arabe et juif, mais 
aussi des repercussions qu'aurait ·dans tout le 
Moyen Orient, et peut-etre meme dans une zone 
plus large, la persistance du conflit. 

M. McNeil pense que la Commission trouvera 
le texte du nouveau paragraphe 4 a la fois assez 
precis pour renforcer l'autorite de la commission 
de conciliation, et assez souple pour lui laisser 
toute la latitude dont elle a besoin dans l'exercice 
de ses fonctions. Apres la longue suite d'essais 
infructueux pour trouver une solution ala question 
palestinienne, il sera it naif de creer main tenant une 
autre commission qui n'aurait pas d'instructions 
plus claires ni de mandat plus precis que de 
chercher a faire naitre la volonte de negocier. 
Si M. McNeil continue de croire qu'il faut insister 
surtout sur le rapport du Mediateur - encore 
qu' on ne doive pas necessairement insister uni
quement sur lui- il tient a sonligner !'importance 
qu'il y a a donner a la commission de conciliation 
des instructions pratiques et justes. Ne pas le 
faire serait la condamner d'avance a l'echec. 

Aucun changement important n'a ete apporte 
au paragraphe 2 du pro jet revise de resolution; 
M. McNeil estime en effet, qu'il y a suite logique 
entre ce paragraphe et les deux paragraphes 
nouveaux qui suivent. Le paragraphe 2 a pour objet 
d'inviter 1' Assemblee a accepter les conclusions 
du Mediateur, non pas dans leur detail, mais 
simplement comme base d'un reglement pacifique. 
II a cependant ete modifie pour faire ressortir 
cette idee, enoncee par la delegation britannique, 
que les recommandations du Mediateur etaient 
!'interpretation logique de la volonte de l'As
semblee, telle qu'elle a trouve son expression 
dans la resolution de novembre 1947. 

Au paragraphe 6 du projet revise de resolution 
une modification a ete apportee pour souligner 
!'importance de pourvoir a la garantie des sites 
et edifices religieux situes en dehors de la region 
de Jerusalem. Ce qu'on suggere maintenant c'est 



to call upon the political authorities concerned 
to give appropriate guarantees for the protection 
of and free access to all Holy Places. In para
graph 7 a new clause had been introduced 
inviting the Security Council to take further steps 
to ensure demilitarization of Jerusalem without 
delay. That previous eiTorts had met with little 
success had been largely the result of the tension 
resulting from the truce. It was obvious that 
demilitarization of Jerusalem was an essential 
step in establishing an international regime 
and it was to be hoped that the signing of an 
armistice would create a more auspiciOus 
atmosphere for solving the problem. 

Mr. McNeil thought it might well be found 
desirable for the conciliation commission to 
establish its headquarters in Jerusalem since 
one of its major tasks would be the establishment 
of the international regime. 

He did not think that the Committee would 
approve the suggestion· which Mr. Eb?-n had 
made that the Jewish New City outside the walls 
of the Holy City of Jerusalem should be incor
porated in the State of Israel. The disadvantages 
of such a measure were : first, it would make 
possible the construction of modern buildings 
in the immediate vicinity of the Old City and 
thus remove its distinction ; secondly by the fact 
that any international administration limited 
to the Old City would be completely dominated 
by its immediate neighbour because the civic 
services of J erusalem such as water supply and 
drainage had been planned for the city as a whole ; 
thirdly, and the most serious consideration, the 
existence of an isolated part of the State of 
Israel entirely surrounded by Arab or international 
t erritory would probably be a source of constant 
friction and a threat to the tranquility and 
perhaps the security of Jerusalem. The United 
Kingdom Government attached the greatest 
importance to a strong declaration by the Assemby 
that the whole of the Jerusalem area should be 
established as international territory. 

Mr. McNeil did not propose to deal with the 
minor verbal changes in paragraphs 8 and 9 of 
the revised draft resolution, which he thought 
were self-explanatory. 

He opposed the United States amendment 
to paragraph 10 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution because he considered that it would 
weaken that important paragraph which dealt 
with the question of Arab refugees. The members 
of the Committee who had heard earnest appeals 
on behalf of the refugees, in particular, that 
made by the representative of Pakistan, would 
surely agree that the Assembly should give the 
utmost authority possible to those whose task 
it would be to maintain the rights of the refugees 
and to secure for them some redress for the 
sufiering which they had borne as a result of the 
Palestine conflict. Mr. McNeil explained that 
an addition had been made at the end of the 
paragraph in order to avoid any ~ppearance 
of conflict between the recommendatwns of the 

que la commission de conciliation ait le pouvoir 
de demander aux autorites interessees de fournir 
des garanties suffisantes en ce qui concerne la 
protection de tous les Lieux Saints et le libre 
acces a ccs Lieux. Au paragraphe 7, une nouvelle 
clause a etc introduite, invitant le Consil de 
securite a prendre de nouvelles mesures pour 
assurer sans delai Ia demilitarisation de Jerusalem. 
Si les eiTorts qui ont ete faits precCdemment dans 
ce sens n'ont eu que peu de succes, cela resulte 
en grande partie de la tension provoquee par la 
treve. De toutc evidence la demilitarisation de 
Jerusalem est une mesure essentielle dans l'eta
blissement d'un regime international et il faut 
espcrer que la signature d'un armistice creera 
une atmosphere plus favorable a la solution du 
probleme. 

M. McNeil pense qu'il pourrait etre desirable 
que la commission de conciliation installe son 
quartier general a Jerusalem meme, puisque l'une 
de ses principales taches sera l'etablissement du 
regime international. 

Il ne pense pas que la Commission voudra 
approuver la suggestion faite par M. Eban, selon 
laquelle Ia Ville nouvelle juive, situee en dehors 
des murs de la Ville sainte de Jerusalem devrait 
etre incorporee dans l'Etat d'lsrael ; cette mesure 
aurait plusieurs inconvenients ; d'abord, et cela 
est tres important, elle permettrait de batir des 
immeubles modernes dans le voisinage immediat 
de Ia Ville Vieille ce qui enleverait a celle-d son 
caractere, en second lieu, toute administration 
internationale limitee a la Ville Vieille serait sons 
la complete dependance de sa voisine immediate, 
etant donne que les services municipaux de 
Jerusalem, tels que l'approvisionnement en eau 
et le systeme d'egouts, ont ete etablis selon un 
plan qui comprend tout !'ensemble de la ville ; 
troisiemement - et c'est la le plus grave -
!'existence d'une partie isolee de l'Etat d'lsrael, 
au milieu d'un territoire arabe ou international 
qui l'cntourerait completement, donnerait lieu 
probablement a des frictions constantes, menac;ant 
Ia tranquilite, et peut-etre meme la securite d~ 
Jerusalem. Le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uru 
attache la plus haute importance a ce que l' As
semblee declare energiquement que !'ensemble d_e 
la zone de Jerusalem doit etre constitue en tern
toire international. 

M. McNeil ne s'arrete pas aux Iegeres modifi
cations de style qui ont ete apportees aux para
graphes 8 et 9 du projet revise de resolution, et 
qui, pense-t-il, s'expliquent d'elles-memes. 

II s'eleve contre l'amendement propose par les 
Etats-Unis au paragraphe 10 du projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni; il estime, en effet, qu:un 
tel amendement affaiblirait ce paragraphe rm
portant, qui traite de la question des ref?gies 
arabes. Les membres de la Commission, qui ont 
entendu depressants appels en faveur des ref~gies, 
en particulier celui du representant du Pakistan, 
s'accorderont certainement a reconnaltre que 
l'Assemblee doit donner le plus d'autorite possible 
a ceux qui ont pour tache de sauvegarder les 
droits des refugies et de leur assurer quelq':es 
compensations pour les pertes qu'ils o_nt. sn_bies 
du fait du conflit palestinien. M. McNeil mdique 
qu'une addition a ete faite a la fin du J"'a~agraphe 
pour parer a tout semblant de co~tradictiOn _en~re 
les recommandations de la Premiere CommiSSIOn 
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First Committee and those of the Third Com- I et celles de la Troisieme Commission sur le meme 
~ittee on the same s~bject. In that a~~ti?n, sujet. Dans ce passage ajoute, on propose de donner 
It was proposed to mstruct the conc1hat10n pour instructions a la commission de conciliation 
commission to co-operate with the Director of de cooperer avec le Directeur de !'Aide des Nations 
the United Nations Relief for Palestine Refugees. Unies aux refugies de Palestine. II espere que la 
He hop.ed th~t, after reflection, the United States delegation des Etats-Unis pourra, apres reflexion, 
delegatiOn m1ght be able to accept the amended accepter le paragraphe ainsi modifle. 
paragraph. 

Mr. McNeil said that he welcomed further 
discussion of the revised draft resolution and 
would be willing to accept additional amendments 
if it were possible to do so without altering the 
underlying principles of the United Kingdom 
position. 

In conclusion, he reminded the Committee 
of the little success which had attended the 
Assembly's efforts during the previous twelve 
months. In adopting the November resolution, 
the Assembly had been motivated by three main 
objectives : first, to avoid physical conflict in 
Palestine ; second, to afford a political expression 
to Zionism ; and third, to find homes and refuge 
for 100,000 Jewish refugees. However, in spite 
of everything, it had been found impossible 
to avoid war. The State of Israel, as it had been 
created, was not a political expression acceptable 
to many Governments, to the Arabs or even 
to some of the Zionist representatives themselves. 
In order to find homes for 100,000 Jewish refugees, 
about 500,000 innocent Arab civilians had been 
dispossessed. 

Mr. McNeil explained that his only purpose 
in dwelling upon past failures was to induce 
the Committee not to flinch from the complex 
task before it nor to seek escape from the burden 
of responsibility which lay upon every member. 
To adopt a more general resolution which took 
no account of past events would be to condemn 
the conciliation commission and the Assembly 
itself to certain failure. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED 
AND THIRTEENTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 25 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

82. Continuation of the discussion on 
the progress report of the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine 
(A/648) 

Mr. HAIDAR (Transjordan) proposed to reply to 
certain Zionist allegations which might have given 
a wrong impression of the situation. He recalled 
that a few days ago the Zionist representative had 
declared that Jewish expansion was a fiction. He 
had thus tried to convince the Committee that the 
Arabs were using Jewish territorial ambitions in 
order to create fears which he declared to be 
unfounded. It should be remembered that many 
eminent Zionists had spoken of Jewish expansion 
from the Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf and 

M. McNeil ajoute qu'il serait heureux qu'une 
nouvelle discussion s'engageat au suj et du projet 
revise de resolution; il serait dispose a accepter 
des amendements supplementaires, s'il etait 
possible de le faire sans changer les principes sur 
lesquels se fonde la position du Royaume-Uni. 

II conclut en rappelant a la Commission que 
les efforts de l' Assemblee, au cours des douze mois 
precedents, n'ont eu que peu de succes. En adop
tant sa resolution de novembre 1947, l'Assemblee 
avait trois buts principaux : premierement, eviter 
un conflit arme en Palestine ; deuxiemement, 
donner au sionisme une expression politique, et 
troisiemement, trouver pour 100.000 refugies 
juifs des foyers ou des abris. Cependant, il a ete 
impossible, malgre tout, d'eviter la guerre. L'Etat 
d'Israel, tel qu'il a ete cree, n'est pas une ex
pre~sion politique qui soit acceptable pour nombre 
de Gouvernements, pour les Arabes, ni meme pour 
certains des representants sionistes eux-memes. 
Afin de trouver des foyers pour 100.000 refugies 
juifs, pres de 500.000 civils arabes innocents ont 
ete depossedes. 

M. McNeil explique que son seul but, en in
sistant sur les echecs passes, est de convaincre la 
Commission qu' elle ne do it pas reculer devant la 
tache difficile qui s'offre a elle, ni chercher a se 
decharger de la responsabilite qui incombe a 
chacun de ses membres. Adopter une banale 
resolution generale, qui ne tiendrait pas compte 
des evenements passes, serait condamner la com
mission de conciliation, et l'Assemblee generale 
elle-meme. a un echec certain. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-TREIZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 25 novembre 1948, a 15 heures 

President.· M. A. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivie) 

82. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des N a
tions Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

Mr. HAIDAR (Transjordanie) se propose de 
repliquer a certaines 'allegations sionistes qui ont 
pu donner une impression erronee de Ia situation. 
11 rappelle qu'il y a quelques jours, le repre
sentant sioniste a declare que !'expansion juive 
etait une invention. De cette fac;on, ce dernier 
voulait convaincre la Commission que les Arabes 
faisaient etat des ambitions territoriales juives, 
de fac;on a faire naitre des apprehensions qu'il 
declare etre sans fondement. L'orateur fait 
remarquer a ce sujet que de nombreux sionistes 
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from the Nile to the Euphrates. In particular 
Mr. Shertok had stated on 15 November that the 
territory which had been promised to the Jews 
since 19-17 had been successively reduced from 
4-1,000 square miles to 5,579 square miles, and 
he had complained that part of the territory 
which belonged to the Jewish national home had 
been taken away. In other words, Mr. Shertok 
regretted that Transjordan was excluded from the 
Zionist expansion zone. The fact was that 
Zionists were longing to take what they coveted 
at the first opportunity. He quoted a letter from 
Sir Harold l\lacl\lichael, formerly High Commis
sioner for Palestine, to the Times, in which 
Sir Harold had said that Palestine, with or 
without Transjordan, had not been promised to 
the Jews in 1917 as the Jewish national home. 
\Vhat had been promised was simply a national 
home in Palestine, with the proviso that nothing 
should be done to prejudice the civil and religious 
rights of existing non-Jewish communities in 
Palestine, that was to say, the vast majority of its 
inhabitants. 

In fact, the Jews were laying claim simulta
neously to Galilee and the Negcb. Furthermore, 
they were claiming an outlet on the Gulf of Aqaba. 
Dr. :Magnus, a prominent Zionist, had declared 
that what was not granted to the Jews 
freely they would take by force. Again, on 
15 November, Mr. Shertok had stated that Israel 
would prefer the setting up of an Arab State in 
Palestine rather than see the Mediator's proposal 
for fusion with Transjordan implemented. In the 
first place, l\Ir. Shertok was not the spokesman of 
the Arabs in Palestine, and he probably expressed 
that opinion because the Zionists considered an 
Arab State in Palestine would be an easier prey 
in their subsequent expansion. 

Turning to the question of the armed inter
vention by the Arabs in Palestine and the actions 
of the Arab Legion from Transjordan, Mr. Haidar 
reminded the Committee that, during the Mandate, 
and as a result of the massacres committed by 
Jewish terrorists, the Arabs had been obliged to 
go to the assistance of their kin. King Abdullah 
could not, therefore, be blamed for having done 
his utmost to help his brethren of Palestine. 

The representative of Transjordan denied the 
argument that a whole nation should not be made to 
suffer for acts of terrorism carried out by a mino
rity, particularly when the responsible authorities, 
in that case the Jewish Agency, had condemned 
those acts. He wondered whether, in fact, those 
terrorists had been so few in number and had not, 
perhaps, represented the unspoken wish of the 
Jewish population. How had the Jewish author
ities, who had condemned the acts of those 
terrorists, been able at the same time to use those 
gangs and recognize them as a fighting force? 
When they had marched into P:1lestine, the s?le 
object of the Arab armies had been to re-establish 
Jaw and order in that country. It would be well 
to remember that if the Arab Legion had not 
adhered to the instructions of the Security Council, 
the Jews might have had a different story to tell 
today. In conclus_ion, Mr. Ha.idar categorically 
denied that any differences existed between the 
Kingdom of Transjordan and the other Arab States. 

cminents ont parlc de !'expansion juive, de la 
Mediterranee au Golfe Persique et du Nil a 
l'Euphrate. M. Shertok, notamment, a declare, 
le 15 novembre, que le territoire qui avail ete 
promis aux Juifs depuis 1917 a successivement ete 
reduit de 44.000 miles carres a 5.579 miles carres 
et il s'est plaint, en outre, qu'une partie du terri
loire qui revenait au Foyer national juif lui ait ete 
ravie. En d'autres termes, M. Shertok regrette 
que la Transjordanie soit exclue de la zone 
d'expansion sioniste. En somme, le sionisme 
nourrit le dcsir de prendre a la premiere occasion 
ce qu'il ambitionne. Le representant de la Transjor
danie cite, a ce sujet, une lettre de Sir Harold 
MacMichael, ancien haut commissaire pour la 
Palestine, au journal Times, dans laquelle 
Sir Harold indique que la Palestine, sans ou avec 
Ia Transjordanie, n'a pas etc promise aux Juifs en 
1917, comme Foyer national. 11 leur a ete promis 
simplement un Foyer national en Palestine, a 
condition de ne pas porter prejudice aux droits 
civils et rcligieux des communautes non juives 
ctablies en Palestine, a savoir la grande majorite 
de Ia population. 

En fait, les Juifs rcclament simultanement la 
Galilee et le Negeb. Ils reclament, en plus, un 
debouche sur le golfe d'Akaba. Le Dr Magnus, 
sioniste eminent, a declare que ce que I' on n'accor
derait pas aux Juifs volontairement serait conquis 
par eux, par la force. De plus, M. Shertok, le 
15 novembre, a declare qu'il prefererait Ia creation 
d'un Etat arabe en Palestine ala realisation de la 
proposition du Mediateur tendant a la fusion avec 
la Transjordanie. Tout d'abord, M. Shertok n'est 
pas le porte-parole des Arabes en Palestine mais, 
s'il emet cette opinion, c'est probablement parce 
que les sionistes considerent qu'un Etat arabe en 
Palestine constituerait une proie facile pour leur 
expansion ulterieure. 

Passant a la question de !'intervention des 
armees Arabes en Palestine, et au role de la legion 
arabe de Transjordanie, l'orateur rappelle a la 
Commission que, meme au cours du mandat, a la 
suite de massacres commis par les terroristes j uifs, 
les Arabes se sont trouvcs dans la necessite de 
venir au secours de leurs freres. Le roi Abdullah, 
par consequent, ne pourrait etre blame pour s'etre 
efforce d'aider ses freres arabes en Palestine. 

Le representant de la Transjordanie refute 
ensuite !'argument suivant lequel on ne peut 
condamner une nation entiere a cause du terro
risme exerce par une minorite, specialement quand 
les autorites responsables, en I'espece l'Agence 
juive, ont condamne ses actes. II se demande, a ce 
sujet, si ces terroristes etaient peu nombreux ets'ils 
ne representaient pas la volonte inexprimee. d~ Ia 
population juive. Comment les autorites J~Ives 
qui ont condamne les activites de ces terronstes 
ont-elles pu, en meme temps, utiliser ces bandes 
et les consicterer comme une force armee ? En 
entrant en Palestine, Ies armees arabes avaient 
pour unique but de retablir I'ordre et la paix .d~ns 
ce pays. II serait bon de se rappeler qu: s1 la le?wn 
arabe ne s'etait pas conformee aux mstruct~ons 
du Conseil de securite, Ies Juifs donnera1ent 
aujourd'hui une version bien differente des faits. 
Pour terminer, l'orateur nie de la fa<;on la plus 
formelle que des divergences existent entre Ie Roy
aume de Transjordanie et les autres Etats arabes 
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Mr. JoRMERD (Iraq) expressed the belief that the 
discussion had contributed to a humane and equit
able solution of the Palestine problem, in so far 
as the arguments on both sides had been made 
clearer. The thesis upheld by the Arab States 
stemmed from the principles of the Charter and 
considered the partition of Palestine as a threat 
to the peace of the world. That thesis was 
legally and morally irrefutable ; moreover, it had 
not been contested, but what was strange was 
that it had not been taken into consideration. 

The alleged realistic policy of admitting the 
fait accompli was not so homogeneous, because it 
sprang from various motives and intentions. It 
was based on recognition of the existence of the 
State of Israel and on the resulting necessity for the 
Arabs to accept that accomplished fact and shake 
hands with the Jews. That argument did not 
settle all the difficulties, because the frontiers 
were still not established. In fact, that 
" realistic " line of reasoning took into account 
only some of the realities but not the most 
important ones, and amounted to the adoption 
of a partition plan. 

Mr. J ormerd warned the Committee of the 
danger which lay in the acceptance by the United 
Nations of an established fact, which would put a 
premium on aggression in defiance of all principles 
of justice. By such acceptance the prestige of the 
United Nations might rapidly be compromised. 
Partition, whether resulting from the resolution 
of November 1947, or from the Mediator's recom
mendations, would necessarily upset the life of the 
country and provoke war in Palestine. In 
defending their brothers in Palestine, the main 
object of the Arabs was the cause of peace and the 
strengthening of the United Nations. They could 
not and would not do otherwise than oppose the 
threat implicit in the partition plan. 

Finally, he stated that, in spite of the flow of 
arms to the Zionists and the possibility that the 
conflict engendered by partition would worsen, the 
initial success of the Jews would be changed to 
defeat, because it was inconceivable that a group 
of foreigners should impose their will on 40 million 
men who were sure of the justice of their cause 
and 'confident of the future. 

Mr. SHUKAIRY (Arab Higher Committee) said 
that the basic principles underlying the draft 
resolutions which had been submitted were conci
Hation and partition. He would not invoke the 
principles of justice and democracy, nor the decla
rations made in the last thirty years concerning 
the right of Palestine to become a sovereign State. 
Since some representatives had supported the 
Jewish claims on the basis of facts and the accep
tance of faits accomplis, it was essential to regard 
the question from that point of view and to show 
that the Arab contention was based at present and 
would be based in the future upon facts and 
realities. 

Analyzing the idea of partition, he said that it 
amounted to a political surgical operation. A 
surgical operation was only undertaken if there 
was no other treatment possible. He wondered 
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M. JoRMERD (Irak) estime que les debats ont 
apporte un element equitable et humain a Ja 
solution du probleme de la Palestine, dans la 
mesure oil les theses en presence se sont precisees. 
La these defendue par les Etats arabes se recom
mande des principes de la Charte pour prouver 
que le partage de la Palestine constituerait une 
menace a la paix du monde. Cette these ale merite 
d'etre irrefutable juridiquement et moralement. 
Elle n'est du reste pas contestee, mais, ce qui est 
curieux, elle n'a pas non plus ete prise en consi
deration. 

D'autre part, Ia these pretendfiment realiste du 
fait accompli ne presente pas le meme degre 
d'homogeneite, car elle procede de mobiles et 
d'intentions diverses. Elle se fonde sur la consta
tation de l'existence de l'Etat d'Israel et sur la 
necessite, par voie de consequence, pour 1es Arabes, 
de se soumettre a cet etat de fait et de tendre ]a 
main aux Juifs. Cette these ne resoud pas toutes 
les difficultes, car les frontieres restent indeter
minees. En fait, cette these (( realiste » ne tient 
compte que de certaines n~alites, mais pas des plus 
importantes ; elle se ramene essentiellement a 
l'adoption d'un plan de partage. 

L'oratoor attire !'attention de la Commission 
sur le danger qu'encourt !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies en legitimant un fait accompli, en offrant 
une prime a l, agression contrairement a tout 
sentiment de justice. De cette fa~ton, le prestige 
de !'Organisation pourrait etre rapidement 
compromis. Le partage, qu'il resulte de la reso
lution du mois de novembre 1947, ou des recom
mandations du Mediateur, entrainera necessai
rement un desequilibre et amenera la guerre en 
Palestine. En defendant leurs freres de Palestine, 
les Arabes ont surtout en vue la cause de la paix 
et le renforcement de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Ils ne peu.vent et ne pourront que s'opposer 
a la menace implicitement contenue dans le plan 
de partage. · 

Le representant de I' Irak conclut en affirmant 
que malgre l'affiux d'armes pour Ies sionistes et la 
possibilite d'aggravation du conflit ne du partage, 
le succes initial des Juifs se transformera en defaite 
car i1 est inconcevable qu'une bande d'etrangers 
puisse imposer son point de vue a 40 millions 
d'hommes sfirs de leur bon droit et confiants en 
leur destin. 

M. SHUKAIRY (Haut Comite arabe) fait 
remarquer que les principes de base des propo
sitions qui ont ete presentees sont la conciliation 
et le partage. L'orateur ne veut pas invoquer, ace 
sujet, les principes de justice et de democratic, 
pas plus que les declarations faites depuis trente 
ans, relatives au droit de la Palestine de devenir un 
Etat souverain. Puisque des representants ont 
appuye les revendications juives en se basant sur 
les faits et en sanctionnant les faits accomplis, il 
importe d'envisager la question sous cet angle et 
d'indiquer que la lutte nationale des Arabes est 
basee, dans le present et pour l'avenir, sur des 
faits et sur des realites. 

Analysant la notion de partage, le representant 
du Haut Comite arabe fait remarquer qu'il s'agit 
la d'une operation chirurgicale d'ordre politique. 
Or une operation chirurgicale ne s'effectue que 



whether alternative treatment of the Palestine 
question had really been sought. 

Palestine was holy ground for the whole world ; 
cYery corner of it was filled with religious memories, 
its very name was the Holy Land. It was a 
religious and political duty for all Moslems to 
defend Palestine, as it was sacred for Christians, 
Jews and l\Ioslems alike. No complaints had been 
made when Palestine was under Arab sovereignty ; 
complaints had only started with the inception of 
Zionism and the bombing of the Holy Places. It 
was significant that the Jewish representative had 
recently declared that the bombings had been 
inevitable, which was hardly surprising since the 
Zionists were terrorists. The faithful of all 
religions should understand that partition of 
Palestine would militate against the security of 
the Holy Places. 

He emphasized that Palestine was an integral 
part of the Arab world ; it was a gateway to Asia, 
a port on the Mediterranean, the keystone of the 
Middle East and the bridge between Asia, Africa 
and Europe. Security in Palestine was therefore 
of paramount importance. Only partition could 
disturb that security. In that part of the world 
more than elsewhere, unity was required. 

Turning to the arguments which had been 
put forward in support of partition, the represen
tative of the Arab Higher Committee recalled 
that it had been said that the Jews could not agree 
to being a minority in a unitary State. He asked 
whether the representative of Canada believed 
that partition would ensure the independence of 
the two communities. He added that the question 
of partition had not been considered from the 
point of view of its practicability. The United 
Nations Special Committee on Palestine 
and the Mediator had studied the problem 
only in the light of principles. It should be 
remembered that a British Commission had been 
convinced, in 1937, of the necessity of partition 
in Palestine, for reasons of principle, but that, in 
1938 a technical commission had condemned 
partition as unworkable. Today, apart from 
reasons of justice and equity, partition was as 
unworkable as it had been in 1938. Palestine was 
a small country, 50 per cent desert, 30 per cent 
hills and mountains and 20 per cent plains 
adjoining the sea; it was poor in mineral resources 
and had no industrial future. The Arabs made 
up 66 per cent of the population and. the Jews 
owned no more than 7 per cent of the whole area. 
In the 16 sub-districts of Palestine, with the 
exception of Tel Aviv, the Jews were in the 
minority, both in population and in land 
ownership. In the circumstances, could it be said 
that the facts were being considered when it was 
suogested that a Jewish State should be set up 
with an Arab majority both in population and 
territory ? Was it suggested that the Arab 
majority should be dominated by the Jewish 
minority? If the fact that the Jews did not 
·wish to be in the minority was used as a reason for 
partition, the Arabs could claim, in turn and for 
the same reason, that an Arab State should be 
set up ·within the frontiers of the Jewish State. 

s'il n'y a pas d'autre remede. A-t-on cependant 
recherche s'il n'y avait pas d'autres remedes a la 
question de Palestine ? 

La Palestine est sacree pour le monde entier ; 
tout son territoire est peuple de souvenirs reJigieux, 
son nom meme est << la Terre Sainte». C'est un 
devoir religieux et politique pour tous les 
musulmans de defendre la Palestine, car elle est 
sacree a la fois pour les chretiens, pour les juifs 
et pour les musulmans. Aucune plainte n'a ete 
formulee quand la Palestine etait sous la souve
rainete des Arabes. Les plaintes ont commence 
seulement avec l'arrivee du sionisme et le 
Jancement de bombes contre les lieux saints. Il est 
signiflcatif de constater, a ce sujet, que le repre
sentant juif a declare recemment que ces faits 
etaient inevitables, ce qui n'est pas etonnant, 
puisque les sionistes sont des terroristes. Tous les 
croyants, a quelque religion qu'ils appartiennent, 
devraient comprendre que le partage de la 
Palestine s'opposerait a la protection des Lieux 
saints. 

L'orateur souligne en outre que Ia Palestine 
est partie integrante du monde arabe ; c'est une 
porte vers I' Asie, un port sur la Mediterranee, la 
clef de voute du Moyen Orient et un pont entre 
I' Asie, l' Afrique et !'Europe. La securite en Pales
tine est done fondamentale. Seul le partage 
pourrait troubler cette securite. Dans cette partie 
du monde, plus qu'ailleurs, !'unite est necessaire. 

Passant aux arguments invoques en faveur du 
partage, Ie representant du Haut-Comite arabe 
rappellc qu'on a dit que les Juifs ne pouvaient 
consentir a etre unc minorite dans un Etat unitaire. 
II demande ensuite au representant du Canada s'il 
croit que le partage assurera l'independance des 
deux communautcs. II ajoute que la question du 
partage n'a pas etc etudil~e pratiquement ; la 
Commission spcciale des Nations Unies en Pales
tine et le Mediateur ont etudie le probleme a la 
seule lumiere des principes. Il est bon de rappeler 
a ce sujet qu'une commission britannique, en 
1937, fut convaincue de la necessite du partage 
en Palestine, pour des raisons de principe, mais 
qu'en 1938, une commission technique condamna 
lc partage parce qu'il etait irrealisable en fait. 
Aujourd'hui, en dehors des raisons de justice et 
d'equite, le partage s'avere aussi irrealisable 
qu'en 1938. En effet, la Palestine est un petit Etat 
comprenant 50 pour 100 de deserts, 30 pour 100 de 
collines et montagnes et 20 pour 100 de plaines en 
bordure de la mer; elle est pauvre en ressources 
minerales et n'a pas d'avenir industriel. Les 
Arabes constituent 66 pour 100 de la population 
et lcs Juifs n'ont pas la propriete de plus de 7 pour 
100 du territoire. Dans les 16 provinces de Palestine, 
a I' exception de Tel-Aviv, les Juifs sont en minorite 
tant au point de vue de la population que des 
proprietes qu'ils detiennent. Est-ce que, dans ces 
conditions, on peut dire que l'on tient compte des 
faits en voulant creer un Etat juif ayant une 
majorite arabe en population et en territoire? 
Veut-on que la majorite arabe soit dominee par Ia 
minorite juive ? Si l'on invoque, comme raison de 
partage, le fait que les Juifs ne veulent pas etre 
en minorite, les Arabes pourraient a leur tour 
reclamer, pour les memes raisons, la . formation 
d'un :Etat arabe, a l'interieur des frontieres de 
l'Etat juif. On leur repondrait, sans doute, que 
leur demande est irrealisable. En realite cette 
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They would doutbless be told that their request 
was unworkable ; the fact was that that answer 
applied to the whole problem; partition was not 
workable. 

Mr. Shukairy pointed out that, under partition, 
the Jews would possess all the Mediterranean 
ports, all the airfields, all the principal roads, most 
of the railway network and 95 per cent of the 
arable land. The Arabs, who would have the 
deserts and the mountains, would be condemned 
to starve. Statistics showed that 80 per cent of 
the citrus production, 98 per cent of the olive 
groves and 80 per cent of the cereal crops would be 
in Jewish hands. Those figures provided fresh 
proof that partition was unworkable. Appealing 
to nations that wished justice to remain supreme, 
nations that had minority populations and nations 
that believed in the holiness of Palestine, he asked 
them to oppose partition and maintain the unity 
of Palestine. 

According to Mr. Shukairy, it was not surprising 
that, when they had carried out their aggression, 
the Jews should be ready~ or conciliation and peace. 
In any case, that conciliation was another means 
of applying the partition plan which had failed, 
after the previous year's resolution, and again 
after the Mediator's efforts. The Arab represen
tatives had given a warning that partition would 
touch off disturbances, now they declared that 
conciliation with a view to partition would lead to 
another failure, and would be a betrayal of peace 
and democracy. 

The Zionists would doubtless try to give the 
impression in their propaganda that the Arabs 
desired neither conciliation nor peace. The Arabs' 
reply was that they desired peace, but peace 
without the Jewish State, because conciliation 
with the Jewish State would mean accepting 
dictated terms. The Arabs suggested that conci
liation might, nevertheless, be possible between 
themselves and the peaceful Jews who were 
legitimate citizens of Palestine. That conciliation 
should not depend on previous resolutions but 
should take into account only the needs of 
justice. Finally, it should be planned with 
reference to the whole of the Palestine question, 
and should also consider the peace and security of 
the Middle East. If conciliation were effected 
in accordance with those three principles, it might 
be impartial and democratic. 

Mr. Shukairy questioned whether the state of 
Israel could be considered a reality. It owed its 
existence only to the truce. It was not the result 
of any action by the United Nations, but had been 
created solely by armed force. How, then, 
could that State be recognized ? 

He pointed out that it was dangerous to 
practise the policy of the fait accompli, and that 
if the United Nations accepted the fait accompli in 
favour of the Jews today, it would have to accept 
it in favour of the Arabs tomorrow. Everyone 
should understand that the fait accompli was the 
common enemy of all nations. 

Finally, he considered that the proposal to ban 
the use of arms was perfectly reasonable, and that 

n!ponse est valable pour le probleme dans son 
ensemble: le partage n'est pas realisable. 

L'orateur fait remarquer en outre qu'avec Ie 
partage, les Juifs possederaient tousles ports de la 
Mediterranee, tous les champs d'aviation, toutes 
les routes importantes, la plus grande partie du 
reseau ferroviaire et 95 pour 100 des terres arables. 
Les arabes par contre, a qui resteraient les deserts 
et les montagnes, seraient condamnes a la famine. 
Les statistiques montrent encore que 80 pour 100 
de la production des agrumes, 98 pour 100 des 
oliviers et 80 pour 100 des cereales seraient entre 
les mains des Juifs. Tous ces chiffres prouvent a 
nouveau que le partage est irrealisable. S'adressant 
aux nations qui veulent faire triompher Ia justice, 
a celles qui ont des minorites et a tous ceux qui 
croient ala saintete de la Palestine, l'orateur leur 
demande de s'opposer au partage et de favoriser 
l'unite de· la Palestine. 

II n'est pas etonnant, poursuit le representant 
du Haut Comite arabe, que le Juifs, apres avoir 
perpetre leur aggression, se cteclarent en faveur 
de la conciliation et de la paix. Cette conciliation 
toutefois est une autre fa<;on d'appliquer le partage, 
qui n'a pas reussi par le resolution de l'an dernier, 
ni par les efforts du Mediateur. Les representants 
arabes ont averti que le partage marquerait le 
debut de troubles; ils declarent aujourd'hui que la 
conciliation en vue d'un partage aboutira a un 
nouvel echec, tout en trahissant la paix et la 
democratie. 

Sans doute les sionistes essaieront de faire croire 
dans leur propagande que les Arabes ne veulent 
pas de conciliation ni de paix. A cela les Arabes 
repondent qu'ils veulent la paix, mais la paix sans 
I'Etat juif, car la conciliation avec l'Etat juif 
signifierait l'acceptation d'un Diktat. Ils suggerent 
en outre que la conciliation pourrait a voir lieu entre 
les Arabes et Ies Juifs pacifiques qui sont citoyens 
legitimes de Ia Palestine. Cette conciliation ne 
devrait pas dependre de resolutions anterieures, 
mais ne tenir compte que de la justice. Enfin elle 
devrait etre con<;ue eu egard a l'ensemble de ]a 
question palestinienne, en tenant compte de la 
paix et de la securite du Moyen Orient. La conci
liation, si elle etait appliquee d'apres ces trois 
principes, pourrait etre impartiale et democratique 

L'orateur pose ensuite la question de savoir 
si l'Etat d'Israel peut etre considere comme une 
realite. Cet Etat ne doit son existence qu'a la 
treve. II n'est pas le resultat d'une action de 
l'Organisation des Nations Unies, il a ete uni· 
quement engendre par la force armee. Comment, 
dans ces conditions, cet Etat pourrait·il etre 
reconnu? 

Le representant du Haut-Comite arabe s'attache 
ensuite a demontrer qu'il est dangereux de 
pratiquer la politique du fait accompli; que si 
)'Organisation des Nations Unies accepte 
aujourd'hui le fait accompli en faveur des Juifs, 
elle devra I' accepter plus tard en faveur des Arabes. 
II faudrait que chacun se rende compte que le fait 
accompli est l'ennemi commun de toutes les 
nations. 

Enfin l'orateur estime que la proposition 
tendant a interdire le recours aux armes, est 
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it was in accordance with the principles of inter
national law. Nevertheless, it was necessary to 
define \Vhether that ban aplied to both, or only 
to one of the parties, whether it was permanent 
or temporary. Above all, it should be stated 
positively that the Jews should return what they 
had conquered by force of arms. In conclusion, 
l\Ir. Shukairy declared that if the Arab view was 
not acknowledged, the representatives of the 
various Arab States would be forced to tell their 
peoples that justice and democracy in the world 
were not to be relied on, and that, to preserve their 
rights in Palestine, they would have to take the 
law into their own hands. That might bring a 
rapid solution to the problem. 

:\lr. BuNcnE (United Nations Acting Mediator 
on Palestine) presented some observations on the 
l\Iediator's report, arising out of the mission on 
which he had co-operated with the Mediator and 
which he himself had continued after the 
l\Iediator's death. He pointed out that the 
::\Icdiator had presented neither proposal, plan 
nor recommendation to the General Assembly. 
According to his instructions, he was only to try 
to find a peaceful settlement of the situation in 
Palestine, without being bound by the General 
Assembly resolution of 29 November 1947. 

Count Bernadotte had not succeeded in 
::Jchicving agreement between the parties, nor 
even in arranging for them to meet. Never
theless, it seemed that today the parties were far 
closer to an eventual: settlement of their differences 
than they had been a few months ago. In the 
circumstances, the Mediator had considered it his 
duty to present a report to the Assembly, in order 
that members might have the benefit of his 
experience and the conclusions he had reached. 
It had been his intention to go to Paris, and there 
continue his efforts towards mediation. He 
himself had not considered his conclusions as 
final, but perfectly understood that neither the 
General Assembly nor the parties could adopt his 
conclusions without substantial modification. 

In part I, chapter 8, paragraph 2 of his report, 
Count Bernadotte had said that it was not within 
his province to recommend a solution of the 
Palestine question. That was the responsibility 
of the Members of the United Nations. Never
theless, he had considered that the information 
he had gathered, and the conclusions he had 
reached might be useful to the United Nations, 
and had therefore written a report containing 
his conclusions on the means of peaceful adjust
ment which had evolved from his consultations 
with Jewish and Arab authorities and his presence 
in Palestine for three and a half months. The 
l\Iembers of the United Nations should therefore 
put the Mediator's conclusions to whatever use 
they thought best. 

Mr. Bunche recalled that an American periodi
cal had alleged that representatives of two 
Governments had dictated to the Mediator their 
conclusions concerning the Negeb. He catego
rically denied that there was the slightest truth 
in that allegation. He recalled that Count Berna
dotte had made certain proposals in June to the 
two parties concerned and had simultaneously 

parfaitement raisonnable, d'autant plus qu'elle ' 
est conforme aux principes du droit international. 
II faudrait toutefois preciser si cette interdiction 
s'applique aux deux parties ou a l'une d'elles 
seulement, si elle est permanente ou occasionnelle. 
II faudrait surtout affirmer que les Juifs doivent 
rendre ce qu'ils ont conquis par Ia force des armes. 
Pour conclure il declare que si la these arabe ne 
triomphe pas, les representants des divers Etats 
arabes seront forces de declarer a leurs peuples 
que l'on ne peut compter dans le monde sur Ia 
justice et la democratic et que, pour preserver 
leurs droits en Palestine, ils doivent assurer 
eux-memes !'application de Ia loi. Cela pourrait 
entrainer Ia fin rapide du probleme. 

M. BuNCHE (Mediateur par interim de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies pour Ia Palestine) 
presente sur le rapport du Mediateur certaines 
observations, que lui suggere la mission qu'il a 
accomplie en cooperation avec le Mediateur et 
qu'il a poursuivie a sa place, apres Ia mort de ce 
dernier. II fait remarquer que le Mediateur n'a 
presente ni propositions, ni plan, ni recomman
dation a l'Assemblee generale. D'apres le mandat 
qui lui avait ete confere, il devait uniquement 
tenter un ajustement pacifique de Ia situation en 
Palestine, sans etre lie par Ia resolution de 
l'Assemblee generale du 29 Novembre 1947. 

Lecomte Bcrnadotte n'a pas reussi a mettre les 
parties d'accord, ni meme ales faire se rencontrer. 
Toutefois, il semble que les parties soient beaucoup 
plus pres de pouvoir regler leur differend 
aujourd'hui qu'il y a quelques mois. Dans ces 
conditions le Mediateur estimerait qu'il avait le 
devoir de presenter un rapport a l'Assemblee, de 
fai(On a permettre aux membres de beneficier de 
son experience et des conclusions auxquelles il 
avait abouti. Son intention etait de se rendre a 
Paris pour poursuivre ses efforts de mediation. 
Lui-meme ne considerait pas ses conclusions 
comme definitives. II se rendait parfaitement 
compte que ni l' Assemblee generale, ni les parties 
interessees ne pouvaient adopter ses conclusions 
sans y avoir apporte des modifications importantes 

Au paragraphe 2 du chapitre 8 de Ia premiere 
partie de son rapport, le comte Bernadotte declare 
qu'il ne lui appartient pas de recommander une 
solution au probleme palestinien. Cette tache 
incombe aux Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies ; toutefois il estimait que les 
renseignements qu'il avait recueillis et Ies 
conclusions auxquelles il avait abo uti pouvaientetre 
profitables pour !'Organisation. Aussi a-t-il redige 
ce rapport, qui contient ses conclusions sur les 
moyens d'ajustement pacifique, resultant de ses 
contacts avec les autorites arabes et juives et de 
son sejour en Palestine pendant trois mois e~ de~i. 
Ainsi il appartient aux Membres de l'Orga~Isation 
des Nations Unies d'utiliser les concluswns du 
Mediateur de Ia fal(on qu'ils jugent Ia plus 
appropriee. . , , . . 

M. Bunche rappelle ensu1te qu un penod1que 
americain a pretendu que les representants de 
deux Gouvernements avaient dicte au Mediateur 
leurs conclusions en ce qui concerne le Negeb. ll 
dement categoriquement qu'il y a~t Ia ~?indre 
parcelle de verite dans cette accusatiOn .; d a1lleu~s 
il rappelle que le comte Be~na?ot~e av:mt, au J::?OlS 
de juin, fait aux deux parties mteressees certames 
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submitted a report to the Security Council 
suggesting territorial changes similar to those 
set forth in his conclusions. The conclusions of 
the Mediator had been exclusively the result of 
his consultations with the two parties. He had 
never lost sight of the fact that the claims of 
both Arabs and Jews had considerable validity, 
and he had understood, better than anyone, 
that a peaceful settlement could not be brought 
about by reliance on rigid formulas. 

Analysing certain points in the Mediator's 
report, Mr. Bunche said that that report had been 
condemned by the Arabs because it was allegedly 
based upon the recognition of a fail accompli, 
and took no account of justice and equity: That 
criticism was unjustified. The fact was that the 
report recognized the existence of a Jewish State, 
but did not recognize the Arab allegation that 
that State had no right to exist, or that its 
existence was an injustice against the Arabs. 
The United Nations itself had given its blessing 
to that State in its resolution of 29 November 
1947. Furthermore, the right of a people to 
self-determination was necessarily qualified by 
the existence of other people with the same right. 
Finally, the evolution of the Jewish State in 
Palestine was not the first instance in history 
o! a population claiming and achieving political 
independence, but in the present case, the Jews 
were not seceding from an existing State because 
Palestine had previously been under mandate. 

The Arab States had forcibly opposed the 
existence of a Jewish State in Palestine, in direct 
opposition to the wishes of two-thirds of the 
members of the Assembly ; nevertheless, their 
armed intervention had proved useless. The 
Mediator's report did not challenge the right of 
the Arabs to protest against the existence of 
that State, nor did it suggest that they were in 
any way obliged to recognize it. The report was 
based solely on the fact that the Arab States had 
no right to resort to force and that the United 
Nations should exert its authority to prevent 
snch abuse of force. The report also recognized 
that the Arab opposition to the existence of the 
Jewish State was due to their fear of having such 
a State in the middle of the Arab world. The 
United Nations could usefully contribute to a 
peaceful settlement of the dispute by guaranteeing 
the boundaries of Palestine once they had been 
determined. 

1t was true that the Mediator's conclusions 
did not contemplate the establishment of an 
independent Arab State in Palestine because, 
although the existence of such a State was highly 
desirable, the prospects for a development of 
that kind were at present unfavourable. 

For their part, the Jews had criticized the 
report's conclusions with regard to boundaries, 
and specifically those of the Negeb, and also with 
regard to the internationalization of Jerusalem. 
In the case of the Negeb, the report obviously 
deviated greatly from the resolution of 29 No
vember. In the case of Jerusalem, however, it 
remained within the framework of the resolution. 
The report was therefore criticized both for 
adhering to the Assembly's resolution and for 
deviating front it. The Arabs considered that 
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suggestions et avait soumis au Conseil de securite 
un rapport dans lequel il envisageait des dispo
sitions d'ordre territorial analogues a celles qui 
sont formulees dans ses conclusions. Les 
conclusions du Mediateur ont ete exclusivement le 
resultat de ses consultations avec les deux parties. 
II ne perdit jamais de vue que les revendications 
des Arabes et des J uifs reposaient, les unes et les 
autres, sur des raisons tres serieuses et il avait 
compris plus qu'aucun autre qu'un reglement 
pacifique ne pourrait etre effectue par des formules 
trop rigides. 

Passant a I' analyse de certains points du rapport 
du Mediateur, M. Bunche constate que ce rapport 
a ete condamne par les Arabes comme etant base 
sur !'acceptation d'une situation de fait, sans tenir 
compte de considerations de droit et de justice. 
Cette critique est injustifiee. Le rapport reconnait 
en effet I' existence de l'Etat juif mais ne reconnait 
pas Ia pretention des Arabes selon laquelle cet 
:Etat n'a pas droit a !'existence ou que son exis
tence est une injustice a l'egard des Arabes. 
L'Organisation des Nations Unies a elle-meme 
donne sa benediction a cet :Etat par sa resolution du 
29 novembre 1947. De plus, le droit d'un peuple a 
disposer de lui-meme est necessairement limite par 
!'existence d'autres peuples ayant les memes droits. 
Enfin, I' evolution de l'Etat Juif en Palestine n'est 
pas le premier exemple dans l'histoire d'un peuple 
qui revendique et atteint son independance poli
tique mais, dans ce cas, les J uifs ne se sont pas 
separes d'un :Etat deja existant, parce que la 
Palestine etait precedemment sous mandat. 

Les Etats arabes se sont opposes par la force a 
!'existence d'un Etat juif en Palestine en contre
carrant la volonte des deux tiers des membres 
de I' Assemblee generale ; toutefois leur inter
vention armee s'est averee inutile. Le rapport du 
Mediateur ne conteste pas que les Arabes puissent 
protester contre !'existence de cet Etat et ne 
pretend pas qu'ils aient !'obligation de le recon
naitre. Le rapport est seulement base sur le fait 
que les Etats arabes n'ont pas 1e droit de recourir 
ala force et que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
doit exercer son autorite pour empecher cet abus 
de force. Le rapport reconnait egalement que 
!'opposition des Arabes a !'existence de l'Etat juif 
est due a la crainte qu'ils eprouvent de voir cet 
Etat s'installer au milieu du monde arabe. 
L'Organisation des Nations Unies pourrait uti
lement contribuer a une solution pacifique du 
differend en garantissant les frontieres de la 
Palestine, une fois qu'elles auront ete determinees. 

Il est exact que les conclusions du Mediateur 
n'envisagent pas l'etablissement d'un Etat Arabe 
independant en Palestine car, quoique I' existence 
d'un tel Etat soit tres souhaitable, les perspectives 
actuelles ne semblent pas en sa faveur. 

De leur cote, les J uifs ont critique les conclusions 
du rapport relatives aux frontieres des :Etats et 
particulierement au Negeb, ainsi qu'a l'internatio
nalisation de Jerusalem. Dans le cas du Negeb, 
le rapport s'ecarte manifestement de la resolution 
du 29 novembre ; dans le cas de Jerusalem, au 
contraire, il ne s'en ecarte pas. Le rapport est 
done critique a la fois parce qu'il respecte la reso
lution de l'Assembh!e et parce qu'il s'en ecarte. 
Les Arabes estiment que la rapport, en accept~nt 
Ie fait accompli, ne tient pas compte de ]a justzce. 



because it accepted the fait accompli, the report 
was unjust. The Jews, on the contrary, consi
dered that it did not take into account the 
inexorable logic of events. 

In his efforts to achieve a peaceful settlement 
of the situation, Count Bernadotte had not 
regarded any boundaries between the Jews and 
Arabs in Palestine as defmitcly settled. He had 
not been able to accept the Arab contention that 
the Jewish State should not exist, any more 
than he had been able to accept the Jewish view 
that the territory provided for the Jewish State 
in the General Assembly's recommendation of 
29 November was beyond the jurisdiction of the 
:Mediator because it was now the territory of a 
sovereign State. Count Bernadotte did not have 
tlle authority to impose any solution on any 
party ; nor did he ever try to do so. He did 
however make exhaustive efforts to obtain 
agreement between them. 

Of the four most urgent issues of the previous 
year, two, those of immigration and the Jewish 
State, had been practically settled. As regards 
boundaries, difficulties still subsisted on the Negeb 
and Western Galilee. Finally, the problem of 
Jerusalem remained to be solved. It was true, 
moreover, that there was yet another problem, 
that of refugees whose resettlement was related 
to the boundary settlement. 

The best method was that of negotiations 
between the parties and the Arabs, who had reso
lutely opposed it, had to accept responsibility 
for prolonging a tragic conflict. However, as 
Count Bernadotte thought, full agreement of the 
parties was not absolutely indispensable. If that 
were not achieved, the General Assembly should 
take a firm and clear stand, for its judgment was 
a powerful force and a means of pressure which 
could be used constructively. The possibility 
of a speedy settlement was not excluded. If 
however it could not be reached, the conciliation 
commission would have to seek a solution accept
able to both parties and would need strong and 
helpful guidance from the General Assembly. 
The success of negotiations with regard to boun
daries would be made easier if the General Assem
bly gave a general opinion, without however 
deciding on any specific boundary line. In that 
respect, there were four possible alternatives : to 
adopt the solution contained in the recommen
dation of 29 November ; to support the modifi
cations proposed by the Mediator ; or to take a 
decision on the basis of the territory at present 
occupied by the respective parties ; in addition, 
those alternatives could be combined in various 
ways. 

It should not be forgotten that the truce was 
precarious and might not be maintained for long. 
There was no guarantee that it would be possible 
to bring about an armistice. The Arabs had not 
been co-operative in that respect. The danger 
remained that if the pressure exercised by the 
United Nations were relaxed, warfare would be 
resumed with all its consequences. 

The General Assembly should therefore reach 
unequivocal conclusions on the following seven 
points : (1) an affirmation of the existence of the 1 

Les Juifs, par contre, estiment qu'il ne tient pas 
compte de !'evolution ineluctable des evenements. 

Dans son effort pour aboutir a un reglement 
pacifique de Ia situation, le comte Bernadotte ne 
considerait pas que les frontieres entre les Etats 
juif et arabe etaient definitivement etablies. II 
ne pouvait accepter le point de vue des Arabes, 
suivant lequel l'Etat juif ne devait pas exister, 
pas plus qu'il n'acceptait J'opinion des Juifs, 
suivant laquelle le Mediateur n'avait pas le 
droit de s'occuper du territoire de l'Etat juif 
envisage par la recommandation de l'Assemblee 
du 29 novembre, parce que ce territoire fait 
maintenant partie d'un Etat souverain. Le comte 
Bernadotte n'avait pas le pouvoir d'imposer une 
solution aux parties, et il n'essaya jamais de le 
faire, mais il a tout essaye pour mettre les deux 
parties d'accord. 

Des quatre questions qui etaient, il y a un an, les 
plus pressantes, deux - celles de !'immigration et 
de l'Etat juif - sont pratiquement resolues. En 
ce qui concerne les frontieres, les difficultes 
portent surtout sur le Negeb et la Galilee occi
dentale. Enfin, le probh~me de Jerusalem reste a 
resoudre. I1 y a, il est vrai, un nouveau probleme
celui des refugies - dont la reinstallation est liee 
au reglement territorial. 

La meilleure formule est de beaucoup celle des 
negociations entre les parties, et les Arabes, qui 
l'ont obstim\ment ecartee, doivent accepter Ia 
responsabilite de la prolongation d'un conflit 
tragique. Toutefois, comme le pensait le comte 
Bernadotte, l'accord des parties n'est pas abso
lument indispensable. A ctefaut, l'Assemblee 
generale doit adopter une attitude ferme et 
precise ; son jugement constitue une force 
puissante et un moyen de pression qui peut etre 
utilise a des fins constructives. La possibilite d'un 
reglement rapide n'est pas exclue. Si ce reglement 
n'intervient pas, Ia commission de conciliation 
devra s'efforcer de parvenir a une solution accep
table pour les deux parties et, dans cette tache, 
elle devra etre guidee par les directives energiques 
qu'elle aura re~ues de l'Assemblee generale. Le 
succes de negociations relatives aux fronth~res 
sera facilite si l' Assemblee generale ex prime ses 
vues d'ensemble, sans toutefois se prononcer sur 
un trace de frontieres determine. Pour ce probleme, 
quatre solutions sont possibles : on peut adopter 
Ia solution de Ia recommandation du 29 novembre; 
on peut se prononcer en faveur des modifications 
proposees par Ie Mediateur. on peut prendre une 
decision sur Ia base du territoire actuellement 
occupe par les deux parties , ou bien encore ces 
differentes solutions peuvent etre combinees de 
differentes manieres. 

Ce qu'il ne faut pas oublier, c'est 9ue la tr~ve 
est fragile et ne sera peut-etre pas mamtenue bien 
longtemps. Quant a !'armistice, on ne peut 
garantir sa realisation. Or, les Arabes n'ont pas 
fait preuve de cooperation en ce domaine. Le 
danger ne subsiste que si la pre~sion exe~cee. par 
!'Organisation des Nations Umes vena1t a se 
rehicher, et si Ia guerre reprenait avec toutes les 
consequences qu'elle peut. comporter.. ' 

L' Assemblee generale dmt done . arnve: a des 
conclusions precises sur les sept pomts smvants : 
1) affirmation de !'existence de l'Etat d'Israel, 
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State of Israel, in accordance with the General 
Assembly resolution of 29 November, and its 
entitlement to a seat in the family of nations ; 
(2) a strong appeal to the parties to undertake to 
resolve their outstanding differences by negotia
tions, direct or indirect ; (3) the establishment of 
a conciliation commission to assist them in doing 
so and to undertake such other functions as might 
prove advisable ; (4) clear guidance for that 
commission in the form of an expression of what 
the General Assembly would consider reasonable 
as regards maximum and minimum allocations 
of territory to Jews and Arabs respectively, 
subject to any and all modifications on which 
the parties themselves might agree - that was 
essential for the success of the efforts of the 
conciliation commission ; (6) affirmation of the 
right of Arab refugees to return to their homes if 
they chose to do so, with just compensation for 
those who could not or would not return, or whose 
homes had been destroyed ; (7) determination 
of the future of the Jerusalem area, as defined 
in the resolution of 29 November, which should 
be accorded special international status under 
United Nations supervision, but with maximum 
local autonomy for the Jewish and Arab commu
nities. 

In conclusion, Mr. Bunche expressed his full 
support for the establishment of a conciliation 
commission, in accordance with the valuable 
suggestion made by Count Bernadotte who had 
thought that, though it had been useful at the 
time to institute mediation, the moment had come 
for that function to be terminated and for the 
General Assembly to reach firm conclusions on 
the outstanding basic issues in the conflict, whilst 
leaving details for adjustment between the 
parties. Count Bernadotte believed that the 
conciliation commission's purpose should be to 
facilitate the settlement of those questions of 
detail. 

Some of the draft resolutions, however, proposed 
that the functions of the Mediator should be 
transferred to the conciliation commission on the 
request of the Security Council. That might 
result in an overlapping of the activities of the 
conciliation commission and the Mediator, not 
to mention the Security Council Truce Commission. 
Other proposals did not state that the functions 
of Mediator would be terminated. Although it 
was true that only the Security Council had 
authority to take action relating to the truce and 
eventually to the armistice, it was the General 
Assembly which had created the office of mediator 
and it was the Assembly alone which could termi
nate it. It would be wiser therefore for the post 
of mediator to be terminated as soon as the 
conciliation commission was organized and for 
the Assembly to suggest to the Security Council 
that the supervision of the truce or armistice 
should be transferred to the conciliation com
miSSIOn. Experience had shown that questions 
of truce supervision and mediation were closely 
related. 

Mr. Bunche concluded by pointing out that the 
United Nations had a large and costly organi
zation in Palestine and in the Arab States. Clear 

deja prevue par la resolution du 29 novembre 
et droit de cet Etat de sieger parmi Jes nations ; 
2) appel a lancer aux parties pour leur demander 
fermement d'arriver a un accord par des nego
ciations directes ou indirectes ; 3) etablissement 
d'une commission de conciliation, pour assister 
Jes parties dans cette tache et assumer Jes fonctions 
qui pourraient s'averer appropriees ; 4) instruc
tions clairement formulees a la commission, sous 
forme d'indications donnees par l'Assemblee 
generale sur les attributions maxima et minima 
de territoire aux deux parties, sous reserve des 
modifications sur lesquelles les parties pourraient 
tomber d'accord. Cela est essentiel au succes des 
efforts de la Commission de conciliation ; 5) 
garanties internationales aussi fortes que possible 
relativement au maintien des frontieres qui 
viendraient a etre etablies, so us la seule reserve des 
modifications acceptees par les deux parties ; 
6) affirmation du droit des refugies arabes de 
retourner dans leurs foyers s'ils le desirent, avec 
compensation equitable pour ceux qui ne peuvent 
ou ne veulent retourner dans leurs foyers ou dont 
les habitations ont ete detruites ; 7) sort futur de 
la zone de Jerusalem telle qu'elle est definie dans 
la resolution du 29 novembre ; il conviendrait de 
donner a Jerusalem un statut international special 
sous les auspices de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, avec toutefois le maximum d'autonomie 
locale pour les communautes juive et arabe. 

En conclusion, M. Bunche se declare tout a fait 
en faveur de l'etablissement d'une commission de 
conciliation, conformement a la suggestion si 
precieuse du comte Bernadotte. Celui-ci consi
derait, en effet, que ]'institution de la mediation 
avait eu son utilite, mais que le moment etait venu 
d'y mettre fin et que I' Assemblee generale devait 
maintenant arriver a des conclusions bien etablies 
sur les problemes essentiels, tout en laissant aux 
parties la possibilite de s'entendre sur Ies points 
de detail. Le comte Bernadotte considerait que 
la tache de la commission de conciliation devait 
etre de faciliter le reglement de ces questions de 
detail. 

Toutefois, certains projets de resolutions pro
posent que les fonctions du Mediateur soient 
transferees a la commission de conciliation sur la 
demande du Conseil de securite, ce qui laisserait 
Ja possibilite d'un chevauchement des activites de 
la commission de conciliation et du Mediateur, 
et peut-etre meme de la Commission de treve du 
Conseil de securite. D'autres projets ne disent pas 
que les fonctions du mediateur prendraient fin. 
S'il est vrai que le Conseil de securite a seul qualite 
pour agir dans le domaine de la treve, ou eventuel
lement de l' armistice, c' est l' Assemblee generale 
qui a cree la fonction de mediateur et c'est l'As
semblee generale seule qui peut mettre fin a ses 
fonctions. II vaudrait done mieux que la fonction 
de mediateur prit fin des I' organisation de la com
mission de conciliation et que I' Assemblee suggerat 
au Conseil de securite que les fonctions d'adminis
tration de la treve et de l'armistice soient trans
ferees a la commission de conciliation. En effet, 
les questions de la treve et de la mediation sont 
intimement liees. 

M. Bunche signale, en terminant, que l'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies a, en Palestine et dans 
les pays arabes, un organisme important et couteux. 
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directives as to the future of that organization 
would be needed. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the first part of the 
debate \Vas concluded and that the Committee 
would pass on to consideration of the various 
draft resolutions. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) said that the United 
Kingdom had not given an accurate idea of the 
Australian draft resolution. It was not in fact 
true to say that it was only a means of escape and 
was of a superficial nature. The Australian draft 
resolution was as positive as any of the other 
proposals, indeed, more positive in certain 
respects. It included recognition of the existence 
of the State of Israel as well as clear directives 
to the proposed commission and to both parties 
as to the eventual form of the settlement of the 
problem ; that could not be said of the draft 
resolution of the United Kingdom. Those direc
tives were based on the resolution of 29 November 
1947. With regard to the stand to be adopted 
by the conciliation commission in the event of 
failure to bring about negotiations between the 
parties, the commission should report back to 
the General Assembly, that was to say, in his 
delegation's view, that it should submit recom
mendations, and the General Assembly would 
take the final decision. Lastly, the Australian 
text asked both parties to co-operate with the 
conciliation commission ; that was, in fact, an 
express injunction made with all the authority 
of the United Nations. These were the truly 
positive elements contained in the Australian 
draft resolution. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) suggested that when a 
particular draft resolution came up for discussion, 
the various delegations should be allowed to 
refer to related questions mentioned in other 
drafts in order to a void repetition as far as possible. 

All the proposals submitted to the First Com
mittee accepted the principle of the appointment 
of a conciliation commission. The question 
that remained to be decided was what that body's 
terms of reference, composition and character 
should be. With reference first of all to the 
future commission's basis of action, it was clear 
that its role would differ from that of the Mediator. 
The Mediator's role had been to put an end to 
hostilities, and not to provide a solution to the 
problem of Palestine. It was for the General 
Assembly to solve the problem in a permanent 
fashion by laying the foundations for the future 
organization of Pale~tinc. The conciliation com
mission should organize Palestine politically by 
implementing the policy laid down by the General 
Assembly. According to the United Kingdom 
resolution, the Mediator's report should be the 
basis for the solution of the Palestine problem. 
The Polish delegation however was one of the 
delegations which considered that inacceptable 
and thought that the resolution of 29 November 
1947, which was still in force, should form the 
basis for a settlement of the problem. The 
Polish delegation could therefore accept neither 
the revised draft of the United Kingdom reso-

Des dispositions precises doivent done etre prises \ 
a cet egard. 

Le PnE:smENT declare que Ia premiere partie 
des debats est maintenant terminee et que la 
Commission va passer a l'examen des differents 
projets de resolutions. 

M. HooD (Australie) declare que le representant 
du Royaume-Uni n'a pas presente sous son jour 
veritable le projet de resolution australien. En 
efTet, il n'cst pas exact de dire que celui-ci ne 
constitue qu'unc cchappatoire et qu'il n'a qu'un 
caractcre supcrficiel. En realite, lc projet de reso
lution de 1' Australie a un caractere aussi positif 
et, a certains egarcls, plus positif qu'aucun autre. 
II comportc, en efTet, Ia reconnaissance de !'exis
tence de l'Etat d'IsraCl et il comprend de claires 
directives a Ia commission projetee et aux parties 
relativement a la solution du probleme, ce qui 
n'est pas lc cas du pro jet de resolution du Royaume
Uni. Ces directives reposent cssentiellement sur la 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947. En ce qui con
cerne !'attitude a adopter par la commission de 
conciliation dans le cas ou cUe ne reussirait pas a 
amener les parties a entrcr en negociations, la 
commission devrait fa ire rapport a I' Assemblee 
generale, c'est-a-dire, dans la pensee de la dele
gation de 1' Australie, soumettre des recomman
dations, et c'est l'Assemblce gencrale qui pren
drait la decision definitive. Enfin, le texte 
australien demande aux parties de cooperer avec 
Ia commission de conciliation et cela cquivaut a 
une injonction veritable faite avec toute !'auto
rite de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. Tels 
sont lcs Clements veritablement positifs du 
pro jet de resolution de I' Australie. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) suggere que, lorsque la 
discussion s'engagera sur un projet de resolution 
donne, les difTerentes delegations aient la possi
bilitc de se rCferer a ce propos aux questions 
connexes soulevces par les autres textes, afin 
d'eviter Ie plus possible les repetitions. 

Tousles textes soumis a la Premiere Commission 
comportent !'acceptation du principe de la nomi
nation d'une commission de conciliation. Restent 
done a determiner le mandat de cet organisme, 
sa composition et son caractere. En ce qui concern e. 
en premier lieu, les principes d'action de la future 
commission, ii est clair que sa tache difTerera de 
celle du Mediateur. En effet, le role du Mediateur 
etait de mettre fin aux hostilites et non de fournir 
une solution au probleme palestinien. C'est 
I' Asscmblee generale qui doit resoudre le probleme 
d'une manierc definitive, en posant les bases de 
!'organisation future de la Palestine, .et la co.~
mission de conciliation devra orgamser pohtr
quement Ia Palestine en mettant en app~ic?tion 
la politique formulee par l'Assemblee generale. 
Selon la resolution du Royaume-Uni, le r~pport 
du Mediateur doit etre la base de la solutron du 
probleme palestinien. Or, la delegation de Ia 
Poloane est de celles qui considerent que cela est 
inac;eptable et que c'est la resolution du ?9 n~
vembre 1947, toujours en vigueur, q,m dort 
constituer la base de la solution du probleme. La 
delegation de la Pologne ne saurait do~c acc.ept~r 
ni le nouveau tcxte du Royaume-Unr, qur fatt 
mention a la fois des propositions du Mediateur 
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lution which included both the Mediator's pro
posals and those of the resolution of 29 November 
1947, nor the proposal made by the United States 
which also provided that those two documents 
should be the basis of action of the conciliation 
commiSSion. In point of fact, that was not a 
solid basis, for contradictions could be found 
between the proposals put forward in the Media-

. tor's report and the resolution of 29 November. 
The conciliation commission would in effect have 
a completely free hand. It was however for the 
General Assembly to settle the problem, and the 
conciliation commission, a special body of the 
General Assembly, should act according to its 
instructions and in pursuance of its terms of 
reference, which should be based on the resolution 
of 29 November. 

The Polish delegation could accept therefore 
neither the United Kingdom draft resolution 
nor the United States amendment. Some of 
the amendments submitted by the delegation of 
Guatemala, however, would seem to him to be 
acceptable in so far as they rested on the principles 
of the resolution of 29 November. 

The draft resolution submitted by Colombia 
offered t he same disadvantage because it 
mentioned both the resolution of 29 November 
and the Mediator's report. 

The Australian draft resolution had a positive 
character and might be acceptable as a basis 
for discussion. In the interests of clarity however, 
the Polish delegation had nevertheless preferred 
to submit a new resolution (AJC.1 /400) rather 
than limit itself to submitting a series of amend
ments. With that in view, the Polish draft 
resolution made it even more clear than the Aus
tralian draft that the resolution of 29 November 
1947 was the basis for a final settlement of the 
Palestine question by the General Assembly, 
so that the conciliation commission should be 
well aware of the directives to be applied. More
over, the Polish resolution clearly indicated the 
proposals which constituted the essent ial points 
of the resolution of 29 November : the establish
ment of a Jewish State in Palestine, now an 
historical fact, as well as the establishment of an 
Arab State, economic union and, finally, the 
status of the city of Jerusalem. 

The principle of the establishment of an Arab 
State was not clearly indicated in the Australian 
draft resolution, although that was one of the 
essential elements of the resolution of 29 November 
whicl1 the Australian delegation had agreed should 
form the basis for a settlement of the Palestine 
question. The Polish draft, on the contrary, 
stated the principle of recognition of all the boun
daries of the Arab State as well as of the State 
of Israel, in addition to the principles of economic 
union and good relationships between the two 
States. Finally, the Australian resolution did 
not ask the commission to submit a report to the 
next General Assembly. It was however precisely 
that directive which determined the duration of 
the commission's functions. 

The Polish resolution also dealt with the 
withdrawal of troops and military personnel, 
which was an essential condition for a solution to 
the Palestine problem. The Polish delegation, 
although it was in favour of the USSR draft 
resolution (AJC.l/401) considered that that pro-

et de la resolution du 29 novembre 1947, ni 1a 
proposition des Etats-Unis qui prevoit egalement 
que ces deux documents doivent constituer Ia base 
d'action de Ia commission de conciliation. En 
realite ce n'est pas Ia une base veritable, puisqu'il 
existe des contradictions entre les propositions 
formulees dans le rapport du Mediateur et Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre : la commission de 
conciliation aurait en realite les mains comple
tement libres. Or, c'est l'Assemblee generale qui 
doit regler le probleme et la commission de conci
liation, organe special de l' Assemblee generale, 
doit agir selon ses instructions et en vertu de son 
mandat, instructions et mandat devant decouler 
de la resolution du 29 novembre. 

La delegation de la Pologne ne peut done 
accepter ni le projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni, ni l'amendement des Etats-Unis ; mais 
certains des amendements de la delegation du 
Guatemala lui paraitraient accer tables, dans la 
mesure oil ils s'appui nt sur les principes de la 
resolution du 29 novembre. 

Le projet de resolution de la Colombie a le 
meme defaut puisqu'il mentionne a la fois la 
resolution du 29 novembre et le rapport du 
Mediateur. 

Le projet de resolution de l'Australie a un 
caractere positif et serait peut-etre acceptable 
comme base de discussion. Par souCi de clarte, 
la delegation de la Pologne a toutefois prefere 
presenter une resolution nouvelle (A JC.1 ,'400) 
plutot que de se horner a soumettre une serie 
d'amendements. Dans cet esprit, le projet de 
resolution de la Pologne, plus clairement encore 
que celui de l' Australie, fait de la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947 la base du reglement definitif 
de la question de Palestine par I' Assemblee gene
rale, de maniere a ce que la commission de conci
liation sache bien queUe politique elle doit 
appliquer. De plus, la resolution de la Pologne 
indique clairement les propositions qui constituent 
l'essentiel de Ia resolution du 29 novembre : 
formation d'un .Etat juif en Palestine, qui cons
titue maintenant un fait historique, mais egalement 
etablissement d'un .Etat arabe, union economique, 
et enfin statut de la ville de Jerusalem. 

Le principe de l'etablissement d'un Etat arabe 
n'est pas clairement indique dans le projct de 
resolution de l'Australie bien qu'il s'agissc Ia d'un 
element essentiel de la resolution du 29 novembre, 
sur Iaquclle la delegation australienne est pour
taut d'accord pour fonder le reglement de Ia 
question de Palestine. Au contraire, le texte 
polonais exprime les principes de la reconnaisshce 
de toutes Ies frontieres de cet .Etat arabe et 
de l'Etat d'Israel, ainsi que de l'union econo
mique et des relations de bon voisinage entre les 
deux Etats. Enfin, le texte australien ne demande 
pas a Ia commission de presenter un rapport a la 
prochaine Assemblee generale. Or, c'est preci
sement cette directive qui determine Ia dun~e 
des fonctions de la commission. 

La resolution de Ia Pologne traite egalement du 
retrait des troupes et du personnel militaire, 
condition essentielle d'une solution du probleme 
de Palestine. La delegation de la Pologne, tout 
en se pronon<;ant en faveur du projet de reso
lution de l'URSS (AJC.1J401) considere que ce 
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blem should be referred to in the text which dealt 
with the establishment of the conciliation com
mission. 

With regard to the city of Jerusalem, the reso
lution of 29 November made specific provisions 
in that respect and it was the duty of the Trus
teeship Council, in consultation with the concilia
tion commission, Israel and the Arab State of 
Palestine to work out the status of Jerusalem 
according to the provisions of the resolution of 
29 November. Provisions should of course be 
made in regard to the Holy Places and to religious 
interests and the Polish text was explicit in that 
connexion. 

The Polish delegation thought that the First 
Committee should establish without delay a 
conciliation commission for Palestine, on the 
understanding that that commission should not 
be an independent body, free to decide its own 
policy, but a subsidiary organ of the General 
Assembly whose directives it "·ould implement ; 
and that those directives could only be based on 
the resolution of 29 Novt mber. 

The CIIAIR:IIA~: asked the Committee whether, 
in accordance with rule 120 of the ; ales of proce
dure, it agreed to discuss first of all the United 
Kingdom draft resolution which was the first to 
be submitted. 

Mr. HouDEK (Czechoslovakia) suggested that, 
in order to save time, all the draft resolutions 
should be discussed together. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out the difficulties that 
such a procedure would cause. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) stated that it would be 
impossible to keep strictly to the text proposed 
by the United Kingdom and to the amendments 
to that text because some of those amendments 
repeated ideas contained in other draft resolutions. 
If that discussion were allowed, it should of course 
be kept within reasonable limits. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed with the views put 
forward by the Australian representative. He 
asked the Committee if it agreed to begin 
discussion on the United Kingdom proposal. 

:Mr. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) stated that 
the United Kingdom had submitted a revised 
proposal (AfC.lf394fRev.2) to replace the previous 
one, and that it could not therefore have right 
of priority. He wished to know whether it 
was not a fact that the United Kingdom had 
withdrawn its first proposal. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) concurred with 
the Chairman in supporting the view of the Aus
tralian representative. He wished to point out 
that it was quite a usual matter for a resolution 
to be amended and re-submitted. If this were 
causing any difficulties however, the United 
Kingdom delegation could present the r~v~sed 
text in the form of amendments to the ongmal 
resolution. In any case, that resolution was still 
before the Committee ; it was the first to be 
submitted and, in accordance with rule 120 of 
the rules of procedure, it should be dealt with first. 

~fr. TsARAPKCN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) supported the remarks made by the 

probleme doit etre mentionne dans le texte qui 
traite de I' etablissement de Ia Commission de 
conciliation. 

En ce qui concerne la ville de Jerusalem, Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre comporte des dispo
sitions precises a cet egard et il appartient au 
Conseil de tutelle, en consultation avec la com
mission de conciliation, Israel et I'Etat arabe de 
Palestine, d'elaborer ce statut de Jerusalemselon 
les dispositions de Ia resolution du 29 novembre. 
Des dispositions doivent naturellement etre prises 
relativement aux Lieux saints et aux interets 
religieux et le texte polonais est explicite a cet 
ega rd. 

La delegation de la Pologne considere que la 
Premiere Commission doit creer sans ctelai une 
commission de conciliation pour Ia Palestine, 
etant bien entendu que cette commission ne doit 
pas etre un organe independant, libre de deter
miner sa propre politique, mais un organisme 
subsidiaire de I' Assemblee generale dont il execu
tera les directives ; et ces directives ne sauraient 
s'inspirer que de Ia resolution du 29 novembre. 

Le PRESIDENT demande a Ia Commission si, 
conformement a !'article 120 du reglement inte
rieur, elle est d'accord pour discuter en premier 
lieu le projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, qui 
est le premier en date. 

M. HouDEK (Tchecoslovaquie) suggere, afin 
de gagner du temps, qu'ait lieu une discussion 
simultanee de tous les projets de resolutions. 

Le PRESIDENT signale les difficultes que soule
verait une telle procedure. 

M. Hooo (Australie) declare qu'il sera impos
sible de s'en tenir strictement au texte du 
Royaume-Uni et aux amendements a ce texte, 
puisque quelques-uns de ces amendements 
reprennent certaines idees d'autres projets de 
resolution. Cette tolerance devrait d'ailleurs ne 
pas dcpasser certaines limites raisonnables. 

Le PRESIDENT souligne la justesse des vues 
exprimees par Ie representant de l'Australie. 
II demande a la Commission si elle est d'accord 
pour aborder Ia discussion de Ia proposition du 
Royaume-Uni. 

M. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) declare que 
Ie Royaume-Uni a soumis une proposition nou
velle (A fC.l /394 {Rev .2), qui se substitue a Ia 
precedente, et qui ne saurait avoir droit de prio
rite. C'est un fait, n'est-il pas vrai, que le Royaume 
Uni a retire sa premiere proposition ? 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare que les 
vues du representant de l'Australie sont justes, 
comme le President l'a fait remarquer. D'autre 
part, il est tout a fait courant qu'un tex~e soit 
!'objet de revisions successives. Si toutefors cela 
souleve une difficulte, la delegation du Royaume
Uni presentera le texte revise sous forme d'amen
dements a la premiere resolution. Quoiqu'il en 
soit, cette derniere est toujours devant Ia Com
mission · elle est Ia premiere en date et, selon 
!'article ,120 du reglement interieur, elle doit etre 
examinee Ia premiere. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Rcpubliques socia
listes sovietiques) se rallie aux observations fomm-
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representatives of Australia, Poland and Guate
mala. The First Committee now had before it 
only the revised Uni1ed Kingdom text and the 
revised amendments, as well as the draft reso
lutions of Australia, the USSR, Poland and 
Colombia. 

The First Committee was still only at the 
initial stage of the discussion of the various texts, 
and each delegation should be able to express its 
preferences in the matter. If the procedure 
suggested by the Chairman were adopted, it 
would not be in conformity with the opinion of 
the majority as to which basis for discussion 
should be adopted. To adopt the principle of 
chronological order would oblige the First Com
mittee to consider the United Kingdom draft 
resolution first, in spite of the preferences of a 
large number of delegations. Only when the 
opinion of the Committee had become evident 
could the Chairman know which text the majority 
of the Committee wished to take as a basis for 
discussion. The various delegations should there
fore have the opportunity of expressing their 
preference. 

Mr. PARODI (France) thought that the diffi
cull:ies with which the Committee was faced came 
partly from the fact that the draft resolutions 
were numerous and not easily differentiated. 
Moreover, the general discussion was almost 
concluded and it would not be desirable to reopen 
it. In the third place, according to the rules of 
procedure, the United Kingdom proposal should 
be discussed first. The various delegations could 
therefore, as the various paragraphs were discussed, 
draw attention to their own draft resolutions 
which they could submit if necessary in the form 
of amendments. Later on, if some texts were 
adopted in part, the approved texts could be 
embodied in the draft which might have been 
adopted first. 

Mr. Hooo (Australia) said that the suggestion 
made by the representative of France would lead 
to prejudging the question clearly put by the 
representative of the USSR and which referred 
to the choice of a basis for discussion. It was 
desirable not to take any premature decision in 
that connexion. He recalled the precedent of 
the ad hoc Committee on the Palestinian Ques
tion in which it had been agreed to leave the 
question of priority alone until the Committee 
had clearly made up its mind as to the really 
fundamental issues. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) stated that rule 120 of 
the rules of procedure referred only to voting 
on various proposals. As regards their discussion, 
the Committee was not bound to take it into 
account. 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) stated that he 
would not oppose a continuation of the general 
discussion if certain delegations, particularly the 
Australian delegation, expressed a wish to do so, 
even though the Chairman had said that the 
general discussion was closed. 

The Polish representative had referred to the 
possibility of discussing the various proposals in 
an opposite order to that of voting. That proce
dure would however be neither regular nor 

lees par les representants de I' Australie, de la 
Pologne et du Guatemala. La Premiere Com
mission n'a plus devant elle que le texte britan
nique revise et des amendements revises, ainsi 
que les pro jets de resolutions Ide I' Australie, de 
l'URSS, de la Pologne et de la Colombie. 

La Premiere Commission n'en est encore qu'au 
stade initial des debats sur les differents textes, 
et chaque delegation doit pouvoir exprimer ses 
preferences en Ia matiere. Si la procedure suggeree 
par le President etait adoptee, on ne se confor
merait pas aux vues de la majorite sur la question 
de savoir quelle base de discussion doit etre 
adoptee. L'adoption du principe de l'ordre chrono
logique obligerait la Premiere Commission a 
considerer d'abord le projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, en depit des preferences d'un grand 
nombre de delegations. Ce n'est done que lorsque 
le sentiment de la Commission se sera degage que 
le President pourra savoir quel texte Ia majorite 
de la Commission desire prendre comme base de 
discussion. Les differentes delegations doivent 
done avoir la possibilite d'exprimer leurs prefe
rences. 

M. PARODI (France) declare que la difficulte en 
face de laquelle on se trouve vient en partie du 
fait que les projets de resolutions sont nombreux 
et mal differencies. D'autre part, la discussion 
generale est presque terminee et il ne serait pas 
souhaitable qu'elle fO.t ouverte a nouveau. En 
troisieme lieu, aux termes du reglement interieur, 
c'est la proposition britannique qui doit etre 
discutee la premiere. Les differentes delegations 
pourraient done, a propos des differents para
graphes, attirer !'attention sur leurs propres 
projets de resolutions, qu'ils presenteraient 
eventuellement sous forme d'amendements. Par Ia 
suite, si certains projets etaient en partie adoptes, 
les textes approuves pourraient etre integres au 
projet qui aurait pu etre adopte en premier lieu. 

M. HooD (Australie) declare que la suggestion 
du representant de la France aboutirait a pre
juger la question clairement posee par le repre
sentant de l'URSS et qui a trait au choix d'une 
proposition de base. Or, sur ce point, il ne convient 
pas de prendre une decision prematuree. M. Hood 
se refere au precedent de la Commission speciale 
des Nations Unies pour Ia Palestine, au sein de 
laquelle il avait ete convenu qu'aucune question 
de priorite ne serait tranchee avant que la Com
mission n'eut clairement determine quels etaient 
Ies problemes essentiels. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) declare que !'article 120 
du reglement interieur n'a trait qu'au vote des 
differentes 1 propositions. En ce qui concerne leur 
discussion, la Commission peut ne pas en tenir 
compte. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) declare qu'il ne 
s'opposerait pas a ce que Ia discussion generale 
continue si certaines delegations~ en particulier 
celle de l'Australie, se prononcent en ce sens, et ce, 
bien que le President ait declare que la discussion 
generale etait close. 

Le representant de Ia Pologne a fait allusion a 
la possibilite de discuter les differentes propo
sitions dans un ordre inverse de celui du vote. 
Mais cette procedure ne serait ni reguliere ni 
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practical. As for the possibility open to the 
Committee not to follow rule 120, such a decision 
would make for serious complications since it 
would then have to be decided in what order to 
vote the various proposals. The simplest course 
was therefore to follow rule 120 which was pre
cisely aimed at solving difficulties such as those 
at present confronting the Committee. , 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) stated that in certain 
cases, different draft resolutions repeated the 
same ideas. Their authors could therefore form 
a small drafting committee to reach agreement 
on a common text, in so far as the various proposals 
were similar in substance. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union ·of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) did not believe that it was a question 
of reopening the general discussion, as the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom had said. The 
various delegations should however express their 
preferences on the choice of a text to serve as a 
basis for action, and in that connexion a sub-com
mittee could perhaps be set up, as the Canadian 
representative had suggested. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the various dele
gations had a perfect right to express their point 
of view on the various resolutions. Moreover, 
the First Committee could give its opinion on the 
suggestion made by the Canadian representative 
to set up a small drafting committee. 

Mr. RpsK (United States of America) thought 
that in the general discussion there had been 
agreement on a number of items and 1 hat the 
discussion of the various resolutions would perhaps 
show a larger measure of unanimity. It would 
not be desirable therefore to appoint a drafting 
committee prematurely. A wiser course would 
be to follow rule 120 of the rules of the procedure, 
which was meant to deal with the present diffi
culties and, as the Chairman had pointed out, to 
allow the various delegations to refer to certain 
other proposals in connexion with the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. Hoon (Australia) pointed out that a number 
of delegations had not spoken during the general 
debate. It was therefore desirable to adopt a 
procedure which would not prevent them from 
expressing their preferences, and it would be 
wiser not to take a decision on the procedure to 
be followed until the Committee met the follow
ing day. 

Mr. Lru CHIEH (China) emphasized the need 
for a working document, that was to say a text 
which, though liable to be amended, served as a 
basis for discussion. It was with that in mind that 
the French representative had made a suggestion 
which was also perfectly compatible with the 
proposal made by the representative of Canada, 
who had referred to the possibility of combining 
in a single text the draft resolutions of Australia, 
Guatemala, Colombia, Poland and the USSR 
which were not really inconsistent with each 
other and should not therefore be discussed separ-
ately. 

pratique. Quant ala possibilite qu'a la Commis:oion 
de ne pas s'en tenir a !'article 120, une telle decision 
entrainerait de serieuses complications puisqu'il 
faudrait ensuite savoir dans quel ordre les diffe
rentes propositions seront mises aux voix. Le plus 
simple est done de s'en tenir a !'article 120 dont 
l'objet est precisement de rcsoudre des difficultes 
semblables a celles que Ia Commission rencontre 
actuellement. 

M. PEARSON (Canada) declare que dans certains 
cas, difierents projets "de resolutions reprennent 
les memes idees. Leurs auteurs pourraient done 
former un comite de redaction restreint en vue 
de se mettre d'accord sur un t exte commun, dans 
Ia mesure ou les difierentes propositions ont Ie 
meme contenu. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare qu'il ne s'agit pas de 
rouvrir la discussion generale, comme l'a dit le 
representant du Royaume-Uni. Mais les diffe
rentes delegations doivent exprimer leurs prefe
rences en vue du choix d'un texte de base, a la 
suite de quoi, un sous-comite pourrait etre cree, 
comme le representant du Canada l'a sugger~. 

Le PnE:smENT declare que les delegations ont 
parfaitement le droit d'exprimer leur point de vue 
sur les differents projets de resolutions. D'autre 
part, la Premiere Commission pourrait se ·pro
noncer sur la suggestion du representant du 
Canada relative a la creation d'un comite de 
n!daction restreint. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare que 
la discussion gencrale a deja revele un certain 
nombre de points d'accord et que la discussion 
sur les difierentes resolutions revelera peut-etre 
une plus large mesure d'unanimite. II ne convient 
done pas de nommer prematurement un comite 
de redaction. Mieux vaut s'en tenir a !'article ao 
du reglement interieur, qui est fait pour repondre 
aux difficultes actuelles et, comme le President 
I'a indique, autoriser les difierentes delegations 
a se referer a certaines autres propositions a 
propos du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. Hoon (Australie) signale qu'un certllin 
nombre de delegations n'ont pas pris la parole 
dans le debat general. II convient done d'adopter 
une procedure qui ne les empeche pas d'exprimer 
leurs preferences. Mieux vaudrait d'ailleurs qu'une 
decision sur la procedure a adopter ne soit prise 
qu'a la seance du lendemain. 

M. Lru-CnmH (Chine) souligne la necessite 
d'avoir un document de travail, c'est-a-dire un 
texte qui, tout en etant susceptible d'etre amende, 
constitue une base de discussion. C'est dans cet 
esprit que le representant de Ia France a fait une 
suggestion qui d'ailleurs est parfaitement compa
tible avec ce qu'a propose le representant du 
Canada. Celui-ci, en efiet, a fait allusion a ta 
possibilite de reunir en un seul texte les projets 
de resolutions de I' Australie, du Guatemala, de Ia 
Colombie, de Ia Pologne et de I'URSS entre 
lesquels il n'existe pas de contradictiol!- verita~le 
et qui ne doivent done pas etre l'objet de dis
cussions separees. 
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It would be preferable therefore for the Chair
man to ask the authors of those draft resolutions 
to consult together and to submit a consolidated 
resolution which would be somewhat different 
from the United Kingdom draft resolution. The 
First Committee would therefore have two 
working documents before it. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that, in accordance with 
the suggestion made by the Australian represen
tative, he would adjourn the discussion until 
the following day. 

The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FOURTEENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
on Friday, 26 November, 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

83. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator for Palestine (A/648) 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that before the adjourn
ment of the previous meeting the Committee had 
been discussing how it should organize its future 
work. From the views which had been expressed 
he assumed that the majority favoured proceeding 
immediately to a general exchange of views on the 
various draft resolutions, before considering the 
Canadian proposal for the establishment of a 
drafting sub-committee. 

Mr. HouDEK (Czechoslovakia) said that the 
debate had revealed two facts, first, that the Arabs 
and Jews remained irreconcilable and, second, 
that there was in the Committee a degree of 
agreement as to the way in which the Assembly 
should deal with the Palestine situation in the 
existing circumstances. 

Mr. Houdek explained the position of his dele
gation. Czechoslovakia had from the first viewed 
with sympathy the Jewish claim for a national 
home in Palestine and had felt that the sufferings 
of the J ews in recent years required that it should 
take the form of a sovereign independent State. 
At the same time, the Czechoslovak delegation 
also sympathized with the national aspirations 
of the Arabs. It was because partition seemed to 
satisfy the legitimate aspirations of both parties 
that Czechoslovakia had supported resolution 
181 (II) of 29 November 1947. The United 
Nations had been unable to implement the 
partition plan mainly because of the obstruction 
of the Mandatory Power and the wavering policy 
of the United States and not because the plan 
wa!l unworkable. He believed that it was 
still substantially practicable in existing circums
tances and should therefore form the basis for 
any negotiations to be undertaken between the 
parties. 

Lemieux serait done que le President demandat 
aux auteurs de ces projets de resolutions de~pro
ceder a des consultations et de presenter un iexte 
commun qui serait sensiblement different du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. La Pre
miere Commission se trouverait done en presence 
de deux documents de travail. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, conformement a la 
suggestion du representant de I' Australie, il 
ajourne Ia discussion au lendemain. 

Le seance est levee a 18 h. 05. 

DEUX-CENT-QUATORZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 26 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

83. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire duMediateur des Nations 
Unies pour Ia Palestine (A/648) 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que Ia veille, avant de 
lever la seance, la Commission a examine Ia 
methode qu'il fallait suivre pour ses travaux 
a venir. D'apres les opinions qui ont ete exprimees, 
il a cru comprendre que Ia majorite desirait 
entamer immediatement un debat general sur 
les divers projets de resolutions, et cela avant 
d'examiner la proposition du Canada, qui est 
de nommer un comite de redaction. 

M. HouDEK (Tchecoslovaquie) observe que 
l'on peut tirer deux conclusions du debat : 
premierement, !'attitude des Juifs et des Arabes 
reste inconciliable ; deuxiemement, les membres 
de Ia Commission soot a peu pres d'accord sur 
Ia fa<;on dont l'Assemblee generale devrait 
traiter le probleme de la Palestine dans les 
circonstances actuelles. 

M. Houdek explique !'attitude prise par sa 
delegation. Des Je debut, la Tchecoslovaquie 
a vu avec sympathie les revendications juives 
tendant a etablir un foyer national en Palestine, 
et elle a estime que les souffrances des Juifs 
au cours de ces dernieres annees rendaient 
necessaire Ia transformation de ce foyer national 
en un Etat independant et souverain. En meme 
temps, la dClegation de Ia Tchecoslovaquie 
eprouve egalement de la sympathie pour les 
aspirations nationales des Arabes. C'est parce 
que le partage semblait devoir satisfaire les 
aspirations Iegitimes des deux parties en presence 
que Ia Tchecoslovaquie a vote en faveur de Ia 
resolution 18'1 (II) du 29 novembre 1947. Si 
l'Organisation des Nations Unies n'a pu mettre 
a execution le plan de partage, ~ela est du princi
palement a !'obstruction faite par la Puissance 
mandataire et a la politique incertaine des 
Etats-Unis ; quant au projet lui-meme, il n'est 
nullement irrealisable. Le representant de la 
Tchecoslovaquie estime que le plan de partage 
reste applicable dans ses traits essentiels, et cela 
meme dans lcs circonstances presentes ; il devrait 
par consequent servir de base a toutes nego
ciations entre Ies parties en presence. 
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:\Ir. Houdek found that the conclusions 
contained in the ~lediator's report were incom
patible with the existing juridical situation. It was 
regrettable that the :Mediator, while recognizing 
that the Jewish State existed, had not understood 
that this fact altered the whole situation in Pales
tine and rendered some of the measures which he 
proposed unworkable. In 1947 Palestine had 
been under the authority of a Mandatory Power, 
and the Uniled Nations had been justified in 
laying down the conditions governing its future. 
Today however the situation was entirely diiTerent 
and the United Nations could not adopt the 
Mediator's proposals for disposing of areas within 
the territory of Israel because it would constitute 
an infringement of Israel's sovereignty. No 
territorial exchanges were now possible unless they 
were mutually agreed to by both Arabs and Jews. 

In the present circumstances, the objective of 
the United Nations should be to bring the parties 
into agreement. It had been stated by the Acting 
Mediator, who was the best authority on the 
existing Palestine situation, that direct nego
tiations between the two parties were not outside 
the realm of practical possibility. That led 
Mr. Houdek to favour the proposal to establish a 
conciliation commission. He could not, however, 
accept the proposal as formulated in the United 
Kingdom revised draft resolution (AJC.1 /394/ 
Rev.1) because, even with the incorporation of the 
United States amendments, the resolution was 
still based upon the specific conclusions contained 
in part I of the Mediator's report which, as he had 
shown, were in contradiction with the existing 
situation in Palestine. Mr. Houdek did not see 
how the revised United Kingdom draft resolution 
could really be called a compromise when its 
basis remained unchanged. He contested the 
statement in paragraph 2, that the specific recom
mendations of the Mediator were practical 
measures for implementing the principles of the 
November resolution. He considered that the 
l\Iediator's recommendations constituted a 
complete reversal of the 29 November resolution. 
The Czechoslovak delegation could not agree to the 
wholesale exchange of territories recommended by 
the Mediator because it would be contrary to the 
interests of both parties and would prevent the 
Palestine Arabs from establishing their own State 
in accordance with the partition plan. 

As to the other draft resolutions, Mr. Houdek 
found that that submitted by Colombia (AJC.1/ 
399) was also defective because it was similar in 
content to the United Kingdom proposal. On the 
other hand he favoured the draft resolutions 
submitted by Australia (A/C.1f396) and Poland 
(AJC.1 /400) and suggested that with minor 
amendments they should satisfy the requirements 
of the Committee. He also supported the USSR 
proposal (A/C.1f401) because he thought that _no 
lasting settlement could be reached unless fore1gn 

M. Houdek estime que les conclusions qui 
figurent dans le rapport du Mediateur sont 
incompatibles avec la situation juridique actuelle. 
II est regrettable que le Mediateur, tout en 
reconnaissant I' existence de l'Etat juif, n'ait 
pas compris que ce fait modifie toute la situation 
palestinienne et rend inexecutables certaines 
des mesures qu'il propose. En 1947, la Palestine 
etait placee sous l'autorite d'une Puissance 
mandataire, et !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
a pu definir a bon droit les conditions qui 
regiraient l'avcnir de ce pays. Mais aujourd'hui, 
la situation est entierement differente, et !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies ne saurait adopter 
les propositions du Mediateur concernant la 
cession de certaines regions qui font partie du 
territoire d'Israel, parce que cela constituerait 
un empietement sur la souverainete de l'Etat 
d'Israel. Aucun echange de territoires n'est 
desormais possible, a moins de faire l'objet 
d'un accord entre Juifs et Arabes. 

Dans les circonstances presentes, la tache 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies est d'amener 
les parties a s'entendre. Le Mediateur par interirr.., 
- et personne n'est mieux au courant que lui 
de Ia situation actuelle en Palestine - a declare 
que des negociations directes entre les deux 
parties ne sont pas a exclure du domaine des 
possibilites lpratiques. C'est pourquoi M. Houdek 
est dispose a appuyer la proposition de nommer 
une commission de conciliation. Toutefois, il ne 
peut accepter Ia proposition telle qu'elle est 
formulee dans le projet de resolution revise 
(AJC.1 J394/Rev. 1) presente par le Royaume
Uni; en effet, malgre les amendements qui y ont 
ete introduits par les Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
cette resolution s'appuie toujours explicitement 
sur les conclusions contenues dans la premiere 
partie du rapport du Mediateur, conclusions 
qui, comme M. Houdek I' a deja montre, setrouvent 
en contradiction avec la situation actuelle de la 
Palestine. M. Houdek estime que le projet de 
resolution revise du Royaume-Uni ne constitue 
nullement un compromis, puisque la base sur 
laquelle il repose reste inchangee. II rejette 
!'affirmation qui figure au paragraphe 2, et scion 
laquelle les recommandations specifiques du 
Mediateur offriraient un moyen pratique d'appli
quer les principes contenus dans la resolution 
du 29 novembre, car il estime que lcs recomman
dations du Mediateur sont en contradiction 
flagrante avec la resolution du 29 novembre. 
La delegation de la Tchecoslovaquie ne peut 
admettre les transferts territoriaux massifs recom
mandes par le Mediateur, parce que ces transfe~ts 
seraient contraires aux inten~ts des deux parties 
et empecheraient les Arabes de Palestine d'etablir 
leur Etat conformement au plan de partage .. 

Quant aux autres projets de res~lutwns, 
M. Houdek pense que celui qui est soum1s par la 
Colombie (A fC.1 /399) est egalement defectueux, 
puisque sa teneur est semblable a celle d_e la 
proposition du Royaume-Uni. Par contre, 1~ se 
declare en faveur des projets de resolutiOnS 
presentes par l' Australie (A fC.1 /396) et la 
Pologne (A fC.l /400), e~ il estime .qu'av~c quelques 
amendements de detaJl, ces pro]ets repondra1ent 
aux vues de la Commission. 11 appuie egalement 
la proposition de l'URSS (A fC.l (401), parce 
qu'il pense que I' on ne peut aboutir a un reglement 
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intervention ceased and all foreign armed forces 
were withdrawn from Palestine. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand), speaking on the 
question of procedure raised by the Chairman, 
stressed the importance of determining the various 
basic issues which had arisen during the debate 
before entering into a detailed discussion of the 
phraseology of the final draft resolution. He 
proposed that a sub-committee be established 
to list the major issues clearly and impartially in 
order to enable the Committee to deal rapidly 
with the essentials of the problem and to reach, if 
possible, a unanimous solution. 

Mr. PASTORIZA (Dominican Republic) supported 
the United Kingdom revised draft resolution 
(A/C.l/394/Rev.l), which seemed to reflect the 
general view of the Committee and meet the 
objections which had been raised to the earlier 
draft. 

The delegation of the Dominican Republic 
wholeheartedly shared Mr. McNeil's view that it 
was imperative to place the whole city of Jeru
salem under an international regime. In that 
respect he thought that paragraph 6 of the 
Colombian draft resolution (A/C.l /399) should 
replace paragraph 7 of the United Kingdom text 
because it would confer greater authority on the 
proposed conciliation commission. 

Mr. JEssuP (United States of America) said that 
in Jiscussing the draft resolutions, the Committee 
should keep in mind the three basic objectives 
which he had outlined in his previous statement 
of 20 November (205th meeting) as follows : first, 
the establishment of peace in Palestine ; second, 
the achievement of an early settlement which 
would contribute to economic and political stabi
lity throughout the Middle East ; third, reconci
liation of the Arab and Jewish communities. 

Mr. Jessup expressed gratification that the 
United Kingdom revised draft resolution (A/C.l/ 
394/Rev.l) had incorporated many of the 
amendments proposed by the United States. As 
Mr. McNeil had said, there was no disagreement 
as to the objectives to be pursued. Any differ
ences which remained in the Committee related 
solely to the measures which should be taken to 
achieve those objectives. 

Mr. Jessup also expressed satisfaction with the 
new texts of paragraphs 3 and 4 (a) of the revised 
draft resolution. He found that the instructions 
to the conciliation commission were clearly stated 
and this should help it to bring about an early 
settlement. 

With regard to paragraph 4, Mr. Jessup said 
that the addition of the phrase " as part of a final 
settlement " was acceptable provided that some 
reference was made to the provisions of paragraph 2 
in the amended form suggested by the United 
States. If the United States text of paragraph 2 
were accepted, paragraph 4 should be reworded so 
as to read " .. .in pursuance of paragraphs 2 and 
3 (c) ... ". That change, to which the United 
States delegation attached great importance, 

durable a moins de faire cesser completement 
toute intervention etrangere en Palestine et de 
faire retirer toutes les troupes etrangeres qui s'y 
trouvent. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-lelande) prend la parole 
a propos de la question de procedure soulevee 
par le President, et insiste sur !'importance 
qu'il y a de definir les problemes essentiels 
qui se sont poses au cours du debat, et cela avant 
d'aborder la discussion detaillee du projet de 
resolution definitif. Il propose qu'un comite 
soit nomme pour dresser d'une fa-;on claire et 
impartiale la liste des questions les plus impor
tantes, afin de permettre a Ia Commission 
d'aborder rapidement les points essentiels du 
probleme et de parvenir si possible a des conclu
sions unanimes. 

M. PASTORIZA (Republique Dominicaine) donne 
son appui au projet de resolution revise du 
Royaume-Uni (A fC.l f394 JRev. 1), qui, a son 
avis, reflete !'opinion generale de la Commission 
et satisfait aux objections qu'avait soulevees 
le projet initial. . 

La delegation de la Republique Dominicaine 
approuve chaleureusement M. McNeil, qui juge 
indispensable de placer !'ensemble de la ville de 
Jerusalem sous un regime international. A ce 
propos, il pense qu'il conviendrait de remplacer 
le paragraphe 7 du texte du Royaume-Uni 
par le paragraphe 6 du projet de resolution de la 
Colombie (A fC.l /399), ce qui confererait une 
plus grande autorite a la commission de conci
liation. 

M. JESSUP (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
qu'en discutant le projet de resolution, la Com
mission ne doit pas perdre de vue les trois objectifs 
qu'il a indique fondamentaux dans sa precedente 
declaration, en date du 20 novembre (205e seance), 
a savoir: primo, le retablissement de la paix en 
Palestine ; secundo, un reglement rapide qui 
contribuerait a assurer Ia stabilite economique 
et politique dans tout le Proche Orient ; tierto, la 
reconciliation des communautes arabe et juive. 

M. Jessup constate avec satisfaction que le 
projet de resolution revise du Royaume-Uni 
(AJC.l/394/Rev. 1) tient compte de Ja plupart 
des amendements proposes par les Etats-Unis. 
Comme l'a constate M. McNeil, tousles membres 
de la Commission sont d'accord sur les objectifs 
a atteindre, et les quelques divergences de vue 
qui subsistent entre eux ne portent que sur 
les mesures a prendre pour y parvenir. 

M. Jessup apprecie egalement les nouvelles 
formules introduites dans les paragraphcs 3 et 4 a) 
du projet de resolution revise. II estime que 
les instructions donnees a la commission de conci
liation sont enoncees clairement, ce qui devrait 
l'aider a regler rapidement la situation. 

A propos du paragraphe 4, M. Jessup declare 
que !'insertion de la phrase « dans le cadre 
d'un reglement definitif )) est acceptable, a 
condition qu'il soit fait quelque allusion aux 
dispositions du paragraphe 2, sous la forme 
amendee que proposent les Etats-Unis. Si l'on 
accepte cette redaction, il convient de remanier 
le paragraphe 4 comme suit : << ... conformement 
aux paragraphes 2 et 3 c) .... n. Cette modification 
a laquelle la delegation des :Etats-Unis attache 
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would establish clearly that the purpose of the 
conciliation commission was to assist the parties 
in their negotiations. 

Mr. Jessup considered that the further changes 
which the United Kingdom had introduced in 
paragraphs 6, 7, 8 and 9 improved and streng
thened the resolution as a whole. 

The United States delegation could not, however, 
agree to the wording of paragraphs 2, 4 (b) and 10 
of the revised draft resolution and regarded the 
acceptance of its amendments to those paragraphs 
as essential. Mr. Jessup explained that he 
opposed the United Kingdom draft of paragraph 2, 
because even in its revised form it limited the 
discretionary powers of the conciliation com
mission, and because he could not accept the 
statement that the specific conclusions in part I 
of the Mediator's report provided a practical 
means of giving efTect to the principles of the 
29 November 19,17 resolution since there was no 
clear statement as to what those principles were 
and, in any case, some of them were no longer valid 
in view of the changed circumstances. The United 
States text of paragraph 2 (AJC.l/397 /Rev.l) was 
formulated so as to bring the full weight of world 
opinion upon the Arabs and Jews to oblige them 
to negotiate. :Mr. Jessup did not hold the pessi
mistic view of the United Kingdom representative 
that negotiations were unlikely. He did not 
think it could be said that the Arabs would be 
negotiating under duress because the participation 
of the United Nations as a third party would serve 
to rectify any preponderance which the Jews 
might enjoy as a result of recent events. 

Mr. Jessup considered that the United States 
formulation of sub-paragraph 4 (b) (AJC.l/397/ 
Rev.l) was preferable to that in the revised 
United Kingdom draft resolution because it gave 
what the United States considered to be the 
correct degree of emphasis to the 29 November 
resolution and the Mediator's report. Without 
the the United States amendment the text of 
paragraph 4 (b) would be unduly restrictive. 

Finally, Mr. Jessup said that he objected to 
paragraph 10 of the United Kingdom draft reso
lution because he thought it would unnecessarily 
complicate matters if the General Assembly 
took a definite decision in respect of compensation 
to be given to Arab refugees. The matter would 
in any case be solved by the normal legal processes. 
It would be far more reasonable to entrust the 
problem to a subsidiary body such as was provided 
for in paragraph 11. 

Mr. ScHEYVEN (Belgium) opposed the Canadian 
proposal to establish a drafting sub-committee 
because he did not think that there was general 
agreement on all the basic issues and because he 
shared the view of the United Kingdom represen
tative that the First Committee should not 
endeavour to shift its responsibilities on to another 
body. 

une grande importance etablira clairement que 
le but de la commission de conciliation est d'aider 
les deux parties dans leurs negociations. 

M. Jessup estime que les autres modifications 
apportees par le Royaume-Uni aux paragraphes 6, 
7, 8 et 9 ameliorent !'ensemble de la resolution 
et lui donnent plus de vigueur. 

Toutefois, la delegation des Etats-Unis ne peut 
approuver la redaction des paragraphes 2, 4 b) 
et 10 du projet de resolution revise et considere 
qu'il est essentiel d'accepter les amendements 
qu'elle a proposes pour ces paragraphes. M. Jessup 
explique qu'il s'oppose a !'adoption du para
graphe 2 du texte du Royaume-Uni parce que, 
meme sous sa forme revisee, il limite les pouvoirs 
discretionnaires de la commission de conciliation ; 
d'autre part, il ne pent souscrire a la declaration 
selon laquelle les conclusions precises contenues 
dans la premiere partie du rapport du Mediateur 
constituent un moyen pratique de donner effet 
aux principes enonces dans la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947 ; en efTet, le projet de resolu
tion n'indique pas clairement dans quelle mesure 
ces principes, ou tout au mains certains d'entre 
eux, ont cessc d'etre valables du fait des change
ments intervenus dans la situation. Le texte 
(AJC.l /397 fRev.l) que les Etats-Unis proposent 
pour le paragraphe 2 est redige de fa<;on telle 
que !'opinion mondiale puisse exercer tout son 
poids sur les Arabes et sur les Juifs, afin de les 
obliger a negocier. M. Jessup ne partage pas 
l'opinion pessimiste du representant du Royaume
Uni, qui estime que des negociations sont peu 
probables. A son avis, il est errone de dire que les 
Arabes negocieraient sous menace de contrainte, 
car si !'Organisation des Nations Unies participe 
aux negociations en qualite de tiers, sa parti
cipation contre-balancera toute superiorite dont 
les Juifs pourraient jouir par suite des evenements 
recents. ' 

M. Jessup estime que la redaction de l'alinea 4 b) 
que proposent les Etats-Unis (A/C.l j397 JRev.l) 
est preferable a celle du projet de resolution 
revise du Royaume-Uni, car, de !'avis de sa 
deh\gation, le texte des Etats-Unis accorde a la 
resolution de novembre 1947 et au rapport du 
Mediateur le degre d'importance que ces documents 
meritent. Sans l'amendement des Etats-Unis, 
le texte du paragraphe 4 b) aurait une portee 
trop restreinte. 

Enfin, M. Jessup declare qu'il s'oppose a 
}'adoption du paragraphe 10 du projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni, parce qu'il ne pense 
pas que l'Assemblee generale doive se prononcer 
sur la question de la compensation a accorder 
aux refugies arabes : cela compliquerait inutile
ment les choses. De toute fa<;on, la question sera 
rcsolue par la procedure juridique normale. 
II serait done beaucoup plus raisonnable d'en 
saisir l'un des organes subsidiaires pn\vus au 
paragraphe 11. 

M. SCHEYVEN (Belgique) s'oppose a la pro~o: 
sition du Canada, qui est de nommer un com1te 
de redaction ; il ne pense pas qu'il y ait accord 
general sur toutes les questions fondamentales, 
et il estime tout comme le representant du 
Royaume-U~i, que la Premiere Commi~~io_n 
ne devrait pas se decharger de ses responsabilttes 
en les confiant a un autre organe. 



The main issue to be decided was related to the 
tenns of reference of the proposed conciliation 
commission. Some representatives had sugaested 
that its work should be based upon the recOI~men
dations in the Mediator's report. Others insisted 
that the November resolution should be taken as a 
basis. Still other representatives seemed to have 
taken a third view and had suggested that the 
commission should have broad powers to review 
the whole problem in the light of the November 
resolution, the Mediator's report and together 
with any other elements which had arisen in the 
meantime. If the First Committee could first 
reach a decision as to the basis of the conciliation 
commission's work, a solution of the remaining 
problems would be more easily attainable. 

Mr. DE ALBA (Mexico) thought that it would 
be unwise to endeavour to examine the United 
Kingdom draft resolution in detail together with 
all the amendments which had been submitted 
in a meeting of the full Committee. As he 
understood the New Zealand proposal, it had not 
been to establish a drafting sub-committee but a 
co-ordinating sub-committee which would analyse 
the various points of agreement and would prepare 
a report setting forth the comparative advantages 
and disadvantages of each of the proposals. 
That would allow the First Committee to draw up 
a single draft resolution incorporating the less 
controversial proposals. Mr. de Alba proposed 
that a sub-committee composed of all delegations 
which had submitted proposals be instructed to 
prepare an analytical tabulation of those proposals. 
Tbat would assist in clarifying the debate and 
Mr. de Alba thought it would be unwise to proceed 
in any other manner in view of the complicated 
character of the problem and of the importance of 
reaching a unanimous decision. The efforts of 
the United Nations to reach a solution of the 
Palestine problem must be accelerated, and it 
was important to find a just and peaceful 
settlement without delay if the United Nations 
were to avoid being discredited. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said he did not believe 
that no new draft resolutions could be submitted 
and he proposed to offer a draft ; the proposals 
under discussion were far from winning the 
support of the Arabs in Palestine or in the Middle 
East. Consequently, those proposals could not 
ensure peace and security in the Middle East. 
The partition policy of the Assembly had initiated 
the disasters there and there was no hope of 
changing the situation if the same policy were 
continued. In the present circumstances the 
Arabs could not accept the recommendations 
before the Assembly. The Arabs, who had been 
the majority of the population in Palestine, had 
been driven from their homes and no way of 
ensuring compensation had been indicated in the 
Mediator's proposals or in those of the United 
Kingdom or the United States. It was said that 
" adequate compensation " should be given. This 
might be possible if the lands taken away from the 
Arabs had been small in area. However, the 

La principale question qu'il s'agit de trancher 
se rapporte au mandat de la commission de 
conciliation. Certains representants voudraient 
que ses travaux se fondent sur les recomman
dations contenues dans le rapport du Mediateur. 
D'autres insistent pour que l'on prenne pour 
base la resolution de novembre. D'autres encore 
semblent soutenir une troisieme these : ils consi
derent que la commission devrait disposer de 
pouvoirs etendus pour examiner a nouveau 
!'ensemble du probleme, en tenant compte de la 
resolution de novembre, du rapport du Mediateur 
et de tous ]es autres elements qui ont apparu 
dans l'intervalle. Si Ia Premiere Commission 
pouvait arriver tout d'abord a une decision 
quant au fondement sur lequel Ia Commission 
de conciliation aura a travailler, il sera plus 
aise de resoudre les autres problemes qui se 
posent. 

::vi. DE ALBA (Mexique) pense qu'il ne serait 
pas sage d'examiner en seance pleniere de Ia 
Commission politique les details du projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni, ainsi que tous les 
amendements qui lui ont ete apportes. S'il com
prend bien la proposition de la NouveUe-Zelande, 
celle-ci tend a creer non pas un comite de redaction, 
mais un comite de coordination, qui examinerait 
les divers points sur lesquels l'accord s'est fait 
et qui etablirait un rapport comparant les avan
tages et Ies inconvenients de chacune des propo
sitions. Cela permettrait a la Premiere Commission 
de rediger un seul projet de resolution, en tenant 
compte des propositions les moins sujettes a 
controverse. M. de Alba estime qu'il faut etablir 
une table analytique des propositions et que 
Je comite charge de l'etablir doit se composer 
des representants de toutes les delegations qui 
en ont presente. Cela contribuerait a faciliter 
les debats, et M. de Alba pense qu'il ne serait 
pas sage de proceder autrement, eu egard a Ia 
complexite du probleme et a ]'importance qu'il 
y a d'aboutir a une decision unanime. II faut 
accelerer les efforts que I' Organisation des Nations 
Unies deploie pour resoudre le probleme pales
tinien ; il importe de trouver sans delai un 
reglement equitable et pacifique, si l'on veut 
que !'Organisation conserve son credit. 

M. EL-KHOV'RI (Syrie) pense qu'il n'est pas 
trop tard pour presenter des resolutions nouvelles. 
II soumettra done un projet, car les propositions 
que l'on etudie en ce moment ne sont nullement 
de nature a gagner l'adhesion des Arabes de 
Palestine et du Moyen Orient. Par consequent, 
ces propositions ne peuvent pas assurer le maintien 
de la paix et de la securite dans le Moyen Orient. 
La politique de partage poursuivie par l' Assemblee 
a eu des effets desastreux dans cette region, et 
il n'y a aucun espoir d'ameliorer la situation 
si l'on ne change de politique. Dans les circons
tances actuelles, les Arabes ne peuvent accepter 
les recommandations soumises a l'Assemblee. 
Les Arabes, qui constituaient Ia majorite de Ia 
population en Palestine, ont ete chasses de leurs 
foyers, et aucun moyen de leur assurer une 
juste compensation ne se trouve indique, ni dans 
les propositions du Mediateur, ni dans celles 
que so.umettent le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis. 
On a declare que << des indemnites suffisantes )) 



Arab towns and villages were now under Jewish 
control and the Arabs could not return there in the 
absence of safeguards. Mr. El-Khouri did not 
sec how it would be possible to evaluate compen
sation for whole districts. 

Even if the Assembly were to adopt a resolution 
along the lines proposed, the question of its imple
mentation arose. Such a decision would have to 
he forced upon the Arabs and the Assembly was 
not competent to make compulsory recom
mendations. The Committee should do more than 
draw up plans ; it should consider what would be 
practicable. It was claimed that the estab
lishment of peace was the objective ; this 
required the consent of the parties. The present 
proposals would not lead to peace but to the perse
cution of the innocent. The Arabs had rejected 
partition and also would reject these plans. 
Neither the Assembly nor the Security Council 
was entitled to impose such a political solution 
upon any people. It might be claimed that the 
status of the Jews in Palestine was a reality. 
However, the original inhabitants had not relin
quished their rights and would continue to claim 
them. The Arab Governments did not take 
merely a negative attitude. They had submitted 
proposals before and the Syrian delegation now 
wished to present a draft resolution (A/C.l/402). 

This proposal would assure that all minority 
rights would be confirmed. The division into 
cantons enjoying a large measure of autonomy 
would provide for local administration by the 
people in accordance with their own interests. 
There would be no domination by the majority. 
The Jews said that they did not wish to be a 
minority in Palestine, although they accepted this 
status in all other countries of the world and lived 
in them peaceably. In Palestine they would be 
offered the same privileges and would be able to 
exercise full civil and political rights. 

The Syrian proposal would ensure the security 
of the Holy Places by placing them under the 
administration of those who would respect 
them. Moslem, Christian and Jew could be 
sure of access to them under a cantonal or 
federal regime. Under this plan, too, the Arab 
refugees would have the necessary assurances if 
they were to return to their homes. Thus the 
Palestine problem could be solved without any 
difficulties or dangers, either in the present or in 
the future. Mr. El-Khouri hoped that his draft 
resolution would be considered in any sub-com
mittee that was set up as well as in the First 
Committee and in the General Assembly. Those 
who rejected a plan of this character would carry 
a grave responsibility for the prolongation of 
bloodshed and the continuation of a danger to 
international peace and security. 

No doubt the Jews would not wish to accept the 
Syrian proposal but they should be p.ersuaded ~nd 
advised to do so by other delegatiOns. O~Je~
tivelv, it would be better for them to be realistic 
and "abandon their fantastic ambitions . . Some 
Zionists would be opposed to it, but reasonable 

devraient etre fournies ; cela serait possible, 
si les terres enlevees aux Arabes etaient d'une 
faible superficie. Or, des villes et des villages 
arabes se trouvent actuellement sous controle 
juif; Ies Arabes ne peuvent y retourner sans 
que des garanties leur soient accordees. M. EI
Khouri ne voit pas comment on pourrait chiffrer 
les compensations qui correspondraient a Ia 
perte de districts entiers. 

Meme si 1' Asscmblec adoptait une resolution 
du genre de celles qui ont ete proposees, i1 
resterait encore a l'appliquer. II faudrait imposer 
cette decision aux Arabes, alors que l'Assemblee 
n'a pas qualitc pour formuler des recomman
dations de caractere obligatoire. II faut faire 
mieux que d'etablir des plans. On devrait tenir 
compte de ce qui est realisable. L'Assemblee, 
affirme-t-on, a pour tache d'etablir la paix; 
or, pour l'etablir, il faut le consentement des 
parties. Les propositions actuelles ne conduiront 
pas a Ia paix, mais a Ia persecution des innocents. 
Les Arabes ont rejetc le partage et rejetteront 
egalement ces plans. Ni l' Assemblee, ni le Conseil 
de securite n'ont le droit d'imposer a aucun 
peuple une solution politique de ce genre. Certains 
diront que lc statut des Juifs en Palestine est 
desormais un fait acquis. Cependant, les premiers 
habitants n'ont pas renonce a leurs droits et 
continueront a les revendiquer. Les Gouver
nements arabes ne se bornent pas a prendre une 
attitude negative. Ils ont soumis deja des propo
sitions, ct maintenant la delegation de Ia Syrie 
tient a presenter un pro jet de resolution (A fC. 
1 /402). 

Cette proposition assurerait le maintien de 
tous les droits des minorites. La division en 
cantons jouissant d'une large autonomic per
mettrait a la population d'exercer !'adminis
tration locale conformement a ses propres inten~ts. 
II n'y aurait pas domination de Ia majorite. 
Les Juifs disent qu'ils ne veulent pas etre une 
minorite en Palestine ; pourtant, ils acceptent 
cette situation dans tous les autres pays du 
mondc, et ils y vivent en paix. En Palestine, 
ils auraient le meme statut et pourraient exercer 
tous les droits civils et politiques. 

La proposition de Ia Syrie garantirait Ia 
securite des Lieux saints, en les faisant admi
nistrcr par ceux qui les respecteraient. Musulmans, 
chretiens et juifs y auraient acces, sous un regime 
cantonal ou federal. Suivant ce plan, les refugies 
Arabes obtiendront egalement les garanties neces
saires, s'ils retournent dans leurs foyers. Le 
probleme de Palestine pourrait ainsi etre resolu 
sans difficulte et sans danger, quant au present 
et quant a I'avenir. M. El-Khouri espere que ce 
projet de resolution sera examine au sein de tout 
comite que l'on etablirait, ainsi qu'a la Premier: 
Commission et a l' Assemblee generale. Ceux qm 
rejetteraient ce projet porteraient une lour~e 
responsabilite, car !'effusion de sang ne pourra.It 
que continuer et le danger qui menac~ la pa1x 
et la securite internationales ne pourrmt que se 
prolonger. . 

Sans doute les J uifs ne voudront-ds pas accepter 
ce plan, mais les diverses delegations devraient 
leur conseiller dele faire, et arriver ales persuader. 
En toute impartialite, il vaudrait mieux pour eux 
qu'ils soient realistes et qu'ils ~ban~on?ent 
leurs ambitions demesurees. Certams swmstes 



Jews throughout the world would see the advan
tages of living in peace. It was Mr. El-Khouri's 
sincere hope that the Assembly would depart from 
its former policies and adopt these sounder 
proposals which could assure the peace which they 
were seeking. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) said that his delegation 
supported the Mexican proposal for a sub-com
mittee which would not merely re-draft but also 
co-ordinate and bring closer together the various 
texts presented. The procedural difficulty in 
which the Committee found itself was illustrated 
by the fact that the United States delegation had 
introduced to the United Kingdom draft resolution 
amendments which amounted to a radical alter
ation of its sense. It might have been more 
logical for the United States to submit separate 
proposals rather than follow the artifical method 
of injecting wholly new ideas into existing 
proposals. The representatives of New Zealand 
and Belgium had made useful analyses of the 
main points to be decided. However, the 
conclusion to be drawn from the situation was not 
that the Committee would move more quickly 
by trying to reach decisions on these points, but 
that a sub-committee was essential to try to 
clarify, co-ordinate and eliminate duplication 
among the various texts. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) said that his 
delegation was opposed to the idea of a sub
committee for much the same reasons as those 
advanced by the representative of Belgium. The 
usual reason for appointing a sub-committee was 
that it was simpler for a small group to adjust 
drafting differences and arrive at an agreed text. 

· The present differences were too fundamental to be 
resolved in this manner and there appeared to be 
little prospect of a sub-committee producinga 
document acceptable to all. The United Kingdom 
delegation was of the opinion that it would be 
preferable for those delegations which had 
submitted proposals to meet informally and try 
to simplify the documentation submitted. 
Mr. Beeley had not interpreted the Canadian 
proposal as providing for a sub-committee to 
produce an agreed draft ; on the contrary, it was 
to arrange for the orderly presentation of the 
proposals submitted and clarify the points at 
issue. This would be a useful task which could 
bring order into the Committee's proceedings. 
However, it did not seem to require a sub-com
mittee. It would appear that the Rapporteur, 
together with the Secretariat, might so present 
the various proposals that their discussion would 
be clarified and simplified. As the next meeting 
of the Committee was not to be held until the 
foHowing morning, this might be done in the 
interim. 

Mr. DE ALBA (Mexico) supported the Canadian 
proposal. 

Mr. RoDRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) observed 
that at the end of the previous day the question 
before them was the Canadian proposal that they 

s'y opposeraient, mais les Juifs raisonnables, 
dans le monde entier, apercevraient les avantages 
qu'il y a a vivre en paix. M. El-Khouri ·espere 
sincerement que l'Assemblee abandonnera la 
politique qu'eUe a suivie jusqu'ici, et adoptera 
ces propositions, qui sont plus raisonnables 
et peuvent assurer cette paix qu'elle cherche 
a etablir. 

M. , HooD (Australie) appuie la proposition 
mexicaine, tendant a ]a creation d'un comite 
qui serait charge, non seulement de donner 
une nouvelle redaction aux divers textes presentes, 
mais aussi de les coordonner et de les harmoniser. 
Le fait que Ia delegation des Etats-Unis ait 
introduit dans Ie projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni des amendements qui en changent comple
t ement le sens, illustre au mieux les difficultes 
de procedure que rencontre Ia Commission. 
II eut ete plus logique que les Etats-Unis sou
mettent des propositions independantes, plutot 
que d'introduire artificiellement des idees entie
rement nouvelles dans des propositions deja faites. 
Les repn\sentants de la Nouvelle-Zelande et de la 
Belgique ont analyse judicieusement les princi
pales questions qu'il y aura lieu de trancher. 
Toutefois, Ia situation est telle que la Commission 
n'aboutira pas plus rapidement en essayant de 
prendre des decisions, et il est indispensable 
de creer a cette fin un comite charge de coordonner 
les difierents textes, de les rendre plus clairs 
et d'eviter ainsi que certains d'entre eux ne 
fassent double emploi. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) annonce que sa 
delegation s'oppose a Ia creation d'un comite, 
pour des raisons analogues a celles qui ont ete 
exposees par le representant de Ia Belgique. 
D'une maniere generale, il est plus facile a un 
groupe peu nombreux d'eliminer les differences 
de redaction et d'aboutir a un texte commun ; 
c'est, en general, a cette fin que l'on Cree des 
comites. Toutefois, les differences qui sont 
apparues ici sont trop importantes pour pouvoir 
etre elimim\es de cette maniere et il est peu pro
bable qu'un comite parvienne a etablir un texte 
acceptable par tous. , De !'avis de la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni, ii vaudrait mieux que les 
delegations qui ont soumis des propositions 
se reunissent a titre officieux en vue de simplifier 
la documentation soumise a la Commission. 
M. Beeley a cru comprendre que le comite prevu 
dans la proposition canadienne ne doit pas 
rediger un projet commun, mais classer conve
nablement les propositions presentees et eclaircir 
les diverses questions envisagees. Ce serait la 
une ceuvre utile, qui contribuerait a mettre de 
l'ordre dans les travaux de Ia Commission. 
Cependant, il ne semble pas qu'un comite soit 
necessaire a cette fin. Le Rapporteur, de concert 
avec le Secretariat, pourrait fort bien presenter 
les diverses propositions d'une maniere propre 
a simplifier les debats. Puisque Ia Commission 
ne se reunira que d~ main matin, ce travail 
pourrait etre effectue dims l'intervalle. 

M. DE ALBA (Mexique) fait sienne la proposition 
du Canada. 

M. RoDRIGUEZ F ABREGAT (Uruguay) fait 
observer que, a la fin de la seance precedente, 
Ia Commission a ete saisie de Ia proposition 
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should not begin the detailed consideration of 
proposals until a small working group, composed 
of the authors of the proposals, presented a 
document showing those points which the Com
mittee would have to consider in preparing any 
resolution. Experience had shown that this was 
always a good procedure. This was particularly 
true in the present case because there were many 
similarities between the proposals. The problem 
was such a serious one that all details required 
careful consideration and it would be difficult 
to co-ordinate the several existing texts in any 
debate. The tendency of the debate to become 
general could be avoided by producing a co
ordinated text. Mr. Rodriguez Fabregat was of 
the opinion that such a procedure would save time. 
The Chairman had said that it would be proper 
for those representatives who had submitted 
proposals to clarify them. This seemed to be 
correct and already the Committee had had some 
clarifications presented. However, although the 
United States amendments did assist in clarifi
cation, they also showed the need for a document 
which would co-ordinate the various proposals. 
This should be achieved through a co-ordinating 
committee which might include the authors of 
proposals and amendments and the representative 
of Canada who had proposed the procedure. 

Mr. MuNIZ (Brazil) said he supported the idea 
of a sub-committee but did not think it should 
be constituted before there had been clarifications 
made in the First Committee. As had already 
been pointed out, the draft resolutions before the 
Committee were based variously upon the recom
mendations of the Mediator, on resolution of 
29 November 1947, and on a combination of these 
ideas giving wider discretionary powers to the 
conciliation commission. These three general 
approaches appeared to be irreconcilable and it 
was unlikely that a drafting sub-committee could 
do any useful work before these questions had 
been clarified by the First Committee. There 
were also important differences upon such 
questions as the regime for Jerusalem and the 
treatment of refugees. Mr. Muniz suggested that 
the Secretariat prepare a paper which condensed 
the most significant points. Consideration of 
such a document might lead to a clarification of the 
situation, on the basis of which instructions could 
be given to a sub-committee. 

.Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) observed that the 
Committee clearly wanted some form of assis
tance. He supported the suggestion made by 
the representative of the United Kingdom that 
iL would be satisfactory for the Secretariat to 
classify the various is.sues in ?rder ~o orient ~he 
discussion. Clearly, It was 1mposs1ble to g1ve 
directions to a sub-committee until some decisions 
had been taken ; those decisions would be ~acili
tatcd if the principal points were arranged .m an 
orderly manner. Mr. Fraser believed that the 
Chairman should be authorized to refer all t~xts 
to the Secretariat in order that an appropnate 

canadienne aux termes de laquelle elle devait 
ajourner l'examen detaille des propositions 
jusqu'au moment oi:t un groupe de travail peu 
nombreux, comprenant les auteurs des propositions 
aura presente un document enon<;ant les points 
que la Commission devra examiner avant d'adopter 
la moindre resolution. L'experience prouve que 
cette methode est la meilleure, d'autant plus que, 
dans le cas present, les propositions offrent de 
nombreuses similitudes. Le problim).e est extre
mement serieux; il exige un examen minutieux 
sous tons ses aspects. Au cours d'une deliberation, 
i1 serait difficile de coordonner les differents textes 
existants. En etablissant un texte coordonne, 
la Commission pourrait eviter que la discussion 
ne prlt un caractere general. M. Rodriguez 
Fabregat estime qu'une telle procedure ferait 
gagner du temps. Selon le President, les repre
sentants~qui ont soumis des propositions devraient 
en preciser le sens. Cette methode semble 
pertinente ; d'ailleurs, Ia Commission a deja 
entendu plusieurs declarations a cet effet. Les 
amendements des :Etats-Unis se sont reveles 
utiles ; neanmoins, ils montrent egalement qu'il 
est necessaire d'etablir un document qui coor
donnerait les diverses propositions. Un comite 
de coordination pourrait etre cree a cet effet ; 
les auteurs des propositions et des amendements, 
ainsi que le representant du Canada, qui a 
propose cette methode, feraient partie de ce 
co mite. 

M. MuNIZ (Bresil) appuie la creation d'un 
comite, mais il pense que celui-ci ne devrait 
pas etre constitue tant que la Premiere Commis
sion n'aura pas re<;u toutes les explications 
necessaires. Ainsi qu'il a deja ete indique, les 
projets de resolutions soumis a Ia Commission 
s'inspirent, tantot des recommandations du Media
teur, tantot de Ia resolution du 29 novembre 
1947 ; parfois, ils s'inspirent des deux a Ia fois, . 
tout en accordant des pouvoirs discretionnaires 
a la commission de conciliation. Ces trois manieres 
de voir semblent irreconciliables et il est peu 
probable qu'un comite de redaction puisse faire 
ceuvre utile, tant que ces questions n'auront 
pas ete eclaircies au sein de la Premiere Commis
sion. De meme, les opinions divergent fortement 
sur des questions telles que le regime de Jerusalem 
et le traitement des refugies. M. Muniz propose 
de charger le Secretariat de preparer un document 
qui resumerait les points les plus importants. 
L' etude de ce document permettrait eventuel
lement d'eclaircir Ia situation et, par Ia suite, 
des directives pourraient etre donnees a llll 

comite. 

De l'avis de M. FRASER (Nouvelle-zelande), 
il est evident que la Commission a besoin d'aide 
so us nne forme quelconque ; il appuie Ia suggestion 
du representant du Royaume-Uni, qui propose de 
faire classer par le Secretariat les differentes 
questions en suspens, afin d'orienter les discussions 
de la Commission. De toute evidence, il sera 
impossible de donner des directives a un comite, 
tant que certaines decisions n'auront pas ete 
prises ; or, elles pourraient l'etre plus facilement 
si les principaux points en cause etaient presentes 
d'une maniere ordonnee. M. Fraser estime que le 
President devrait etre habilite a renvoyer tous 
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docu~ent might be prepared by the following 
mormng. 

Mr. GAROIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) remarked 
that the idea had frequently been expressed that 
the Committee should find a resolution which 
would command something approaching unani
mous approval. With the present multiplicity 
o~ texts and amendments, it would probably be 
difficult for the Committee to obtain even a 
simple majority for any one proposal. There 
would probably follow the failure to gain a two
thirds majority in the Assembly. For example, 
the Guatemalan delegation, and no doubt others, 
was unable to accept the United Kingdom 
proposals in their present form and these proposals 
might well fail to win the necessary majority in 
the Assembly. Probably such failure would 
not be too serious, as the Palestine problem 
seemed tobe reaching a solution on the spot in a 
practical manner. On the other hand, it would 
be valuable to have a suitable resolution adopted 
by the Assembly. To achieve this, certain 
differences would have to be eliminated and this 
should be done in a sub-committee which would 
not merely draft, but also co-ordinate. The 
initial move might be to have the Secretariat 
prepare a document comparing the different texts 
which could serve as the basis for a sub
committee's work. 

The CnAIRIIIAN said that a new element had 
entered the discussion. At the previous meeting 
the representative of France had proposed that 
views be exchanged upon each of the proposals 
before them. The representative of Canada had 
then suggested that a sub-committee might 
examine the proposals and see which points were 
agreed upon and wherein the proposals differed. 
Now it was suggested that the Secretariat prepare 
a document showing the points of agreement and 
disagreement. The Chairman believed that it 
would be difficult for the Secretariat to draw up 
such a document on the present question. He 
thought it would be preferable for the authors 
of the various proposals and amendments to 
meet under the chairmanship of the represen
tative of Canada and, with the assistance of the 
Secretariat, prepare a document collating the 
various proposals. 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) said his suggestion had 
not been for a sub-committee to produce an 
agreed text. His idea had been that a small 
group, perhaps consisting of the authors of 
proposals, would draw up a single working paper 
which the Committee could use as a guide. 
There were about a dozen principal points and 
some of them were dealt with in several draft 
resolutions. A working paper which showed 
which points were agreed upon and what the 
alternative proposals were would probably be use
ful to the Committee. Such a clocument could be 
prepared either by asmall sub-committee or by the 
Secretariat in consultation with the authors of pro
posals. Sucha procedure might expedite discus
sion on the proposals and early in the following 
week a sub-committee might be set up to prepare 
a draft resolution for the consideration of the 

les textes au Secretariat, afin que celui-ci ctablisse 
pour le lendemain un document approprie. 

M. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) rappelle 
qu'a plusieurs reprises, il a etc declare que la 
Commission devrait adopter une resolution suscep
tible de recueillir la quasi-unanimite des voix. 
Etant donne la multiplicite des t extes et des 
amendements dont la Commission est actuel
lement saisie, il serait probablement difficile 
d'obtenir ne fut-ce que la majorite simple sur 
n'importe quelle proposition. Plus tard, il serait 
doute aussi impossible de reunir la majorite des 
deux tiers de l'Assemblee. C'est ainsi que la dele
gation du Guatemala, dont d'autres delegations 
partagent sans doute les sentiments, ne peut pas 
accepter les propositions du Royaume-Uni sous 
leur forme actuelle, et il sc pourrait que ces 
propositions ne reunissent pas la maj orite neees
saire de l' Assemblee. Les suites de cet cchec 
ne seraient sans doute pas bien graves, puisque 
le probleme de la Palestine semble sur le point 
d'etre resolu sur place. Mais, par ail1eurs, il serait 
utile de voir I' Assemblee adopter une resolution 
pertinente. A cette fin, certains divergences 
devraient etre eliminees et cette tache pourrait 
etre confiee a un comite, qui serait charge non 
seulement de la redaction mais, egalement, de la 
coordination. Pour commencer, le Secretariat 
pourrait etablir un tableau comparatif des 
differents textes, qui servirait de base aux 
travaux du comite. 

Le Pm':SIDENT declare que des elements 
nouveaux ant ete apportes dans la discussion. 
Au cours de la seance pn)cedente, le representant 
de la France a demande que chacune des propo
sitions dont la Commission est saisie fasse l'objet 
d'un echange de vues. Ensuite, le representant du 
Canada a suggere la creation d'un comite charge 
d'examiner les propositions et de determiner les 
points communs et les divergences qu'elles 
comportent. Enfin, on a demande que le Secre
tariat etablisse un tableau faisant ressortir les 
points d'accord et de dcsaccord. Le President croit 
que Ie Secretariat aura des difficultes pour etablir 
un document de ce genre. A son avis, la meilleure 
solution serait que les auteurs des divers amen
dements et propositions deliberent sous la presi
dence du representant du Canada et n\unissent les 
diverses propositions en un seul document, avec 
I' aide du Secretariat. 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) precise qu'il n'a pas 
propose de creer un comite charge de preparer un 
texte commun. Son idee etait celle-ci : un petit 
groupe, constitue peut-etre par les auteurs de 
propositions, dresserait un document de travail qui 
permettrait de guider les travaux de la Com
mission. La discussion porte sur une douzaine de 
points principaux ; certains sont traites dans 
plusieurs projets de resolutions. Un document de 
travail, montrant quels sont les points sur lesquels 
on s'est mis d'accord ct quelles sont les contre
propositions, serait probablement utile a la Co~
mission. Ce document pourrait etre prepare, SOlt 
par un comite restreint, soit par le Secretariat, en 
consultation avec les auteurs de propositions. 
Pareille procedure permettrait sans douts 
d'abrc0er le debat sur les propositions et, au debut 
de la s~maine prochaine, jJ serait possible de creer 
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Committee. Such a draft resolution would no 
doubt be supported only by a majority of the 
sub-committee and would be subject to 
amendment in the Committee. 

1\Ir. JEssuP (United States of America) said it 
~et·mcu to be agreed that there was a need to 
bring order into the documents before the 
Committee. The only differences appeared to 
concern how the group which was to do that, 
should he constituted and what it should be called. 
The purpose would not be the reconciliation of 
diiTering points of view but the mechanical task 
of co-ordinating the various proposals. It would 
he convenient if the group appointed were small 
and perhaps the Secretariat, in consultation with 
those members of the Committee on whom it 
wished to call, might quickly perform the task. 

i\Ir. PArwor (France) endorsed the Canadian 
proposal as ofiering the most practical procedure. 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) remarked that the history 
of sub-committees showed that the mere fact 
that proposals were eliminated in sub-committees 
did not prevent debate upon them being reopened 
in the full Committee. In the Palestine question 
there seemed to be no chance of co-ordinating the 
various points of view. It was better for the 
Committee as a whole to decide upon what draft 
resolutions should be voted upon first. Accord
ingly, it seemed appropriate to have an exchange 
of views upon the proposals. The Haitian 
delegation opposed the idea of a sub-committee 
but would support the suggestion made by the 
representative of the United Kingdom. 

KHACHABA Pasha (Egypt) said that he hoped 
there would be an opportunity to discuss the 
various proposals before the question of a sub-com
mittee was taken up so that it would be clear 
what was to be co-ordinated. The value of 
discussion had been illustrated by the revised 
proposals of the United Kingdom and the United 
States \Yhich showed that their ideas had come 
closer together. If a sub-committee >vere consti
tuted, delegations should be allowed ample scope 
for giving their views. It might have been 
possible to continue the discussion in the 
Committee and at the same time, request the 
authors of proposals to try to co-ordinate their 
ideas. In any event, it should be understood that 
there was a need for full discussion, particularly 
upon the draft resolution (AJC.l/402) which had 
just been presented by the Syrian delegation. The 
Egyptian delegation was in full agreement with 
this draft, as it would indicate when the time came 
to discuss it. 

?lfr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said his delegation considered that the 
time had not yet come to establish a sub-com
mittee or ,-,·or king group. The task should not be 
given to the Secretariat for it was not a question 
of mechani C'al collation ami cotJld not be settled 
bY a tcchnic::ll process. Before drawing up any 
cl~enment, the views of the Committee should 
he h.:·::1 rd ; moreover, it was possible that all 
n~0~0,~ <o r>;J (~ nmcndmcnts had not yet been 

' l ' . " -·· 
~;Ibmi ~tc(i . There ,,-as also a need to study the 

un comite charge de rediger un projet de resolution 
que la Commission examinerait. Celui-ci ne serait 
sans doute appuye que par la majorite du comite. 
11 serait soumis a la Commission, qui y appor
terait des amendements. 

M. JESSUP (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) pense que 
tout le monde s'accorde a reconnaitre qu'il est 
necessaire d'ordonner les documents dont Ia 
Commission est saisie. Les opinions ne divergent 
que sur deux points : comment constituer le 
groupe charge de cette tache, et quel nom lui 
donner. II ne s'agit pas de concilier des points 
de vue divergents, mais de coordonner les diverses 
propositions, ce qui est une tache pratique. La 
solution la meilleure serait de constituer un groupe 
restreint ; peut-etre que le Secretariat, en consul
tation avec certains membres de la Commission 
auxquels il desirerait faire appel, pourrait rapi
demcnt remplir cette tache. 

M. PARODI (France) appuie la proposition faite 
par le representant du Canada, qui, a son avis. 
ofire la methode la plus pratique. 

Selon l\1. STEPHEN (Haiti), qui se rcfere a des 
exemples passes, le fait que des propositions aient 
ete ecartees par un comite n'empeche pas la 
Commission d'en reprendre l'examen. En ce qui 
concerne la question palestinienne, par exemple. 
on ne voit pas comment il serait possible de 
coordonner les differents points de vue. La Com
mission devrait d'abord decider sur quels projets 
de resolutions le vote doit porter en premier lieu. 
11 conviendrait done de proceder a un echange de 
vucs sur lcs propositions. La delegation hai:tienne 
s'oppose a Ia creation d'un comite, mais appuie Ia 
suggestion du representant du Royaume-Uni. 

KHACHABA Pacha (Egypte) avait espere 
qu'avant d'aborder 1a question de la creation d'un 
comitc, on aurait discute des difiercntes propo
sitions, afin de savoir exactement ce qu'il s'agirait 
de coordonncr. L'utilite de la discussion a etc 
illustrc par le texte revise des propositio~s 
presentees pur le Royaume-Uni et lcsEtats-Ums~ 
cc qui prouve que lcs theses de ces deux dele
gations sesont rapprochees. Si un comite ctait ~ree, 
les delegations auraient toute latitude d'expnmer 
leurs points de vue. II leur serait po~si?le de 
poursuivre leurs discussions a la Comrrusswn et,. 
en meme temps, de demander aux auteurs de 
propositions de voir s'ils ne pour~aien.t ~as co?r
donner leurs idees. En tout cas, II do1t etre bien 
entendu qu'une discussion d'ensemble est. neces
saire, en particulier sur le projet de resolutiOn que 
vient de presenter la delegation syrienne (A(C. 
1 /402). La delecration egyptienne donne son en tier 
appui a ce der~ier projet ; elle I: fera_ d'ailleurs 
savoir lorsqu'on en abordera la d1scusswn. 

M. TsAP.APKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) estime qu'il n'est pas enco:e 
temps decreer un comite ou un groupe de ~rav~ul. 
La tache ne doit pas etrc confiee au S~cretanat, 
car il nc s'agit pas uniquement de collectwnner des 
t cxtes ; la question ne peut etre reglee s:lr le 
plan technique. II faut, ava~t _de redi~er le mo1~dre 
document, que !a Commission pmsse ~xpLmer 
ses vues ; il se peut que toutes les propositiOns, e~ 
tous les amendements n'aient pas encor~ ete 
presentes. En outre, il est necessaire d'etud1~r les 
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documents which had just been received and 
views should be exchanged upon them before any 
sub-committee was constituted. It was also 
premature to try to draw up a document collating 
the various ideas. Before any such action was 
taken, it was essential to discuss the substance 
of the question for certain drafts might be taken 
up by a large number of delegations and their 
character might be changed. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) said his dele
gation's views concerning the organization of the 
work were similar to those of the representative 
of Canada. The Committee could proceed in the 
manner suggested provided it were understood 
that the task of the informal sub-committee was 
simply the re-arrangement of existing materialin 
such a way as to facilitate the work of the Com
mittet. Secondly, it should be fully understood 
that such a sub-committee would not in any way 
be considered a substitute for the full Committee. 
He had understood the Canadian suggestion to be 
that this work should be done prior to the next 
scheduled meeting of the Committee and that the 
working paper prepared would not supplant the 
existing proposals. The draft resolutions would 
remain before the Committee and his delegation 
reserved its position on the order in which the 
voting would eventually be held. 

The CHAIRMAN said it was his feeling that the 
Committee was generally agreed that a group 
consisting of the authors of proposals should meet 
informally with the Secretariat in order to co
ordinate the various points at issue, on the under
standing that discussion upon the proposals would 
continue. The Chairman proposed that a party 
consisting of the representatives of the United 
Kingdom, the United States, Guatemala, Australia, 
Colombia, Poland, the USSR and Syria, under 
the guidance of the representative of Canada, 
should meet that afternoon with the object of 
laying a paper before the Committee on the 
following morning. 

Mr. GALAGAN (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re
public) observed that after its procedural dis
cussion on the previous day, the Committee had 
got off to a good start during the present meeting 
and had discussed the texts of the resolutions 
before it. Now it had reverted to matters 
of procedure. The USSR delegation was of 
the opinion that it was premature to appoint 
a working party or sub-committee whether it 
was to have a drafting or a technical character. 
The work of any such group would be very difficult 
when it did not yet know the views of the Com
mittee and it was inadvisable therefore to create 
a sub-committee until discussion upon the pro
posals had been completed. Moreover, addi
tional proposals and amendments might well be 
submitted, and it might be awkward if their 
authors were not members of the sub-committee. 
Mr. Galagan proposed that the general discussion 
be continued upon the basis of the drafts before 
the Committee and that the question of a sub
committee be considered later. At the present 

documents qui viennent d'etre distribues ; avant 
de creer un comite, les membres de Ia Commission 
devront proceder a un echange de vues a ce sujet. 
Il est egalement premature d'essayer de rediger un 
document coordonnant les diverses idees. Avant 
de prendre une decision quelconque a ce sujet, il 
est indispensable de discuter du fond de la question 
car certains projets peuvent etre repris par un 
grand nombre de delegations, ce qui en modifierait 
le caractere. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) declare que sa dele
gation partage les vues du. representant du Canada 
au. sujet de !'organisation du travail. On pourrait 
proceder de la maniere indiquee, a condition qu'il 
soit entendu que la tache du comite, cree a titre 
officieux, consiste simplement a ordonner les 
documents existants afin de faciliter les travaux 
de Ia Commission. De plus, il doit etre bien 
convenu qu'un tel comite ne doit en aucune 
maniere etre considere comme un organe suppleant 
la Commission ph~niere. M. Beeley a compris, 
d'apres la suggestion faite par le representant 
du Canada, que le travail dont il s'agit devrait 
etre execute avant Ia prochaine seance de la 
Commission et que le tableau synoptique ne 
remplacerait pas les propositions existantes. La 
Commission demeurerait done saisie des projets 
de resolutions. La delegation du Royaume-Uni 
se reserve le droit de faire connaitre son opinion 
quant a l'ordre dans lequelle vote devrait avoir 
lieu. 

Le PRESIDENT pense que Ia Commission est 
d'accord dans !'ensemble et desire qu'un groupe 
comprenant les auteurs de propositions et des 
membres du Secretariat se r_eunisse officieusement 
afin de coordonner les diverses questions 
pendantes, etant entendu que le debat sur les 
propositions se poursuivra. Le President propose 
qu'un groupe dont feront partie les representants 
du Royaume-Uni, des :Etats-Unis, du Guatemala, 
de I' Australie, de la Colombie, de la Pologne, de 
l'URSS et de la Syrie, sou.s la direction dt\ repre
sentant du Canada, se reunisse dans I'apres-midi 
pour preparer un tableau qui Sera SOumis a ]a 
Commission le lendemain matin. 

M. GALAGAN (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) fait observer que, a la suite du debat 
de la veille consacre a des questions de procedure, 
la discussion des textes dont la Commission est 
saisie a progresse de fa<;on satisfaisante pendant la 
presente seance. Or, la Commission revient 
maintenant a des questions de procedure. La 
delegation de l'URSS estime qu'il est prema
ture de constituer un groupe de travail ou 
un comite, que ceux-ci soient charges de Ia 
redaction ou qu'ils aient un caractere technique. 
Le fait que de tels groupes ne seront pas au 
courant des vues de Ia Commission rendra leur 
travail tres difficile ; c'est pourquoi ii n'y a pas lieu 
de creer un comite avant la fin du debat portant 
sur les propositions qui ont ete soumises. En outre, 
de nouvelles propositions et de nouveaux amen
dements pourront etre presentes - et ii serait 
embarrassant que leurs auteurs ne £assent pas 
partie du comite. M. Galagan propose :1 la Com
mission de poursuivre la discussion generale des 
projets dont elle est saisie - et d'ajour~er 
l'examen de la creation d'un comite. Sa delcgatron 
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time, his delegation objected to the establishment 
of any such group. 

~Ir."·~'.TsAnAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) bdicvc<l the normal work of the Com
mittee should be resumed in the manner suggested 
by the Chairman at the beginning of the meeting. 
Th~ establishment of a sub-committee could be 
considered at the appropriate time. If a sub
commitlee were now constituted, it might well 
be llfl'maturc, for new proposals might be sub
mitkd after it h~Hl submitted its report. The 
USSll delegation favoured the procedure which 
the Chairman lwd proposed earlier and urged 
that the Committee's work be continued in the 
normal manner. 

:.rr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said his delegation had not yet been 
ahll' to express its views upon the various draft 
resolutions and wished to present certain com
mc•nts. He proposed that the Committee adjourn 
in view of the late hour and consider at the next 
meeting whether it should continue the discussion 
of the proposals or appoint a sub-committee. 

:\Ir. GALAGAN (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re
public) supported the proposals of the represen
tative of the Byelorussian SSR in view of the fact 
that it was already late and the difference of 
opinion which had arisen concerning the advisa
bility of appointing a subsidiary group. 

:\Ir. PEARSON (Canada) thought the Committee 
might well adjourn. He believed it would be 
within the authority of the Chairman to meet 
with the Rapporteur and Secretariat and prepare, 
in consultation with those representatives who 
had submitted proposals, some sort of consoli
dated document. He wished it to be clearly 
understood that there was no intention of inter
fering with the existing arrangements for the 
next meeting or with the discussion at that 
meeting. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) did not think the 
Committee should adjourn before settling the 
:matter. A document which set forth the prin
cipal problems before it would be most helpful. 
The fears expressed that debate would thereby 
be limited were groundless. On the contrary, 
the Committee would be able to proceed in an 
orderly manner. Mr. Fraser hoped that the 
Chairman would be empowered to set up a 
working group or to consult with appropriate 
persons in order to draw up a suitable document. 
He suggested that a vote be taken on the matter. 

A vole was taken by a show of hands upon the 
motion for adjournment proposed by the Byelo
russian representative. The motion was rejected 
by 23 votes to 7, with 11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then called for a vote upon the 
proposal to establish a working group to m~et that 
afternoon consisting of the representatives of 
Canada, United Kingdom, United States: Guate
mala, Colombia, Poland, USSR and Syna. 

s'oppose a ce qu'un tel groupe soit cree des 
maintenant. 

l\1. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovh~tiques) pense qu'il convient de 
poursuivre norroalement les travaux de Ia Com
mission, ainsi que le President l'a propose au debut 
de la seance. On pourra envisager en temps utile 
la creation d'un comite. II scrait peut-etre prema-

1 tun~ d'en creer un des maintenant, car de nouvelles 
propositions pourront etre soumises lorsqu'il 
aura termine son rapport. La delegation de 
l'URSS se prononcc en faveur de la methode que 
le President avait preconisee, et recommande que 
la Commission poursuivc ses travaux de la fac;on 
prevue. 

l\1. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) declare que sa delegation n'a pas 
encore eu I' occasion de se prononcer sur les divers 
projets de resolutions ; elle voudrait presenter un 
certain nombre de remarques. Il propose que la 
Commission s'ajournc en raison de l'heure tardive ; 
on determinera a la prochaine seance s'il a lieu de 
continuer Ia discussion relative aux propositions 
soumises ou de constitucr un comite. 

M. GALAGAN (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) appuie la proposition du representant 
de la HSS de Bielorussie ; en efiet, il est deja 
tard, et lcs membres de la Commission ne sont 
pas du meme avis quant a la creation d'un 
organe subsidiaire. 

M. PEARSON (Canada) estime que Ja Commission 
pourrait ajourner les debats. Il pense que le 
President a qualitc pour conferer avec le Rap
porteur eL le Secretariat et pour preparer, en 
consultation avec les representants qui ont soumis 
des propositions, un document unique. II tient a 
preciser que cette proposition ne vise a entraver 
ni les dispositions prises en vue de Ia prochaine 
seance, ni la discussion qui aura lieu au cours de 
celle-ci. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) ne pense pas que 
la Commission doive ajourner les debats avant 
d'avoir regle cette question. II serait fort utile 
d'avoir un document contenant un expose des 
principaux problemes soumis a la Commission. 
Il n'y a aucune raison de craindre que cela puisse 
restreindre le debat. Au eontraire, la Commission 
pourrait alors proceder d'une fac;on ordonnee. 
M. Fraser espere que le President sera habilite a 
constituer un groupe de travail et a consulter les 
personnes competentes en vue de rediger un 
document satisfaisant. II propose que eette 
question soit mise aux voix. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur la motion 
d' ajournement soumise par le representant de la 
Biflorussie. Par 23 voix contre 7, avec 11 absten
tions, La motion est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT demande que soit mise aux voix 
la proposition visant a creer un grou~e. de_ trava_il 
qui se reunirait au cours de I'apres-m1d1 ; II sera1t 
compose des representants du Canada, du 
Royaume-Uni, des :Etats-Unis d'Amerique, du 
Guatemala, de la Colombie, de la Pologne, de 
I'URSS et de la Syrie. 
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Mr. PEARSON (Canada) asked that his name 
be deleted and suggested that the work be super
vised by the Committee's Rapporteur. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands and the 
proposal, thus revised, was adopted by 24 votes 
to 6, with 14 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FIFTEENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 29 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

84. Continuation of the discussion on the 
interim report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

Mr. SARPER (Turkey), Rapporteur, recalled 
that the First Committee had decided, at its 
214th meeting, held on 26 November, to ask a 
working group to prepare a consolidated tabu
lation of the various draft resolutions and amend
ments. The working group had held two meetings. 
At the first, it had divided the texts into fourteen 
sections, and at the second, it had approved the 
presentation of the consolidated tabulation (A/C. 
1/403). As Rapporteur of the working group, 
Mr. Sarper indicated that on the first page of the 
consolidated tabulation, the various texts had 
been listed in the order of their submission. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to open a general 
discussion on the various draft resolutions and 
then to return to a discussion of the texts in 
their chronological order. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION ON THE DRAFT RESOLU
TIONS AND THE AMENDMENTS 

Replying to a question from Mr. HooD (Aus
tralia), the CHAIRMAN indicated that the conso
lidated tabulation was meant to guide the Com
mittee in the discussion of the various texts. 
At a later stage, when the general discussion had 
been completed, the Committee would consider 
the various resolutions in the chronological 
order of their submission. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) recalled that the 
object of the establishment of a working group 
had been to expedite the work. But, if the proce
dure suggested by the Chairman were adopted, 
that object would not be attained. The subject 
had in fact been fully discussed and it was high 
time to come to the consideration of the various 
texts on the basis of the consolidated tabulation 
prepared by the working group. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) was in favour 
of the procedure suggested by the Chairman. 
The consolidated tabulation would shed more light 
in the general debate on the various proposals 
which should be considered in accordance with 

M. PEARSON (Canada) demande a ne pas figurer 
parmi les membres du groupe de travail et propose 
que le travail soit dirige par le Rapporteur de la 
Commission. 

ll est procede au vote a main levee sur la propo
sition ainsi modifiee. Par 24 voix contre 6, avec 
14 abstentions, la proposition est adoptee. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 20. 

DEUX-CENT-QUINZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 29 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30 

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

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

M. SARPER (Turquie), Rapporteur, rappelle que 
la Premiere Commission a decide, au cours de sa 
214e seance, tenue le 26 novembre, de confter a un 
groupe de travail la tache de preparer un tableau 
recapitulatif des divers projets de resolutions et 
d'amendements. Le groupe de travail a tenu deux 
seances. Au cours de Ia premiere, il a reparti les 
textes en quatorze sections, et, au cours de Ia 
deuxieme, il a approuve la presentation du tableau 
recapitulatif (A/C.l/403). En sa qualite de 
Rapporteur du groupe de travail, M. Sarper indique 
qu'a la premiere page du tableau recapitulatif, les 
differents textes ont ete enumeres dans l'ordre 
chronologique de leur presentation. 

Le PRESIDENT propose d'ouvrir une discussion 
generale sur les differents projets de resolutions et 
de revenir ensuite a la discussion des textes dans 
l' ordre chronologique. 

DISCUSSION GENERALE SUR LES PROJETS DE RESO
LUTIONS ET LES AMENDEJ\IENTS 

Sur une question de M. HooD (Australie), le 
PRESIDENT indique que le tableau recapitulatif 
est destine a guider la Commission dans Ia 
discussion des differents textes. A un deuxieme 
stade, lorsque la discussion generale sera close, la 
Commission prendra les differentes resolutions 
dans I' ordre chronologique de leur presentation. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-zelande) rappelle que la 
creation d'un groupe de travail avait pour objet 
d'accelerer les travaux. Or, si la procedure suggeree 
par lc President etait adoptee, cet objectif ne 
serait pas atteint. En realite, le sujet a ete 
amplement discute et il est grand temps d'en venir 
a l'examen des differents textes, sur la base du 
tableau recapitulatif prepare par le groupe de 
travail. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) se declare e1tfaveur 
de la procedure suggeree par le President. Le 
tableau recapitulatif introduira plus de clarte dans 
le debat general sur Ies diverses propositions qui 
devront etre considerees conformement a l'ordre 
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the order of the various sections of the tabulation. 
The voting should take place in the way indicated 
by the Chairman. 

:\Ir. Ln.; Cun:n (China) said that all the aspects 
of the problem had now been dealt with. There 
wa .; therefore no need for a further general 
di~ ctFsion. The con..,olidated tabulation classi
fi ed the various t exts. A choice should now 
therefore lle made of a draft resolution or of the 
consolidated tabulation as a working document, 
and in any case the consolidated tabulation should 
lle used in examining the various amendments. 

The CnAIR:'IIAN said the general discussion would 
take place subject by subject, in accordance with 
the order of the various sections of the consoli
dated tabulation. However, when the Committee 
came to vote, a definite text must be chosen, 
which could only be the draft resolution first 
submitted. 

Mr. EL-KHounr (Syria) said he supported the 
proposal made by the Chairman to base the 
general discussion on the order of the various 
sections in the consolidated tabulation, beginning 
naturally with the preamble. However, as to 
the vote, it would be preferable and more in 
accordance with the rules of procedure to vote 
first on the text furthest removed from the basic 
text, which was the progress report of the 
Mediator (A/648). In this case, the Syrian 
text was furthest removed from the basic docu
ment, so far as the preamble was concerned. 

The CHAIRMAN indicated that the rule referred 
to by the Syrian representative only applied to 
amendments. As to proposals, according to 
rule 120 of the rules of procedure, the one first 
submitted was put to the vote first, unless the 
Committee decided otherwise. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) thought it would be 
premature to vote on each section at the close 
of the discussion on that particular section. That 
procedure would exclude the possibility of a 
combination of the various texts, which possi
bility might emerge from the whole of the general 
discussion on the different resolutions. 

The CHAIRMAN said that if, at the end of 
the discussion on a specific section of the con
solidated tabulation, the Committee had been 
unable to agree on a text harmonizing the various 
points of view, the Committee would have to 
put to the vot e first a definite text which could 
only be that of the proposal first submitted. 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) said it "\Yould be more 
logical to c:wmine the preamble last, for its t erms 
would depend on the wording of the operative 
part of the res::1 lution adopted. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypt) said that the preamble, 
on which the various proposals mainly depended, 
should be considered first. 

des difierentes sections de ce tableau. Quant au 
vote, il devra intervenir de Ia maniere qui a ete 
indiquee par le President. 

M. Lm CmEH (Chine) declare que tousles aspects 
du probleme ont maintenant ete abordes. Il ne 
convient done pas qu'une nouvelle discussion 
gencrale ait lieu. Le tableau recapitulatif a opere 
une classification des difierents t extes. Il faut done 
maintenant faire choix d'un projet de resolution ou 
du t ableau recapitulatif comme document de base 
et se servir en tout cas du tableau recapitulatif 
pour examiner les difierents amendements. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la discussion generale 
aura lieu point par point, conformement a l'ordre 
des differentes sections du tableau recapitulatif. 
Toutefois, lorsque Ia Commission passera au vote, 
il devra etre fait choix d'un texte determine, qui 
nc peut etre que le projet de resolution qui a ete 
presente le premier dans l'ordre chronologique. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) declare approuver Ia 
proposition faite par le President de s'inspirer 
pour la discussion generale de l'ordre des difie
rentes sections du tableau recapitulatif, en 
commen<;ant naturellement par le preambule. 
Toutefois, en ce qui concerne Ie vote, il serait 
preferable et plus conforme au reglement de voter 
d'abord sur le texte qui s'eloigne Ie plus du texte 
de base, qui est le rapport interimaire du 
Mediateur (A/648); En !'occurrence, c'est le texte 
de la Syrie qui s'ecarte le plus du document de 
base, pour ce qui concerne le preambule. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que la regie a laquelle 
s'est refere le representant de la Syrie ne joue qu'en 
matiere d'amendements. Quant aux propositions, 
selon !'article 120 du reglement interieur, celle qui 
a ete presentee la premiere est mise aux voix Ia 
premiere, a moins que la Commission n'en decide 
autrement. 

M. HooD (Australie) considere qu'il serait 
premature de voter sur chaque section a l'issue 
du debat relatif a cette section particuliere. En 
efiet, cette procedure exclurait la possibilite d'une 
combinaison des differents textes dont !'ensemble 
de la discussion generale sur les difierentes reso
lutions pourrait reveler la possibilite. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que si, a !'issue de la 
discussion d'une section determinee du tableau 
recapitulatif, Ia Commission n'a pu se mettre 
d'accord sur un texte qui concilie Ies difierents 
points de vue, il faudra que la Commission mette 
aux voix en premier lieu un texte determine qui ne 
saurait etre que celui de la proposition qui a Cte 
soumise la premiere. 

l\1. P EARSON (Canada) declare qu'il serait plus 
logique d 'examiner le preambule en dernier lieu, 
car bs t ermcs du preambule dep~ndront de la 
redaction du dispositif de la resolution qui sera 
adoptee. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypte) declare qu'il convlent d'exa
miner en premier lieu le preambu!e, sur lequel 
reposent, en grande partie, les difierentes propo
sitions. 

1\rr. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said the J M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) declare que 
Committee should first decide on the essential la Commission doit tout d'abord decider des 
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principles which would guide its action. Once 
those principles were decided, the contents of 
the preamble would be a mere question of drafting. 
If, on the other hand, the Committee tried to 
draft the preamble before examinincr the essential 
principles, it would have to go ba~k to it later. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) supported the Egyptian 
representative's remarks. In the present case, 
the preamble was an outline of principles of which 
the terms of the various draft resolutions were 
merely the ~pplication. Thus the operative parts 
of the vanous draft resolutions dealt with the 
problem of boundaries, the problem of refugees 
and_ many other problems, questions forming the 
subJect of the resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 
1947 and the report of the Mediator mentioned 
in the preamble. ' 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Canadian 
representative's proposal that the First Committee 
should in the first place take up the discussion 
of section II (withdrawal of troops) of the conso
lidated tabulation (A/C.l/403). 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. The 
proposal was adopted by 22 voles to 16, with 7 ab
stentions. 

CONSIDERATION OF SECTION II (WITHDRAWAL OF 
TROOPS) OF THE CONSOLIDATED TABULATION 
(A/C.l/403) 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt) said that one of the dele
gations which had suggested the examination of 
that question should explain what it meant by 
the expression " foreign troops " : what elements 
were referred to and what others were not. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled that the task of the General 
Assembly was to bring about a peaceful settle
ment of the Palestine problem. Everyone knew 
that there were in Palestine foreign troops and 
military personnel which had invaded the country. 
The presence of those troops had caused the war, 
the present disorders and the sufferings of the 
population ; moreover it was an obstacle to the 
re-establishment of peace, the very object of the 
General Assembly. 

The USSR delegation had therefore submitted a 
proposal (A/C. l /401) for the withdrawal of 
foreign troops and military personnel. At the 
very time when the United Nations was doing its 
utmost to achieve a peaceful settlement of the 
problem, the presence of those foreign troops was 
particularly inadmissible and might at any 
moment bring about the resumption of hostilities. 
The General Assembly should therefore take a 
decision leading to the withdrawal of foreign 
troops from Palestine, and ask the Security Council 
to t ake all necessary measures to prevent the 
resumption of military operations. 

What the USSR delegation had in view was of 
course the withdrawal of the troops of certain 
foreign Governments, and there could be no am
biguity ormis under standingpossible on that point. 
Moreover, no decision would be practicable if the 
problem of foreign troops was not first settled, 
for their presence in Palestine was likely to prevent 

pri~cipes essentiels qui la guideront dans son 
actwn. Une fois ces principes determines, Ie 
c?nte~u du p~eambule ne sera qu'une question de 
redactiOn. S1, au contraire, la Commission 
essayait de n\diger Ie preambule avant d'avoir 
examine les' principes essentiels, il lui faudrait 
ensuite revenir sur ses pas. 

. M. AMMOUN (Liban) declare appuyer ce qui a ete 
d1t par le representant de I'Egypte. En effet, dans 
le ~as. present, le preambule constitue un expose de 
p~mcip.e, dont les te~mes des differents projets de 
r~solutwns ne constituent que !'application. C'est 
amsi que le dispositif des differents proj ets traite 
du probleme des frontieres, de celui des refugies et 
de nombreux autres problemes, questions qui 
font l'objet de Ia resolution 181 (II) du 
29 novembre 1947 et du rapport du Mectiateur 
mentionnes dans le preambule. ' 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition du 
representant du Canada, selon laquelle la Premiere 
Commission doit aborder en premier lieu Ia 
discussion de la section II (retrait des troupes) du 
tableau n\capitulatif (A/C.l /403). 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
adoptee par 22 voix conlre 16, avec 7 abstentions. 

EXAMEN DE LA SECTION li (RETRAIT DES TROUPES 
DU TABLEAU RECAPITULATIF (AjC. 1/403). 

FAwzr Bey (Egypte) declare qu'il conviendrait 
que l'une des delegations qui ont suggere l'examen 
de cette question voulut bien preciser ce qu'elle 
entend par I' expression {{troupes etrangeres », 
quels elements sont vises et quels autres ne le sont 

·pas. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle qu'il s'agit pour 
l'Assemblee generale d'amener le reglement paci
fique du probleme palestinien. Or, nul n'ignore 
qu'il y a en Palestine des troupes etrangeres et du 
personnel militaire etranger, qui ont envahi le 
pays. La presence de ces troupes est a l'origine 
de la guerre, des desordres actuels et des 
souffrances de la population, en meme temps qu'elle 
est un obstacle au retablissement de 1u paix, 
objectif meme de l' Assemblee generale. 

La delegation de l'URSS a done soumis nne 
pror;osition (AjC.l/401) tendant au retrait des 
troupes et du personnel militaire etranger. Au 
moment meme oil !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies emploie tous ses efforts au reglement paci
fique du probleme, la presence de ces troupes 
etrangeres est particulierement inudmissible et 
pourrait a tout moment entrafner la reprise des 
hostilites. Il convient done que l' Asscm;)lee gene
rule prenne une decision tendant au retrait des 
troupes etrangcres de Palestine et dcnnndc au 
Conseil de securite de prendre t outes lc-s mesures 
necessaires pour cmpechcr la reprise des operations 
militaires. 

Ce que la delegation de l'URSS a en vue, c'~st 
naturellement le retrait des troupes de certams 
Gouvernements etrangers et i1 n'y a sur ce point 
aucune ambigui:te, aucun malentendu possible. 
D'autre part, aucune decision ne serait viable si 
le probleme des troupes etrangeres n'etait ~as 
resolu au prealable, car leur presence en Palestme 
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the application of that decision. If the problem 
of Palestine was really to be solved and peace and 
security re-established in the Middle East, the 
first problem to be settled was that of withdrawal 
of foreign troops from Palestine. 

FAwzrl3cy (Egypt) stated that one point should 
he borne in mind from the very oulset : 
the principle that underlay the cease-fire and the 
truce prodaimed by the Security Couneil was that 
no parly should draw any political or military 
advantage during the period of the cessation of 
hostilities. To ask one of the parties to withdraw 
its troops while the other party kept its troops 
where they were would constitute a breach of the 
Security Council decisions. 

The other preliminary question which arose 
"·as thal of the definition of the term " foreign 
troops ". The USSR representative interpreted 
it to mean precisely those troops that were 
nol in any way foreign or at least that were less 
foreign than the others. While Arab troops had 
hccn mentioned , no mention had been made of 
troops that had come to reinforce the Jewish 
forces from all over the world, including Central 
Europe and especially Eastern Europe. If in the 
opinion of the USSR representative those latter 
troops were not foreign, the Committee would have 
to revise its ideas on the subject. 

\Vhen the troops of the Arab States bordering 
on Palestine were compelled to intervene in that 
country, a discussion took place in the Security 
Council, and it became clear that none of the Arab 
States had been guilty of unjustified intervention. 
What was true then ·was still true. The Arabs 
had intervened in Palestine to check a menace to 
thL~ maintenance of peace and international 
stability and had done so at the request of the 
vast majority of the legal residents of Palestine. 
The Arabs were therefore welcome visitors and 
not importunate interventionists in Palestinian 
afiairs. Finally, the Arabs could not remain 
indiiTerent to the danger which threatened to 
spread to their countries. The representatives of 
certain Powers which interfered all over the world 
in order to protect, as they put it, their vital 
interests, should therefore be the last to prohibit 
the Arabs from intervening in Palestine. Such 
was the real position of the Arab troops in 
Palestine. 

Furthermore, if the term " foreigners " was 
to be applied to all those who were not of Palestine 
nationality, it should also apply to all the Zionists 
and to all the Jewish troops recruited among 
persons who were not of "Palestinian nationality" 
In other word~. Palestinian nationality belonged 
not to the inhabitants of the fictitious State of 
Isral:'l but to those who were nationals of 
Palestine preYious to May 1948. In fact Israeli 
nationality had not yet been recognized by any 
State, and such recognition would result in making 
the Zionists both judges and,partics in the dispute. 

The Egyptian delegation might envisage a 
withdrav>al of both Arab troops and of all the 
non-Palestinian fi ghting forces if the definition 
\Yhich had just been advanced were adhered to, 
but were the Zionists ready to withdraw from 
Pahsti!!c all the groups that had entered the 
countrv durina the last four or five months ? 
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serait de nature a entraver !'application de cette 
decision. Si l'on veut vraiment resoudre le 
problcme palestinien et ainsi amener le retablis
sement de la paix et de la securite dans tout le 
:Moyen Orient, le premier probleme a resoudre est 
celui du retrait de Palestine des troupes etrangeres. 

FAwzi Bey (Egypte) declare qu'il y a tout 
d'abord une consideration de fait qui s'impose : 
le principe mcme, a l'origine du cessez-le-feu et de 
la treve, proclame par le Conseil de securite, etait 
qu'aucune des parties ne put s'assurer aucun avan
tage politique on militaire au cours de Ja periode 
de cessation des hostilites. Or, demander a l'une 
des parties de retirer ses troupes, alors que l'autre 
partie maintiendrait les siennes, constituerait une 
violation des decisions du Conseil de securite. 

Une deuxieme question preliminaire qui se pose 
est celle de Ia definition des troupes etrangeres. 
En eiTet, le representant de l'URSS entend par la 
precisement les troupes qui ne sont nullement 
etrangeres, ou du moins celles qui le sont a un 
moindre degre. L'on a parle des troupes arabes, 
sans dire un mot de celles qui sont venues renforcer 
les forces juives de tous les coins du monde, 
notamment d'Europe centrale, et surtout 
d'Europe orientale. Si ce n'est pas la pour le 
representant de l'URSS des troupes etrangeres, il 
faut avouer que la Commission devra reviser ses 
conceptions en la matiere. 

Lorsque les troupes des pays arabes voisins de Ia 
Palestine ont du intervenir dans ce pays, un dcbat 
a eu lieu au Conseil de securite et il est apparu 
qu'aucun des Etats arabes ne s'Ctait rendu 
coupable d'une intervention injustifiee. Ce qui 
etait vrai alors n'a pas cesse de l'ctre. Les Arabes 
sont intervenus en Palestine pour faire echec a nne 
menace au maintien de la paix et de la stabilite 
internationales, et ce, a la demande de la grande 
majorite de la population residant legalement en 
Palestine. Les Arabes etaient done les bienvenus 
et non des importuns intervenant dans les affaires 
de la Palestine. Enfin, les Arabes ne pouvaient 
rester insensibles devant ce danger qui mena<;ait 
de s'etendre a leurs pays. Les representants de 
certaines Puissances, qui interviennent aux quatre 
coins du monde pour proteger, disent-elles, des 
inten~ts vitaux, devraient done etre les derniers 
a interdire aux Arabes d'intervenir en Palestine. 
Telle est la nature veritable de la question des 
troupes arabes en Palestine. 

D'autre part, si l'on qualifie d'etrangers tous 
ceux qui n'ont pas la nationalite palestinienne, 
le terme devra s'appliquer a tous les sionistes et a 
toutes les troupes juives recrutees parmi des gens 
qui n'ont pas la << nationalite palestinienne », 
c'est-a-dire, non pas celle de l'Etat fictif d'Israel, 
mais celle qui resultc de l'etat de chases anterieur 
au mois de mai 1948. En eiTet, la nationalite 
israelienne n'est encore reconnue par aucun Etat 
et elle aboutirait a fa ire que les sionistes soient juge 
et partie. 

La delegation de l'Egypte pourrait eventuel
lement envisacrer le retrait a la fois des troupes 
arabes et de to~s les combattants non palestiniens, 
si I' on s'en tenait a la definition qui vient d'etre 
indiquee, mais les sionistes sont-i~s prets a retirer 
de Palestine tons les elements qm s'y sont rendus 
au cours des quatre ou cinq derniers mois ? 
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With regard to the attitude of the Polish and 
USSR delegations, it was rather significant that 
it was they who had dealt with the question in 
their proposals. They wanted all Arab troops to 
leave Palestine, while other troops, and particu
larly those who came from Eastern Europe, 
remained. Yet, in actual fact, the efforts of the 
Arabs to stabilize the situation in Palestine had 
met with a certain amount of resistance owing to 
the presence of truly " foreign " troops, especially 
those that had come from Eastern Europe and 
which contituted not only a military, but a 
political economic and social danger as well. The 
Arab in = habitants of Palestine had been driven 
from their land with the help of arms, the source 
of which wa known to the USSR representative. 
Those Arab refugees represented nearly t hree
quarters of the population of Palestine, against 
whose will the country had been invaded by 
foreigners. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) agreed with the 
Egyptian representative, and remarked further 
that there were in France, the United States and 
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe 
military training camps for Jews who were being 
sent to Palestine. At the time of the withdrawal 
of the Mandatory Power, the number of J ews who 
had acquired Palestinian nationality was only 
86,000. At the present time the Jewish popu
lation in Palestine was stated to be 800,000. It 
was obvious that all these newcomers could not 
have acquired new nationality in a few months. 
They were consequently foreigners. Furthermore, 
a considerable number of the officers in the 
J ewish armies were citizens of the United States 
or· of Eastern and \Vestern European countries. 

If the USSR draft resolution were adopted, a 
commission of enquiry would have to be set up to 
determine on the spot which of the combatants 
were foreigners and which 'vere not. Further
m ore, according to the provisions contained in the 
second paragraph on the USSR draft, J ewish 
t roops, the vast majority of which were foreign 
troops, would be required to evacuate the terri
tories they had conquered and which accord
ing to the General Assembly resolution of 
29 November 1947 should form part of the Arab 
State. 

He concluded by saying that the question of the 
withdrawal of foreign troops was essentially one 
that should be handled by the Security Council, 
and therefore expressed the hope that neither the 
Committee nor the Assembly would adopt the 
USSR proposal. 

Mr. EBAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
recalled that his delegation had on 7 May last 
drawn the Security Council's attention to the 
imminent invasion of the t erritory of Palestine 
by the regular armies of the Arab States, and that 
such an invasion constituted a threat to peace. 
On 15 May the invasion actually took place and 
on 18 May the Arab League officially announced 
its intention to intervene in Palestine by force 
of arms. The aim of this invasion by the Arab 
States was therefore to oppose by force the imple
mentation of a resolution of the General Assembly. 
The question was whether the presence in Palestine 
of troops belonging to the Arab States was legiti
m ate or not and whether it was in conformity with 
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En ce qui concerne !'attitude des delegations 
de la Pologne et de l'URSS, il est assez significatif 
que ce soit elles qui aient traite de cette question 
dans leurs propositions. Elles desirent, en efiet, que 
les troupes m·abes quittent la Palestine, alors qu'y 
resteraient les aut res troupes, et particulierement 
celles qui sont originaires d'Europe orientale. 
Mais en reaJite, si Ies efforts des Arabes pour 
stabiliser la situation en Palestine ont ete contre
carn~s dans une certaine mesure, cela a ete du a la 
presence de troupes vraiment (( ctrangeres »,venues 
notamment d'Europe orientale et qui representent 
un danger non seu.lement militaire, mais politique, 
economique et social. Les indigenes arabes n'ont 
pu etre chasses de Palestine que grace a des 
munitions dont le representant de l'URSS n'ignore 
pas la provenance. Ces refugies arabes repre
sentent a peu pres les t rois quarts de la population 
de Palestine, contre la volonte de laquelle des 
etrangers ont envahi le pays. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) partage les vues expri
mees par le representant de l'Egypte et fait 
remarqu.er, en outre, qu'il existe en France, aux 
Etats-Unis et dans les Etats de !'Europe centrale 
et orientale des camps d'entrainement militaire 
pour les Juifs qui sont envoyes en Palestine. Lors 
du retrait de Ia Puissance mandataire, le nombre 
des J uifs qui avaient acquis la nationalite palesti
nienne n'etait que de 86.000. Actuellement, la 
population juive en Palestine serait de 800.000. 
Il est clair que tous ces nouveaux venus n'ont pu 
acquerir une nouvelle nationalite en quelques mois. 
Ce ~ont done des ctrangers. D'ailleurs, un grand , 
nombre d'officiers de l'armee juive sont citoyens 
des Etats-Unis ou d'Etats de !'Europe orientale 
ou occidentale. 

Si le projet de resolution de l'UHSS etait ado pte, 
il faudrait creer une commission d'enquete qui 
determinerait sur place le caractere national ou 
etranger de tons les combattants. De plus, suivant 
lcs dispositions contenues dans lc deuxieme 
paragraphe du projet de l'URSS, il faudrait que 
les troupes juives qui, dans leur immense majorite, 
sont des t roupes etrangeres, evacuent les terri
toires conquis par elles, et qui, d'apres la resolution 
de l'Assemblee generale du 29 novembre 1947, 
devaient faire partie de l'Etat arabe. 

L 'orateur conclut que la question du retrait des 
troupes etrangeres est essentiellement du ressort 
du Conseil de securite et exprime le vreu que ni la 
Commission, ni I'Assembh'e, n'adopteront la 
proposition de l'URSS. 

l\1. EBAN (Gouvernement prOVlSOlre d'Israel) 
rappelle que sa delegation avait attire, le 7 mai 
dernier, !'attention du Conseil de securite sur 
!'invasion imminente du t erritoire de la Palestine 
par les armees regulieres des :Etats arabes, en 
soulignant que cette invasion constituait une 
menace a la paix. Le 15 mai, cette invasion s'est 
effectivement- produit e ct, le 18 mai, la Ligue arabe 
annon~a officiellcment son intention d'intervenir 
en Palestine par la force des armes. Le but de 
I' invasion cntreprise parIes :Etats arabes etait done 
de s'opposer par la force ala mise en reuvre d'une 
resolution de l' Assemblee generale. La question 
se pose de savoir si la presence des troupes de~ 
Etats arabes en Palestine est legitime ou non, s1 



the Charter. The Charter said that the only case 
when reco urse to force was legitimate was that 
of defence against armed attack, as provided in 
Article 51. Since the armed forces of the State of 
Israel had committed no act of aggression against 
E gypt , Lebanon, Syria or Transjordan, those 
tcrrilorics could not invoke the right of legitimate 
self-defence. Apart from that, t he armed forces 
of the Arab States were not employed in the 
common interest of the United Nations, but on the 
contrary with the intention of opposing the imple
m entation of a resolution of the General Assembly. 
It was therefore clear that the presence of Arab 
troops in Palestine was contrary to the principles 
of the Charter. 

The presence of foreign troops in Palestine 
constituted an ever-present threat to international 
peace. The Security Council's resolution of 
15 July 19,18 dealing with the truce (S /902), and 
especially the resolution of 16 November 1948 
(S/1080) relating to the entry into force of an 
armistice, were provisional measures in the sense 
of Article 40 of the Charter, and should precede 
the establishment of peace together with the 
reduction and withdrawal of the armed forces. 
The Arab argument according to which these 
resolutions recognized the legitimacy of the 
presence of Arab troops in Palestine was therefore, 
to say the least, rather strange. These resolutions, 
in fact, showed that the presence of Arab troops 
was considered as a disturbing factor which should 
be progressively eliminated by the establishment 
of an armistice followed by a peace. 

He noted, in passing, that according to inter
national law it was absurd to represent the 
absorption of Jewish immigrants into the State of 
Israel as an invasion of a territory by foreign 
troops. The withdrawal of the Arab armies would 
lead to a corresponding demobilization of the 
J ewish forces, in the circumstances the conclusion 
of peace would permit the opening of negotiations 
on all problems arising out of the war. He 
thought that the Assembly would be wise in firmly 
proclaiming its wish to see the armistice put into 
force and the withdrawal of foreign troops effected, 
that being the most important factor in the re
establishment of peace. That was why the State 
of Israel favoured the principles set out in the 
USSR and P olish proposals. 

?dr. DEELEY (United Kingdom) observed t hat 
the USSR resolution as it stood would lend to 
dil11culties of interpretation. In order to dcter
roin.c the status oi foreigner, the laws of nationality 
which apparently had not yet been promulga ted 
by ~he prescn ~ nuthor1ties in Palestine, neit her for 
tlw J~ws n:1r for t he Arabs, would have to be 
ex.amin::cl. Furthermore, the number of Arab 
trocps on the t erritory of Israel, as determined in 
the resolution of 29 November 1947, was small and 
there were no troops that could be vvithdrawn from 
the Arab State because that Stat e \Yas not yet 
in existence. 

The USSR draft resolution, even when amended, 
would be open to very serious criticism. If it 
were adopted, the General Assembly would find 
itself introducing a measure which in fact encroach-

elle est conforme aux dispositions de la Charte. 
Le seul cas ou le recours a la force est legitime, 
selon Ia Charte, est le cas de legitime defense 
prcvu a !'Article 51, lorsqu'il s'agit pour un Etat 
de se protcger contrc une agression armee. Comme 
les forces armees de l'Etat d'Israel n'ont commis 
aucune agression contrc l'Egypte, le Liban, la 
Syrie ou la Transjordanie, ces Etats ne peuyent 
done invoquer le droit de legitime defense. D'autre 
part, ces forces armees des Etats arabes ne sont pas 
utili sees dans !'interet commun des Nations Unies, 
mais au contraire dans !'intention de s'opposer a 
la mise en reuvre d 'une resolution de l' Assemblee 
generale. II est done clair que la presence des 
troupes arabes en Palestine est contraire aux 
principes de la Charte. 

M. Eban indique que la presence des troupes 
etrangeres sur le territoire de la Palestine constitue 
une menace permanente a la paix internationale. 
La resolution (S /902) du Conseil de securite du 
15 juillet 1948, relative a la treve, et plus encore Ia 
resolution du 16 novembre 1948 (S/1080), relative 
a la mise en vigueur d'un armistice, sont des 
mesures provisoires, au sens de !'Article 40 de la 
Charte et doivent preluder a l' etablissement d'une 
paix accompagnee d'une reduction et du retrait 
des forces armees. La these arabe, selon laquelle 
ces resolutions constitueraient la reconnaissance 
de la legitimite de la presence des troupes des 
Etats arabes en Palestine, est done pour le moins 
etrange. En effet, ces resolutions montrent que la 
presence des troupes arabes est consideree comme 
un f::lcteur de troubles, qui devra etre elimine 
progressivement par l' etablissement d'un armistice 
suivi d'un regime de paix. 

L'oratcur signale, en passant, qu'il est absurde, 
d'apres le droit international, d'assimiler !'absorp
tion d'immigrants juifs dans l'Etat d'Israel a une 
invasion du territoire par des armees etrangeres. 
II ajoute que le retrait des armees arabes entrai
nerait une demobilisation correspondante des 
forces juives. Dans ces conditions, la conclusion 
de Ia paix permettrait d'entamer des negociations 
sur taus lcs problemes resultant de la guerre. 
M. Eban estime que l' Assemblee agirait sagement 
si elle proclamait avec fermete son desir de voir 
!'armistice mis a execution et de voir effectuer le 
retrait des armees ctrangeres, ce qui consti
tuerait le facteur le plus important de la restau
ration de la paix. Voila pourquoi l'Etat d' Israel est 
favo rable aux principes enonces dans les propo
sitions de l'URSS et de la P ologne. 

l\1. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer que 
la resolut ion de l' URSS dans son t ext e actuel 
cntmfnerait des difficultes d'interpn~tation. En 
efTet, pour determiner la qualite de ressortissant 
etranger, il faudrait examiner les lois de nat~OJ~a: 
lite, mais celles-ci ne semblent pas encore avmr ete 
promulguees par les autorites actuelles en Pales
tine, ni pour lcs J uifs, ni pour les .Arabcs. De _ p!~s, 
lc nombre des troupes m·abes sur le ternt~Ire 
d'Is rael, tel qu'il est determine par 1a resolution 
du 29 novembre 1947, est reduit et il r:'Y a pas de 
troupes qu'on puisse retirer de l'Etat arabe, 
puisque cet Etat n'existe pas. , 

Le projet de resolution de l'URSS, meme 
amende, preterait a une critique tres scrieuse. E_n 
effet, s'il etait adopte, l'Assemble_e gen?:,ale ~era1t 
amenee a prendre une mesure qui empieLermt sur 
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ed upon the functions of the Security Council 
and which would be inconsistent with the decisions 
taken by the latter in its resolutions of 4 November 
and 16 november 1948 which invited the parties 
to seek an agreement with a view to the establish
ment of an armistice laying down permanent 
armistice lines beyond which any troop move
ments would be prohibited. For all these reasons 
the United Kingdom delegation was opposed to 
the provisions relating to the withdrawal of 
armed forces contained in the USSR and Polish 
proposals. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) stated that so long as foreign troops 
remained in the territory of Palestine peace could 
not prevail in that part of the world. The matter 
the First Committee was called upon to settle 
was the putting into effect of the General Assembly 
resolution of 29 November 1947. Part of that 
resolution had already been carried out by the 
establishment of the State of Israel within the 
territorial limits established by the General 
Assembly. On the other hand, the Arab State 
had not yet been established ; the territory allo
cated to it was occupied by regular troops of 
Transjordan, Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, and 
elsewhere. 

He refuted the argument put forward by the 
Egyptian representative that Arab troops had 
entered Palestine at the invitation of the Pales
tinian Arabs, as not a single statement or document 
had been invoked in support of that claim. 
Foreign intervention was, on the contrary, 
clearly manifest on the Arab side for there was a 
British General, Glubb Pasha, and British officers 
commanding Transjordan troops, which had 
invaded the territory earmarked for the Arab 
State of Palestine. 

He noted that Arab States refused to recognize 
the General Assembly resolution of 29 November 
194 7. They had the right to do so, but what 
they were doing went much further, for they were 
dismembering the lands that should have become 
Arab territory, and were endangering peace. 
The USSR and the Polish proposals were very 
important for they would enable an Arab State 
to be created without outside intervention, and 
thus ensure peace in Palestine. Finally, he 
observed that the opposition of the United 
Kingdom representative to the USSR proposal 
sprang from the selfish interests entertained by 
his country which were incompatible with the 
interests of the Arabs and Jews in Palestine. The 
Byelorussian delegation would support the USSR 
proposal on the; withdra>..-al of armed troops, 
because it was of vital importance. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypt) replied to the representative 
of the Byelorussian SSR that the representatives 
of the Arab States had told the Security Council 
that their troops had entered Palestine for the 
purpose of re-establishing order and at the request 
of the Arab Higher Committee, which was recog
nized as the official spokesman of the Arabs in 
Palestine. Therefore the entry of Arab troops into 
Palestine could not be considered as an act of 
aggression, besides, the Security Council had 
never considered it as such. 

les fonctions du Conseil de securite et qui serait 
en contradiction avec les decisions prises par ce 
dernier, notamment avec les resolutions du 
4 novembre et du 16 novembre 1948 qui invitent 
les parties a rechercher un accord en vue de la 
conclusion d'un armistice et de la demarcation 
de lignes d'armistice permanentes, au dela 
desquelles tout mouvement de troupes serait 
interdit. Pour toutes ces raisons, la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni s'oppose aux dispositions 
concernant le retrait des forces armees, contenues 
dans les propositions de l'URSS et de la Pologne. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) declare qu'aussi longtemps que des 
troupes etrangeres seront stationnees sur le terri
toire de la Palestine, la paix ne pourra regner dans 
cette partie du monde. Le probleme que doit 
resoudre la Premiere Commission est de donner 
effet ala resolution de l'Assemblee du 29 novembre 
1947. Une partie de cette resolution a deja ete 
mise en vigueur par Ia creation de l'Etat d'Israel, 
dans les limites territoriales determinees par 
l' Assemblee generale. Par contre, l'Etat arabe 
n'a pas encore ete cree; en ses lieu et place, le 
territoire est occupe par les troupes regulieres 
de Transjordanie, d'Egypte, de Syrie, du Liban 
et des troupes d'autre origine. 

L'orateur refute !'argument employe par le 
representant de l'Egypte, suivant lequelles troupes 
arabes seraient entrees en Palestine sur !'invitation 
des Arabes de Palestine ; aucune declaration, 
aucun document n'ont ete invoques a I'appui 
de cette these. L'intervention etrangere se mani
feste clairement, au contraire, du cOte arabe, 
puisque I' on voit un general britannique, Glubb 
Pacha, et des officiers anglais commander les 
troupes de Transjordanie qui ont envahi le terri
toire reserve a l'Etat arabe de Palestine. 

Le representant de Ia RSS de Bielorussie 
constate que les Etats arabes refusent de recon
naitre la resolution de l' Assemblee generale du 
29 novembre 1947. C'est leur droit, mais ce qu'ils 
font va beaucoup plus loin, car ils demembrent 
le territoire de ce qui devait etre l'Etat arabe et 
mettent la paix en danger. La proposition de 
l'URSS et celle de la Pologne sont tres impor
tantes, car elles permettraient la creation de 
l'Etat arabe sans intervention exterieure et assu
reraient ainsi la paix en Palestine. L'orateur 
conclut en faisant remarquer que l'opposition du 
representant du Royaume-Uni ala proposition de 
l'URSS a pour cause les inten~ts egoYstes de son 
pays, interets qui sont incompatibles avec ccux 
des Arabes et des Juifs de Palestine. La delegation 
de la RSS de Bielorussie appuiera l:l proposition 
de l'URSS sur le retrait des troupes armees, qui 
est d'une importance capitale. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypte) repoad au repre~,2ntant de 
la RSS de Bielorussie que lcs rcpreseeta:1ts des 
Etats arabes ont mentionne au Conseil d,~ sccuritc 
que leurs troupes etaicnt entrees en Palestine 
pour y retablir l'oc·dre, a la requ2:te clu Haut 
Comite arabe qui a etc rcconnu comme le porte
parole officiel des Arabes de Palestine. On ne pC>ut 
done considerer la penetration des troupes arabes 
en Palestine comme une agression ; le Conseil de 
securite, d'ailleurs, ne l'a jamais considerce comme 
tell e. 
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He added that the intervention in Palestine had 
been brought about by the Zionists and that peace 
had been not by the intervention of Arab armies, 
but despite that intervention. The deterioration 
of the situation in Palestine was the result of 
the part played by world Zionism which was 
acquiring ever-increasing quantities of arms and 
fighting men, while the Arabs were refused arms 
by certain States when they needed them for self
protection. The plight of the Arab refugees was 
such as to allay any doubts that might be enter
tained on that score. 

He drew the Commiltee's attention to a United 
Press cable of 28 November 1948 which stated that 
over 5,000 emigrant Jews from each of the six 
Eastern European countries were to go to Pales
tine before the end of 19•18. 

In analysing the text of the USSR resolution, he 
pointed out the difficulties entailed by the inter
pretation of the word " foreigners " and " with
drawal ". He pointed out that as far as the 
Zionists were concerned there was no question 
of any withdrawal because in practice their troops 
would remain in Palestine. The basic question 
that arose was whether the Zionists were ready 
to withdraw their foreign troops from Palestine. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) expressed his surprise that 
the proposal of the USSR should have met with 
any opposition. He recalled that on 29 November 
1947 the Assembly had established the frontiers of 
the Arab and Jewish States in Palestine. Since 
then, the Jews had established their State, but the 
second part of the resolution had not been carried 
out because troops from neighbouring countries 
had entered the territory of Palestine that was not 
occupied by the Jewish armies. The first step 
in carrying out the resolution of 29 November 
was the withdrawal of the troops which had 
prevented its implementation. 

He did not think that the Security Council 
should deal with that question, for the Security 
Council's duty was essentially that of maintaining 
the truce and of transforming it, with the help of 
the Mediator, into an armistice. The Assembly, 
on the other hand, must find a permanent and 
fundamental political solution to the problem of 
Palestine. The withdrawal of armed forces was 
related to the political solution of the question. 

The Polish delegation supported the provisions 
of the USSR draft resolution concerning the 
withdrawal of armed forces. It had itself sub
mitted a similar provision, for without it its reso
lution would not have been complete. The 
conciliation commission which it was proposed 
to set up, would have to find a permanent solution 
to the problem of Palestine based on the data given 
it by the General Assembly. It would be unable 
to fulfil its task if part of the territory was 
occupied by foreign troops. That was why the 
\vithdrawal of foreign troops -..vas an essential 
prerequisite. 

l\Ir. AMMOUN (Lebanon) considered that among 
the troops fighting in Palestine, some -..~ere inte~
venina legitimately, in accordance w1th pubhc 
intern~tional law, while the Jewish forces were 
composed of foreigners who had come from every 

L'orateur ajoute que l'intervention en Palestine 
est le fait des sionistes et que la paix est troublee 
non dn fait de !'intervention des armees arabes, 
mais malgre cette intervention. L'aggravation 
de Ia situation en Palestine est le resultat du role 
joue par le sionisme mondial, qui s'est procure 
de plus en plus d'armes et de combattants, alors 
que lcs Arabes se sont vu refuser la livraison 
d'armes par certains Etats, alors qu'ils en avaient 
besoin pour se proteger. La situation malheureuse 
des refugies arabes suffirait a lever les doutes que 
!'on pourrait avoir sur cette question. 

Le representant de l'Egypte attire !'attention 
de la Commission sur une depeche de l'agence de 
presse United Press, en date du 28 novembre 1948, 
qui indique que plus de 5.000 Juifs emigrant de 
chncun des six Etats de l'Europe orientale doivent 
se rendre en Palestine avant Ia fin de 1948. 

Analysant le texte de la resolution de l'URSS, 
Fawzi Bey fait observer les difficultes qu'entraine 
!'interpretation des mots (( ctrangers )) et (( retrait )), 
Il constate notamment que, pour les sionistes, 
il nc pent ctre question de retrait, puisque prati
quement leurs troupes resteraient en Palestine. 
Toutefois, Ia question essentielle qui se pose est 
celle de savoir si les sionistes sont prets a retirer 
leurs troupes etrangeres de Palestine. 

l\1. LANGE (Pologne) s'etonne que des contes
tations se soient elevces au sujet de Ia proposition 
de l'URSS. Il rappelle que, le 29 novembre 1947. 
l'Assembh~e avait determine a l'avance les 
fronticres de l'Etat arabe et de l'Etat juif de 
Palestine. Depuis, l'Etat juif s'est creede sa propre 
initiative, mais la seconde partie de la resolution 
n'a pas ete appliquee car des troupes de pays 
voisins ont penetrc sur la partie du territoire de Ia 
Palestine non occupe par lcs armces juives. La 
premiere ctape a franchir pour mettre en appli
cation la resolution du 29 novembre doit etrc le 
retrait des troupes qui en ont cmpeche la mise en 
application. . 

M. Lange estime que ce n'est pas au Conseil de 
securite qu'il appartient de s'occuper de cette 
question car la tache du Conseil de securite 
consiste essentiellernent a maintenir la treve et a 
la transformer, avec l'aide du Mediateur, en un 
armistice. L' Assemblce, par contre, do it se preoc
cuper de trouver une solution politique p~n.na
nente et fondamentale au probleme palestlmen. 
Le retrait des forces armees trouve sa place dans 
cette solution politique de la question. 

La delegation de la Pologne appuie les dispo
sitions du projet de resolution de l'URSS, tendant 
au retrait des forces armces. Elle a presente elle
meme une disposition similaire, car sans c~la. sa 
resolution n'efrt pas ete comph'~te . La commlSSlOn 
de conciliation, dont la creation est envisagee, 
devra trouver une solution permanente au 
probleme de la Palestine, en s'inspirant des 
donnees fournies par l' Assemblee generale .. Elle 
ne pourrait remplir sa tache si une ,partie. du 
territoire etait occupee par des troupes etrangeres. 
C'est pourquoi le retrait des troupes e~rangeres 
constitue une condition prealable essentielle. 

M. AM.MOUN (Liban) estime que, parmi le~ 
troupes qui combattent en Palestine, il y ~n a qm 
interviennent regulierement, d'apres les regles du 
droit international public, tandis que les troupes 
juives sont composees d'etrangers venus de tons 
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corner of the earth and were helped by clandestine 
non-Jewish troops consisting of soldiers equipped 
with arms of foreign manufacture. 

The USSR proposal failed to take into account 
the fact that the Security Council had been 
dealing with the question for a long time. If it 
were adopted it would nullify all that had been so 
far accomplished. 

He declared that the intervention of the Arab 
troops was legitimate, for it was based on the 
request of the Arab Higher Committee which had 
been recognized by the Assembly in 1947 as the 
accredited representative of the Arabs in Palestine. 
Furthermore, the presence of more than half the 
Arab population of Palestine that had fled to the 
territories of the neighbouring Arab States surely 
pointed to the need for the Arab States to maintain 
their armies in Palestine to protect the Arabs who 
had remained. Finally, when the British had 
withdrawn from Palestine, the t erritory had 
been left without armed forces ; that had made 
possible the present disorders. The situation had 
grown worse when the Jews set up their so
called State even before the end of the Mandate 
and embarked not only on a policy of aggression, 
but on an armed offensive and the Haganah, the 
Irgun and the Stern Group had committed 
horrible acts of terrorism. 

In conclusion, he pointed out that the with
drawal of Arab troops would mean the looting 
of Arab property by the Jews. In this connexion 
he quoted a passage from the Mediator's report 
which indicated that United Nations observers 
had reported that the Jewish army organized 
systematic looting in Galilee, while other observers 
showed that those lootings and persecutions had 
forced a fresh group of 10,000 Arab refugees to 
flee into Lebanon. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) opposed 
the draft resolutions of the USSR and Poland 
becaue he thought that the Security Council should 
continue to deal with the question of the armistice 
and troop withdrawals, while the First Committee 
should deal with the general aspect of the problem. 
The text of the USSR proposal might give rise 
to very complex problems. 

Mr. GALAGAN (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) thought some delegations were trying 
to complicate the question The reasoning 
{)f the United Kingdom delegation, which held 
that it would be difficult to define what troops 
should be regarded as foreign was groundless, as 
foreign troops in Palestine were those who 
resisted the implementation of the resolution of 
29 November 1947 ; such, for instance, were the 
British officers of the Arab Legion. 

The argument advanced by the delegations of 
the United Kingdom and of the United States to 
the effect that this question wa,s a matter for the 
Security Council was not valid either, as those 
delegations had never asked the Security Council 
for the withdrawal of troops. Moreover, they had 
Dpposed the proposals that had been submitted 
to that effect. Thus the United Kingdom and 
the United States had shown that they did not 
desire the re-establishment of peace in Palestine. 

les coins du monde et qu'elles sont aide::s de 
troupes clandestines non juives, composees de 
soldats munis d'armements etrangers. 

La proposition de l'URSS ne tient pas compte 
du fait que le Conseil de securite s'est occupe de la 
question depuis longtemps. Si clle etait adoptee, 
elle pourrait reduire a neant tout ce qui a deja ete 
accompli. 

L'orateur declare que l'intervention des armees 
arabes est legitime car elle est motivee par la 
demande du Haut-Comite arabe, reconnu par 
l'Assemblee, en 1947, comme representant attitre 
des Arabes de Palestine. De plus, le fait que plus 
de la moitic de Ia population arabe de Palestine 
s'est refugiee sur Je territoire des :f:tats arabes 
voisins ne temoigne-t-il pas de la necessitc pour 
les Etats arabes de maintenir leurs armees en 
Palestine pour y proteger Jes Arabes qui y sont 
demeures? Enfin, lorsque les Britanniques se sont 
retires de Palestine, ce pays est reste sans forces 
armees, ce qui a rendu possibles les desordres 
actuels. La situation a ete aggravee du fait que les 
Juifs avaient cree leur soi-disant :Etat avant meme 
la cessation du Mandat et qu'ils se sont livres non 
seulement a une offensive politique, mais aussi a 
une offensive a main armee, que les bandes de la 
Haganah, de I' Irgun ct du groupe Stern ont 
commis des actes de terrorisme effroyables. 

Le representant du Liban fait remarquer, en 
terminant, que le retrait des troupes arabes signi
fierait le pillage des biens arabes par les Juifs. Il 
cite, ace sujet, un passage du rapport du Mediateur 
dans lequel il est indique que les observateurs de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ont constate 
en Galilee que l'armee juive organisait des pillages 
systematiques, tandis que d'autres observateurs 
indiquaient que ces pillages et ces persecutions 
avaient provoque l'cxode d'un nouveau groupe de 
10.000 refugies arabes au Liban. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) s'oppose aux 
projets de resolution de l'URSS et de la Pologne, 
car il estime que le Conseil de securite doit 
continuer a s'occuper de la question de }'armistice 
et de retrait des troupes, tandis qu'il appartient 
a Ia Premiere Commission de traiter du probleme 
general. Le texte de la proposition de l'URSS 
est de nature a soulever des questions fort 
compliquees. 

M. GALAGAN (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) estime que certaines delegations 
s'efforcent de compliquer la question. Le raison
nement de la delegation du Royaume-Uni, suivant 
lequel il serait difficile de definir ce qu'il faut 
entendre par troupes etrangeres n'est pas fonde 
car les troupes etrangeres en Palestine sont celles 
qui s'opposent a la mise en application de la 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947 ; ce sont les 
officiers anglais de la Legion arabe, par exemple. 

L'argument invoque par les delegations du 
Royaume-Uni et des :Etats-Unis, suivant Jequel 
cette question est du ressort du Conseil de securite, 
n'est pas valable non plus, car ces delegations n'ont 
jamais demande au Conseil de securite que ce 
retrait ait lieu ; elles se sont meme opposees aux 
propositions faites dans ce sens. Ainsi le Royaume
Uni et les Etats-Unis ont montre qu'ils ne venlent 
pas le rctablissement de la paix en Palestine. 
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He declared, however, that no one could deny 
that peace should be established in Palestine for 
the sake of both Arabs and the J ews. Represen
tatives had said so and the Mediator had also 
recognized that fact. The presence of foreign 
troops in Palestine, however, served onlytocompli
cate the situation and to prevent direct nego
tiations between the Palestinian Arabs and the 
Jews. The presence of foreign troops had been an 
obstacle to the creation of an Arab State in 
accordance with the Assembly resolution of 
29 November, and constituted an obstacle to the 
development of the State of IsraeL For all those 
reasons the delegation of the Ukrainian SSR 
supported the USSR draft resolution. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND SIXTEENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on 1\londay, 29 November 1948, at 3.00 p.m. 

Chairman : A. CosTA DU RELS (Bolivia). 

85. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE 
CONSOLIDATED TABULATION PREPARED BY THE 
WORKING GROUP (AjC.1j403). 

S ection II. Withdrawal of troops. 

l\Ir. EL KHoum (Syria) objected to the USSR 
proposal for the withdrawal of all foreign 
military personnel from Palestine on the grounds 
that Article 12 of the Charter denied the Assembly 
the right to make any recommendation on a 
dispute or situation of which the Security Council 
was seized, unless the Council so requested. 
He recalled that the present discussion was 
taking place as a direct result of the Council's 
request made in April 1948 to the Assembly 
to consider further, at a special session, the 
future government of Palestine. The Council's 
request therefore related only to the final political 
settlement. It had not asked the Assembly 
to make any recommendations in connexion 
with military and security aspects of th'~ Palestine 
situation. Consequently, the Assembly was not 
competent to adopt the USSR proposal. 

Furthermore, the USSR proposal could not 
be accepted because it referred to the Jewish 
and Arab States in Palestine provided for in the 
November resolution 181 (II) and would thus 
prejudice any later decision which might be 
taken in relation to the final political settlement. 

~1Ir. KmrATINA (Yugo8lavia) said that the 
wi.thc~n:;_,..,.al of foreign troops was an essential 
pn:rrqui:jte for t he soluti?n of the :vho~e Palestine 
problem. Those who w1shed to Imp.ement t he 

L'orateur declare qu'on ne peut nier cependant 
que la paix doit etre retablie en Palestine, dans 
l'interet des Arabes et des Juifs. Des representants 
l'ont declare et le Mediateur I' a reconnu egalement. 
Cependant, la presence de troupes etrangeres en 
Palestine ne fait que compliquer la situation et 
empeche des negociations directes entre 1es Arabes 
et les J uifs de Palestine. La presence de troupes 
etrangeres a ete un obstacle a la creation de I'Etat 
arabe, prevue par la resolution de l'Assemblee du 
29 novembre, et constitue un obstacle au develop
pement de l'Etat d'Israel. Pour toutes ces raisons. 
la delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine appuie le 
projet de resolution de l'URSS. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-SEIZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 29 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President : l\1. A. CosTA Du RELs (Bolivie). 

85. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies pour la 
Palestine ( A./648) 

SUITE DE L'EXAMEN DU TABLEAU RECAPITULATIF 
PREPAREPARLEGROUPE DE TRAVAIL (AjC./1403). 

Section II. Retrait des troupes. 

M. EL KHoum (Syrie) ne peut accepter la 
proposition de l'URSS visant au retrait de tous 
res elements militaires etrangers de Palestine. 
etant donne que I' Article 12 de la Charte n'autorist 
pas 1' Assemblee a formuler des recommandatione 
au sujet d'un differend ou d'une situation dons 
est saisi le Conseil de securite, a moins que ce 
dernier ne le demand e. II rappelle que la discussion 
en cours est la consequence directe d'une demande 
adressee a I' Assemblee generale, en avril 1948, par 
le Conseil de securite, en vue de la convocation 
d'une session extraordinaire pour poursuivre 
I'examen de Ia question du Gouvernement futur 
de la Palestine. La requete du Conseil de securite 
ne conccrnait done que le reglement politique 
dcfinitif de la question de la Palestine. Le Conseil 
n'a pas demande a l'Assemblee de formule~ au 
sujet de cette question des recommandahons 
concernant les problemes des forces armees et 
de la securite. Aussi I' Assemblee n'est-elle pas 
competente pour adopter la proposition de l'URSS. 

En outre, on ne saurait accepter cette propo
sition car elle fait allusion aux Etats juif et 
arabe' de Palestine prevus dans la resolution 
181 (II) de novembre, et pn\jugerait ainsi toute 
decision qui serait prise en vue d'un reglement 
politique definitif. 

II'!. KoMATINA (Yougoslavie) declare qu~ . le 
retrait des troupes etrangeres est une cond:t~on 
essentielle de la solution du probleme palestlme~ 
dans son ensemble. Ceux qui veulent mettre a 
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Assembly's decision on partition could not fail 
to approve the proposal as it was formulated 
in the Polish and USSR draft resolutions. Simi
larly, it was only natural that the withdrawal 
of troops would be opposed by those delegations 
which did not wish to see the November resolution 
implemented. The Yugoslav delegation would 
therefore vote in favour of the USSR draft 
resolution. 

1\ir. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that the withdrawal of foreign 
troops >vas a necessary condition for the estab
lishment of peace and for any settlement of 
the Palestine question in accordance with the 
November resolution. The presence of Arab 
forces in Palestine was a direct violation of the 
appeal which the Assembly had issued in con
nexion with the November resolution, calling 
upon all States and individuals to refrain from 
any acts likely to complicate the situation in 
Palestine or to hinder the implementation of 
the recommendation of the General Assembly. 
From the beginning, the Mandatory Power had 
attempted to prevent the implementation of 
partition and the establishment of two inde
pendant States. It was significant that the 
departure of United Kingdom troops had been 
immediately followed by the invasion of Palestine 
by Arab forces. The synchronization of those 
two events showed that military intervention 
by the Arab States was part of the United 
Kingdom plan to prevent the Assembly from 
carrying out partition. That it had been success
ful only in preventing the creation of an Arab 
State in Palestine was due solely to the quick 
action of the Jewish people in defending the 
area assigned to them. Mr. Tsarapkin did not 
think that the Assembly could permit the 
continuance of the abnormal situation in Palestine 
which had developed into a full-scale war. 

Mr. Tsarapkin could not agree with those 
representatives who argued that the Assembly 
could not make a recommendation for the 
withdrawal of troops because that was a matter 
of which the Security Council was seized. The 
Security Council was at present dealing only 
with the limited questions of the truce and 
armistice and was not discussing the withdrawal 
of troops. Consequently the United Kingdom 
argument that any recommendation in the 
matter would bring the Assembly into conflict 
with the Security Council was unfounded, as was 
also the Syrian argument relating to Article 12 
of the Charter. Furthermore, the withdrawal of 
troops was not merely a technical question ; 
it was intimately connected with the major 
political issue, for its fulfilment was a prerequisite 
of a peaceful settlement in Palestine. 

Mr. Tsarapkin considered that the arguments 
against the USSR proposal had been adduced 
in an attempt to prevent the Assembly from 
taking a strong decision and in order to perpetuate 
the disturbed situation in Palestine and to 
wreck the November resolution. The United 
Kingdom delegation was not logical in its position. 
Previously in the Security Council it had objected 
to dis:::ussing the withdrawal of troops on the 
grounds that that was a political question with 
which the Council should not deal. Now it was 

execution la decision de l'Assemblee relative au 
partage, ne pourront qu'approuver la proposition 
sous la forme ou elle est presentee dans le projet 
de resolution de la Pologne et de l'URSS. Il n'est 
d'ailleurs pas surprenant que les delegations qui 
ne veulent pas voir la resolution de novembre 
mise a execution s'opposent au retrait des troupes. 
La delegation de la Yougoslavie votera done en 
faveur du projet de resolution de l'URSS. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que le retrait des troupes 
etrangeres est une condition indispensable du 
retablissement de la paix et de tout reglement de 
la question de Palestine, conformement a la 
resolution de novembre. La presence de forces 
armees arabes en Palestine est absolument 
contraire a la demande formulee par I' Assemblee 
generale, a propos de cette resolution qui fait 
appel a tous les Gouvernements et a tous les 
peuples pour qu'ils s'abstiennent de toute action 
qui risquerait d'entraver ou de retarder !'execution 
des recommandations de 1' Assemblee generale. 
La Puissance mandataire a tente des le debut 
d'empecher la mise a execution du plan de partage 
et la formation de deux Etats independants. I1 
est significatif que 1'invasion arabe en Palestine 
ait eu Jieu aussit6t apres le depart des troupes 
britanniques. La succession de ces deux eve~ 
nements montre que !'intervention armee des 
Etats arabes faisait partie du plan du Royaume
Uni visant a empecher l'Assemblee generale 
d'executer le plan de partage. Si cette manreuvre 
n'a reussi qu'a empecher Ia creation d'un :Etat 
arabe en Palestine, c' est uniquement parce que 
les Juifs ont ete prompts a defendre la zone qui 
leur a ete confiee. M. Tsarapkine considere que 
I' Assemblee generale ne saurait tolerer la conti
nuation en Palestine d'une situation anormale 
qui s'est transformee en une veritable guerre. 

M. Tsarapkine ne peut approuver les repre~ 
sentants qui pretendent que I'Assemblee ne peut 
pas formuler de recommandation en vue du retrait 
des troupes parce que le Conseil de securite est 
saisi de la question. Le Conseil de securite ne 
s'occupe, pour le moment, que des problemes 
limites de la treve et de !'armistice ; il n'etudie 
pas la question du retrait des troupes. L'argument 
avance par le Royaume-Uni, selon lequel toute 
recommandation en la matiere mettrait 
I' Assemblee en opposition avec le Conseil, est 
done denue de tout fondement, ainsi que 
!'argument de la Syrie relatif a !'Article 12 de la 
Charte. De plus, la question du retrait des troupes 
n'est pas purement technique; elle est etroitemer:t 
lice au probleme politique majeur, car le retra1t 
des troupes est une condition indispensable du 
reglement pacifique de la question palestinienne. 

M. Tsarapkine estime que lcs arguments 
invoques contre la proposition de l'URSS visent 
a empecher l'Assemblee de prendre des decisions 
energiques, a prolonger une situation troublee en 
Palestine et a compromettre la mise en reuvre de 
la resolution de novembre. La position de la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni n'est pas logique. 
Dans le passe, cette delegation s'est oppsee, au 
Conseil de securite, a l'examen de la question d_u 
retrait des troupes en alleguant qu'il s'a~issatt 
d'une question po1itique dont le Conse1l ne 
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reversing its position and arguing that the 
question was a military one and outside the 
Assembly's competence. The illogical character 
of the United Kingdom's attitude proved that 
it \Yas merely attempting to prevent a solution. 

:\Ir. Tsarnpkin nl~o referred to the arguments 
adduced by the rcprrsentatives of Egypt and 
Ll'hanon . The former had asserted that Egyptian 
::trmcd forces \\'ere in Palestine in order to maintain 
the peace and l0 stabilize the situation. It 
would have been more true if he hnd said that 
those who had directed the invasion of Palestine 
had done so in order to wreck the November 
resolution and their action had only served to 
increase the enmity between Jews and Arabs. 
::\Ir. Tsarapkin considered that the position 
of the Lebanese delegation was not valid because 
it \Yas based on no better argument than that 
the withdrawal of troops would leave the Security 
Council with nothing to do. 

The representative of the USSR believed 
that no substantive objections had been raised 
against the USSR draft resolution for the very 
good reason that its basic reasonableness was 
incontestable. The Committee could not but 
be aware that the presence of foreign t roops in 
Palestine was an insurmontable obstacle in the 
way of any peaceful settlement which must 
be removed if the Assembly was to make any 
progress. Adoption of the USSR draft resolution 
was an essential first step in the creation of 
conditions necessary for the peaceful develop
ment of Israel and for the establishment of an 
Arab State in conformity with the November 
resolution. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt) denied the accuracy of the 
USSR representative's assertion that the question 
of foreign troops in Palestine was not on the 
agenda of the Security Council. That assertion 
was as contrary to the facts as the statement by 
the representative of the Byelorussian SSR at 
the previous meeting that there was no docu
mentary evidence to prove that Egyptian forces 
had entered Palestine at the invitation of the 
Palestinian Arabs. Fawzi Bey found it strange 
that the two representatives to whom he had 
referred were so ill-informed of the facts. It 
was indisputable that the presence of foreign 
troops in Palestine was under consideration 
by the Security Council and that Article 12 of 
the Charter prevented the Assembly from making 
any recommendations in that connexion. Howe
ver, he remarked that Egypt's insistence that 
the Assembly respect the rights of the Council 
did not mean that it approved of the manner 
in which the Council was dealing with the Palestine 
question. 

The representative of the USSR had attempted 
to show that Arab forces had entered Palestine 
in order to create disturbances and to prevent 
any peaceful settlement. But it was the Zionists 
who were guilty of aggression, as could be seen 
from the continuous flow of troops and war 
materials which they were procuring from 
Eastern Europe. It was not difficult to under
~;tand why the representatives of the USSR and 
Poland called for the ,vithdrawal of Arab forces 

devrait pas etre saisi. Cette delegation change 
maintenant radicalement d'attitude et pretend 
que la question est d'ordre militaire et ne releve 
pas de Ia competence de I' Assemblee. L'incohe
rencc de Ia position du Royaumc-Uni prouve 
que cc pays cherche seulement a empecher 
que l'on parvienne a une solution. 

l\L Tsarapkine rclt'we egalernent les arguments 
qu'ont avances Ies representants de l'Egyptc et 
du Liban. Le premier a affirme que les forces 
armces egypticnnes se trouvaient en Palestine 
a fin de maintenir Ia paix et de retablir la situation. 
Il aurait et e plus vrai de dire que ceux qui ont 
organise I' invasion de la Palcsti ne avaient pour 
but de compromettre la mise en reuvre de la 
resolution de novembre. Leur action n'a fait 
qu'accroitre l'hostilitc entre J uifs et Arabes. 
M. Tsarapkine estime que la position de la 
delegation du Liban n'est pas serieuse car son 
meilleur argument consiste a pretendre que, 
apres le retrait des troupes, le Conseil de securite 
n'aurait plus rien a faire. 

Le representant de l'URSS considere que l'on 
n'a formule aucune objection de fond contre le 
projet de resolution qu'il a presentc, et cela pour 
la simple raison que l'on ne saurait contester la 
sagesse meme de ce projet de resolution. La 
Commission ne peut que reconnaitre que Ia 
presence de forces armees etrangeres en Palestine 
est un obstacle insurmontable sur la voie d'un 
reglement pacifique ; il faut eliminer cet obstacle 
si l'on veut que l'Assemblee aille de l'avant. 
C'est en adoptant d'abord le projct de resolution 
de I'URSS que l'on creera les conditions necessaires 
au developpement pacifique d' Israel et a la 
constitution d'un Etat arabe, conformement 
a la resolution de novembre. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypte) declare que le representant 
de I'URSS est dans l'erreur lorsqu'il affirme que 
la question des troupes etrangeres en Palestine 
n'est pas inscrite a l'ordre du jour du Conseil 
de securitc. Cette affirmation est aussi contraire 
a la realite des faits que l'a ete la declaration 
du representant de la RSS de Bielorussie, lequel 
a declare, a la seance precedente, que la preuve 
n'etait pas faite que les troupes egyptiennes 
avaient penetre en· Palestine a Ja demande des 
Arabes de ce pays. Fa:wzi Bey ne con<;oit pas que 
ces deux representants puissent etre aussi mal 
informes. La question des troupes etrangeres 
qui se trouvent en Palestine est effectivement 
en cours d'examen au Conseil de securite, et il 
est indiscutable que l' Article 12 de Ia Charte 
n'autorise pas l'Assemblee generale a formuler 
des recommandations a ce sujet. L'orateur fait 
observer que si l'Egypte insiste pour que 
I' Assemblee respecte les droits du Conseil, elle 
n'en approuve pas pour autant la maniere dont 
celui-ci examine la question palestinienne. 

Le representant de l'URSS s'est efforce de 
pronver que les forces armees arabes ont penetre 
en Palestine afin d'y provoquer des desordres 
et de faire obstacle a un reglement pacifique. 
Or ce sont Jes sionistes qui sont coupables d'agres
sion, comme le prouvent les renforts en hommes 
et en materiel qu'ils rec;oivent continuellement 
d'Europe orientale. II est aise de comprendre 
pourquoi les representants ?e l'URSS et de , la 
Poloane demandent le retrmt des forces armees 
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when more and more troops, trained in accordance 
with a specific ideology, were arriving every 
day from Eastern Europe to assist the Zionists 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that a vote be taken 
on the various proposals in Section II, on the 
understanding that it should not prejudice the 
final vote which would be taken on the draft 
resolutions in the order in which they had been 
submitted. 

Mr. SANDLER (Sweden) urged that the vote 
be postponed in accordance with the procedure 
suggested by the Chairman at the previous 
meeting and that no formal decision should be 
taken until the Committee came to vote upon 
the draft resolutions in the order in which 
they were submitted. He explained that while 
favouring to some extent the USSR proposal, 
he thought its adoption or rejection might be 
prejudicial to later decisions because the draft 
resolution was closely related to the substantive 
questions of the political settlement, in particular, 
with the question of territorial apportionment. 
He explained that the resolution dealt with the 
removal of foreign troops from the territories 
of the J ewish and Arab States and it was clearly 
necessary for the Committee to determine first 
what areas those States would cover. 

Mr. Sandler felt that the debate had confirmed 
the doubts which the Swedish delegation had 
held as to the appropriateness of selecting 
section I of the working groups' tabulation 
to begin its discussion. He recalled that Sweden's 
doubts had been so strong on the matter that it 
had refused to participate in the vote. Mr. 
Sandler urged that the Committee should take 
no decisions during its discussion of the tabulation 
and should reserve its position until the time 
came to 'vote upon the draft resolutions in the 
order in which they had been submitted. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) supported the repre
sentative of Sweden. He recalled that the 
working group had been in some doubt as to the 
order in which the various proposals should 
be tabulated and had placed the withdrawal 
of foreign troops second on the list because 
it had felt that there was some practical advantage 
in initiating the debate on that item while the 
security aspect was being discussed by the 
Security Council. However, while there was 
some advantage in discussing the matter at the 
present time, Mr. Hood thought that a vote 
was undesirable because it would prejudge the 
questions which were still to be discussed. 

Furthermore, if the Committee proceeded by 
voting upon each section of the tabulation 
separately, it might end by adopting passages 
from several draft resolutions. That procedure 
might be quite suitable for some small drafting 
sub-committee which was endeavouring to prepare 
an agreed text but it could lead to confusion 
if adopted by the Committee. Mr. Hood pointed 
out that, although some of the draft resolutions 
were incompatible in parts, many of them were 
very similar in content and some of them might 
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arabes, si l'on sait que des troupes instruites 
selon une certaine ideologic viennent, en nombre 
chaque jour croissant, grossir lcs ran crs des 
sionistes. o 

Le PRESIDENT propose de mettre aux voix 
les differentes propositions qui figurent dans 
les sections I et II du tableau recapitulatif, 
etant bien entendu que ce vote ne prejugera en 
rien le vote definitif auquel seront soumis les 
projets de resolution, dans l'ordre de leur pre
sentation. 

M. SANDLER (Suede) insiste pour que le vote 
soit differe, conformement a la procedure proposee 
par le President a Ia seance precedente, et pour 
que l'on ne prenne aucune decision officielle 
avant que Ia Commission ait vote sur les projets 
de resolution dans l'ordre de leur presentation. 
Tout en considerant favorablement, dans une 
certaine mesure, le projet de resolution de 
I'URSS, M. Sandler estime que le fait de !'adopter 
ou de le rejet er risquerait de nuire aux debats 
ulterieurs etant donne que ce projet de resolution 
est etroitement lie aux questions de fond relatives 
au reglement politique, et notamment a Ia question 
du partage du t erritoire. Le projet de resolution 
concerne le retrait des troupes du territoire des 
Etats juif et arabe et il est indispensable, de toute 
evidence, que Ia Commission determine en premier 
lieu les territoires qui reviendront a chaque 
Etat. 

M. Sandler constate que les debats ont confirme 
les doutes de sa delegation quant a l'opportunite 
du choix de Ia section I du tableau recapitulatif 
comme premier point a examiner. II rappelle que 
Ia delegation de la Suede etait si peu convaincue 
a cet egard qu'elle a refuse de participer au vote. 
M. Sandler prie la Commission de ne pas se 
prononcer pendant l'examen du tableau reca
pitulatif ct de reserver sa position jusqu'a ce que 
les proj ets de resolution aient ete mis aux voix 
dans l'ordre de leur presentation. 

M. HooD (Australie) souscrit aux observations 
du representant de Ia Suede. II rappelle que Ie 
groupe de travail a eu quelques hesitations au 
sujet de l'ordre dans Iequel les differentes propo
sitions devraient figurer dans le tablean et a 
inscrit Ia question du retrait des troupes ctrangeres 
en deuxieme place parce qu'il considere avan
tageux, du point de vue pratique, de commencer 
les debats par l'examen de ce probleme, pendant 
que le Conseil de sccurite etudie la question du 
point de vue de Ia securite. l\Iais bien qu'il y ait 
un certain interet a discuter la question mainte
nant, l\I. Hood considere qu'il vaut mieux ne 
pas proceder a un vote, car on prejugerait ainsi 
les questions qui n'ont pas encore ete etudiees. 

En outre, si la Commission procede a un vote 
separe sur chaque section du tableau, il adviendra 
peut-etre que des passages appartenant a diffe
rcntes resolutions soient adoptes. Cette methode 
peut convenir parfaitement a un sous-comite 
de redaction restreint qui s'efforce d'elaborer 
un texte commun, mais elle menera a Ia confusion 
si elle est adoptee par Ia Commission. L'oratenr 
fait observer que, si quelques resolutio?s sont 
incompatibles en ce qui concerne certames de 
leurs parties, un grand nombre d'entre ellcs 
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be reconciled and amended to meet the Com
mittee's views. 

The CHAIRMAN expressed the fear that if the 
Committee decided to postpone all decisions as 
the representative of Sweden had suggested, the 
discussion might become confused and there 
would be danger of repeating the whole debate 
when each draft resolution came to be voted 
upon. He asked for the views of the Committee. 

Mr. SANDLER (Sweden) formally proposed that 
the vote on section II be postponed until the end 
of the discussion on the tabulation. 

A vole was taken by show of hands and the 
Swedish proposal was adopted by 32 votes to 2, 
with 12 abstentions. 

Section I I I. - General principles. 

Mr. DmiGO (Cuba) stated the position of his 
delegation in respect of the Palestinian question 
as a whole. The Cuban delegation had voted 
against the resolution of 29 November for the 
following reasons. First, it was a flagrant 
violation of Articles 10, 11 and 14 of the Charter 
which gave the Assembly only the right of making 
recommendations which could be accepted or 
rejected by the parties concerned. Secondly, 
partition was a violation of the terms of the 
Mandate which had authorized the United 
Kingdom to admit immigrant Jews into Palestine 
for the purpose of establishing a national home 
on condition that nothing should be done to 
infringe the rights of the Arabs. Thirdly, 
the Assembly had ignored one of the basic 
principles adopted at San Francisco, namely, 
that the majority should respect the rights 
and views of the minority. Fourthly, there 
was no legal basis for the Balfour Declaration 
because Palestine had never, at any time, belonged 
to the United Kingdom. Fifthly, even if the 
Balfour Declaration were accepted as legal, 
it had not promised the Jews a sovereign State 
but merely a national home provided it did 
not affect the rights of the Arab majority. 
Sixthly, the November resolution was unjust 
because it gave to a group of foreign Jewish 
immigrants a part of the territory of Palestine 
which had belonged to the Arabs for centuries. 
Seventhly, partition of Palestine would not 
solve the problem of the displaced Jews. Eightly, 
it was wrong to make the Arabs suffer in order 
to repair the wrongs which other nations had 
done to the J:ews. 

:Mr. Dihigo thought that the November reso
lution was not one of which the United Nations 
could be proud. He doubted whether t~ere 
would ever be a decision of the United Natwns 
which contained so many violations of the 
Charter's basic principles. It had been ado~ted 
because the majority of the Assembly desired 
partition at all costs. . In oppo~ing it, the C':lban 
delegation had been obliged to withstand consider-

sont tres voisines quant au fond et il serait 
peut-etre possible d'en amender quelques-unes 
et de combiner leur texte en vue de les adapter 
a I' opinion de Ia Commission. 

Le PRESIDENT craint que, si Ia Commission 
decide de difierer toutes les decisions, ainsi que 
l'a propose le representant de la Suede, les 
debats ne deviennent confus et que les memes 
arguments ne soient integralement repris a 
I' occasion du vote sur chaque projet de resolution. 
II demande aux membres de Ia Commission de 
donner leur avis. 

M. SANDLER (Suede) propose officiellement 
de dificrer Je vote sur Ja section II jusqu'a ce 
que l'examen du tableau recapitulatif soit 
termine. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur la propo
sition de la Suede. Par 32 voix contre 2, avec 
12 abstentions, la proposition est adoptee. 

Section II I. Principes generaux. 

M. DIHIGO (Cuba) explique Ia position de sa 
delegation sur !'ensemble de Ia question pales
tinienne. C'est pour les raisons suivantes que la 
delegation de Cuba a vote contre la resolution 
du 29 novembre. Premierement, cette resolution 
constitue une violation flagrante des Articles 10, 
11 et 14 de Ia Charte, qui ne donnent a l'Asseml.Me 
que le droit de faire des recommandations, 
celles-ci pouvant etre acceptees ou rejetces 
par les parties interessees. Deuxiemement, Ie 
partage constitue une violation des clauses 
du mandat ; celui-ci, en effet, a autorise Ie 
Royaume-Uni a laisser des immigrants juifs 
penetrer en Palestine en vue d'y etablir un Foyer
national juif, a la condition de ne pas empieter 
sur les droits des Arabes. Troisiemement, l'Assem
blee a foule aux pieds un des principes fonda
mentaux adoptes a San-Francisco, a savoir que 
la majorite doit respecter les droits et les opinions 
de Ia minorite. Quatriemement, la declaration 
Balfour ne repose sur aucune base juridique~ 
car la Palestine n'a jamais, a aucune epoque, 
appartenu au Royaume-Uni. Cinquiemement~ 
meme si l'on considere la declaration Balfour 
comme fondee en droit, ce qu'elle a promis aux 
Juifs, ce n'est pas un Etat souverain, mais 
simplement un Foyer national, et ce a la condition 
qu'on ne porterait pas atteinte aux droits de la 
majorite arabe. Sixiemement, Ia resolution de 
novembre est injuste, car elle donne a un groupe 
d'immigrants juifs etrangers une p~rtie du 
territoire de la Palestine, qui appartient aux 
Arabes depuis des siecles. Septiemement, le 
partage de la Palestine ne resoudra pas le problcme 
des juifs deplaces. Huitiemement, il n'es~ pas 
juste de faire souffrir les Arabes pour ~eparer
Ies torts que d'autres nations ont causes aux 
Juifs. 

De l'avis de M. Dihigo, ]'Organisation des 
Nations Unies n'a pas lieu d'etre fiere de la 
resolution de novembre. II pense que ]'Organi
sation des Nations Unies pourra difficiie:nent 
prendre, a l'ave?ir, une d~ci~ion qui conbenne 
autant de violatwns des prmcipes fondamenta~x 
de la Charte. Si cette decision a ete adopte~, 
c'est parce que la majorite a l'Assemblee voul.a~t 
le partage a tout prix. En s'y opposant, la dele-
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able pressure and had rejected many offers 
designed to induce it to change its attitude. It 
had remained adamant, however, because it 
believed that it was in the imperative interests 
of small nations, which had no other resources for 
their own defence, to stand firm in support 
of the principles of law and justice. Not one 
of the reasons which had determined Cuba's 
attitude in November 1947 had been invalidated. 
Consequently, Cuba still maintained th~t partition, 
whether it was based on the November resolution, 
on the Mediator's report, or on any other formula, 
was unjust and unacceptable. 

It was true that the situation in Palestine 
was becoming increasingly more disturbing owing 
to the Assembly's action. While Cuba had 
opposed partition, it still felt a duty to contribute 
its utmost towards a solution of the situation 
and although it did not have much confidence 
in the success which might be achieved, it 
nevertheless favoured some attempt at conci
liation between the parties. Mr. Dihigo supported 
the proposal that a conciliation commission 
should be established, not on the basis of any 
partition plan, but with the broadest powers 
to bring about agreement between the parties. 
If such a commission were established, it would 
not prejudge the settlement, or prejudice the 
right of either party and it should therefore 
not meet with opposition from either party. 
Such a commission, Mr. Dihigo believed, would 
best serve to diminish international tension and, 
at least, for the time being, would prolong the 
truce. He agreed with the Colombian represen
tative that the value of the commission would 
be enhanced if it were made up of individuals 
selected upon their own merits and not of repre
sentatives of Governments. 

The Cuban representative suggested that the 
conciliation commission be asked to report to 
the Assembly on the type of international regime 
most suitable to Jerusalem and the other Holy 
Places. He felt sure that if a settlement could 
be found to the fundamental dispute between 
the Arabe and Jews, there would be little diffi
culty in obtaining the agreement of both parties 
to the establishment of such a regime. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) thought that the 
proposal of the Cuban representative was the 
least conducive to a peaceful settlement of the 
Palestine situation. While he fully agreed that 
there was merit in the position of both parties 
and that it was eminently desirable that they 
should be encouraged to solve the problem of 
boundaries by mutual agreement, nevertheless, 
it would be hopeless to attempt to reverse the 
November resolution, particularly since several 
States had formally recognized Israel and the 
fact of its existence could not be disputed. 

Mr. Fraser, while he acknowledged that 
partition was never a desirable solution in any 
country, thought, after listening to the statements 
of the Arab and the Jewish representatives, 
that there could have been no possibility of 
resolving their differences. Indeed, even now, 

gation de Cuba a du resister a des pressions 
considerables et repousser de nombreuses offres 
faites pour I'amener a modifier son attitude. 
Elle a, toutefois, tenu bon, parce qu'elle estime 
que I' interet des petites nations, qui n' ont pas 
d'autres ressources pour assurer leur propre 
defense, exige imperieusement qu'elles soutiennent 
fermement les principes du droit et de la justice. 
Aucune des raisons qui ont determine !'attitude 
de Cuba en novembre 1947 n'a ete infirmec 
depuis lors. Aussi la delegation cubaine soutient
elle toujours qu'un partage, qu'il soit base sur }a 
resolution de novembre, sur le rapport du 
Mediateur ou sur n'importe quelle autre formulc, 
est injuste et inacceptable. 

II faut avouer que la situation en Palestine ne 
fait qu'empirer du fait de !'action entreprise 
par I' Assemblee. Bien que la delegation de Cuba 
se soit opposee au partage, elle s'estime toujours 
tenue de contribuer de tout son pouvoir a trouver 
une solution au probleme et, bien qu'elle n'ait 
pas grande confiance dans le succes final, elle 
penche neanmoins pour une tentative de concilia
tion entre les parties. M. Dihigo appuie la propo
sition tendant a la creation d'une commission 
de conciliation qui ne serait tenue par aucun 
plan de partage, mais possederait les pouvoirs 
les plus etendus pour amener une entente entre les 
parties. La creation d'une telle commission ne 
prejugerait en rien le reglement final de la question; 
et ne porterait pas atteinte aux droits de l'une 
quelconque des parties ; aucune des deux parties 
ne devrait done en principe s'y opposer. Une 
telle commission aurait les plus grandes chances 
de diminuer la tension internationale et provi
soirement, du moins, de prolonger la treve. 
L'orateur pense, comme le representant de la 
Colombie, que le prestige de cette commission 
serait rehausse, si elle etait composee de person
nalites choisies pour leurs merites propres, 
plutot que de representants de Gouvernements 
particuliers. 

La commission de conciliation devrait etre 
invitee a signaler a I' Assemblee quel genre de 
statut international elle estimerait le plus conve
nable pour Jerusalem et les autres Lieux saints. 
L'orateur est persuade que si l'on pouvait trouver 
une solution au differend fondamental qui oppose 
Ies Arabes aux Juifs, on n'aurait guere de diffi
cultes a obtenir !'accord des deux parties pour 
l'etablissement d'un tel statut. 

Pour M. FRASER (Nouvclle-Zelande), la propo
sition du representant de Cuba est la moins 
propre a faire aboutir a un reglement pacifique 
du probleme palestinien. II reconnait que chacune 
des deux parties presente des arguments valables 
et qu'il serait hautement desirable que les 
adversaires puissent resoudre a !'amiable le 
probleme de leurs frontieres. Mais il serait vain 
de vouloir revenir sur Ia resolution de novembre, 
d'autant plus que divers Etats ont deja formelle
ment reconnu l'Etat d'Israel et que !'existence 
de ce dcrnier est un fait indeniable. 

Tout en admettant qu'un partage n'est jamais, . 
dans aucun pays, une solution recommandable,. 
M. Frazer, apres avoir entendu les declarations
des representants des Arabes et des Juifs, cstime 
qu'il n'aurait pas ete possible de concilier leur· 
desaccord. En fait, meme a l'heure actuelle,. 
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.he. saw no po~sibility of agreement between the 

. parties unless the . United Nations recognised 
its responsibility and made every efTort to induce 
.t lwm to negotiate. 

The :'\ew Zealand delegation still fully supported 
the l\oYemher resolution and considered that it 
slwnld h e the basis of the work of the proposed 
n m(' il i~:t ion commi~sion, although it would have 
no c 1 1j cct ion if the recommendations of the 

.:\lcdiator's report were taken i;:~ o account 
. durin:~ the negotiations. Indeed, New Zealand 
.w(:uld l>c very happy if the parties " ·ere able to 
rl':lch :.my agreement on the question. However, 

. to almnuon the NoYembl'r rcsolnlion would not 
only confuse the i~sne and mal'c it necessary 
..fnr-the A~~embly to reeonsider the \dwlc Palestine 
. que~tion, hut it might ewn lead to a resumption 
,.c;[ hostilities. J\Ir. Fraser stated that the New 
-/\·:.!land delegation also favoured t!w \\·ithclr::mal 
· nvt only of the armed forces of the Arah States 
from the areas a ~. ~. ii~:l<'(] t (l :srad hnt aho of the 
.T.c.wish forces from any points oiltsidc its boun

. .darics. 
';' 

: . The aim of the New Zcabnd drlrgation was 
to , bring about a rral peace and l\Tr. Fraser 
·hoped that the two parties would find it possible 
.to enter into nr;~ otiation s under the supervision 
of the concilialion commission, recognizing the 

, .q~stence of the Jewish State and \vith an earnest 
.desire to seek a solution which was fair to both 
ofthrm. 

·Mr. Fraser found it difficult to believe that the 
·question of the resettlement of Arab refugees 
. from the territories of Israel should present an . 
. iQ.&Qluble problem. Israel was such a small 
.State that it ·was impossible to imagine that its 
ucation could .lead to a wholesale upheaval 

., in the Arab world or that it could seriously 

. ~lfTect the economic and social dewlopment of 
the Arab areas. . 

He stressed the importance of unanimous 
agreement on a draft resolution in order to 
t•xpress the Assembly's determination to find 
a. just settlement of the Palestine question. 
He criticized the attitude of those representatives 
,who found it jmpossible to uphold the previous 
decisions of the ·Assembly, or who suggested 
that they should . he reversed. If the United 
Nations did not adhere to its previous decisions, 
it would fall into bankruptcy. l\Ir. Fraser did 
not consider that the November resolution was 

. a violation of the Charter. In fact, he regarded it 
as an intcrpretntion of the Charter. Views 
might difTer us to \vhether it was a good or a bad 
one, but once the decision had :Ueen reached, 
the United Nations was under an obligation 
to observe it and to endeavour to have it enforced. 
The fact that some had even resorted to force in 
an attempt to defeat thnt decision was an added 
reason to adhere to it. 

Mr. Fraser said that perhaps none of tht' 
numerous draft resolutions expressed exactly 
the views of the whole Committee on the problem. 
He hoped, however, that the Committee could 
unanimously decide, firstly, not to depart from 
the Assembly's decision of 29 November 1917 
niHl, secondly, to take into consideration those 
elements of the l\l£diator's progress report or 

il n'cntrcvoit ancune possibilitc d'accord entre 
les parties, a mains que !'Organisati on des 
1\:11 ions Unies n'assume ses responsabilites et 
ue fas~·e 1 ons ses efTorts pour les amener rt n0gocier. 

La dcleg:,lion de la Nouvelle-Zelande continue a 
soutenir sans reserves la resolution de novembre ; 
elle estime que celle-ci devrait servir de base aux 
travaux de la future commission de conciliation, 
mais elle ne voit aucun inconvenient a ce qu'il 
soit tenu compte, pendant les negociations ulte
rienres, clu rapport du Mediateur. La Nouvelle
Zclande serait vraiment tres heureuse si les 
parties pouvaient aboutir a un accord quclconque 
sur la question. l\fais abanclonner la resolution 
de novembre, ce ne scrait pas seulement em
brouiller la question et obliger l' Assemblee a 
reconsiclerer tout le problcme palestinien, mais 
cela pourrait meme provoquer une reprise des 
hostilites. La delegation de la Nouvelle-Zelandc 
estime egalement qu'il importe de retirer, non 
seulement les forces armees arabes des secteurs 
assigncs a Israel, mais anssi les forces juives de 
tous les points qu'elles occupent en dehors de 
leurs frontieres. 

Ce que desire la delegation de la NouYelle
Zelandr, c'cst une paix reelle et l\L Fraser exprime 
l'espoir que les deux parties trouveront le moyen 
d'cntnmer des pourparlers sons les auspices de 
la commission de conciliation, !'existence de 
l'Etat juif etant reconnue ct chacun s'efion;ant 
de rechercher une solution equitable ponr les 
deux parties. 

II est diiTicile a }i. Fraser de croire qne la reins
tnllation des refugies arabes qui ont quitte le 
territoire d ' Jsrael pose un pro:Uleme insoluble . 
Israel est un si petit Etat qu'il est impossible 
d'imaginer que sa creation puisse entralner un 
boulevcrsement general du monde arabe ni nuire 
scrirusement au developpement economique et 
social cles zones arabes. 

L'oratenr souligne qu'il importe d'aboutir a 
une resolution nnanime exprimant que l'Assembl6e 
est deciclce a trouver un rcglement equitable a Ia 
question palestinienne. II critique !'attitude des 
representants qui estiment impossible de soutenir 
les decisions anterieures de l' Assemblee ou pre
t en dent mcme qu'il faut les annuler. Si !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unics ne s'en ticnt pas a ses 
decisions anterieures, clle fera faillite. Pour 
l\L Fraser, la resolution de novembre ne constitue 
pas une violation de Ia Charte ; ea fait, il la consi
dere comme une interpretation de la Charte . 
On pent avoir des avis difTerents sur la question 
de savoir si c'est une bonne ou une mauvaise 
interpretation, mais puisque la decision a etc 
prise, !'Organisation des Nations Unir'o. cloit s'y 
conformer ('t s'efforcer de Ia faire mettre [\ r xL;_ 
cution. Le fait que, de certains cotes, on a ml'·mc 
eu recours a Ia force pour tenter de s'opposc;- :l 
cette decision n'est qu'une raison de plus pDur 
Ia maintenir. 

II se pent qn'ancun des nombreux projrts de 
resolution ne reflcte exactement les Yu cs de 
l'ensem:Ule de la Commission a cet egarcl. }Iais 
l\1. Fraser espere que Ia Commission d ccicl~m :l 
l'unanimite, premierement, de ne pas revemr su r 
Ia decision de l'Assemblee en date <lu 29 novemhrc 
19,17, et, cleuxiemement, de tenir compte de tout 
ce qui dans le rapport du Mediateur ou clans le 
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the Acting :Mediator's subsequent report which 
would help to adjust the terms of the resolution 
so as to meet the requirements of the parties 
concerned. The attitude of the Government 
of New Zealand was motivated by goodwill 
for all the parties concerned. It considered 
that once the Arab and Jewish States were 
c~tablislwd in Palestine, assistance should be 
i)n'n to the Arall peoples for the r!evelopment 
of their own vast area. 

J\fr. EBAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
said that the statement of the representative 
d New Zealand pointed out a fundamental 
divergence of opinion in the Cor:~mittee, namely 
the relative authority and force of the Assembly 
resolution of 29 November HJ.f/ on the one hand, 
and the conclusions of the l\Terliator on the other. 
From the consolidated tabulation (AJC.1 /403) 
of resolutions and amendments before the Com
mittee, it was apparent that the United Kingdom 
attached primary import:1nce to the specific 
conclusions of the l\Iediator, whereas Australia, 
Colombia and Poland stres~cd the binding force 
of the resolution of 29 November. The United 
States position vvas not posilively expressed in 
its amendments to the United Kingdom draft 
resolution, but Mr. Dulles, the head of the 
delegation, had stated in a radio speech the 
previous day that the United States policy 
was to support a free and independent State of 
Israel within the boundaries established by the 
Assembly's resolution of 29 november 1947 
unless these boundaries were modified by nego
tiations between the parties. This view had also 
just been supported by the representative of 
New-Zealand. 

Mr. Eban said that in the v1ew of his dele
gation the Assembly's resolution of 29 November 
1917 was a valid instrument of international 
law, while the conclusions in the Mediator's report 
were merely the views of a distinguished individual 
which were not embodied in any decision of 
a United Nations organ. As the Acting Mediator 
had informed the Committee, the views of 
Count Bernadette were not definitive. Further
more, there was no evidence that they would 
command the support of a United Nations 
majority and the most important territorial 
provision had been fully endorsed by only 
one delegation. The General Assembly should 
not therefore equate its decision of 1947 with 
the personal report of the Mediator put forward 
for discussion and should make the superior 
force of its decision clear, particularly in formu
lating of the terms of reference of the conciliation 
commissiOn. On this question he supported the 
Australian and Colombian proposals or the 
Polish text and considered that the assumption 
in the United Kingdom text that the specific 
conclusions of the Mediator's progress report 
gave effect to the 29 November resolution was 
more ingenuous than accurate. In conclusion, 
he stated that if the decision taken by the 
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rapport du l\Iediateur par interim permettrait 
d'adapter les termes de cette rcsolulion aux 
besoins des parties interessees. Ce qui motive· 
!'attitude du Gouvernement de Ia Nouvelle
Zclande, c'est la bonne volonte envers les deux 
parties interessees. Une fois les Etats arabe et 
juif etablis en Palestine, il faudra aider les peuples· 
arabes a developpcr leur vaste territoire. 

l\1. EBAN (Gouvernement provismre d'Israel) 
observe que la declaration du representant de la 
Nouvelle-Zelande temoigne d'une divergence de 
vues fondamentale au sein de Ia Commission ; 
cette divergence porte, d'une part, sur Ja force 
et l'autorite relatives de la resolution de 
l'Assemblee du 29 novcmbre 1 9L17 et, d'autre 
part, sur les conclusions du l\Iediateur. D'aprcs 
le tableau recapitulatif des resolutions et amen
dements presentes a la Commission (A/C.1j403), 
il apparait que le Royaume-Uni attache une 
importance primordiale aux conclusions speci
fiques du Mediateur, tan dis que I' Australie, la 
Colomllie et la Pologne soulignent le caractcre 
ollligatoire de la resolution du 29 novembrc. La 
position de la delegation des Etats-Unis ne 
s'exprime pas formellement dans scs amendements 
au projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni ; mais 
M. Dulles, le chef par interim de Ia delegation, 
a declare la veille, dans un discours qu'il a pro
nonce a la radio, que la politique du Gouvcr
nement des Etats-Unis tend a soutenir un Etat 
d'Israel libre et independant, avec les frontieres 
qu'a fixees la resolution de l'Assemblee en date 
du 29 novembre 1947, sauf modifications de ccs 
frontieres par negociations a intervenir entre les· 
parties ; c'est la une opinion qui vient egalement 
de recevoir l'appui du representant de la Nouvelle
Zelande. 

M. Eban declare que, de !'avis de sa delegation, 
la resolution de l'Assemblee du 29 novembre 1947 
constitue un instrument regulier selon le droit 
international, tandis que les conclusions formulees 
dans le rapport du Mediateur representent seu
lement les vues d'une personnalite distinguee, 
qui ne se sont pas traduites en decisions d'un 
organe de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Comme le l\ICdiateur par interim l'a dit a la 
Commission, Ies vues du comte Bernadotte 
n'Ctaient pas fixees de maniere immuable. Au 
reste, rien n'indique que ces conclusions empor
teront !'approbation de la majorite de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies ; la disposition terri
toriale la plus importante n'a re(_(u plein appui que 
d'une seule delegation. L' Assemblee generale nc 
peut done mettre sur le meme plan sa decision 
de 1947 et le rapport personnel du Mediateur que 
l'on met en avant au cours de cette discussion ; 
elle doit nettement insister sur la preeminence 
de sa decision, ce, notamment, par la redaction 
qu'elle donnera au mandat de la Commission de 
conciliation. Le representant d'Israel approuve 
a cet egard les textes australien, colombien ou 
polonais ; il juge que !'hypothese dont fait Ctat 
le texte du Royaume-Uni, suivant laquelle la 
resolution du 29 novembre trouve application 
dans les conclusions specifiques du rapport inte
rimaire, temoigne de plus d'ingenuite que d'exac-'' 
titude. Il declare, pour conclure, que si I'on 



General Assembly at its second session were 
undermined, its decision at the third session 
would have little moral force. 

1\1r. EL-Knounr (Syria) recalled that at the 
San Francisco Conference in which Mr. Fraser 
had been an active participant, it had been 
clearly decided that the United Nations had 
competence to deal with Non-Self-Governing 
Territories only under the Trusteeship System. 
In reply to Mr. Fraser's statement that the 
blame for the unfortunate situation in Palestine 
lay on those who had opposed the Assembly's 
resolution of 29 November 1947, he pointed out 
that the resolutions of the General Assembly 
were only recommendations and that many 
Assembly recommendations had been openly 
opposed by the same great Powers which were 
now demanding Arab acceptance of the Palestine 
recommendation. The Arab States had not 
accepted partition and they held firmly to the 
democratic principle of the unity of Palestine 
which was indivisible both geographically and 
ethnically. The Jews were in a minority in 
Palestine except in the city of Tel Aviv, but 
they would not agree to live in peace with the 
Arab majority. 

He agreed with the New Zealand representative 
that in principle it was not desirable for the 
General Assembly to reverse its decisions, but 
pointed out that to change a wrong decision 
to a right one was a good procedure. The Arab 
States were justified in their opposition to an 
unjust decision which would never bring a real 
solution. Partition would deprive the Arabs of 
their rights in their own country. He asked 
whether the people of New Zealand or any other 
country would agree to give up part of their 
own country to an immigrant people. The Arab 
States could not allow the votes of distant 
countries to dictate to them, and he recalled 
that none of the States of Asia had supported 
the partition plan and that the population of 
those States not supporting the plan was double 
that of its supporters. The General Assembly 
was not a world government or a court of justice 
and could not impose a political settlement on 
Palestine. The Jews had accepted the Assembly's 
recommendation because they had no legitimate 
claim in Palestine, but had not accepted the offer 
of the Arab majority to allow them to live 
peacefully in Palestine with equal rights. 
Friendly relations between the Arabs and the 
.Jews could be developed only by making them 
live together and partition would only lead 
to a future struggle between them. 

Experience had proved that the economic 
union between the Arab and Jewish States, 
on which the partition plan had been based, 
was not workable and the partition plan must 
therefore fail. Assembly resolution i186 (S.-2) 

torpille Ia decision prise par l' Assemblee generale 
a sa deuxieme session, la decision qu'elle prendra 
a Ia troisieme session n'aura q1:1.e bien peu de 
force morale. 

M. EL-KHouRr (Syrie) rappelle qu'a Ia Confe
rence de San-Francisco, aux travaux de laquelle 
M. Frazer prit une part active, il a ete decide 
sans ambages que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies n'avait competence pour s'occuper des 
Territoires non autonomes que sous les especes 
du regime de tutelle. Repondant a !'affirmation 
de M. Frazer, selon laquelle tout le blame pour la 
deplorable situation qui regne en Palestine 
revient a ceux qui se sont opposes a la resolution 
de l'Assemblee du 29 novembre 1947, M. El
Khouri fait rcssortir que les resolutions de 
l'Assemblee generale ne sont que des recomman
dations, et que les memes grandes Puissances qui 
demandent maintenant aux Arabes d'accepter 
la recommandation relative a la Palestine, 
ont ouvertement combattn bien des recomman
dations de 1' Assemblee generale. Les Etats 
arabes n'ont pas accepte le partage et s'en 
tiennent fermement au principe democratique 
de l'unite de la Palestine, laquelle est indivisible 
tant du point de vue geographique que du point 
de vue ethnique. Les Juifs soot en minorite 
en Palestine, sauf dans la ville de Tel-Aviv, 
mais ils ne consentent pas a vivre en paix avec la 
majorite arabc. 

M. El-Khouri convient, avec le representant 
de Ia Nouvelle-Zclande, qu'il n'est pas souhaitable, 
en principe, de voir I' Assemblee generale revenir 
sur ses decisions, mais il fait valoir qu'il est 
de bonne politique, quand on a pris nne mauvaise 
decision, de Ja remplacer par nne bonne. Lcs 
Etats arabes ont raison de s'opposer a une 
decision injuste, d'ou jamais ne sortirait une 
veritable solution des problemes poses. Le 
partage priverait les Arabes de leurs droits 
dans leur propre pays, et le representant de Ia 
Syrie demandc si la population de la Nouv~II:
Zelande- ou de tout autre pays - consentirart 
a abandonner a des immigrants une partie du 
territoirc de son pays. Les Etats arabes ne 
peuvent permettre que des pays eloignes dictent, 
par leur vote, Ia conduite qu'ils ont a suivre ; 
il rappelle qu'aucun des Etats de I'Asie ?'a 
approuve le plan de partage et que la populatron 
des Etats qui ne sont pas favorables a ce plan 
se chiffrc au double de celle qui lui donne son 
appui. L'Assemblce generale n'est pas le Gouver
nement du monde ni une cour de justice, et ne 
peut imposer aucun reglement politique touchant 
la Palestine. Les J uifs ont accepte la recom
mandation de l'Assemblee parce qu'ils n'avaient 
en Palestine aucun droit legitime, mais ils ~·o.n~ 
pas accepte l'ofire que leur a faite Ia maJo:rtc 
arabe de les laisser vivre en paix en Pales~me, 
en jouissant d'une egalite de droits. Des relatiOnS 
amicales entre Juifs et Arabes ne peuvent se 
developper que si on les fait vivre cote a cote ; 
un partage ne pourrait etre que generateur de 
luttes futures entre eux. . 

L'experience a prouve que l'union economrque 
entre les Etats arabe et juif, sur laquelle se fonde 
le plan de partage, n'est pas viable ; le plan d~ 
partage doit done etre abandonne. C'est pourquor 
Ia resolution 186 (S-2) de l'Assemblee en date 
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of 14 May 1948 had rescinded the resolution of 
29 November 1947 and had created the office 
of the Mediator to find another solution. The 
Jews had continually violated the resolutions 
of both the Security Council and the General 
Assembly; yet it was now said that the Jewish 
State must be recognized as an accomplished 
fact. But the recognition of a fact must have 
a solid basis and the recognition of the Jewish 
illegal action would certainly not enhance the 
prestige of the United Nations. The Jews 
had acted on the partition plan without waiting 
for the mediation provided for in the Assembly's 
resolution. They would not have dared to go 
on with their plans if the United Nations had 
tried to stop them. Therefore, to accept the 
Jewish State as a reality was not in accord 
with the Charter nor with the principles of 
justice. 

'Vith the exception of the Syrian resolution 
(A/C.l/405) the parts of the various resolutions 
listed under section III of the consolidated 
tabulation all provided that the Assembly's 
resolution of 29 November and the Mediator's 
Progress Report should serve as the basis for a 
peaceful settlement. However, experience had 
shown that the recommendation for partition 
was the cause of the armed struggle and bloodshed 
and to renew such a recommendation would 
bring the same results. The Syrian draft reso
lution, on the other hand, provided for the 
constitution of a commission to study proposals 
for the establishment of a single State in Palestine 
which would assure the rights of both the Arabs 
and the Jews. The Jews lived peacefully as 
a minority in the Arab and Moslem countries 
and the privileges and advantages which they 
had gained had been well described in a pamphlet 
''Titten by a distinguished United States professor 
of history and sociology which had been distributed 
to all delegations. Only in Europe had they 
been persecuted. Why should they now wish 
to impose themselves upon the inhabitants of 
over-populated Palestine ? Their treatment of 
the Arab peoples in Palestine had been far worse 
than that which they had undergone themselves 
in Europe and the Arab people now fled in terror 
when they were told that the Zionists were 
coming. 

If the Syrian proposal were accepted, many 
of the difficulties which had arisen in the past 
would be avoided. Mr. El-Khouri said that he 
had just received a long list of violations of the 
Holy Places by the Jews and expressed his 
surprise that good Christians could allow the 
domination of the Holy Places by unbelievers. 
He pointed out that the United Nations Mediator 
had been assassinated openly in the presence 
of hundreds of witnesses but that, while the 
Jews blamed dissident groups, no one had come 
forward to give testimony in this regard. In 
his opinion it had been a premeditated crime 
and no action was being taken to discover the 
murderers. Yet the United Nations merely 
expressed its regrets. 

There was not the slightest hope that the 
Arabs would negotiate with the Jews on the 

du 14 mai 1948, a annule la resolution du 29 no
vembre 1947 et cree ce poste de Mediateur, 
charge de trouver une autre solution. Or, les 
Juifs n'ont pas cesse de passer outre aux resolutions 
du Conseil de securite et de I' Assemblee generale, 
ce qui n'empeche pas que maintenant l'on vient 
dire que !'existence de l'Etat juif doit etre 
reconnue comme un fait accompli. Pourtant un 
fait, pour etre reconnu, doit etre fermement 
etabli ; et qui plus est, Ia reconnaissance de 
l'acte illegal qu'ont commis les Juifs ne contribuera 
certainement pas a rehausser le prestige de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Les Juifs 
ont commence a realiser le plan de partage sans 
attendre la. mediation qui etait prevue dans Ia 
resolution de l' Assemblee. Ils n'auraient pas ose 
poursuivre !'execution de leurs plans si !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies avait essaye de 
les arreter. II n'est done ni dans !'esprit de la 
Charte ni conforme aux principes de la justice 
d'admettre comme une realite !'existence de 
l'Etat juif. 

A !'exception de Ia resolution syrienne (AfC. 
1/405), toutes les parties des diverses resolutions 
figurant dans le titre III du tableau recapitulatif 
prennent comme base d'un reglement pacifique 
Ia resolution de I' Assemblee du 29 novembre 
et le Rapport interimaire du Mediateur. L'expe
rience a pourtant montre que la recommandation 
tendant au partage a ete Ia cause de Ia lutte 
armee et de !'effusion de sang; renouveler une 
telle recommandation entrainerait les memes 
resultats. Le projet de resolution syrien, au 
contraire, envisage de creer une commission 
qui serait chargee de formuler des proposit~ons 
tendant a Ia creation en Palestine d'un Etat 
unique, lequel garantirait leurs droits aussi bien 
aux Arabes qu'aux Juifs. Dans les pays arabes 
et mahometans, les J uifs, qui constituent la 
minorite, vivent en paix ; les avantages et les 
privileges qu'ils ont acquis ont ete fort bien 
decrits par un eminent professeur americain 
d'histoire et de sociologic dans une brochure qui 
a etc distribuee a toutes les delegations. Ce n'est 
qu'en Europe qu'ils ont ete persecutes : pourquoi 
veulent-ils maintenant s'imposer aux habitants 
de la Palestine deja surpeuplee ? La population 
arabe de Palestine a subi des traitements bien 
pires que ceux qu'ont connus en Europe les 
Juifs eux-memes, et maintenant elle s'enfuit 
terrorisee a la seule annonce de l'arrivee des 
sionistes. 

Si la proposition syrienne est adoptee, bien des 
difficultes qui se sont presentees dans le passe 
se trouveront evitees. lVI. El-Khouri vient de 
recevoir une longue liste de violations des Lieux 
saints qu'ont commises les Juifs, et il s'etonne 
que de bons chretiens puissent permettre a des 
incroyants de dominer les Lieux saints. II souligne 
que le Mediateur des Nations Unies a ete assassine 
au grand jour, en presence de centaines de 
temoins, mais qu'aucun juif ne s'est presente 
pour temoigner dans cette affaire, encore que les 
Juifs jettent le blame sur les groupes dissidents. 
Ce crime, estime M. El-Khouri, a ete premedite, 
mais rien n'a ete fait pour decouvrir les assassins, 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies s'etant contentee 
d'exprimer des regrets. 

II n'y a pas la moindre esperance a avoir 
que Ies Arabes consentent a negocier _avec les 
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basis of partition. For that reason he requested 
the representatives on the First Committee to 
consider seriously the Syrian proposal which 
" ·onld guarantee the Jews a friendly home and 
a chance to develop the whole of the :Middle 
East. In this connexion he pointed out that 
although they were a small minority in every 
country, the Jews were able to dominate economic 
life, as for example in the United States and 
Germany. Partition of Palestine would be to 
the advantage of only the small minority of 
.Jews who were Zionists. Less than one-third 
of the Jews in Palestine were Palestinian citizens ; 
how could they justly be given the right to 
establish a State ? The United Nations Charter 
was designed to protect the rights of the weaker 
peoples. The prestige of the United Nations 
\Yould suiTer if it continued to take illegal action 
against the weaker party and allowed the stronger 
party to defy its resolutions. 

l\Ir. Br.::ELEY (United Kingdom) denied Mr. 
Eban's suggestion that the United Kingdom 
delegation was asserting that the Mediator's 
conclusions were to be placed on the same 
footing as the Assembly's resolution of November 
1947. H e said that actually the United Kingdom 
delegation was aksing the Assembly to take 
a decision on the relation between the resolution 
of 29 November and subsequent events, and in 
this regard the importance of the Mediator's 
report was still to be determined. Mr. Eban 
had implied that the 29 November resolution 
was final, but while the Assembly's resolutions 
constituted recommendations, and had moral 
weight, they certainly were not law, much less 
unalterable law. The General Assembly had 
realized that the Palestine problem had not 
been finally settled by its resolution of 29 No
vember, and when the Mediator was appointed 
by the resolution of 14 May 1948, he was asked 
to report to the Assembly. The United Kingdom 
delegation was only asking the Assembly to be 
consistent in this matter and to make recommend
ations in the light of its own past work and of 
the present situation in Palestine. 

On the motion of the representative of EGYPT, 
who stated that he had a number of observations 
to make on the section of the document under 
discussion, the meeting was adjourned until 
the following day. 

The meeting rose at 5.50 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND SEVENTEENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillol, Paris, on Tuesday, 
30 November 1948, al10.30. a. m. 

Chairman : l\Ir. A. CosTA Du RELS (Bolivia). 

86. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

Co~TINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE 
CONSOLIDATED TABULATION PREPARED BY THE 
WORKING GROUP (AjC.1j403). 
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Juifs sur Ia base du plan de partage. C'est pourquoi 
l\I. El-Khouri demande instamment aux membres 
de Ia Premiere Commission de prendre en serieuse 
consideration la proposition syrienne, quigarantira 
aux Juifs un foyer tranquille et qui permettra 
de developper tout le l\Ioyen Orient. A ce propos, 
il fait remarquer que, tout en constituant dans Ies 
divers pays une petite minorite, Ies Juifs arrivent 
a devenir les maitres de la vie economique, 
et il cite lcs cas des Etats-Unis et de I'Allemagne. 
Le partage de Ia Palestine ne profitera qu'a cette 
faible minorite de Juifs que sont les sionistes. 
:Moins d'un tiers des Juifs de Palestine sont 
citoyens palestiniens; comment peut-on, en 
tonte justice, leur donner le droit d'etablir un 
Etat? La Charte des Nations Unies a et e etahlie 
pour proteger les droits des peuples faibles, et le 
prestige des Nations Unies soufirirait grandement 
si elles continuaient a prendre contre Ie faible 
des mesures illegales, tout en permettant au 
fort de braver leurs resolutions. 

l\I. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) dement que la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni ait pretendu, comme 
l'a laisse entendre l\1. Eban, que les conclusions 
du lVIediateur etaient a mettre sur le meme 
plan que la resolution de l' Assemblee de novembre 
19,18. En rca lite, elle demande a l' Assemblee 
de decider quel rapport il y a eu entre Ia resolution 
du 29 novembre et les evenements ulterieurs, 
et, de ce point de vue, il reste encore a determiner 
!'importance du rapport du Mediateur. l\1. Eban 
a Jaisse entendre que Ia resolution du 29 novembre 
etait definitive ; mais, si les resolutions de 
l' Assembh~e constituent des recommandations de 
grande force morale, elles n'ont assurement pas 
force de loi, et encore mains de loi immuable. 
L'Assemblee gcnerale a compris que sa resolution 
du 29 novembre n'avait pas resolu definitivement 
Ie probleme palestinien, et quand elle a designc 
le Mediateur par sa resolution du 14 mai 1948, 
elle lui a demande de faire rapport a l' Assemblee 
generale. La delegation du Royaume-Uni demande 
simplement a l'Assemblee d'etre consequente 
avec elle-meme en cette affaire et de tenir compte, 
dans les recommandations qu'elle presente, de 
ce qu'elle a fait deja dans le passe et de la situation 
actuelle en Palestine. 

Sur proposition du representant de l'EGYPTE, 
qui declare qu'il a un certain nombre d'obser
vations a presenter sur la partie du document 
en cours de discussion, Ia suite des debats est 
remise au lendemain. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 50. 

DEUX-CENT-DIX-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 30 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

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

SUITE DE L'EXA!\1EN DU TABLEAU RECAPITULATIF 
PREPARE PAR LE GROUPE DU TRAVAIL (AjC. 
1/403). 



Section III. General principles (continued). 

. FAwZI Bey (Egypt) began by stating that the 
~hscussion of the general principles contained 
m section III of the working document (A.jC. 
! /40~) should also be extended to the preamble 
m VIew of the fact that they had elements in 
common. 

Before the General Assembly had adopted 
resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947, the 
Egyptian delegation had pointed out that the 
United Nations had no authority to set up 
new States, to control their existence or to 
partition them. Egypt still held that view. 
In particular, the Egyptian delegation had 
requested on 13 October 1947 that the Inter
national Court of Justice should be consulted 
to determine whether the Assembly had the 
power, under the Charter, to set up States and to 
partition them. That proposal had been rejected 
by one vote in the ad hoc Committee and the 
Assembly had adopted the resolution of 29 No
vember 1947, although the majority felt misgiving 
as to the power of the United Nations to take 
measures with regard to the existence of States. 
In any event, the Egyptian delegation had no 
doubt that the resolution was not in conformity 
with the Charter. Furthermore, it could not but 
feel a certain resentment at the failure to refer 
the question to the International. Court of 
Justice for an advisory opinion. In addition, 
even assuming that the resolution were legal, 
it was at most a mere recommendation ; it was 
not a law and did not lay down rights. 

Fawzi Bey said experience had shown that the 
resolution had destroyed peace and order in 
Palestine and in neighbouring States. Moreover, 
the Security Council had been obliged to convene 
a special session of the General Assembly to 
consider the Palestine question " without preju
dice to the rights, claims or positions " of the 
parties. On 14 May 1948, the Assembly adopted 
a resolution [186 (S-2)] which called upon the 
Security Council to make fresh efforts to achieve a 
peaceful settlement of the situation in Palestine. 
That resolution relieved the Palestine Commission 
of its functions, thereby admitting that the 
Commission had been unable to accomplish its 
task, in particular, that of determining the 
frontiers between the Arab and Jewish parts 
of Palestine under the terms of the resolution 
of 29 November. It was therefore clear that in 
succeeding resolutions, the Security Council 
had abandoned the principles set forth in the 
November resolution. 

The tendency of certain representatives to fall 
back upon the resolution of 29 November 1947 
was to be explained by the recognition of a 
fait accompli. The New Zealand representative 
had recently observed, for example, that the 
Jews had succeded in establishing themselves in 
Palestine. Had not Hitler, Mussolini and the 
Japanese had similar success ? Was that suffi
cient reason to ratify and legalize the fait accompli? 

Section I II. Principes generaux (suite) 

M. FAWZI Bey (Egypte) rappelle tout d'abord 
que la discussion des principes gencraux contenus 
a la section III du document de travail (AJC. 
1/403) devrait porter egalement sur le prcam
bule, etant donne que l'un et !'autre contiennent 
des elements communs. 

II rappelle .que la delegation egyptienne avait 
declare, avant !'adoption par l'Assemblee de Ia 
resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 1947, que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies n'avait pas 
autorite pour creer des Etats nouveaux, pour 
regir leur existence ou pour les partager. L'Egypte 
maintient ce point de vue. En particulier, la 
delegation egyptienne avait demande, le 13 oc
tobre 1947, que la Cour internationale de Justice 
flit consultce sur le point de savoir si l'Assemblee, 
aux termes de la Charte, avait le droit de crcer 
des Etats et de les partager. Cette proposition 
a etc rejetee a une voix de majorite au sein de Ia 
Commission ad hoc et l' Assemblee adopta Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947 bien que la 
majorite des Membres de l'Assemblee generale 
eprouvat des doutes sur Ie droit de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies de statuer sur !'existence des 
Etats. En tout etat de cause, la delegation egyp
tienne, elle, n'eprouve aucun doute sur la non
conformite de cette resolution avec la Charte. 
De plus, elle ne peut s'empecher de regretter que 
la question n'ait pas ete renvoyee ala Cour inter
nationale de Justice pour avis consultatif. En 
outre, meme a supposer que cette resolution flit 
legale, elle n'est, tout au plus, qu'une simple 
recommandation; elle n' est pas une loi et elle 
ne permet pas de creer des droits. 

L' orateur fait remarquer que l' experience a 
prouve que cette resolution avait detruit la paix 
et l' ordre en Palestine et dans les Etats voisins. 
De plus, Ie Conseil de securite fut force de convo
quer une session extraordinaire de I' Assemblee 
generale en vue d'examiner la question de Pales
tine << sans prejudice des droits des parties, de 
leurs revendications et pouvoirs >>. Le 14 mai 1948, 
cette Assemblee extraordinaire adopta une reso
lution [186 (S-2)] invitant a nouveau le Conseil 
de securitc a faire des efforts en vue d'un ajus
tement pacifique de Ia situation en Palestine. Cette 
resolution dechargeait la Commission pour la 
Palestine de ses fonctions. C'etait la la consta
tation que cette Commission avait etc dans l'impos
sibilite de mener a bien sa tache, et notamment 
celle de delimiter les frontieres entre les parties 
arabes et juives de la Palestine, aux termes de la 
resolution du 29 novembrc. II est done clair que, 
dans ses resolutions successives, le Conseil de 
securite a abandonne les principes enonces dans 
cette resolution. 

Le representant de l'Egypte estime, en conse
quence, que la tendance de certains representants 
de retourner a la resolution du 29 novembre 1947 
s'explique par Ia reconnaissance du fait accompli. 
Le representant de la Nouvelle-Zelande faisait 
recemment remarquer, par exemple, que les 
Juifs avaient rcussi a s'imposer en Palestine. 
Est-ce que Hitler, l\fussolini et les Japonais 
n'avaient pas reussi cgalement a s'imposer. 
Etait-ce une raison suffisante pour ratifier et 
lcgitimer le fait accompli '? 
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Fawzi Bey recalled that in 1947 the General 
Assembly had on a number of occasions bowed 
to the fail accompli and to the use of violence. 
The League of Nations had also adopted a similar 
attitude, when in 1931 the Japanese claimed 
to be acting " on the defensive " in Manchuria, 
in connexion with the Mukden incident, and 
rapidly succeeded in making a complete conquest 
of that area. If, two years later, Hitler's attempt 
at an Anschluss failed, it was not the result 
of action taken by the League of Nations, but 
solely to the opposition of Mussolini. In 1935 
l\lussolini had been able to ridicule the Covenant 
of the League of Nations, which he described 
as a " dead letter ". The price of such a policy 
of submission to violence had been paid later by 
the massacres organized by Mussolini and Hitler, 
by the blood and suiTcring of millions of families 
all over the world. At the end of the war, 
the leaders of the democratic nations had taken 
the shortcomings of the League of Nations 
into account in planning a new organization of 
nations. They had been anxious that the 
United Nations should not merely affirm the ideal 
of peace, but should also have the means of 
defending it. But the first step had not yet 
been taken towards drawing up the special 
agreements for the creation of an international 
force in accordance with Article 43 of the Charter 
In the meantime, Article 106, which conferred 
the responsibility for the maintenance of peace 
on the great Pov,·ers, was still applicable. 

The successive orders of the Security Council 
with regard to Palestine had been systematically 
ignored by the Zionists. On 29 May, the Security 
Council had contemplated the use of sanctions 
if its orders were not complied with. No deci
sions had, however, been taken to end the 
repeated violations of the Security Council's 
decisions by the Zionists, who continued to 
occupy more and more territory in Palestine, 
driving before them thousands of Arab families, 
who were obliged to seek refuge in neighbouring 
States. Prominent Zionists had declared that 
the Jews had no intention of withdrawing from 
the territories captured by force of arms in the 
Negeb, Galilee and elsewhere. The Jewish repre
sentative in Washington had recently stated 
that the Jews would not give up control of the 
Negeb, which, he said, was their sovereign 
possession and that the territories which they 
occupied would be obstinately defended. He had 
added that the Negeb was the only reserve of 
territory which the Jews possessed for the 
purpose of intensive colonization. There was 
an example of Jewish defiance of the Security 
Council and the United Nations, which were 
nevertheless prepared to yield to such acts of 
force. 

Count Bernadette, despite his good intentions, 
had also embarked on a dangerous course by 
accepting the fait accompli. His proposals . of 
27 June presented difficulties from the standpomt 
of law, justice and respect for the Charter. 
Nevertheless, from 27 June to 12 September, 
Zionist acts of violence continued and a large 
number of Arabs were driven out of the country 
to make room for Jewish immigrants. The 
:rviediator had accepted that aggravation of the 
situation. In his report of 12 September, he 
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Fawzi Bey rappelle que, en 1947, l'Assemblee 
gencrale s'est inclinee plusieurs fois devant le 
fait accompli et la violence. La Societe des Nations, 
elle aussi, avait adopte cette attitude lorsque, 
en 1931, a propos de !'incident de Moukden, 
les Japonais pretendirent qu'ils se « defendaient >> 

en l\Iandchourie et parvinrent rapidement a 
conquerir cette region tout entiere. Si deux ans 
apres, la tentative d'Anschluss d'Hitler echoua, 
ce ne fut pas a cause de la Societe des Nations, 
mais uniquement parce que Mussolini s'y opposa. 
En 1935, Mussolini put tourner en derision le 
Pactc de la Societe des Nations, qu'il qualifiait 
de << lettre morte ». Le prix de cette politique de 
soumission a la violence fut paye plus tard par les 
massacres organises par Mussolini et Hitler, par 
le sang et les souffrances de millions de familles 
dans le monde. A la fin de la guerre, les chefs 
des nations democratiques ont tenu compte des 
lacunes de la Societe des Nations dans leur projet 
d'une organisation nouvelle des nations. Ils 
voulaient que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
non seulement affirme leur ideal de paix, mais 
possede les moyens de dcfendre la paix. 
Cependant, les accords speciaux prevus a !'Article 
43 de la Charte, en vue de Ia creation d'une force 
internationale n'ont pas encore re<;u de commen
cement d'execution et, en attendant, l'Article 106 
confcrent la responsabilite du maintien de la 
paix aux grandes Puissances s'applique toujours. 

Le representant de l'Egypte signale ensuite 
que les ordres successifs du Conseil de securite 
en ce qui concerne Ia Palestine sont ignores 
systematiquement par les sionistes. Le 29 mai, 
le Conseil de securite avait envisage !'application 
de sanctions dans le cas ou ses ordres ne seraient 
pas appliques; cependant, aucune decision n'a 
ete prise pour mettre fin aux violations conti
nuelles des decisions du Conseil de securite par 
les sionistes qui continuent a occuper de plus en 
plus de territoire en Palestine, chassant devant 
eux des milliers de families arabes obligees de se 
refugier dans les Etats voisins. De hautes person
nalites sionistes ont declare que les J uifs n'avaient 
pas !'intention de se retirer des territoires occupes 
par la force des armes dans le Negeb, en Galilee 
et ailleurs. Le representant juif a Washington a 
recemment declare que les Juifs ne perdraie~t 
pas le controle du Negeb, qui leur appar_te~art 
felon lui en toute souverainete et que les t erntorres 
occupes par eux seraient defendt~s opiniatrement. 
Il a ajoute que le Negeb constituait la seule 
reserve de territoire dont les Juifs disposaient 
en vue d'une colonisation intensive. Voila !'expres
sion du defi lance par les Juifs au Conseil .de 
securite et a l'Oraanisation des Nations Umes 
qui, malgre tont, ;e soumet a ces actes de force. 

FA wz1 Bey estime que Ie comte Bernadette, 
malare scs bonnes intentions, s'etait egalement 
eng;ge dans une voie dangereuse en admet~a~t 
le fait accompli. Ses propositions du ~7 JUin 

etaient facheuses du point de vue du droit,. de ]a 
justice et du respect de la Charte. Toute~ors! du 
27 juin au 12 septembre, les violences des swmstes 
coutinuerent et un grand nombre d:~rabes 
furent expulses pour faire place a des immJgra!lts 
juifs. Le Mediateur accepta cette aggravatwn 
de Ia situation. Dans son rapport du 12 septembre, 



included Jaffa in Jewish territory ; Haifa was 
pushed farther and farther back into the zone 
assigned to the Jews, while the whole of Galilee 
was offered to the Zionists. Count Bernadotte 
gave the explanation that he had sought a solution 
which took existing realities into account. Those 
existing realities did not differ from the fait 
accompli and might be subjected to the same 
criticism as was levelled against the nazis or 
the fascists when they too invoked the fait 
accompli. 

Another reality must be borne in mind, 
namely, that the legitimate inhabitants of 
Palestine were entitled to all the privileges 
normally granted to human beings. The Eco
nomic and Social Council was making a detailed 
study of a Declaration of Human Rights. When, 
however, it was a question of applying those 
rights and thus permitting a community to live 
on its own territory without running the risk 
of being driven from it and of being obliged 
to appeal to the charity of the world, sedulous 
efforts appeared to be made to forget those 
human rights. 

In conclusion, the representative of Egypt 
noted that several representatives had advised 
the Arab representatives not to persist in their 
attitude and to enter into negotiations. No 
one was more interested in the maintenance 
of peace in Palestine than the Arabs. They 
wanted to achieve peace by every legitimate 
method ; but they would not degrade themselves. 
They did not want peace if it was to be bought 
at the price of giving up part of Palestine, which 
would subsequently serve as a base for aggression 
and would constitute a Zionist threat to the 
social structure and peace of the Middle East. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) statedt hat his dele
gation was opposed to any recommendation, 
which took into account the resolution of 29 No
vember 1947, even as amended in the light of 
Count Bernadotte's proposals. The Arabs had 
rejected that resolution, which had constituted a 
violation of the Charter and of international 
law and had given rise to disturbances and war. 
He failed to understand how a conciliation 
commission could be set up on the basis of that 
resolution when one of the parties concerned 
rejected the resolution and announced in advance 
its refusal to collaborate with the commission. 
The Arabs had not refused to enter into relations 
with the Mediator, but they could not counte
nance the existence of a commission, which 
accepted as an established principle the partition 
of Palestine against the will of its inhabitants. 
Since the Arabs had given warning that they 
would not recognize or collaborate with the 
commission, what was the point of adopting 
a resolution for its establishment ? It would 
certainly not enhance the prestige of the United 
Nations. 

The resolution of 29 November 1947 was 
obsolete. The representative of Haiti had recalled 
the Mediator's statement that he was not bound 
by the resolution of 29 November and the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom had cast 
doubt on the validity of that resolution in the 
Security Council on two occasion5. Furthermore, 

il inclut Jaffa dans le territoire juif ; Haifa est 
repoussee de plus en plus dans la zone attribuee 
aux Juifs et toute la Galilee est offerte aux 
sionistes. Le comte Bernadotte explique qu'il a 
recherche une solution tenant compte des n~alites 
existantes. Ces n~alites existantes ne different 
pas du fait accompli et l'on pourrait refaire a 
leur sujet la critique que l'on adressait aux nazis 
ou aux fascistes lorsqu'ils invoquaient, eux aussi, 
le fait accompli. 

II faudrait cependant tenir compte d'une 
autre n~alite, a savoir que la population legitime 
de la Palestine a droit a to us les privileges norma
lement accordes aux etres humains. Le Conseil 
economique et social etudie dans tous ses details 
une Charte des droits de l'homme; mais lorsqu'il 
s'agit d'appliquer ces droits et de permettre a 
une communaute de vivre sur son territoire sans 
courir le risque d' etre chassee et de devoir en 
appeler a la charite du monde, il semble que 
l'on s'empresse d'oublier ces droits de l'homme. 

Le representant de l'Egypte indique, pour 
terminer, que plusieurs representants ont conseille 
aux representants arabes de ne pas perseverer 
dans leur point de vue et d'entamer des nego
ciations. Il declare a ce sujet que les Arabes, 
plus que tons autres, sont interesses au maintien 
de la paix en Palestine. Ils veulent la paix par tous 
les moyens Iegitimes qui ne constituent pas une 
degradation. Ils ne veulent pas Ia paix si elle doit 
etr 2 payee par la renonciation a une partie de la 
Palestine, qui servirait ulterieurement de base 
d'agression et constituerait une menace sioniste 
contre Ia structure sociale et la paix dans le 
Moyen Orient. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) declare que sa delegation 
est opposee a toute recommandation faisant 
etat de la resolution du 29 novembre 1947, meme 
amendee en tenant compte des propositions 
du comte Bernadotte. Les Arabes ont repousse 
cette resolution, qui constituait une violation 
de la Charte et du droit international et qui etait 
generatrice de troubles et de guerre. L'orateur 
ne pent comprendre que, sur Ia base de cette 
resolution, on veuille creer nne Commission de 
conciliation puisque l'une des parties repousse 
cette resolution et refuse a l'avance de collaborer 
avec cette commission. Les Arabes n'ont pas 
refuse d'entrer en relations avec le l\lediateur, 
mais ils ne peuvent admettre !'existence d'une 
Commission qui prend comme axiome le partage 
de la Palestine contre le vceu de ses habitants. 
Pnisque les Arabes previennent qu'ils ne recon
naitront pas cette commission et ne collaboreront 
pas avec elle, a quoi cela sert-il de voter ~ne 
resolution etablissant la Commission ? Le prestige 
de ]'Organisation des Nations Unies n'en serait 
certainement pas rehaussc. 

La resolution du 29 novembre 1947 est perimee. 
Le representant d'Hai:ti a rappele que le Mcdiateur 
avait declare qu'il n'etait pas lie par la resolution 
du 29 novembre et le representant du Royaume
Uni au Conseil de securite a eleve, a deux reprises, 
des doutes sur la validite de cette resolution. En 
outre, le mandat du Mediateur, etabli par la 
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the terms of reference of the Mediator, as set 
forth in resolution 186 (S-2) of 1·1 l\Iay 19,18, 
made no reference to the resolution of November 
1947. By merely recommending a pacific 
se ttlement of the situation in Palestine, the l\Iay 
resolution completed what the resolution of No
vembL'r had attempted to do. In any event, whether 
the resolution of 29 November was outdated 
or not, it was illegal. The representative of 
the United States had declared the day before 
that it did not constitute a law in the sense 
of the Charter. In the White Paper of Hl39 
the United Kingdom admitted that the provisions 
of the l\Iandate with regard to the Jewish national 
home had lJeen carried ont and considered it 
necessary to set up a unified and independent 
State of Palestine within five years in the course 
of which a final contingent of 75,000 Jews would 
he authorized to immigrate. l\1r. Bevin, in the 
speeches made on 13 November 19-15,25 February 
and 29 May 19,17, the first two in the House 
of Commons and the third at a public meeting, 
had aflirmed that (1) the United Kingdom 
had never envisaged the creation of a .Jewish 
State and the British l\Iandate over Palest ine 
had in fact been fulfilled ; (2) nothing in the 
trrms of the .:\1andate had authorized the United 
Kingdom to deprive the Arabs of their land, 
their rights and their liberties ; (3) religious 
considerations were insufllcient grounds for the 
creation of a new State. 1\ir. Bevin had also 
recalled that, since the House of Commons had 
approved the White Paper of 1939, the Arabs 
were entitled to regard that act as a decision 
by the Parliament of the United Kingdom. 
Thus the Parliament and the Government of the 
Mandatory Power supported the views of the 
Arabs. Their statements should take precedence 
over those of New Zealand, Australia and other 
States, which had not participated in the Mandate 
and had not borne the legal responsibility for 
the administration of Palestine. 

The representative of Lebanon went on to 
_invoke legal arguments against partition. The 
resolution of 29 November 1947 was a recommend
ation only and, moreover, exceeded the powers 
of the General Assembly and the United Nations. 
In effect, the Assembly was not in a position 
to deal with the question of Palestine except 
by virtue of Article 77 of the Charter. If the 
conditions required for its independence had not 
been realized at the termination of the Mandate, 
Palestine could have been placed under trus
teeship, but no provision of the Charter permitted 
an attack on the integrity of a mandated territory 
or its dismemberment. 

What of the United Nations ? It was an 
international organization, owing its existence 
to the will of the Member States, which renounced 
part of their own sovereignty in order to confer 
certain powers upon it. Those powers were limit
ed by the Charter. The United Nations could not 
decide the political fate of a mandated territory 
or partition it at will. Further, in the case 
of Palestine, the Mandatory Power had terminated 
the l\1andate ; consequently, Palestine should 
automatically have acquired independence. When 
the Ottoman Empire was dismembered as a result 
of the Treaty of Lausanne, the League of Nation~ 
had recognized a number of new States - Saudi 

resolution 186 (S-2) du 14 mai, 1948 ne fait pas 
allusion a la resolution de novembre 1947. En 
preconisant seulement un ajustement pacifique 
de la situation en Palestine, la resolution de 
rnai supplee a ce que celle de novembre avait 
essayc de faire. D'ailleurs, que cette resolution 
du 29 novembre soit perimee ou non, elle est 
illegale. Le representant des Etats-Unis a declare 
hier qu'elle ne constituait pas une loi au sens de 
la Charte. Dans un livre blanc de 1930, le 
Royaume-Uni admettait que les dispositions du 
l\Iandat sur le Foyer National juif avaient etc 
realisces et cstimait necessaire de creer un Etat 
de Palestine, unific et independant, dans un 
dClai de cinq ans, pendant lequel un dernier 
contingent de 75.000 israclites serait autorisc 
a immigrer l\1. Bevin, dans les discours qu'il a 
prononces le 13 novembre 1945, le 25 fevrier 19:17 
et le 29 mai 19·17, les deux. premiers devant la 
Chambre des Communes et le troisieme dans 
une reunion publique, a affirme: I) que le Royaume
Uni n'avait jamais envisage la creation d'un 
Etat juif et que le l\fandat britannique sur la 
Palestine avait cte rempli, en fait; 2) que rien 
dans les termes du l\Iandat n'autorisait le 
Royaumc-Uni a priver les Arabes de leurs terres, 
de leurs droits et de leurs libertes; 3) que des 
considerations rcligicuscs n' ctaient pas suffisantes 
pour crcer un nouvel f~tat. l\1. Bevin a rappele, 
en outre, que la Chambre des Communes ayant 
approuve le livre blanc de 1939, les Arabes 
etaient en droit de considcrer ce vote comme une 
decision du parlement britannique. Ainsi, le 
parlement et le gouvernement de la Puissance 
mandataire approuvent le point de vue des 
Arabes. Leurs declarations doivent prevaloir 
sur celles de la N ouvelle-ZClande, de l' Australie 
ou d'autres Etats qui n'ont pas participe au 
l\landat et n'avaient pas la responsabilite juridique 
de !'administration de la Palestine. 

Le representant du Liban invoque ensuite des 
arguments juridiqucs pour condamner le partage. 
La resolution du 29 novembre n'est qu'une 
recommandation qui depasse les Iimites des 
pouvoirs de I' Assemblce gcnerale et de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies. L'Assemblee, en efTet, 
ne pouvait se saisir de la question de Pale~tine 
qu'en vertu de !'Article 77 de la Charte. S1 les 
conditions requises pour l' independance de ce 
pays n'ctaient pas rcalisees ala fin du Mand~t.' la 
Palestine aurait pu etre placee sous le Reg1me 
de tutelle, mais aueune disposition de la Charte 
ne permet de porter atteinte a l'integrite d'un 
Territoire sons mandat ou de le demembrer. 

D'ailleurs qu'est !'organisation des Natio~s 
Unies? Cette organisation internationale d01t 
son existence a la volonte des :Etats Membres 
qui lui abandonnent chacun une p~rcelle d_e 
souverainete pour lui conferer certames attn
butions. Ces attributions sont limitativement 
dcfinies par la Charte. L'Organisation ~e~ Nati?ns 
Unies ne pent disposer que du sort pohtlque_ d_ un 
Territoire sous mandat, elles ne pent le d1v1ser 
a sa guise. M. Ammoun declare, en out:e, que 
dans le cas precis de la Palestine, la Pu~ssance 
mandataire a mis fin au Mandat; par consequent, 
automatiquement, la Palestine ;devait aecedcr 
a l'independance. Lors du demembrement de 
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Arabia, Yemen, Syria, Lebanon and Palestine
and placed some of them under l\Iandate. \Vhen 
the l\Iandate was terminated in Iraq, Syria and 
Lebanon, those countrirs automatically became 
l\Iembers of the League of Nations. By virtue of 
the principle of the continuity of the State, they 
had not ceased to be States, despite the temporary 
Mandate under which they had been governed. 
~Why should it be otherwise for Palestine ? 

It had been maintainer] chat, under the provi
sions of article 116 of the Treaty of Lausanne, 
Turkey had ceded the sovereignty of those 
territories to the Allied Po~wers. But the text 
of article 116 covered all territories detached 
from the Ottoman Empire, among which Saudi 
Arabia and the Yemen had become independent 
immediately on ~,eparation from the Empire. 
In the circumstances, how could it be maintained 
that the case of Palestine was difierent from 
that of other States detached from the Ottoman 
Empire ? The signatories to the Treaty of 
Lausanne were the United Kingdom, France, 
Italy, Japan, Roumania, Greece and the State 
formerly known as the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes. It was clear that all 
those States had not obtained sovereignty over 
the mandated territory of Palestine. The conclu
sion to be drawn was that the Treaty of Lausanne 
recognized the existence of States and among 
them, Palestine. 

The Lebanese delegation therefore opposed 
the establishment of a conciliation commission 
on the basis of a resolution which was contrary 
to civil and natural law. Lebanon was not, 
however, opposed to the setting up of the commis
sion provided in the draft resolution of Syria, 
'Which expanded the point of view expressed 
in a Lebanese proposal in 1947. The Lebanese 
representative hoped that the juridical questions 
he~ had raised would be considered and debated, 
if challenged. Those juridical reasons could 
not be ignored and the Committee was duty 
bound to reply to them. 

~Ir. HASSAN (Yemen) recalled that his dele
gation had always disapproved of any form of 
partition, and that it had opposed the unjust 
resolution of 29 November 19,17. It would 
therefore necessarily vote against any resolution 
based either on the partition of Palestine or on 
recognition of a Jewish State ; for it would be 
based on an injustice and on an imposed solution. 

The delegation of Yemen was, however, not 
hostile to a solution really fair to both parties 
such as that proposed by the Syrian delegation. 
In fact, the establishment of a Commission 
to study the possibility of forming a single 
State on a cantonal or federal basis would be 
a measure of conciliation in the true spirit of 
the Charter. The Arabs, thereby giving still 
further proof of their desire to solve that distress
ing question, were providing the possibility 
of an equitable solution, and it was the United 
Nations' last chance of restoring peace in Palestine, 
and serving the true interests of both parties 
concerned. 

!'empire ottoman par le Traite de Lausanne, la 
Societe des Nations a reconnu la formation d'un 
certain nombre cl'Etats nouveaux-Arabic saou
clite, Yemen, Irak, Syrie, Liban et Palestine-, 
en soumettant certains de ceux-ci au regime du 
Mandat. Lorsque ce regime prit fin pour l'Irak, 
la Syrie et le Liban, ces pays clevinrent automa
tiquement Membres de la Societe des Nations. 
En vertu du principe de la continuite de l'Etat, 
ils n'ont pas cesse cl'etre des Etats, malgre le 
manclat temporaire qui les rcgissait. Pourquoi 
n'en doit-il pas etre de meme pour la Palestine? 

On a soutenu que, aux termes de !'article 116 
du Traite de Lausanne, la Turquie aurait cede 
la souverainete de ces territoires aux Puissances 
alliees. Mais le texte de cet article 116 vise taus 
les territoires detaches de !'Empire ottoman, 
parmi lesquels l' Arabie saoudite et le Yemen sont 
devenus indepenclants immediatement apres avoir 
etc detaches dudit empire. Comment, dans ces 
conditions, peut-on dire que le cas de la Palestine 
est difierent de celui des autres Etats detaches de 
!'Empire ottoman ? Les Puissances signataires 
du Traite de Lausanne etaient le Royaumc-Uni, 
la France, l'Italie, le Japon, la Roumanie, la 
Grece et l'Etat jadis appele serbe-croate-slovene. 
II est clair que tous ces Etats n'avaient pas 
acquis la souveraincte sur le territoire sous manclat 
de la Palestine. La conclusion de tout cela est 
que le Traite de Lausanne reconnait !'existence 
d'Etats parmi lesquels se trouve la Palestine. 

La delegation clu Liban s'oppose clone a la 
creation cl'une commission de conciliation fonclce 
sur une resolution qui sc trouve en contradiction 
avec le droit positif et le droit nature!. Toutefois 
le Liban ne s'oppose pas a la creation de la 
commission prevue par le projet de la Syrie, qui 
tend a clevelopper le point de vue exprime en 
1947 dans une proposition libanaise. Le repre
sentant clu Liban souhaite que les questions 
juridiques qu'il a soulevces soient prises en 
consideration et fassent !'objet d'un debat, si 
elles etaient contcstces. Ces raisons juricliques ne 
peuvent etre ignorees et la Commission se cloit 
d'y repondre. 

M. HASSAN (Yemen) rappelle que sa delegation 
a toujours clesapprouve toute idee de partage 
et qu'elle s'est clevee contre l'injuste resolution 
du 29 novembre 19~17. Elle ne peut clone que se 
prononcer contre toute resolution qui se foncle 
sur le partage de la Palestine ou sur la reconnais
sance d'un :Etat juif, c'cst-:1-dire sur une injustice 
ct sur un Diktat. 

La dclCgation du Yemen n' est pourtant pas 
hostile a une solution vraiment equitable pour 
les deux parties, comme celle que propose la 
delegation de la Syrie. En effet, la creation d'une 
commission charge@ d'etudier la creation cl'un 
Etat unique sur une base cantonale ou fedcratiYe 
constituerait nne formule de conciliation veritable, 
conforme a !'esprit de la Charte. En montranl, 
une fois de plus, leur volontc de rcsoudre cctte 
clouloureuse question, les Arabes offrent la possi
bilite cl'nne solution equitable et c'est la. pour 
!'Organisation des Nations Unics, la dernicrc 
chance de retablir la paix en Palestine ct de 
servir les intercts veritables des parties en presence. 
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The establishment of a Jewish State in Palestine, 
contrary to the wishes both of the inhabitants 
of Palestine and of the entire Arab and Islamic 
world, would ]Je a defiance of justice and common 
sense. Moreover, it might well be that those 
who were attempting to use a Jewish State to 
further their own ends might not be in a position 
to profit from the sacrifices they wanted to 
impose on the parties involved. On the other 
hand, the Syrian plan was such as to satisfy 
the Jews, or at least the non-fanatical Jews. 
On the other hand, the Zionist seemed to have 
succeeded in convincing both of the two great 
Powers which, like veritable colossi, were confront
ing one another across the world, that it was 
in their interests to favour the establishment of 
a Jewish State. But the Arab world would 
awake, and the Zionists would pay dearly for 
their insult to the Arabs. Yet it was the Arabs, 
with their traditional wisdom, who were now, 
with full knowledge of the facts, coming forward 
with a just solution : the creation of a single 
State, in which foreigners would enjoy the 
same rights as the bona fide citizens. 

The Arabs were thus prepared to co-operate 
with the Jews ; but any proposal based on the 
partition of Palestine would make such co-oper
ation impossible ; by violating international 
morality and the principle of the right of self
determination, it would constitute an affront to 
the whole of Islam. Injustice might triumph 
for a short period, but justic;e would prevail in 
the end. The hundreds of thousands of Arab 
refugees would reassert their true rights, with 
the aid of all Moslems. While there was still 
time, therefore, the General Assembly of the 
United Nations should learn from the wisdom 
of the Arabs. It was better to return to justice 
than to persist in error. 

Mr. Hooo (Australia) stressed that the decision 
to be taken by the Committee as to which of the 
general statements contained in section III of the 
recapitulatory survey to include was a very 
important one. 

It was in a spirit of realism, and with the aim 
of achieving a workable solution, that the 
Australian delegation was making two statements 
of principle : one on the resolution of 29 No
vember 1947, and the other on the establishment, 
since 15 May 1948, of the civil and military 
authority of the Provisional Government of 
Israel. 

In making those statements, the Australian 
delegation was saying nothing that did not 
already appear in the Mediator's report (A/648). 
And, in fact, paragraph 2 of the operative part 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution (AJC. 
lj394JRev.2) in taking note of the progress 
report of the ~ediator, did perhaps c?ntain an 
implied recogmtwn of ~he de facto ex1stenc~ ?f 
a Jewish State. But 1t seemed more reahsbc 
to make explicit mention of the civil and military 
authority of the Provisional Government of 
Israel. 

If the General Assembly wished to obtain 
positive results, it would do better to work on ~he 
basis of the resolution of 29 November, wh:ch 
,vas acceptable to at least one o~ the, parties, 
rather than on the basis of the Mediator s report 

La creation d'un Etat juif en Palestine, contrai
rement a la volontc des habitants et a celle du 
monde arabe et de l'Islam tout entier, consti
tuerait un defi a la justice et au bon sens. De 
plus, ceux-la memes qui cherchent a utiliser la 
creation d'un Etat juif a des fins interessees 
pourraient bien ne pas etre en mesure de profiter 
des sacrifices qu'ils cherchent a imposer aux 
parties. Par contre, le projet syrien est de nature 
a satisfaire les Juifs eux-memes, ou du moins 
ceux qui sont exempts de tout fanatisme. Quant 
aux sionistes, il semblent jusqu'ici avoir reussi 
a faire croire aux deux Puissances, veritables 
colosses qui s'affrontent aujourd'hui de par Je 
monde, qu'elles ont interet a favoriser la formation 
d'un Etat juif. Mais le monde arabe se reveillera 
et les sionistes paieront cher !'affront fait aux 
Arabes, dont Ia sagesse traditionnelle propose 
aujourd'hui, en connaissance de cause, !'equitable 
solution d'un Etat unique au sein duquel les 
etrangers jouiraient des memes droits que les 
citoyens authentiques. 

Ainsi, les Arabes sont prets a collaborer avec 
les Juifs : mais toute proposition fondee sur lc 
partage de la Palestine rendrait cette cooperation 
impossible et, en violant la morale internationale 
et le principe du droit des peuples a disposer 
d'eux-memes, offenserait l'Islam tout entier. 
L'injustice peut triompher temporairement, mais 
a Ia longue, c'est la justice qui prevaudra : les 
centaines de milliers de refugies arabes rentreront 
dans leurs droits avec I' aide de tousles musulmans. 
Aussi, pendant qu'il en est temps encore, que 
l'Assemblee generale des Nations Unies s'inspire 
de la sagesse arabe. Le retour a la justice vaut 
mieux que Ia persistance dans l'erreur. 

M. Hooo (Australic) souligne !'importance de 
la decision que prendra la Premiere Commission 
relativement a !'inclusion de l'une ou de l'autre 
des declarations de principe qui figurent a la 
section III du tableau recapitulatif. 

C'est dans un esprit de realisme et en vue 
d'aboutir a une solution pratiquement realisable 
que Ia delegation de I' Australie presente deux 
declarations de principe relatives, l'une a Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947, et l'autre, a 
l'etablissement, depuis le 15 mai 1948, d'unc 
autorite civile et militaire relevant du Gouver
nement provisoire d'Israel. 

En faisant ces constatations, la delt~gation 
australienne ne dit rien de vraiment nouveau 
par rapport au document soumis par le M~diat~~r 
(A f648). Et, de fait, le paragraphe 2 du drspos1bf 
du projet de resolution britannique, (A /C:l /~9_4 
Rev.2), en prenant note de ce rapport mten
maire du Mediateur, renferme peut-etre une 
reconnaissance indirecte de l' existence de fait 
d'un Etat juif. Mais il semble plus. r~al_is~e de 
faire explicitement mention de l'autonte c1v!le. et 
militaire relevant du Gouvernement provrs01re 
d'Israel. 

Si l' Assemblee generale veut obtenir des 
resultats positifs, mieux vaut s_e fonder sur la 
resolution du 29 novembre, qut est acceptable 
au moins a l'une des parties, plutot que su: l~ 
rapport du Mediateur, qui est egalement reJctc 
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which had been repudiated by both Jews and 
Arabs. Moreover, any commission which might 
be set up, was entitled to receive specific instruc
tions from the General Assembly, whatever 
might be its specific task. It was 'with that 
purpose in mind that the Australian delegation 
was submitting, jointly with the Polish delegation, 
a text which seemed to meet the views of the 
majority of members of the First Committee. 

Sir ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan) stated that 
any proposal based on the partition of Palestine 
and the establishment of an independent State 
of Israel would be unacceptable to his delegation. 

It had been said, it was true, that the J ewish 
State actually existed, and must therefore be 
recognized. But the existence of the J ewish 
State was in fact based on a peculiar form of 
aggression which had been pursued for the past 
thirty years, and had been facilitated by erroneous 
interpretations of the Balfour Declaration and 
the Mandate. More recently, Jewish aggression 
had assumed an open form : and it was that 
aggression, that use of force, which the United 
Nations was now being asked to approve. But 
what had been accomplished by force, force 
should also be able to undo. 

It had often been repeated, it was true, that 
Pakistan, itself a state born of territorial partition, 
should be the last to refuse to approve the 
partition of Palestine. But Pakistan naturally 
reserved the right to judge every problem on 
its own merits. What were the main factors 
of the situation which had resulted in the birth 
of the State of Pakistan ? Firstly, the propor
tions of the problem, ethnically, t erritorially 
and economically, were so different that compa
rison between India and Palestine was out of 
the question. For jnstance, the population 
of Pakistan was 80 million, i.e., more than a hundred 
times that of the Jewish population of Palestine ; 
and the disproportion between the territory 
involved was even more striking. Secondly, 
in India, partition had been accepted. If both 
Jews and Arabs came to regard partition as the 
only possible solution, and came to an agreement 
on that basis the Pakistan delegation would 
be the first to vote in favour of the partition 
of Palestine, regardless of the doubts which 
might be expressed about the practicability 
of such a solution. Thirdly, whereas in India 
the Moslem minority was an integral part of 
the population, in Palestine a minority had been 
artificially created, against the express will 
of the people. Fourthly, the Moslem minority 
in India, having reached the conviction that in 
the circumstances partition was the only possible 
solution, had claimed the regions where the 
Moslems were in a majority, and each of those 
regions was several times the area of Palestine. 
Thus - and that was the main point - the 
partition which had taken place in India had been 
based on the principle of ceding to the minority 
a number of areas in which they were in the 
majority. If that was what the Jews were 
asking for, Pakistan would be willing to grant 
their request. But the method applied in India 
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par les Juifs et par les Arabes. D'autre part, la 
commission qui viendrait a etre etablie, quel que 
soit son role exact, est en droit de recevoir de 
l' Assemblee generale des instructions specifiques. 
C'est dans cet esprit que la delegation de 
l' Australie presente, de concert avec la delegation 
de Ia Pologne, un texte qui lui parait correspondre 
au sentiment de Ia majorite des Membres de Ia 
Premiere Commission. 

Sir ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan) declare que 
sa delegation ne saurait accepter aucune propo
sition reposant sur le partage de Ia Palestine et 
Ia creation d'un Etat d'Israel independant. 

Sans doute a-t-on dit que l',Etat juif existait 
et que, par suite, il fallait le reconnaitre. Mais en 
n~alite, cet Etat repose sur une forme particuliere 
d'agression qui s'est poursuivie pendant ces 
trente dernieres annces et s'est developpee a Ia 
faveur de la Declaration Balfour et du Mandat, 
faussement interpn\tes. D'autre part, plus 
recemment, l'agression juive a opere a visage 
decouvert : et c'est a ces faits, a !'usage de la 
force que I' on demande maintenant !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies de donner son approbation. 
Mais ce que la force a fait, la force doit pouvoir 
le defaire. 

L'on a dit et repete, il est vrai, que le Pakistan, 
ne d'un partage t erritorial, devrait etre le dernier 
a refuser son approbation au partage de la Pales
tine. Mais le Pakistan se reserve naturellement le 
droit de juger de chaque probleme sur ses merites 
propres. QueUes sont done les caracteristiques 
essentielles de I' etat de chases qui a donne nais
sance a l'Etat du Pakistan? En premier lieu, 
les proportions memes, ethniques, territoriales 
et economiques, excluent Ia possibilite d'une 
comparaison entre les Indes et Ia Palestine. 
C'est ainsi que la population du Pakistan est de 
80 millions d'habitants, c'est-a-dire plus de cent 
fois Ia population juive de Palestine; la dispro
portion est encore plus frappante du point de 
vue territorial. En deuxieme lieu, aux Indes, Ia 
solution du partage a ete acceptee. Si Juifs et 
Arabes venaient a envisager le partage comme Ia 
seule solution possible et se mettaient d'accord 
sur cette base, la delegation du Pakistan serait 
la premiere a se prononcer en faveur du partage 
de la Palestine, et ce quels que soient les doutes 
que l'on puisse emettre sur les possibilites 
pratiques qu'offrirait une telle formule. En 
troisieme lieu, la minorite musulmane aux Indes 
etait partie integrante de la population, alo~s 
que, en Palestine, il s'est agi de Ia creation arti
ficielle d'une minorite, en violation de la volonte 
formelle des habitants. En quatrieme lieu, la 
minorite musulmane aux Indes etant parvenue 
ala conviction que le partage etait, en l'occurence, 
la seule solution possible, a reclame les regions 
ou les musulmans se trouvaient en majorite et 
chacune de ces regions couvre une superficie 
plusieurs fois superieure a cel1e de Ia Palestine. 
Ainsi, et c'est Ia l'essentiel, le partage qui s'est 
opere aux Indes a repose sur Je principe de !'attri
bution a une minorite de zones oil elle constituait 
la majorite de la population. Mais si c'etait hi ce 
que demandaient les Juifs, le Pakistan lui-nu~me 
serait tout pret a faire droit a leur req_uete. 
Seulement, ce qui a ete fait aux Indes est map-



·was inapplicable to Palestine because the Jews 
were in a minority everywhere, excPpt in one 
out of fourteen sub-districts, that of JaiTa. 

The Pakistan delegation was prepared to waive 
the objections it had raised against the Balfour 
Declaration, the l\Iandate, and the adminis
lration of the l\Iandate, and to consider the 
problem as it stood : i.e., the problem of the 
presence of 650,000 Jews, regardless of their 
origin, as against 1,300,000 Arabs. But on 
what basis had partition been proposed ? On 
the fact that a minority could not he condemned 
to remain for ever a minority? So he it. But 
tlwn how could the Arabs be condemned to 
minority status within a Jewish State ? 

It "·as possible that the voting in the First 
Committee might result in the establishment 
of a Jewish Stale based on aggression ami force. 
But how could such a State live in peace and 
prosper in view of the hostility of the Palestine 
Arabs and the neighbouring States ? How 
could the security and prosperity of a Jewish 
State he assured, in the circumstances, by 
the General Assembly and by .Jewish military 
forces ? 

In reality, the only possible solution of the 
Palestine problem was one which would assure 
eo-operation of Jews and Arabs, and v.'hich, if 
not approved by the neighbouring Arab States, 
would at any rate be tolerated by them. To 
llnd such a solution was the only worthwhile 
aim of the First Committee and the General 
Assembly. ·Merely to ratify a de facto situation 
would not solve the problem, but would merely 
result in causing disturbances which might 
in the end have world-\vide repercussions. 

The resolution of 29 November 1947 had been 
a desperate remedy, and had proved to be worse 
than the disease. The United Nations should 
therefore pause and reflect. \Vhile it was 
urgently necessary to bring about the cessation 
of fighting, careful consideration was necessary 
before a final solution could be evolved. 

The Pakistan delegation, for its part, could 
not subscribe to a solution which merely accepted 
a state of aiTairs brought about by aggression 
and force and ignored all considerations of 
principle. The Pakistan delegation approved 
the Syrian draft resolution in the hope that the 
commission provided for in that draft would 
succeed in working out a solution acceptable 
to Je·ws and Arabs, and at least tacitly approved 
by the Arab S~ates neighbours of Palestine. 

The meeting rose at 12.55 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND EIGHTEENTH 
MEETING 

II eld at the Pal a is de Chaillot, Paris, on 
Tuesday, 30 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivia). 
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plicable en Palestine, puisque Ies Juifs constituent 
partout nne minorite, a !'exception d'une region 
administrative sur quatorze, celle de Jaffa. 

La ddegation du Pakistan est prete a faire 
abstraction des objections qu'elle a formulees 
contre la Declaration Balfour, contre le Mandat 
et contre !'administration du Mandat et a envi
sager le probleme tel qu'il se pose aujourd'hui, 
c'est-a-dire la presence de 650.000 Juifs, 
abstraclion faite de leur origine, a cote de 1.300.000 
Arabes. 1\Iais sur quoi s'est-on fonde lorsqu'on a 
propose Ia solution du partage? Sur l'impossi
bilite de condamner une minorite ii. demeurer 
toujours telle. Soit, mais alors, comment 
condamner les Arabes a un statut de minorite 
au sein d'un Etat juif? 

Il est possible que les votes a Ia Premiere 
Commission aboutissent a la creation d'un Etat 
juif foncte sur l'agression et sur Ia force. Mais 
comment cet Etat pourrait-il vivre en paix et 
prosperer en presence de l'hostilite des Arabes 
de Palestine et des Etats avoisinants ? Comment 
les forces militaires juives et l'Assemblee generale 
pourraicnt-elles, dans ces conditions, assurer Ia 
securitc et Ia prospcrite d'un Etat juif? 

En rcalitc, la seule solution possible du probleme 
palestinien est celle qui assurerait Ia cooperation 
des Juifs ct des Arabes et qui, ii. defaut de !'appro
bation des Etats arabes voisins, beneficierait 
de leur tolerance. Tel est le seul objectif valable 
pour Ia Premiere Commission et pour l'Assemblee 
gcnerale. Quant ii. enteriner un pur etat de fait, 
ce n'est pas Ia une solution veritable; ce serait 
l'origine de troubles qui pourraient, finalement, 
a!Iecter le monde entier. 

La resolution du 29 novemhre 1947, remede 
desespere, s'est avcrce pire que le mal. L'Organi
sation des Nations Unies doit done se reprendre 
et mediter. Si la cessation des combats est un 
obj ectif urgent, la solution definitive doit Ctre 
murement etudiee. 

La delegation du Pakistan, pour sa part, ne 
saurait souscrire a une solution se bornant a 
accepter le rcsultat de l'agression et de la force, 
en dehors de toute consideration morale. La 
delegation du Pakistan se prononce en fave~r 
du projet de resolution de la Syrie, dans l'espo1r 
que I a commission dont ce pro jet envisage. la 
formation aboutira a !'elaboration d'une solutiOn 
que lcs J uifs et les Arabes puis sent a?cepter. et 
qui bcneficie au moins de l'approbatwn tacite 
des Etats arabes voisins de la Palestine. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 55. 

DEUX-CENT-DIX-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 30 novembrs 1948, a 15 heures. 

President: 1\1. A. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivie). 



87. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE 
CONSOLIDATED TABULATION PREPARED BY THE 
WORKING GROUP (AJC.l/403) 

Section III. General principles (continued) 

Mr. EBAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
criticized, as grotesque, the implications contained 
in the Pakistan representative's statement that 
the establishment of the State of Israel was a 
fait accompli. Anyone who had listened to his 
statement would have imagined that it had 
been carried out in defiance of the decisions 
of the General Assembly and its organs. Mr. 
Eban explained that Israel had come into being 
at the behest of the United Nations and it was 
in fact the only State in the world whose estab
lishment had been sanctioned in advance by 
the world community. In declaring their sove
reign independence, the people of Israel had 
acted in accordance with resolution 181 (II) in 
which the Assembly had specifically called upon 
the peoples of Palestine to take all the measures 
necessary to put partition into effect. 

No one could regret the initiative of the 
Jewish people in implementing the Assembly's 
resolution, especially in view of the fact that the 
Egyptian representative, in attempting to prove 
that failure to implement the resolution would 
not be a serious matter, had given the Security 
Council a long list of Assembly recommendations 
that had not been carried out. Mr. Eban 
asserted that the creation of the Jewish State 
was an encouraging example of a case in which 
the Assembly's recommendations had been faith
fully carried out. On the contrary, it was the 
Arabs who had endeavoured to frustrate partition 
by a fait accompli when they had invaded Palestine.< 
He welcomed the statement of the Colombian 
representative that there existed a close legal 
connexion between the existence of the Jewish 
State and resolution 181 (II). Israel's right 
to existence rested on a sound juridical basis 
because it had been ordained by the highest 
organ of the United Nations. 

Turning to the matter under discussion, 
Mr. Eban said that he fully agreed that the 
conciliation commission should be given the 
widest powers in order to enable it to bring 
about agreement between the parties. But he 
could not agree that the Assembly should fail 
to lay down that the basis of the commission's 
work must be the valid policy of the General 
Assembly as expressed in resolution 181 (II). 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada), in dealing with section 
III of the tabulation, favoured paragraph 2 
as proposed by the United States and Colombia, 
because he believed it was important that the 
Assembly should issue a definite call to the 
parties to negotiate either directly or indirectly 
through the conciliation commission. 

Any statement of general principles should [ 
give the commission the greatest possible freedom 

87. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire duMediateurdesNations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

SUITE DE L'EXAMEN DU TABLEAU RECAPITULATIF 
PREPARE PARLE GROUPE DE TRAVAIL (AjC.1/403). 

Section II I. Principes generaux (suite) 

M. EBAN (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
qualifie de deformations grotesques Ies affirmations 
contenues dans le discours du representant du 
Pakistan, selon Iequel la creation de l'Etat 
cl'lsrael serait due a un "fait accompli". A s'en 
tenir a sa declaration, on pourrait croire que cet 
:Etat a etc cree au mepris des decisions de l'Assem
blee generale et de ses organes. Or, preciseM. Eban, 
l'Etat d'Israel a ete etabli conformement aux 
instructions de !'Organisation des Nations Unies ; 
c'est meme le seul :Etat au monde dont la creation 
ait etc sanctionnee d'avance par la communaute 
mondiale. En declarant son independance souve
raine, le peuple d'Israel se conformait a la reso
lution 181 (II) dans laquelle l'Assemblee avait 
precisement clemande aux peuples de la Palestine 
de prendre toutes les mesures necessaires a la 
mise en ceuvre du plan de partage. 

Personne ne devrait regretter !'initiative prise 
par Ie peuple juif pour executer la resolution de 
l' Assemblee, d'autant plus que le representant 
de l'Egypte, en essayant de prouver qu'il n'est 
pas particulierement reprehensible de ne point 
appliquer une resolution, a communique au Conseil 
de securite une longue liste de recommandations 
adoptees par l'Assemblee et qui n'ont jamais ete 
executees. M. Eban dit que Ia creation de l'Etat 
d'Israel constitue precisement I'exemple encou
rageant d'un cas oil une recommandation de 
l'Assemblee a etc fidelement executee. Ce sont 
justement les Arabes qui ont essaye, en envahissant 
la Palestine, de faire eehouer le plan de partage en 
creant un fait accompli. M. Eban souscrit a Ia 
declaration du representant de la Colombie, 
selon lequel il y a un lien juridique etroit entre 
!'existence de r:Etat d'Israei et Ia resolution 
181 (II). Ainsi, les droits d'Israel a !'existence se 
fondent sur une base juridique solide, puisqu'ils 
ont etc proclames par l'organe supreme de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

En ce qui concerne la question qui fait l'objet 
du present debat, J\I. Eban declare estimer, lui 
aussi, qu'il faut accorder les pouvoirs les plus 
etendus a Ia Commission de conciliation, afin de 
lui permettre de realiser I' entente entre les parties. 
~Iais il ne peut admettre que I' Assemblee omette 
de specifier que la commission doit fonder ses 
travaux sur les directives formulees par 
I'Assemblee generale elle-meme, dans sa resolution 
181 (II). 

l\L PEARSON (Canada), parlant de la section III 
du tableau recapitulatif, declare qu'il est en 
faveur du paragraphe 2 tel qu'il est propose par 
Ies :Etats-Unis et la Colombie, parce qu'il estime 
que l'Assemblee doit adresser un appel precis aux 
parties pour les inciter a negocier, soit directement 
entre elles, soit sepr.rcmcnt, par I'intermCdiaire de 
la commission de conciliation. 

Toute declaration que I' on ferait sur les principes 
generaux devrait accorder a Ia Commission la 
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of action in carrying out its task. For that 
reason, he doubted the advisability of paragraph 2 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution for it 
might be interpreted as restricting the corn
mission's activities by ordering it to base itself 
on the specific conclusions of the Mediator's 
report. He also thought that there was some 
contradiction between paragraph 2 and the 
other provision in the United Kingdom draft 
resolution that the commission should base itself 
not only on the Mediator's report, but also, 
what was more important, on Resolution 181 (II). 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) said that his 
delegation was introducing a further revision 
of its draft resolution which provided for the 
deletion of paragraph 2 to which the Canadian 
representative had raised objections. He believed 
that the draft resolution in its new form would 
be more acceptable to the Committee. As a 
result of the deletion of paragraph 2, certain 
other changes had been made later in the draft 
resolution in order to draw the conciliation 
commission's attention to certain aspects of the 
Mediator's report. His delegation also agreed 
to the addition of a new paragraph very similar 
to the United States and Colombian proposal, 
containing a request to the parties to enter 
into negotiations with a view to settling their 
differences outstanding between them. 

Mr. Beeley stressed that the withdrawal of 
paragraph 2 did not imply that the United 
Kingdom was prepared to accept the alternative 
texts submitted by Australia (A/C.l/396, AfC. 
1/396/Add.l), Colombia (A/C.l/399) and Poland 
(AfC.1/400, AJC.1/400/Add.1) which declared that 
resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947 alone 
should be the basis of the commission's work, or the 
Syrian proposal (A fC.1 /402) that the commission 
should take as the basis of its work the estab
lishment of a unitary cantonal Palestine State. 
None of those alternatives would be likely to 
facilitate the commission's task. On the contrary, 
the United Kingdom now agreed that the reso
lution should not lay down any single exclusive 
basis for the Commission's work, but should 
call on the parties to enter into negotiations 
for a final settlement. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) found it strange that the First 
Committee should be debating the basis for a 
settlement in Palestine when everyone knew 
that the matter had been fmally decided by the 
November resolution. That settlement had taken 
fully into account the rights and interests of 
both Jews and Arabs in Palestine and was entirely 
in accordance with the principles of the United 
Nations. That it was a practical settlement 
capable of being implemented had been demon
strated by the fact that the part of it relating 
to the creation of a Jewish State had been carried 
out in spite of the opposition of certain nations. 
Mr. Tsarapkin believed that the matter had been 
reopened, not because of any desire on the part 
of some delegations to bring about the estab-

plus grande liberte d'action possible dans l'accom
plissement de sa tache. Aussi, le representant du 
Canada pense-t-il qu'il n'y a pas lieu de retenir 
le paragraphe 2 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, car on pourrait, en effet, !'inter
preter comme Iimitant l'activite de la commission, 
puisqu'illui enjoint de fonder ses travaux sur les 
conclusions prccises du rapport du Mediateur. 
II pense egalement qu'il y a contradiction entre 
le paragraphe 2 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni et une autre disposition du meme 
projet, qui declare que Ia commission doit 
s'appuyer non seulement sur Ie rapport du 
Mediateur, mais aussi, et cela est plus important 
encore, sur Ia resolution 181 (II). 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) declare que sa 
delegation va presenter une nouvelle redaction 
de son projet de resolution, supprimant le para
graphe 2 contre Iequel Ie delegue du Canada 
a souleve des objections. II pense que cette 
nouvelle redaction du projet de resolution satisfera 
davantage Ia Commission. Par suite de la suppres
sion du paragraphe 2, certains changements 
ont du etre apportes au projet de resolution, afin 
d'attirer !'attention de la Commission de conci
liation sur certains aspects du rapport du 
Mcdiateur. La delegation du Royaume-Uni 
acceptc egalement !'inclusion d'un nouveau para
graphe, tres semblable a la proposition des :Etats
Unis et de la Colombie, et qui demande aux parties 
d'cntamer des negociations afin de regler les 
questions sur Iesquelles elles restent en desaccord. 

M. Beeley souligne que Ie retrait du para
graphe 2 n'implique nullement que le Royaume
Uni puisse accepter les divers textes qui ont ete 
proposes pour le remplacer, tels que le texte 
soumis par l'Australie (A/C.l/396 et A{C.1f396/ 
Add.1), Ia Colombie (A/C.l/399) et Ia Pologne, 
(A/C.l/400, AJC.lj400/Corr.1), ou il est declare 
que seule la resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 194-7 
doit servir de base aux travaux de Ia commission, 
ou tels que Ia proposition de Ia Syrie (A JC.l} 402), 
qui prevoit que les travaux de Ia commission 
doivent tendre a la creation d'un :Etat cantonal 
unitaire en Palestine. Aucune de ces variantes 
ne semble pouvoir faciliter Ia tache de . Ia 
commission. Bien au contraire, la dClegatwn 
du Royaume-Uni est maintenant d'avis qu~ Ia 
resolution ne devrait pas prevoir une base umque 
et exclusive pour les travaux de la Commission, 
mais qu'elle devrait inviter les parties a e~ta~~r 
des negociations en vue d'un reglement defimttf. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques so~!a
Iistes sovietiques) trouve etrange que la Premiere 
Commission discute encore de ce qu'il faut pren?re 
comme base pour le reglement de la q~estwn 
palestinienne, alors que tout le monde s.a1t. que 
Ia chose a etc tranchCe d'une maniere defimtive 
par la resolution de novembre. La solution que 
celle-ci apporte tient pleinement compte des 
droits et interets des Juifs aussi bien que des 
Arabes de Palestine; de plus, elle est entierement 
conforme aux principes de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. II s'agit aussi, en l'espece, d'une 
solution pratique, susceptible d'etre mise. en ~u.vre 
comme le demontre le fait que les d1spositi~n~ 
relatives a la creation d'un :Etat juif ant ete 
sui vies d'execution, malgre I' opposition. de 
certaines nations. M. Tsarapkine est persuade que 
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lishment of an Arab State in accordance with 
the Assembly's decision, but in order to satisfy 
the selfish interests of the United States and the 
United Kingdom in Palestine. He found it 
inadmissible that the United Nations should 
abandon its established policy as had been 
suggested. 

The USSR representative considered that the 
revised United Kingdom draft resolution was 
designed to confuse the issue and to impede the 
attempts to implement partition. It was quite 
incorrect to say that the specific conclusions 
of the Mediator's report were in accordance with 
the principles of the November resolution, for 
instead of aiming at the implementation of the 
Assembly's resolution and the establishment 
of an independent Arab State in Palestine, 
they proposed to transfer the Negeb and the 
area set aside for the Arab State to Transjordan. 
Mr. Tsarapkin stated that the United Kingdom 
in its draft resolution aimed at re-establishing 
indirect control over a large part of the area 
of Palestine by giving it to Transjordan. 

Furthermore, the United States was assisting 
the United Kingdom in furthering its ends. 
The behaviour of those two delegations, the 
alternate submission of United States' amend
ments and redrafts of the original United Kingdom 
resolution, was designed to give the impression 
that the proposal was being modified and im
proved so that it would be acceptable to the 
Committee. Yet in spite of all those changes· 
the essence of the draft resolution remained 
unchanged ; it still required that the November 
resolution should be revised and the final settle
ment should be based upon the Mediator's 
recommendations. That this basic aim remained 
unchanged in all the revised texts of the draft 
resolution which were submitted was only to 
be expected in view of Mr. McNeil's initial 
statement that the United Kingdom was prepared 
to accept any amendments provided that they 
did not conflict with that fundamental provision. 
The present United Kingdom proposal to delete 
paragraph 2 was only a superficial concession 
11ince the fundamental aim was clearly set forth 
in paragraphs 3, 4 and 5, which were retained. 

The United Nations could not possibly agree 
to the annexation of part of Palestine by Trans
jordan for that would be a flagrant violation of 
the November resolution which required the 
establishment of an Arab State in Palestine. 

Mr. Tsarapkin likewise opposed the Colombian 
draft resolution (A jC.l/399) because it was 
similar to the United Kingdom proposal in that it 
envisaged a boundary settlement on the basis 
of the Mediator's recommendations. 

The Australian draft resolution (A/C.l/396, 
A/C.l/396/Add.l) was a less overt contradiction 
of the November resolution for it stated that the 
conciliation commission would be free to take 
into account the Mediator's report although it 
would base its work on the partition plan. But 
the USSR delegation could not accept any 

si la question revient sur le tapis, ce n'est pas a 
cause du desir qu'auraient certaines delegations 
de voir un Etat arabe se creer conformement 
a Ia decision de l'Assemblee, mais parce qu'on 
veut satisfaire les inten~ts egorstes des :Etats-Unis 
et du Royaume-Uni en Palestine. II estime 
inadmissible que I' Organisation des Nations Unies 
renonce, comme on l'a propose, a Ia politique 
qu'elle s'etait fixee. 

Le representant de I'URSS considere que le 
projet de resolution revise du Royaume-Uni ne 
vise qu'a embrouiller ]a question eta contrecarrer 
les tentatives entreprises pour effectuer le partage. 
II est tout a fait inexact que les conclusions 
precises du rapport du Mediateur soient conformes 
aux principes de Ia resolution de novembre, car, 
en effet, au lieu de chercher a mettre en reuvre 
Ia resolution de I' Assemblee en creant, en Pales
tine, un Etat arabe independant, elles proposent 
de ceder a Ia Transjordanie le Negeb, ainsi que 
Ia zone arabe. M. Tsarapkine affirme que, dans 
son projet de resolution, le Royaume-Uni vise a 
retablir indirectement son autorite sur une grande 
partie du territoire palestinien, en la donnant a la 
Transjordanie. 

D'autre part, les Etats-Unis secondent le 
Royaume-Uni dans ce sens. Toutes les initiatives 
qu'ont prises ces deux delegations, en presentant 
alternativement des amendements rediges par 
les Etats-Unis et des remaniements du projet de 
resolution primitif du Royaume-Uni, visent a 
donner !'impression qu'on modifie la proposition 
ou qu'on l'ameliore, de maniere a la rendre 
acceptable pour Ia Commission. Or, malgre 
toutes ces modifications, le projet de resolution 
reste inchange dans sa substance, car il demande 
toujours que Ia resolution de novembre soit 
revisee et que le reglement final soit base sur les 
recommandations du Mediateur. On pouvait 
d'ailleurs s'attendre a ce que toutes les redactions 
sucessives du projet de resolution se conforrnent 
a cette fin essentielle, puisque M. McNeil a 
commence par declarer que Ie Royaume-Uni 
etait dispose a accepter tout amendement, 
pourvu qu'il ne flit pas en contradiction avec 
cette dispositions fondamentale. En proposant 
actuellement de supprimer le paragraphe 2, le 
Royaume-Uni ne fait qu'une concession de pure 
forme, car le but fondamental reste clairement 
en once dans les paragraphes 3, 4 et 5 qui, eux sont 
main tenus. 

L'Organisation des Nations Unies ne saurait 
consentir a !'annexion d'une partie de la Pales
tine par la Transjordanie, car cela serait en 
contradiction flagrante avec la resolution de 
novembre, qui exige la creation d'un Etat arabe 
en Palestine. 

De meme, M. Tsarapkine s'oppose au projet 
de resolution de Ia Colombie (AJC.l/399), car il 
est analogue au projet presente par le Royaume
Uni, du fait qu'il envisage de regler la question 
des frontieres en se fondant sur les recomman
dations du Mediateur. 

En ce qui concerne le projet de resolution de 
l'Australie (A/C.l /396, A/C.l/396/Add. /1), il se 
trouve lui aussi en contradiction avec la resolution 
de novembre, quoique d'une fac;on moins ouverte ; 
en effet, s'il specific que la commission de conci
liation basera son travail sur le plan de partage, 
il lui Iaisse la faculte de tenir compte du rapport 
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proposal which opened the way to acceptance of 
the Mediator's recommendations. 

As to the Syrian draft resolution (A/C.l/402) 
it would put the Assembly right back in the 
position in which it had been before the adoption 
of the November resolution. It was well known 
that the Assembly, during its first special session, 
had considered at length the proposal for a 
unitary State and had rejected it as impracticable. 
There was no reason to re-examine the proposal, 
and the Committee could not possibly entertain 
such a suggestion in view of the fact that the 
Jewish State had come into being in conformity 
with the partition plan, and could not be liqui
dated. 

l\lr. Tsarapkin considered that the Polish draft 
resolution (A/C.l/400, A/C.l/400 fCorr. 1) deserved 
the Committee's support because it alone was in 
accordance with the November resolution and 
with the principles and aims of the Charter. 
Any attempt to solve the Palestine question 
other than on the basis of the November resolution 
would conflict with the Charter's principles, 
and would merely be in the interests of the 
United States and the United Kingdom which 
had attempted to wreck the November resolution 
during the second special session. The partition 
plan had not as yet been fully carried out as a 
result of the efforts of those two delegations, 
which had prevented the creation of the Arab 
State and had tried to restrict Israel. Mr. 
Tsarapkin stated that it was in the interest of 
the United Nations to sec that the November 
resolution was fully implemented. The only 
way to achieve that result was to adopt the 
Polish draft resolution and he urged all those 
delegations which had voted in favour of partition 
to give it their support. He expressed the view 
that the provision in the Polish resolution for 
the withdrawal of all foreign armed forces from 
the t erritory of Palestine would facilitate the 
establishment of a stable peace in Palestine. 

l\Ir. LANGE (Poland) said that paragraph 2 of 
the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C. 
1/394/Rev.l) was fundamentally unacceptable 
to his delegation because the latter could not 
agree to endorsing the specific conclusions of the 
Mediator's report. It considered that those 
conclusions were a flagrant contradiction of the 
November resolution, as had been admitted 
by the Mediator himself when he stated in the 
report that he did not consider himself bound 
by the partition decision. The Polish delegation 
strongly supported the partition plan and there
fore could not agree to any proposal based on 
the conclusions of the Mediator's report. 

Likewise, Mr. Lange could not support the 
United States (AfC.l/397/Rev.l), and Colombian 
(A/C.l/399) proposals because they faile.d . to 
give any directive t.o the .conciliation commiSSI~n 
concerning the basis of 1ts work and would m 
efTect leave the matter completely to the discret~on 
of tlle commission. Since the Polish delegatiOn 

du Mediateur. Toutefois, la delegation de l'URSS 
ne peut accepter aucune proposition qui ouvrirait 
Ia voie a !'acceptation des recommandations du 
Mediateur. 

Quant au projet de resolution de la Syrie, 
(A/C.l/402) il ramenerait l' Assemblee ala situation 
dans Iaquelle elle se trouvait avant !'adoption, 
de la resolution de novembre. Personne n'ignore 
que, lors de sa premiere session extraordinaire 
l' Assemblee, a pres a voir longuement etudie Ia 
proposition de creer un Etat unitaire, a rejete 
ce projet comme irrealisable. Il n'y a pas 
aucune raison d'etudier a nouveau cette propo
sition, et d'ailleurs la Commission ne saurait 
aucunement envisager une solution de ce genre, 
puisque l'Etat juif a ete etabli conformement au 
plan de partage et qu'on ne peut pas le supprimer. 

l\1. Tsarapkine estime que le projet de resolution 
de Ia Pologne (A/C.l/400, AjC.lf400fCorr.l) 
mcrite d'etre appuye par la Commission, parce 
que c'est le seul qui soit conforme a la resolution 
de novembre ainsi qu'aux principes et aux buts de 
la Charte. Toute tentative de resoudre le probleme 
palestinien autrement qu'en se tenant a la reso
lution de novembre serait en contradiction avec 
les principes de la Charte, et ne servirait que les 
interets des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, qui 
se sont efforces, au cours de Ia deuxieme session 
extraordinaire, de reduire a neant Ia resolution de 
novembre. Si le plan de partage n'a pas encore ete 
applique integralement, cela est imputable aux 
efforts deployes par les delegations de ces deux 
pays, qui empechent la creation de l'Etat arabe, 
tout en s'effor<;ant de contrecarrer le develop
pement d'lsrael. Il est de !'interet de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies de veiller a ce que la 
resolution de novembre soit integralement mis·e 
en ceuvre. La seule maniere dont on puisse aboutir 
a ce resultat est d'adopter le projet de resolution 
de Ia Pologne; l'orateur conjure toutes les delega
gations qui ont vote en faveur du partage 
d'appuyer ce projet. A son avis, la disposition 
contenue dans ce projet de resolution, qui recom
mande que toutes les troupes etrangeres soient 
retirees du territoire de Ia Palestine, est de nature 
a faciliter l'instauration d'une paix stable dans 
ce pays. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) precise que, si le paragraph~ 
2 du projet de resolution du Royaume-Um 
(AfC.l/394/Rev.l) est absolument inacceptabl~ 
pour sa delegation, c'est qu'il est imposs1?l~ a 
celle-ci de souscrire aux conclusions prec1ses 
contenues dans le rapport du Mediateur. Elle 
estime en effet que ces conchtsions sont en contra
diction flagrante avec Ia resolution de no~em?re, 
ce que le Mediateur a d'ailleurs re??nnu 1?1-~e~e 
en declarant dans son rapport qu 1l ne s .e~tJm.ait 
pas lie par la decision sur le partage. La delegatiOn 
polonaise appuie energiquement ce plan de partage 
et ne saurait, par consequent, approuver auc.unc 
proposition qui se fonderait sur les conclustons 
du rapport du Mediateur. 

De meme, M. Lange ne peut appr?uver les 
propositions presentees par les Etats-Ums (A/C.l/ 
397 /Rev.l) et par la Colombie (AjC.l/~99) . car 
elles ne donnent pas la moindre directrv~ ~ la 
commission de conciliation quant aux pnncrpes 
dont elle soit s'inspirer, et lui lai.sse_nt toute 
latitude d'etablir elle-meme ces pnnc1pes. Or, 
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believed that the basis should be only the No
vember resolution, it felt it imperative that the 
Assembly's resolution should contain a definite 
statement to that effect. 

Mr. Lange also thought the text of the Australian 
draft resolution (A/C.1/396, A/C. 1/396/Add. 1) 
was weaker than the Polish proposal because its 
statement that the November resolution should 
merely constitute the starting point for a settle
ment was ambiguous and open to several inter
pretations. 

The Syrian draft resolution (A/C.1 /402), on 
the other hand, was unacceptable to the Polish 
delegation for the simple reason that it ignored 
the realities of the situation and tried to revert 
to the conditions as they had existed before 
the November resolution was adopted and before 
the State of Israel came into being. 

The Polish (A/C./1/400, AJC.1/400jCorr.1) 
and Australian draft resolutions, said Mr. Lange, 
were realistic because they took into account the 
fact that the Provisional Government of Israel 
had been set up in partial implementation of 
the November resolution. That fact had to be 
accepted and any other position would be both 
unrealistic and contrary to the basic policy of 
the United Nations. Mr. Lange urged the 
Committee to adopt the Polish draft resolution 
because it contained the only formulation fully 
consistent with the November resolution which 
was legally binding, and because it alone upheld 
the authority of the United Nations. The 
Assembly could not now go back on its decision 
to establish Jewish and Arab States in Palestine 
and any attempt to alter the partition decision 
either directly or by subterfuge would strike a 
blow at the authority of the United Nations 
and would further complicate the Palestine 
question. 

Mr. EL-KHoum (Syria) pointed out that 
the passage in his delegation's draft resolution 
(AfC.1/402) which provided terms of reference 
for the proposed conciliation commission had 
been omitted from section IV of the tabulation. 
He asked that it be included and be voted upon 
together with the other proposals on the same 
subject. 

Mr. El-Khouri explained that he could not 
accept any of the other proposals because they 
were all based on the partitioning of Palestine, 
which had been flatly rejected by all the repre
sentatives of the Arab States. For that reason 
the Syrian delegation had just proposed an 
amendment to paragraph 3 (c) of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution calling for the deletion 
of all reference to the November resolution 
and to the progress report of the Mediator. 
If the negotiations which the conciliation com
mission was to organize between the Arabs and 
Jews were to be successful, there must be no 
attempt to lay down a preconceived basis of 
partition. 

The Syrian representative noted that the 
representative of Australia had argued that the 

etant donne que la delegation polonaise considere 
que les seuls principes admissibles sont ceux de 
la resolution de novembre, elle juge indispensable 
que la resolution de l' Assemblee contienne une 
declaration nette a cet eiTet. 

M. Lange estime egalement que les termes 
dans lesquels est redige Ie projet de resolution 
de l'Australie (AJC.lf396JAdd.1) sont plus faibles 
que ceux dont se sert la proposition de la Pologne; 
en effet, le projet australien se borne a declarer 
que Ia resolution de novembre doit constituer le 
point de depart d'un reglement de la question, 
ce qui est ambigu et laisse le champ libre aux 
interpretations. 

D'autre part, la delegation de la Pologne nc 
saurait accepter le projet de resolution de la 
Syrie (A/C.l /402), pour la simple raison que ce 
projet ne tient aucun compte des realites et tente 
de revenir a la situation qui existait avant que 
la resolution de novembre n'e(It ete adoptee et 
l'Etat d' Israel constitue. 

l\L Lange considere que les projets de resolution 
de la Pologne (A/C.1j400, AjC.lj400jCorr.1) 
et de l'Australie font preuve de realisme car ils 
tiennent compte de !'existence du Gouvernement 
provisoire d'Israel, dont la creation constitue une 
etape de la mise en ceuvre de Ja resolution de 
novembre. Le fait est la , et toute autre attitude 
manquerait de realisme et serait en contradiction 
avec la politique fondamentale de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unics. M. Lange recommande 
vivement a la Commission d'adopter le projet de 
resolution de la Pologne, car il est le seul dont le 
libelle soit entierement conforme a la resolution 
de novembre, qui a force obligatoire du point de 
vue juridiquc, et parce que lui seul reaffirme 
l'autorite de !'Organisation. L' Assemblee generale 
ne peut pas revenir maintenant sur sa decision 
de former un Etat juif et un Etat arabe en Pales
tine, et toute t entative en vue de modifier Je 
plan de partage, soit directement, soit par des 
moyens detournes, ne ferait que porter atteinte 
a l'autoritc de !'Organisation et compliquer 
davantage encore la question de la Palestine. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) fait observer que Ie 
passage du projet de resolution syrien (A/C. 
1 /402) ou se trouvait formule Ie mandat de la 
Commission de conciliation, a ete omis dans la 
section IV du tableau n!capitulatif. II demande 
que cet oubli soit repare et que Jedit passage soit 
mis aux voix avec les at1tres propositions relatives 
a la meme question. 

l\L El-Khouri explique qu'il ne peut accepter 
aucune des autres propositions qui ont ete pre
sentees, car elles se fondent toutes sur le partage 
de la Palestine, solution qui a ete categoriquement 
rejetee par Ies representants de tous les Etats 
arabes. C'est pourquoi la delegation de la Syrie 
vient de proposer un amendement au paragraphe 3 
c) du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni 
visant a supprimer toute mention de la reso
lution de novembre et du Rapport interimaire 
du :Mcdiateur. Pour que les negociations qui 
doivent avoir lieu entre les Juifs et les Arabes 
sur !'initiative de la commission de conciliation 
pttissent donner des resultats, il faut s'abstenir 
de prcconiser d'avance la formule du partage. 

Le representant de Ia Syrie remarquc que, de 
!'avis du representant de l'Australie, Ie plan de 
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partition plan should be taken as the basis for 
negotiations because it had been accepted by at 
least one of the parties. However, Mr. Hood's 
statement was incorrect for the Jewish represen
tatives had stated clearly that they were not 
satisfied with the November resolution because 
it did not meet all their territorial demands. 
For his part, Mr. El-Khouri believed that if the 
conciliation commission were to reach a successful 
settlement of the Palestine question, it must be 
authorized to continue the work of the Mediator 
on the basis of the Assembly resolution 186 (S-2) 
of 11 May Hl18. That resolution had excluded 
any reference to the partition plan from the 
Mediator's terms of reference. The Mediator had 
been called upon solely to promote a peaceful adjust
ment of the future situation in Palestine. 
If the Assembly still entertained any hope of a 
peaceful solution, it was essential that the 
conciliation commission should not be bound 
by any reference to the November resolution. 

The course most calculated to achieve success 
was to adopt the terms of reference contained 
in the Syrian proposal, which envisaged a single 
unitary State guaranteeing the democratic rights 
and interests of both the Arabs and the Jews. 
Only on that basis could the commission hope 
to reconcile both peoples and to convince them 
of the necessity of living together in peaceful 
collaboration. Mr. El-Khouri pointed out that 
his proposal would provide a guarantee for the 
protection of the Holy Places. It might well be 
true, as the Polish and USSR representatives 
had said, that the Syrian proposal would 
reverse the situation which had resulted from 
the adoption of the November resolution, but 
it was not true to say that it ignored recent 
events and would put the United Nations back 
a year in the settlement of the problem. The 
purpose of the Syrian proposal was to right the 
wrong which the United Nations had done in 
adopting partition. The experience of the past 
year was clear proof that the Assembly had been 
misled in thinking that partition was the best 
solution to establish peace and avoid hostilities 
in Palestine. Several delegations had stated in 
the Committee that there could be no hope of 
achieving a peaceful settlement if the Assembly 
continued to pursue its ill-advised course. Mr. 
El-Khouri urged the Committee to rectify the 
blunder which it had committed and to direct its 
future efforts to,vards a just solution which 
would not deprive the Arabs, the lawful in
habitants of Palestine, of the fundamental rights
which were guaranteed to them by the provisions 
of the Charter. 

Mr. GALAGAN (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re
public) believed that paragraph 2 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.lf394jRev.1) 
was an attempt to confuse the issue before the 
Committee and to conceal the United Kingdom's 
real intention, which was to prevent the Assembly, 
from taking a correct decision in accordance 
with the November resolution. He wondered 
how the United Kingdom could possibly say 

partage devrait constituer la base des negociations, 
parce qu'il a ete accepte par une des parties 
intcressees, sinon par toutes. M. Hood a fait 
erreur; en effet, le representant d'Israel a declare 
nettement que Ia resolution de novembre ne 
satisfait pas les Juifs, car elle ne leur attribue pas 
tous les territoires qu'ils revendiquent. M. El
Khouri estime, quant a lui, que si l'on tient a ce 
que la Commission de conciliation parvienne a 
regler avec succes la question palestinienne, il 
faudrait l'autoriser a poursuivre les travaux du 
Mectiateur sur la base de la resolution 126 (S-2) 
de l'Assemblee generale en date du 14 mai 1948. 
Le mandat du Mediateur contenu dans cette 
resolution ne faisait aucune mention du plan 
de partage. Le Mcdiateur avait re~u pour seule 
mission de favoriser un reglement pacifique du 
statut futur de la Palestine. Si 1' Assemblee 
gcnerale espere encore aboutir a une solution 
pacifique, il importe de ne pas limiter Ia liberte 
de la commission de conciliation en mentionnant, 
de quelque fa~on que ce soit, ]a resolution de 
novembre. 

La meilleure methode pour parvenir a des 
resultats consiste a adopter le mandat que 
formule la proposition de la Syrie, proposition 
qui envisage la formation d'un Etat unique 
garantissant les droits dcmocratiques et les 
inten~ts des Arabes, aussi bien que ceux des 
Juifs. C'est seulement de cette maniere que Ia 
commission peut esperer reconcilier les deux 
peuples et les persuader a vivre ensemble dans 
la paix et !'harmonic. M. El Khouri souligne que 
sa proposition assurerait la protection des Lieux 
saints. II se peut fort bien, ainsi que l'ont fait 
remarquer les representants de l'URSS et de la 
Pologne, que la proposition de la Syrie modifie 
radicalement la situation qui s'est creee par suite 
de !'adoption de la resolution de novembre, mais 
il est faux de dire que le proj et syrien ne tienne 
pas compte des evenements recents et qu'il 
ramene !'Organisation au point ou elle se trouvait 
il y a un an en ce qui concerne la solution du 
probleme. La proposition de la Syrie a pour but 
de redresser le tort que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies a cause en adoptant le plan de partage. 
Les evenements de I'annee ecoulee prouvent 
nettement que I' Assemblee a fait erreur en 
pensant que le partage etait Je meilleur moyen 
de retablir la paix et d'eviter les hostilites en 
Palestine. Plusieurs delegations ont declare a la 
Commission que l'on ne pouvait esperer parvenir 
a un reglemerit pacifique de ]a situation. si 
I'Assemblee persistait dans son attitude. ~eu 
judicieuse. M. El Khouri exhorte la Commtsswn 
a reparer cette erreur et a consacrer dorenavant 
ses efforts a la recherche d'une solution equitable, 
qui ne prive pas les Arabes, habitants Iegitimes 
de la Palestine, des droits fondamentaux que 
leur reconnait la Charte. 

M. GALAGAN (Republique socialiste' sovietique 
d'Ukraine) considere que le paragraph~ 2 du 
projet de resolution du Royau~e-Um (A/C. 
1f394fRev.1) constitue une t~n~ative pou~ ~m
brouiller la question dont est salSle I~ Coml!usswn, 
tout en dissimulant les veritables mtentions ~u 
Royaume-Uni qui so~~ d'e?lp~c?er l'Assemblee 
de prendre une decisiOn JUdicieuse, conforme 
a Ia resolution de novembre. M. Galagan se 
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that the specific conclusions of the Mediator's 
report were compatible with the November 
resolution. On the contrary, they were in direct 
contradiction for, whereas the November reso
lution provided for the establishment of two 
independent States for Jews and Arabs in Palestine, 
the Mediator's proposals would prevent the 
Arabs from setting up their own State and would 
bring a large area of Palestine once again under 
United Kingdom control through the intermediary 
of Transjordan. The November resolution was 
in conformity with the interests of both Arabs 
and Jews, but the Mediator's proposal would 
serve only the interests of the United Kingdom 
and the United States, which were concerned 
to obtain oil and to establish military bases in 
the Arab States. The delegation of the Ukrainian 
SSR could not accept the United Kingdom draft 
resolution or any other proposal based on the 
Mediator's recommendations because the only 
possible basis for a settlement was the November 
resolution. Mr. Galagan urged the Committee 
to adopt the Polish draft resolution (AfC.1/400, 
A/C.1f400/Corr.1) which alone provided a 
practical plan for the solution of the Palestine 
situation. 

The United Kingdom representative, in defend
ing his draft resolution, had made a statementd 
to the effect that resolution 186 (S-2) of 14 May 
had given the Mediator a free hand to make any 
proposals irrespective of whether they were in 
conformity with the November resolution or not. 
It was true that the resolution authorized the 
Mediator to offer his good offices to promote 
a peaceful settlement of the situation, but it had 
not authorized him to propose a new settlement. 
The November resolution had not lost any of 
its force, and the delegation of the Ukrainian 
SSR could not accept the United Kingdom 
representative's assertion that the Mediator's 
proposals had been submitted correctly in accor
dance with his mandate. For that reason it 
rejected the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. Galagan also rejected the Syrian draft 
resolution (AfC.1f402). He considered that the 
Committee would be quite unjustified in sending 
a commission to Palestine for the purpose of 
examining the situation on the spot and drafting 
proposals for a Federal State. The possibility 
of creating a single State in Palestine had been 
fully examined by the Special Committee on 
Palestine and by the ad hoc Committee on the 
Palestinian Question of the General Assembly. 
The Assembly's decision to adopt partition had 
been taken after a meticulous study of the 
Palestine question and no one could say that the 
decision had been taken too hastily. Conse
quently, the Syrian proposal did not offer a 
constructive solution. The delegation of the 
Ukrainian SSR considered that it was essential, 
if the Assembly were to maintain its authority, 
that the November resolution be taken as the 
basis for any future action, and that all efforts 
be devoted to the establishment of the indepen
dent Arab State for which it provided. There 
was no reason for denying the Arab population 
the sovereignty and independence for which 

demande comment le representant du Royaume
Uni peut declarer que les conclusions precises 
qui figurent dans le rapport du l\Iediateur sont 
conformes a cette resolution, alors qu'elles ne le 
sont nullement. En effet, Ia resolution de 
novembre prevoit la formation de deux Etats 
independants en Palestine, l'un pour les Juifs, 
!'autre pour les Arabes ; or, les propositions du 
Mediateur enleveraient aux Arabes la possibilite 
de former leur propre .Etat et placeraient a 
nouveau une grande partie de Palestinesous le 
controle du Royaume-Uni, par I'intermediaire de 
la Transjordanie. La resolution de novembre 
respecte les interets des Arabes aussi bien que ceux 
des J uifs, alors que la proposition du Mediateur ne 
servirait que les interets du Royaume-Uni et 
des Etats-Unis, dont le souci est de se procurer 
du petrole et d'etablir des bases militaires dans 
les Etats arabes. La delegation de la RSS d'Uk
raine ne saurait accepter le projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni, ni aucun autre projet qui 
serait fonde sur les recommandations du Mediateur 
etant donne que la seule possibilite de reglement 
qui existe est celle qu'offre la resolution de 
novembre. M. Galagan prie la Commission 
d'adopter le projet de resolution de la Pologne 
(AfC.1/400, AfC.1f400fCorr.l). qui constitue le 
seul plan pratique permettant de resoudre la 
question palestinienne. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a declare, 
a I'appui de son projet, que la resolution 186 (S-2) 
du 14 mai avait laisse au Mediateur toute liberte 
de faire des propositions sans s'occuper de savoir 
si celles-ci etaient conformes ou non a la reso
lution de novembre. II est exact que la resolution 
du 14 mai autorisait le l\Iediateur a offrir ses 
bons offices en vue de favoriser un reglement 
pacifique; toutefois, elle ne I'autorisait nullement 
a proposer une nouvelle solution. La resolution 
de novembre est restee pleinement en vigueur, 
et la delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine ne peut 
suivre le representant du Royaume-Uni, lorsque 
celui-ci pretend que le Mediateur, en presentant 
ses propositions, se conformait a son mandat. 
Aussi, Ia delegation de !'Ukraine ne saurait-elle 
accepter Ie projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. Galagan rejette egalement le projet de reso
lution de Ia Syrie (A/C.1f402). La Premiere 
Commission n'a aucun droit d'envoyer en Pales
tine une Commission chargee d'etudier la situation 
sur place et d'elaborer des propositions en vue 
de la formation d'un Etat federal. La Commission 
speciale de l' Assemblee generale et Ia Commission 
d'enquete ont deja examine dans Ie detail le 
projet de former un Etat unique en Palestine. 
L'Assemblee s'est prononcee en faveur du plan 
de partage apres avoir examine la question 
palestinienne sous tons ses aspects, et I'on ne 
saurait pretendre que cette decision a ete prise 
a Ia hate. La proposition de la Syrie n'offre done 
pas une solution constructive. La delegation de 
Ia RSS d'Ukraine estime que si l' Assemblee veut 
garder son prestige, il est indispensable qu'elle 
agisse a l'avenir en tenant compte de la reso
lution de novembre et qu'elle consacrc tous ses 
efforts a la creation de I'Etat arabe independant 
dont cette resolution prevoit Ia constitution .. II 
n'y a pas de raison que !'on refuse a Ia populatron 
arabe la souverainete et l'independance auxquellt:s 
elle aspire depuis si longtemps. Elle n'accedera 
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it had yearned so long. That independence 
would come only through the establishment of 
an independent Arab State in accordance with 
the November resolution. The Ukrainian SSR 
therefore wholeheartedly supported the Polish 
draft resolution. 

~Ir. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) noted that he had repeatedly stated 
the views of his delegation, and wished only to 
add that his delegation would vote in favour 
of the Polish draft resolution which, in its opinion, 
was the only one that took account of the real 
situation. 

Section IV. Conciliation commission 

:\Ir. LANGE (Poland) thought that there was 
general agreement on the appointment of a 
conciliation commission although there were 
tli!Tcrences of view on its composition and terms 
of reference. The Polish delegation considered 
that the commission must be based on the 
principle of equitable geographic representation 
and that a membership of five was advisable. 
He was opposed to the proposals for the appoint
ment of world-known personalities on an individual 
)Jasis since such a method of selection would 
introduce a factor of chance. The personal 
views of individuals could not be predicted, 
and their recommendations might be unacceptable 
to the Members of the United Nations even 
though the individuals chosen possessed consi
derable goodwill and ability. On the other hand, 
if the members of the commission were chosen as 
the representatives of States in accordance 
with the principle of geographical distribution, 
their recommendations would he more likely 
to receive the support of the United Nations. 

Mr. Lange drew attention to two particular 
aspects of the paragraph of the Polish draft 
resolution (AfC.l /400, AfC.l f400 fCorr.l) dealing 
with the terms of reference of the conciliation 
commissiOn. Firstly, it was the only draft 
resolution which mentioned specifically the estab
lishment of an independent Arab State in 
Palestine and the final designation of its boundaries, 
a provision which was an integral part of Assembly 
resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947. 
Secondly, the Polish text would instruct the 
conciliation commission to establish the economic 
union between the Jewish and Arab States 
in Palestine, which again was an integral part 
of the Assembly's resolution of 29 November 1947. 
The Polish delegation attached great importance 
to this latter point because it would like unity 
to be preserved in Palestine through the economic 
union. 

Mr. CooPER (Liberia) said that his delegation 
would vote in favour of a conciliation commis
sion, which was the crux of the various draft 
resolutions, if it thought such a body could 
solve the problem. However, in view of the 
statements made by the representatives of the 
parties concerned, there could be no optimism 
in this recrard. The Arab States and the repre
sentative o of the Arab Higher Committee had 
repeated the objections they had put forward, 

a cette independance que si un :Etat arabe inde
pendant est cree conformement a la resolution 
de novembre. Aussi, la delegation de la RSS 
d'Ukraine appuie-t-elle sans reserves le projet 
de resolution de Ia Pologne. 

M. KisELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) a deja expose a plusieurs reprises 
le point de vue de sa delegation ; il votera en 
faveur du projet de resolution de Ia Pologne, qui 
lui parait etre le seul qui tienne compte de la 
situation telle qu'clle est. 

Scciion IV. Commission de conciliation 

?II. LANGE (Pologne) pense que !'accord est 
general en ce qui concerne la creation de la 
commission de conciliation, bien que les opinions 
soient divisces quanta Ja composition et au mandat 
de cette commission. La delegation de la Pologne 
estime que c'est le principe d'une representation 
geographique equitable qui doit etre adopte et 
qu'il convient de fixer a cinq le nombre Ct'S 

membres de la Commission. l\f. Lange n'accepte 
pas l'idee de nommer des personnalites de noto
rietc mondiale, car cette selection sur la base 
individuelle comporterait pour les travaux de la 
Commission une part imprevisible de hasard. On 
ne pent pas prevoir, en effet, quelle positio:1 
prendront ces personnalites; aussi, queUe que soit 
leur bonne volontc et leur competence, leurs 
recommandations pourront ne pas paraltre accep
tables aux Etats l\Iembres de !'Organisation. Si, 
au contraire, les membres de Ja Commission sont 
choisis en tant que representants · des Etats et 
d'apres le principe deJa distribution gcographique, 
il y aura plus de chance que leurs recomm:m
dations soicnt adoptees par !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M. Lange met en relief deux avantages qu'ofire 
le paragraphe du projet de resolution polonais 
(A/C.l/100, A/C.l /400 /Corr.l) qui traitc dumandat 
de la commission de conciliation. En premier 
lieu, ce projet de resolution est le seul r qui 
mentionne specifiquement la creation d'un Etat 
Arabe independant en Palestine, ainsi que le 
trace definitif de ses fronticres, comme il avait 
etc prevu par la resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 
1947 de I' Assemblee general e. En second lieu, le 
texte de Ja Pologne, conformement a la meme 
resolution de l'Assemblee, invite !a commission de 
conciliation a etablir une union economique entre 
l'Etat Juif et l'Etat Arabe de Palestine. La 
delegation polonaise attache une grande impo:
tance a ce dernier point, parce qu'elle voudnut 
voir assurer l'unite de la Palestine par le moyen 
d'une union economique. 

l\1. CooPER (Liberia) declare que sa dele~a~on 
voterait en faveur de la creation d'une commission 
de conciliation, ce qui est le point essentiel d~s 
difierents projets de resolution, si elle pouvmt 
croire qu'un tel organisme serait capable 
d'apporter une solution au proble~e ; ma1s les 
declarations faites par les representants des 
parties interessees ne ye_rmetter:t guere d'espcrer 
qu'il puisse en etre ams1. L.es. Etats arabes .et.!<; 
representant du Haut-Com1te arabe ont repe.e 
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at the second session of the General Assembly 
to partition, objections which they had backed 
up by force of arms. On the other hand, the 
Jewish representatives had been no less adamant 
and a Jewish State had been established in 
Palestine, presenting the United Nations with 
a. fait accompli. In view of the absence of any 
s1gns of compromise, for which he had listened 
carefully during the discussion, he could see 
no hope that a conciliation commission of three 
or five members would succeed where the appeals 
and arguments in the First Committee, composed 
of fifty-eight representatives of the nations the 
world, had been unsuccessful. · 

The United Nations should take stock of its 
present position in world affairs. It was not a 
legislative body whose laws must be obeyed 
or a court of justice whose decisions could be 
enforced. Its only power was its moral force 
and the value of this power was limited when it 
was not backed up by armed force. The United{ 
Nations should, therefore, exercise caution in!' 
its attempts to settle disputes among nations. 
While the United Nations would have been 
faced with the dilemma of· an armed struggle, 
whether or not it had adopted the partition plan 
in 1947, he doubted the wisdom of its taking 
the decision when it was faced \vith two uncom
promising peoples and had no means of enforcing . 
the decision. When the United Kingdom had":' 
given up its Mandate, Palestine had become 
a no-man's , land with no recognized authority, 
and the existence of the Arab and Jewish com
munities had depended · entirely upon their 
own strength. It had been the opinion of his 
delegation at the time that the United Nations 
should have sent a commission to Palestine to 
assume autl1ority, but instead the Assembly 
had adopted a resolution partitioning a country 
over which it had no authority, or power to 
enforce its decisions. 

The bloody results of the Assembly's decision 
were well known. The United Nations had been 
fortunate to find a Mediator such as Count 
B ernaaotte, . but he gave his life to no avail, 
since both the parties rejected his recommen
dations. The United Nations was faced with 
the same dilemma as before and, until the parties 
showed greater willingness to compromise, he 
could see no purpose in establishing a conciliation 
commission. The substitution of a commission 
for the present Mediator might appear to savel 
face for the United Nations, but if the final 
result were the same, it would be a loss of prestige 
for the United Nations. For these reasons' 
he would abstain from voting for any draft 
resolution calling for the establishment of a 
conciliation commission. 

Mr. AREELAEZ UHDANETA (Colombia) explained 
that the Colombian delegation proposed that 

les objections qu'ils avaient deja formulees lors 
de la deuxieme session de 1' Assemblee generale 
centre le partage de Ia Palestine, objections qu'ils 
ont d'ailleurs appuyees par les armes. D'autre 
part, les representants des Juifs ont eu une 
attitude non moins intransigeante et un Etat 
juif a ete etabli en Palestine, ce qui a mis !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies en presence d'un fait 
accompli. Le debat, et M. Cooper I' a sui vi attten
tivement, ne donne aucune indication qu'un 
compromis soit en vue; le representant du 
Liberia ne voit done pas comment on pourrrait 
esperer qu'une commission de conciliation, 
composee de trois ou de cinq membres, parvienne 
a obtenir ce que n'ont pas obtenu les appels et 
Ies arguments de la Premiere Commission, qui 
est composee des representants de cinquante-huit 
nations. 

L'Organisation des Nations Unies devrait se 
rendre un compte exact de Ia position qu'elle 
occupe actuellement dans les affaires du monde. 
L'Organisation n'est pas un corps legislatif eta
blissant des lois de caractere obligatoire, ni un 
tribunal prenant des decisions dont !'execution 
puisse etre assurec. L'Organisation ne dispose que 
d'un pouvoir moral, qui reste limite car il n'est 
pas appuye par Ia force armee. Elle doit done se 
montrer prudente ]orsqu'elle essaie de regler les 
differends entre nations. Que !'Organisation ait 
adopte ou non le plan de partage de 1947, cUe 
devait necessairement se trouver devant un conflit 
arme, et M. Cooper ne pense pas qu'elle ait agi 
avec sagesse en prenant cette decision du partage, 
alors qu'elle avait a faire a deux peuples intran
sigeants et qu'elle ne disposait d'aucun moyen de 
faire appliquer sa decision. Lorsque le Royaume
Uni a renonce au mandat, Ia Palestine est devenue 
un no man's land oil il n'y avait pas d'autorite 
reconnue et oit !'existence des collectivites arabe 
et juive ne dependait plus que de leurs propres 
forces. La delegation du Liberia preconisait alors 
!'envoi en Palestine, par !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, d'une Commission qui y aurait 
exerce l'autorite ; mais l'Assemblee a adopte au 
contraire une resolution en vue du partage d'un 
territoire sur lcquel elle n'avait aucune autorite 
et oil elle ne disposait d'aucun pouvoir pour faire 
appliquer sa decision. 

Cette resolution de l'Assemblee a eu les suites 
sanglantes que !'on connaft. L'Organisation des 
Nations Unies a cu Ia chance de trouver un 
Mediateur de la valeur du comte Bernadette, 
mais c'est en valn qu'il a sacrifie sa vie, car les 
deux parties ont rejete ses recommandations. 
L'Organisation a done a faire face au meme 
dilemme qu'auparavant, et tant que les parties 
en cause n'auront pas fait preuve d'une meilieure 
volonte d'accept er un compromis, M. Cooper ne 
voit pas pourquoi l'on creerait une commission 
de conciliation. 11 semble qu'en rempla~ant le 
Mediateur actuel par une commission l' on sauverait 
les apparences, mais si le resultat final doit etrc 
le meme, il en resultera au contraire une pcrtc 
de prestige pour !'Organisation des Nations Unics. 
En consequence, ~1. Cooper s'abstiendra de voter 
pour l'un quelconque des projets de resolution 
qui prevoient Ia creation d'une commission de 
conciliation. 

M. AHBELAEZ URDANETA (Colombie) expliquc 
que, si sa delegation a propose que la commission 
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the conciliation commissiOn be composed of 
t hrec \veil-known persons appointed by the 
Gl•neral Assembly, rather than of representatives 
o( States, because it considered that the interests 
of the parties rather than those of outside States 
should be represented. If the members of the 
commission were representatives of their Govern
ment•, there might he conflict between the 
instructions received from the United Nations 
and those given by their Government; on the 
other hand, the appointment of well-kno\vn 
persons would ensure greater impartiality in the 
conciliation commission, as was the case in the 
International Court of Justice. The statement 
of the Polish representative confirmed him in 
this belief. The relative success of the late 
:\Iediator had resulted from the fact that he did 
not represent any particular State and received 
his instructions from the United Nations. While 
it was not easy to choose the members of the 
commission on this basis, it could be done by 
various methods and · the General Assembly, 
the Security Council or the International Court of 
Justice might be asked to choose them. The 
~peaker definitely considered that the commission 
should not consist of representatives of States 
whose interests were directly involved. 

HL'ferring to the discussion on general principles, 
l\lr. Arbelaez Urdaneta said his delegation 
considered that any new resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly should be based on its previous 
resolution of 29 November 1947 which had had 
both legal and factual consequences. If such 
a course were not followed, the whole question 
of partitionwould be reopened and give rise to 
many difficulties. The Colombian delegation had 
accepted the resolution of 29 November, although 
it had not voted for it, and was prepared to 
co-operate in its implementation. For these 
reasons his delegation had included in its draft 
resolution the paragraph of the Australian draft 
resolution which stated that the Assembly's reso
lution of 29 November 1947 was the basic 
starting point of settlement, and he noted that 
this provision corresponded closely to the Polish 
text. In his opinion the majority favoured 
basing its new resolution on tl1e 29 November 
resolution which had been adopted by the 
necessary majority of the General Assembly and 
which, therefore, had full legal validity. If the 
United Nations continued to · zig-zag in such 
important matters, the world would lose confidence 
in its authority. 

Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) endorsed 
the arguments put forward. by the Colomb~an 
representative and contradicted the assertiOn 
of the Polish representative that members chosen 
as individuals would introduce a factor of chance. 
He thought that if the members of the commission 
were chosen as reprrsentatives of States, they 
would inevitably act in this ca~acity /a.ther 
than as representatives of the Umted Natwns. , 

de conciliation soit composee de trois personnes de 
grande notoriete, designees par l'Assemblee gene
rale, plutot que de representants d'Etats, c'est 
parce qu'elle estime que ce sont les interets des 
parties en cause et non pas ceux d'Etats etrangers 
a la question qui doivent etre representes. Si les 
membres de Ia commission rcpresentent leurs 
Gouvernernents respcctifs, il peut y avoir conflit 
entre les instructions qu'ils recevront de !'Orga
nisation et Ies instructions qu'ils recevront de 
leurs Gouvernements. Au contraire, en designant 
des personnes de grande notoriete pour faire 
partie de Ia commission de conciliation, l'on 
obtiendra plus d'impartialite comme c'est le sens 
a Ia Cour internationale de Justice. La declaration 
du representant de Ia Pologne a confirme 
M. Arbelaez Urdaneta dans son opinion. Si feu 
le Mediateur a obtenu quelque sucd~s. c'est parce 
qu'il ne representait aucun Etat et recevait ses 
instructions de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Assurer scion le mcme principe le choix des 
membres de la Commission n'est pas facile; I' on 
peut employer diverses methodes; I'on peut 
demander a l'Assemblee generale, au Conseil de 
securite ou a Ia Cour intcrnationale de Justice de 
designer ces personnalites. L'orateur est abso
lument d'avis que la Commission ne devrait pas 
comprendre des representants d'Etats dont les 
intercts sont directement en jeu. 

Revenant anx principes generaux, le repre
sentant de Ia Colombie declare que, de l'avis de sa 
delegation, l'Assemblee generale ne peut prendre 
une resolution nouvelle qu'en Ia fondant sur la 
resolution du 29 novembre 19·J7, laquelle a entraine 
des consequences aussi bien dans le domaine 
juridique que dans le domaine des realites. Si 
l'Assemblee agissait autrement, elle rouvrirait 
toute Ia question du partage, ce qui susciterait 
de nombreuses difficultes. La delegation colom
bienne a accepte la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947, bien qu'elle ne se soit pas prononcee en sa 
faveur au moment du vote, et elle est prete a 
cooperer a !'application de cette resolution. La 
delegation de Ia Colombie a done introduit dans 
son projct de resolution les paragraphes du projet 
de resolution australien, oil il est declare que la 
resolution de l'Assemblee en date du 29 novembre 
1947 doit servir de point de depart et de fondeme~t 
a un reglement de la question, et l'orateur fmt 
remarquer que Ia proposition de Ia Pologne est 
tout a fait analogue. 11 semble d'ailleurs que la 
majorite de la Commission soit d'avis de fonder la 
resolution nouvelle sur les dispositions contenues 
dans Ia resolution du 29 novembre 1947, qui a ete 
adoptee par la majorite requise de l'Assem.bl~e 
generale, et qui a acquis par la une valeur J.un
dique incontestable. Si i'Organisation des Natwns 
Unies continue a louvoyer alors qu'il s'agit de 
questions si importanets, le monde perdra 
confiance en l'autorite de !'Organisation. 

M. GAHCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) fait sie?s 
les arguments du representant de la Colombie. 
II estime que le representant de la ~ologne a tor:
lorsqu'il declare qu'il pourrait y avo~r ~n d~ng~r a 
ehoisir Ies membres de la commtsswn a tltre 
individuel : si ces membres representaient ~es 
Etats, c'est, sans nul doute, en cette qualite qu Ils 
agiraient, et non comme repr~sen~a~ts ~e !'Orga
nisation. La Commission scra1t ams1 SUJette aux 
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The commtsswn would thus be influenced by 
~he various pressures brought to bear on it by 
Its States Members, and in his opinion the 
success of the United Nations in Palestine 
depended on the elimination of the influence of 
power politics. 

Mr. Garcia Granados suggested that the members 
of the commission should be chosen by the 
Secretary-General and the President of the 
General Assembly, neither of whom had any 
particular interest in Palestine. If persons like 
Judge Rand of Canada and Mrs. Pandit could be 
included the commission would be of a high 
calibre. The work of Count Bernadotte offered 
a good example in this regard : he had been 
profoundly respected by both parties because he 
was a representative of the United Nations and 
not of any particular Government. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) suggested that the 
Assembly might ask a Committee of the perma
nent members of the Security Council to choose 
the members of the conciliation commission, 
as had been done at the time of the appointment 
of the Mediator. He did not think the Assembly 
could be ensured of their impartiality or capacity 
if it left their selection to any particular persons. 

Mr. EBAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
pointed out that the conciliation commission 
would be the instrument of the United Nations in 
the settlement of the political dispute in Palestine, 
and that it should therefore be ensured of the 
confidence of the parties. The commisoion would 
be most likely to obtain this confidence if it were 
a miniature replica of all neutral United Nations' 
opinion. In this regard proper geographical dis
tribution was essential and he urged that the 
number of members be increased in order to give 
expression to this principle. 

Regarding the terms of reference of the concili
ation commission, he recalled his statement that 
the 29 N ovemher resolution should be the starting 
point and the basis of the Commission's work. He 
thought that in the terms of reference of the con
ciliation commission, the specific conclusions of the 
Mediator's progress report should in no way be 
given weight and validity equal to that of the 
29 November resolution. He expressed the hope 
that the commission would be given no adminis
trative or executive functions since it must 
conciliate and not impose a solution. He asked 
that its powers be restricted to those of conciliation 
and good offices and that it should not be given 
any powers to encroach upon the sovereign prero
gatives of the parties. 

Mr. Eban then referred to the specific proposals 
on the terms of reference of the conciliation com
miSsion. He opposed paragraph 3 (a) of the 
United Kingdom and Colombian texts, arguing 
that the functions of the United Nations Mediator 
were either obsolete or covered by other parts 
of the draft resolution. Firstly, the Mediator had 
been authorized to use his good offices only between 
the local and community authorities without 

pressions qu'exerceraient sur elle les Etats 
Membres, alors que l'orateur pense que !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies ne reussira dans sa tache 
en Palestine que si Ia politique de puissance ne s'y 
exerce pas. 

M. Garcia Granados propose que les membres 
de Ia commission soient choisis par le Secretaire 
general et le President de I' Assemblee generale, 
car ni l'un ni !'autre n'ont d'interets particuliers 
en Palestine. Si la commission pouvait compter 
parmi ses membres des personnalites telles que Ie 
juge Rand et Mme Pandit, elle jouirait d'une 
grande consideration. L'reuvre accomplie par le 
comteBernadotte pent servir d'exemple : les deux 
parties avaient un profond respect pour le 
Mediateur, parce qu'il representait I' organisation 
des Nations Unies et non un Gouvernement. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) estime que I' Assemblee 
pourrait demander a un comite compose des 
membres permanents du Conseil de sccurite de 
choisir les membres de la commission de conci
liation, comme cela a ete fait en ce qui concerne 
la nomination du Mediateur. M. El-Khouri pense 
que I' Assemblee ne pourrait etre certaine de 
I'impartialite ni de la competence des membres 
de la commission de conciliation si elle confiait 
leur choix a des particuliers .. 

M. EBAN (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
fait remarquer que la commission de conciliation 
sera un instrument de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies charge de regler le differend politique en 
Palestine ; par consequent cette commission doit 
jouir de la confiance des parties interessees. Elle 
beneficierait certainement de cette confiance si 
elle representait, dans un cadre restreint, !'opinion 
des neutres au sein de !'Organisation des Nations 
U nies. A cet egard, une bonne repartition geogra
phique est indispensable, et M. Eban demande 
que Je nombre des membres de la Commission soit 
augmente, de fayOn a ce que ce principe puisse etre 
observe. 

Quant au mandat de la commission de conci
liation, l\1. Eban rappelle Ia declaration qu'il a 
faite, selon laquelle la resolution du 29 novembre 
devrait servir de point de depart et de base aux 
travaux de Ia commission. II estime que le mandat 
de la commission de conciliation ne doit, en 
aucune fa9on conferer aux conclusions precises 
du Rapport interimaire du Mediateur, nne impor
tance et une valeur comparables a celles de Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre. 1\I. Eban espere que Ia 
Commission ne sera pas investie de fonctions 
administratives ou executives, puisqu'elle doit 
se horner a concilier, et qu'elle ne peut imposer 
une solution. II demande que les pouvoirs de la 
commission soient limites a Ia conciliation et aux 
bons offices et qu'on ne lui permette pas d'empieter 
sur 'Ies prerogatives souveraines des parties 
interessees. 

l\1. Eban parle ensuite des diverses propositions 
qui ont ete faites au sujet du mandat de la 
commission de conciliation. II s.'oppose au para
graphe 3 a) des textes du Royaume-Uni et de Ia 
Colombie ; il maintient que les fonctions du 
Mediateur des Nations Unies sont en partie 
perimees et qu'en partie, elles sont prevues clans 
d'autres paragraphes du projet de resolution. 
En premier lieu, Ie Mediateur a ete autorise a 
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reference to the Arab States, but since the invasion 
by the Arab States this limited authority was 
hardly sufficient. In any case the commission's 
functions of good offices were defined elsewhere. 
Secondly, the Mediator had been called upon to 
provide for the operation of common services but 
this provision had never come into effect and was 
now obsolete. Thirdly, he was to ensure the 
immunity of the Holy Places and the Com
mission's function in this regard was covered 
by other paragraphs. Fourthly, he was to 
promote a peaceful adjustment of the situation 
in Palestine, and this phase of his work was amply 
covered el~ewhere in the commission's terms of 
reference. Fifthly, he had been called upon to 
co-operate with the Truce Commission which 
later became a subordinate part of the truce 
supervision machinery. In Mr. Eban's opinion 
the truce supervision, which was solely a function 
of the Security Council, should not be conferred 
upon the commission by the Assembly. This 
paragraph of the United Kingdom and Colombian 
draft resolutions indicated that confusion and 
overlapping might arise from superimposing the 
new machinery on the old. Sixthly, the Media
tor's responsibility for the welfare of the inhabi
tants of Palestine was dealt with in the instructions 
to the comm1sswn concerning refugees. In 
general the adoption of paragraph 3 (a) of the 
United Kingdom and Colombian texts would add 
nothing and bring confusion. On the specific 
question of the future of the truce machinery, he 
would like to hear the views of the Acting Mediator 
and to know whether the impression derived from 
the l\Iediator's progress report, that the armistice 
would replace the truce supervision, was a 
correct one. 

In reference to paragraph 3 (b) of the United 
Kingdom and Colombian texts, Mr. Eban said he 
saw danger in making the conciliation commission 
a hybrid organ of the Security Council and the 
General Assembly because it would lead to conflict 
of jurisdiction. 

He thought that paragraph 3 (c) of the United 
Kingdom and Colombian texts could be criticized 
because it placed on an equal footing the authority 
and validity of the Assembly's resolution of 
29 November 1947 and the Mediator's progress 
report. He strongly urged the deletion of any 
such implication from the paragraphs dealing 
with the terms of reference of the conciliation 
commission and from those dealing with boun
daries. The superior force of the Assembly's reso
lution should not be undermined by the tentative 
and as yet unaccepted proposals of the l\'lediator's 
report. 

~[r. Eban said that in general he preferred the 
a new and clear definition of functions for the 
conciliation commission rather than a reference to 
the functions of groups which had previously dealt 
with the problem in Palestine. He preferred the 
Australian text to the United Kingdom and 
Colombian texts for this reason, and noted that 
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offrir ses bons offices uniquement aux commu
nautes et aux autorites locales, sans qu'il ait ete 
fait mention des Etats arabes ; mais, depuis 
!'invasion arabe, cette facu.lte limitee ne suffit plus. 
De toute fa<;on, les fonctions de la Commission, 
en ce qui concerne ses bons offices, sont definies 
ailleurs. Deuxiemement, Je Mediateur a ete 
invite a assurer le fonctionnement des services 
communs, mais cette disposition n'a jamais ete 
mise en vigueur et elle est maintenant perimee. 
Troisiemement, le Mediateur devait assurer 
l'immnnite des Lieux saints ; les fonctions de la 
commission a cet egard sont definies dans d'autres 
paragraphes. Quatriemement, le :\,lediateur devait 
encourager un reglement pacifique de la situation 
en Palestine, et cet aspect-la est suffisamment bien 
defini dans le mandat de la commission. Cinquie
mement, le l\Iecliateur a etc invite a cooperer 
avec la Commission de trcve, qui est devenue 
plus tard un organe subordonnc du mecanisme 
de surveillance de la treve. :\I. Eban est d'avis 
que Ia surveillance de la treve - qui est une 
fonction du Conseil de securitc - ne devrait pas 
etre confice a la commission. Ce paragraphe des 
projets de resolution du Royaume-Uni et de la 
Colombie fait craindre que si un nouveau meca
nisme etait superpose a !'ancien, il pourrait en 
resulter confusion et double ernploi. Sixiemernent 
Ia responsabilite du :Mediateur pour le bien-etre 
des habitants de la Palestine est mentionnee dans 
les instructions de la commission ayant trait aux. 
rcfugies. D'une fa<;on gcnerale, !'adoption du 
paragraphe 3 a) des textes du Royaume-Uni et de 
la Colombie ne servirait a rien et augmenterait 
la confusion. En ce qui concerne l'avenir du 
mecanisme de la treve, M. Eben voudrait entendre 
!'opinion du Mecliateur par interim et savoir si 
!'impression qui se degage du Rapport interi
maire du l\lediateur, a savoir qu'un armistice 
remplacerait Ia surveillance de la treve, est 
justifiee. 

Au sujet du paragraphe 3 b) des textes du 
Royaume-Uni et de la Colombie, i\l. Eban estime 
qu'il serait dangereux de faire de Ia CommisEion 
de conciliation un organe hybride dependant a la 
fois du Conseil de securitc et de l'Assemblee 
generale, car cela provoquerait des conflits de 
juridiction. 

A son avis, on peut reprocher au paragraphe 3 c) 
des tcxtes du Royaume-Uni et de Ia Colombie 
de conferer au rapport du I\Iediateur Ia meme auto
rite et Ia meme vitalite qu'a la resolution de 
l'Assemblee genera1e en date du 29 novembre 
1947. M. Eban reclame energiquement la suppres
sion de tout ce qui pourrait donner cette impression 
dans les paragraphes ayant trait au mandat de 
la commission de conciliation, de meme que d2ns 
les IJaraaraphes ayant trait aux frontieres. La 

b d . valeur decisive de la resolution a optee par 
l' Assemblee ne do it pas etre compromise par les 
propositions contenues clans le rapport ,du 
l\iediateur, propositions qui n'ont qu'un c~r~ctere 
provisoire et n'ont pas etc acceptes jusgn'.Ici. . 

J\L Eban declare que, de fayo n generale, , II 
prefererait que l'on donnfrt une defi~it.ion nouvril.c 
et precise des fonctions de Ia comm1sswn de conci
liation au lieu de mentionner simplement les 
fonctidns des organismes qui ont deja travaille en 
Palestine. II prefere le texte de I' ~ustr~lie a ~eux 
du Royaume-Uni et de Ia Colombie, et 11 con-tate 



both the Australian and the Polish draft resolu
tions laid down the terms of reference of the 
conciliation commission in the light of present 
Gonditions without reference to those groups. 
Furthermore, . these resolutions made clear the 
binding and superior force of the Assembly's 
resolution of 29 November 1947. 

. Mr. ~ban reserved his right to comment again 
m detail on the question of boundaries, but wished 
to state that in general he did not think the 
commission should have the power to determine 
botmdaries and that, in so far as it was to offer its 
good offices in this regard, it should bear in mind 
only the Assembly's resolution of 29 November 
1947. In this respect paragraphs 4 (a) and 4 (b) 
of both the United Kingdom and the United States 
texts manifested the tendency to give equal 
emphasis to the Mediator's progress report and 
the Assembly's resolution of 29 November. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics) stated his preference for a conciliation 
commission composed of five members in accor
dance with the principle of equitable geographical 
distribution, for which there had been many 
precedents, including in particular the United 
Nations Special Committee on Palestine. For 
this reason he preferred the Polish draft resolution. 

Since the decision on Palestine must be based 
on the views of the Members of the United 
Nations, who would be responsible for its imple
mentation, the commission must be composed of 
representatives of United Nations Member States. 
The proposals for the appointment of private 
persons were unacceptable and without either 
precedent or any real foundation. In his opinion 
the selection of the members of the Commission 
should follow the procedure previously adopted 
by the General Assembly. 

The USSR delegation would not support the 
terms of reference for the conciliation commission 
proposed in the United Kingdom and Colombian 
texts or any proposal in which the conciliation 
commission was to be guided by the conclusions 
of the Mediator's progress report. His delega
tion adhered to the view that the commission 
should endeavour to implement the Assembly's 
r esolution of 29 November 1947, and therefore 
supported the terms of reference for the concilia
tion commission set forth in the Polish text. 

Mr. Hoon (Australia) said that his delegation 
accepted the arguments for a broadly based 
membership of the conciliation commission and 
thought that the five members were preferable. 
\Vhi1e he respected the reasons given by the 
representatives of Colombia and Guatemala for 
the selection of distinguished individuals as 
members of the commission, he thought the 
arguments against that method, which had been 
well stated by the representative of Poland, were 

que le pro jet de resolution de I' Australie et cclui 
de la Pologne definissent le mandant de Ia 
Commission de conciliation a la lumiere des 
conditions presentes, sans se rCferer a des orga
nismes ayant precedemment fonctionne en Pales
tine. De plus, ces resolutions mettent en relief le 
caractere obligatoire et la valeur decisive de la 
resolution adoptee par l' Assemblee generale le 
29 novembre 1947. 

M. Eban resume ensuite les observations qu'il 
vient de faire au S!!jet de la commission de 
conciliation. Il se reserve le droit de presenter des 
observations detaillees au sujet de la question des 
frontieres, mais il declare que, de fa<;on generate, 
la commission ne devrait pas avoir l'autorite de 
les tracer, et que dans la mesnre ou elle va ofirir 
ses bons offices dans ce domaine, elle devrait s'en 
tenir ala resolution adoptee le 29 novembre 1947 
par l'Assemblee generale. A cet egard, les para
graphes 4 a) et b) dn texte du Royaume-Uni et de 
celui des Etats-Unis temoignent d'une tendance 
persistante a mettre le Rapport interimaire du 
Mediateur sur un pied d'egalite avec la resolution 
de l'Assemblee generale en date du 29 no
vembre 1947. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) prefererait que la commission 
de conciliation soit composee de cinq membres, 
car cette composition assurerait une distribution 
geographique equitable, pour laquelle il y a eu de 
nombreux precedents, y compris celui de la 
commission speciale des Nations Unies pour Ia 
Palestine. Pour cette raison, M. Tsarapkine 
accorde ses preferences au projet de resolution de 
la Pologne. 

Puisque toute decision sur Ia question de 
Palestine doit correspondre aux vues des Membres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, ces derniers 
etant responsables de sa mise en vigueur, Ia 
commission doit se composer de representants 
d'Etats Membres de !'Organisation. Les propo
sitions qui veulent que l'on nomme des person
naltes en vue sont inacceptables; elles n'ont pas 
de precedent et ne reposent sttr aucun fondement 
solide. A son avis, le choix des membres de la 
commission do it etre fait par I' Assemblee generale, 
comme cela a toujours ete le cas jusqu'ici. 

La delegation de l'URSS n'approuve pas le 
mandat de la commission de conciliation tel qu'il 
fignre dans les textes du Royaume-Uni et de la 
Colombie; elle n'appuiera d'ailleurs aucune propo
sition qui voudrait que la commission s'inspire 
des conclusions du Rapport interimaire du 
Mediateur. La delegation de l'URSS estime que Ia 
commission doit s'efiorcer de mettre en vigueur 
la resolution de l'Assemblee du 29 novembre 1947 
et c'est pourquoi elle approuve les termes du 
mandat de la commission tels q'ils figurent dans 
la proposition polonaise. 

M. Hoon (Australie) declare que sa delegation 
accepte les arguments en faveur d'une commission 
de conciliation largement representative et estime 
qu'elle devait etre composee de cinq membres. 
Les representants de la Colombie et du Guatemala 
ont donne d'excellentes raisons en faveur d'unc 
Commission composee de personnalites en vue, 
mais M. Hood estime que les arguments contraircs, 
parfaitement exposes par le representant de Ia 
Pologne, ont plus de poids. On peut invoqucr 
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stronger. A further argument in favour of the 
appointment of members as representatives of 
States was that of continuity. Where the 
members were representatives of States, any 
necessary alternates could be nominated by the 
Member State without the necessity of going 
through a cumbersome procedure for the selection 
of a new individual. 

Mr. Hood denied that there was any indication 
in the Australian draft resolution that the territory 
of Arab Palestine would ii!be joined with that 
of Transjordan. He pointed out that sub
paragraph 1 of the terms of reference of the 
conciliation commission in the Australian text 
provided that the wishes of the people in Arab 
Palestine should be taken into account in this 
regard. It was essential to provide at least that 
measure of self-determination. 

The terms of reference for the conciliation 
commission in the Australian draft resolution were 
designed to be simple, direct and, at the same 
time, flexible, particularly in respect to the 
arrangements for the Jerusalem area. Sub
paragraph 3 provided for the commission to make 
its recommendations to the General Assembly if 
it should fail to secure agreement between the 
parties, and in his opinion this provision was 
essential, if only because the Assembly could not 
reconsider the Palestine problem year after year. 
His delegation agreed with the representative of 
Israel that it would be a mistake to divide the 
authority to issue instructions to the conciliation 
commission between the General Assembly and 
the Security Council, and thought it was more 
reasonable that the commission should act solely 
under the authority of the General Assembly. 
He also agreed that the provision in the United 
Kingdom and Colombian texts for the assumption 
of the Mediator's functions by the commission 
was an unnecessary complication, as many of 
those functions were now obsolete. 

The meeting rose at 5.55 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND NINETEENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 1 December 1948, at 10 a.m. 

Chairman : 1\Ir. A. CosTA DU RELs (Bolivia). 

88. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE 
CONSOLIDATED TABULATION PREPARED BY THE 
WORKING GROUP (AjC.1j403). 

Section VI II. Holy Places. 

The CHAIR:!.IAN said that, since no members of 
the Committee had asked to speak on sections V, 

un argument de plus en faveur de Ia nomination des 
membres de la commission a titre de repre
sentants d'Etats: c'est !'argument de Ia continuite. 
En effet, au cas oil il faudrait proceder a un 
remplacement, le rempla~ant serait designe par 
l'Etat Membre, sans qu'il soit necessaire de 
recourir a cette operation compliquee que serait 
le choix d'une nouvelle personnalite. 

M. Hood nie qu'il y ait dans le projet de reso
lution de l'Australie Ia moindre indication laissant 
prevoir Ia cession du territoire de la Palestine 
arabe a Ia Transjordanie. II signale que l'alinea 1 
du mandat de Ia commission de conciliation qui 
figure dans le texte de l'Australie prevoit qu'on 
devra tenir compte des desirs qu'exprimera Ia 
population de Ia Palestine arabe a cet egard. II est 
indispensable de prevoir cette mesure, qui sauve
garderait le droit des peuples a disposer d'eux
memes. 

Le mandat de Ia commission de conciliation, 
tel que le definit le projet de resolution de 
l'Australie est simple, direct et en meme temps 
souple, notamment en ce qui concerne les mesures 
a prevoir pour Ia region de Jerusalem. Au cas oil 
Ia commission echouerait dans sa tentative 
d'amener les parties a s'entendre, l'alinea 3 
prevoit qu'elle transmettra ses recommandations 
a I' Assemblee generale so us forme de rapport; de 
l'avis de M. Hood, cette disposition est essentielle, 
ne serait-ce que pour Ia simple raison que 
l'Assemblee ne peut vraiment pas s'occuper 
pendant des annees du probleme palestinien. La 
delegation australienne estime, tout comme le 
rdpresentant d'Israel, que ce serait une erreur de 
partager entre 1' Assemblee generale et le Conseil 
de securite le pouvoir de donner des instructions 
a la commission de conciliation ; il serait plus 
raisonnable que Ia commission agisse sous Ia 
seule autorite de I' Assemblee general e. M. Hood 
pense, lui aussi, que Ia disposition qui figure dans 
les textes du Royaume-Uni et de la Colombie, et 
qui tend a transmettre a la commission l~s 
fonctions du Mediateur, constitue une compli
cation inutile, puisque Ia plupart de ces fonctions 
sont desormais perimees. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 55. 

DEUX-CENT-DIX-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE . 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le Mercredi 1er decembre 1948, iJ. 10 heures. 

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

88. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire duMediateurdesNations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

SUITE DE L'EXAMEN DU TABLEAU RECAPITULATIF 
DES PROJETS DE RESOLUTIONS ET D'AMEN
DEMENTS PREPARES PARLE GROUPE DE TRAVAIL 
(A/C.1 /403). 

Section VII I. Lieux saints. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, puisque aucun 
membre de la Commission ne demande Ia parole 

830 



~I and VII, the discussion was open on sec
tion VIII. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that all precautions 
taken to protect the Holy Places would be useless 
if a partition plan, or the implementation of the 
Mediator's proposals, left the Jews in control. 
Those responsible for the Holy Places must believe 
in their sanctity ; that would not be the case if 
their protection was entrusted to the Jews. 

That had been learnt from the experience of a 
year, during which the Holy Places had been left 
to the Jews without protection. Reports received 
from various ecclesiastical personalities had re
vealed innumerable cases of damage and desecration 
of the Holy Places by the Jews. 

Thus, the Church of St. Saviour had been shot 
at by the Jews, the institutions of the French 
sisters and of St. George had been occupied, the 
Church of St. Peter in Tiberias had been looted, 
and so had the Convent of the Franciscan Sisters 
and the Shrine of the Beatitudes near the Sea of 
Galilee. Those who served in the religious 
establishments had been expelled, images had 
been broken, tabernacles forced and crosses 
damaged. 

The Convent of St. Anne at Haifa had been 
looted by the Jews, who had also occupied a 
Carmelite convent and the Italian Hospital in 
Jerusalem. The Greek Catholic Church in Jaffa 
had been looted and the Church of Stella Maria 
of Mount Carmel had been occupied. Every
where priests and caretakers had had to flee. 
The chapel of the Primacy of St. Peter had also 
been looted. 

Those facts indicated . clearly that if those 
responsible for the Holy Places did not believe in 
their sanctity, all efforts to ensure their protection 
would be in vain. The Syrian delegation could 
not, therefore, support any proposed methods of 
ensuring the safety of the Holy Places if those 
methods put the Jews in control. In general, the 
Arabs, whether Moslem or Christian, would never 
agree that the Holy Places of their respective 
religions should come under Jewish domination. 
TI1e Jews would probably continue to lay the 
blame on dissident groups for outrages committed 
by their own community. Nevertheless, the 
responsibility for those outrages lay with the 
Jewish authorities who, moreover, took no steps 
to punish the guilty parties. It should be borne 
in mind that the facts cited were only a few 
examples among many of how the Jews had inter
preted the respect due to the Holy Places. 

The First Committee would bear a heavy 
responsibility if the Holy Places were abandoned 
to the Jews. Whatever might be the personal 
feelings of representatives, the peoples whom they 
represented attached the highest importance to 
their protection. The only possible solution, 
therefore, was the establishment of a single State. 
All Arabs respected the Holy Places. They would 
never agree that they should be abandoned to 
Jewish profanation, which might lead to new 
crusades to ensure the protection of the Holy 
Places. 

I 
sur les sections V, VI et VII, Ia discussion va 
porter sur la section VIII. 

M. EL-KHoURI (Syrie) declare que toutes Ies 
precautions prises pour Ia sauvegarde des Lieux 
saints seraient vaines si, en vertu d'un plan de 
partage ou des propositions du Mediateur, lcs 
Juifs devaient Hre les maitres de ces Lieux saints. 
II faut, en efTet, que ceux qui en ont la responsa
bilite croient en leur saintete, ce qui ne serait pas le 
cas si les Juifs devaient en assurer la protection. 

C'est precisement !'experience qui a etc faitc 
pendant une annee, au cours de Iaquelle les 
Lieux saints ant etc abandonnes aux Juifs. Lcs 
rapports re<;us de differentes personnalites eccle
siastiques ont revele des cas innombrables de 
dommages et de profanations infliges aux Lieux 
saints par les Juifs. 

C'est ainsi que l'eglise du Saint-Sauveur a srrvi 
de cible aux Juifs, que les etablissements des 
religieuses fran<;aises et de Saint-Georges ont etc 
occupes. L'eglise Saint-Pierre de Tiberiade a cte 
pillee, de meme que le couvent des Franciscaines, 
et que le sanctuaire des Beatitudes sur la mer de 
Galilee. Le personnel de ces etablissements a ete 
expulse, des statues ont ete brisees, des taber
nacles forces et des croix endommagees. 

Le couvent de Sainte-Anne a Haifa a etc pille 
par les Juifs dont les forces ont egalement occupe 
un couvent de Carmelites ainsi que l'hopital italien 
de Jerusalem. L'eglise grecque de Jaffa a ete 
pillee, l'eglise Stella Maria du mont Carmel a ete 
occupee. Partout, les pretres et les gardiens ont 
du s'enfuir precipitamment. La chapelle de la 
Primaute de Saint-Pierre a egalement etc pillee 

Tous ces faits montrent que si les autorites 
qui veillent sur les Lieux saints ne croient pas en 
leur caractere sacre, taus les efforts pour assurer 
leur securitc seront vains. La delegation de la 
Syrie ne saurait done s'associer aux methodes 
envisagees pour assurer la securite des Lieux 
saints, dans Ia mesure oil la decision a intervenir 
attribuerait aux Juifs la souverainete sur ces 
Lieux. D'une mamere generale, Arabes, 
musulmans ou chretiens, n'accepteraient jamais 
que les Lieux saints de leurs religions respectives 
passent sous Ia domination juive. Sans doute, les 
Juifs attribuent-ils toujours a des groupes 
dissidents les attentats commis par leur commu
naute. Mais Ia responsabilite incombe bien aux 
autorites juives, qui d'ailleurs ne prennent aucune 
mesure de repression contre les coupables. Et 
pourtant, les faits cites par l'orateur ne sont que 
quelques exemples entre bien d'autres de Ia 
fa<;on dont Ies Juifs ont compris le respect du 
aux Lieux saints. 

Quelle serait done la responsabilite de la 
Premiere Commission si les Lieux saints etaient 
abandonnes aux Juifs! Quels que puissent etre 
les sentiments personnels des delcgucs, les peuples 
qu ils representent attachent Ia plus grande 
importance a la protection des Lieux saints. 
La seule solution possible est done l'Ctablissement 
d'un Etat unique. Tous lcs Arabes respectent les 
Lieux saints. Jamais ils n'admettront qu'ils soient 
abandonnes aux profanations des Juifs : ce serait 
Ia peut-etre l'origine de nouvelles croisades en vue 
d'assurer la protection des Lieux saints. 
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Section V. Boundaries. 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the represen
tative of the Provisional Government of Israel, 
who had been present at the beginning of the 
meeting, wished to make a statement with regard 
to section V of the working paper. 

l\lr. EnAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
referred to the statements of principle which had 
been made by his delegation on the 15 and 
23 November 1948 (200th and 208th meetings). 

The First Committee certainly did not intend 
to undermine the validity of resolution 181 (II) of 
29 November 1947, nor to challenge the rights 
acquired by the State of Israel under that resolu
tion. The State of Israel claimed full rights over 
the whole of the territory assigned to it under the 
resolution of 29 November. The territories occu
pied by the forces of Israel as a result of its 
struggle to defend its territory were a fit matter 
for negotiations, in which the views and claims of 
the State of Israel should receive due considera
tion. 

The Mediator's report had had so little success 
that the United Kingdom delegation had found it 
necessary to delete paragraph 2 from the operative 
part of its draft resolution (AfC.1 /394). However, 
the spirit of that paragraph seemed to pervade 
paragraph 4 of the revised text submitted by the 
United Kingdom (A/C.1J394JRev.2). The Israeli 
dElegation therefore urged the First Committee to 
reject that paragraph of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution and to approve the texts sub
mitted by the Australian and Polish represen
tatives. Those texts, unlike the British draft, 
were based on the principles laid down by the 
United States delegation on 20 and 23 November 
1948 which had asserted the fundamental impor
tance of the boundaries laid down by the resolution 
of 29 November 1947, and the fact that those 
frontiers should only be changed by negotiation 
and the freely-given consent of the party concerned. 
It would, in his opinion, be regrettable if political 
considerations were to threaten the very basis of 
the resolution of 29 November 1947. 

Paragraph 4 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution, and also the United States draft 
amendment, were disquieting and might cause 
much friction. It appeared that they envisaged 
the granting of certain powers of boundary 
delimitation to the conciliation commission. If 
that was the correct interpretation of the United 
States and British drafts, what they proposed was 
absolutely unacceptable. Such a commission 
would, in fact, only be in a position to establish 
boundaries upon which the parties themselves 
agreed, as was clearly provided in paragraph 3 of 
the Australian draft resolution. 

Paragraph 4 of the United Kingdom proposal 
was also inconsistent with paragraph 2 of the 
United States amendment which called upon the 
parties to seek agreement, either directly or indi
rectly through the commission. Elucidation was 
therefore required in regard to paragraph 4 of the 
United Kingdom revised draft resolution. There 
\Yas another reason \vhy paragraph 4 was unaccep
table. It put the territorial provisions in the 
~lPdiator's progress report on the same footing as 

Section V. Frontieres. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que le representant du 
Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel, qui ne se 
trouvait pas pn\cedemment dans la salle, exprime 
le desir de faire une declaration a propos de la 
section V du document de travail. 

M. Enl\N (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
se rcfere aux exposes de principe qui ont ete faits 
les 15 et 23 novembre 1948 par sa delegation 
(200e et 208e seances). 

La Premiere Commission n'a certainement pas 
!'intention de porter atteinte a la resolution 181 
(II) du 29 novembre 1947, ni de contester les 
droits acquis par l'Etat d'Israel en vertu de cette 
resolution. L'Etat d' Israel en ce qui le concerne 
affirme ses droits sur !'ensemble du territoire qui 
lui a ete attribue par la resolution du 29 novembre. 
Quant aux territoires occupes par les forces 
d'Israel a la suite des combats livres pour la 
defense du territoire, ils sont susceptibles de faire 
!'objet d'une ncgociation, compte tenu des vues 
et des revendications de l'Etat d'Israel. 

Le rapport du Mediateur a d'ailleurs eu si peu 
de succes que la delegation du Royaume-Uni a 
du renoncer au paragraphe 2 du dispositif de 
son projet de resolution (A/C.l/394). Et pourtant, 
I' esprit de ce paragraphe semble encore impregner 
le paragraphe 4 du texte revise du projet du 
Royaume-Uni (AJC.l /394 Rev. 2). Aussi, la dele
gation d'Israel demande-t-elle instamment a la 
Premiere Commission de rejeter ledit paragraphe 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni et de 
donner son approbation au texte de l'Australie 
et de la Pologne qui, a la difference du texte 
britannique, s'inspire des principes enonces par 
la delegation des Etats-Unis les 20 et 23 novembre 
1948, qui affirmaient !'importance fondamentale 
des frontieres fixces par la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947 et le fait que les dites frontieres 
ne devraient etre changces que par voie de nego
ciation et d'acceptation librement consentie. II 
serait, en effet, regrettable que des considerations 
politiques puissent porter atteinte au fond meme 
de la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. 

Le paragraphe 4 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni ainsi que l'amendement des Etats
Unis ont une redaction inquietante et seraient 
susceptibles de provoquer de nombreux conflits. 
II y est, en efiet, envisage, semble-t-il, que. la 
commission de conciliation re<;oive certams 
pouvoirs en matiere d.e delimitation des frontieres. 
Si telle est bien !'interpretation veritable des 
textes americain et britannique, il y aurait la 
quelque chose d'absolument inacceptable. E_n 
efiet, une commission de conciliation ne saura1t 
etablir un trace des frontieres qu'en conformite 
avec un accord cventuel entre les parties comme 
le prevoit, de fa<;on tout a fait claire, le para
araphe 3 du projet de resolution australienne. 
" Le paragraphe 4 de la propositi?n. britannique 
se trouve egalement en contradiction avec .le 
paragraphe 2 de l'amendement des Etats-Um~, 
qui invite }es parties a rec~~rcher .u~ ~ccord, SOlt 
directement, soit par I mtermed1a1re de la 
commission. II faudrait done que le sens du 
paragraphe 4 du projet de resolution br~tannique 
revise soit elucide. II existe une autre rmson po~r 
laquelle ledit paragraphe. 4 es_t. inacc;ptable : ~I 
met sur le meme pied les d1spos1t10ns d ordre tern-
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those contained in the resolution of 29 November. 
In the view of the Israeli Government, the binding 
force of the 1947 resolution could not be affected 
by the proposals of a personal nature made by the 
l\Iediator. 

The Israeli delegation was particularly surprised 
by the United States amendment since, when it 
introduced its proposals, that delegation had 
emphasized the fundamental importance of the 
resolution of 29 November 1947 and had laid down 
the principle that the boundaries of Israel should 
not be changed without the consent of that State. 

Neither the United Kingdom draft nor the 
United States draft referred to the resolution of 
November 1947, except in so far as its territorial 
provisions coincided with the conclusions of the 
Mediator. In both texts the conciliation commis
sion was requested to take account of the fact 
that the resolution of November 1947 and the 
Mediator's progress report had important elements 
in common. That statement was not accurate, 
the " important elements " being precisely those 
upon which the two texts diverged, as, forinstance, 
in regard to the Negeb, Western Galilee, the 
arrangements for the Arab part of Palestine, 
Jerusalem and Haifa. Those questions covered 
80 per cent of the territory of Palestine, leaving 
only 20 per cent, which could hardly be called 
" important elements in common", covered by 
the territorial provisions contained in both the 
resolution of 29 November 1947 and the Media
tor's progress report. 

'Vith respect to paragraph 4 (b), the Govern
ment of Israel considered that if territorial 
adjustments were contemplated, they should be 
considered only on their own merits, irrespective 
of the recommendations in the Mediator's progress 
report. 

To sum up, sub-paragraph (a) of the United 
Kingdom and United States resolutions was 
untenable because it endowed the conciliation 
commission with power to delimit boundaries 
without the consent of the parties. Sub
paragraph (b) established a restrictive criterion 
for certain territorial readjustments, which was 
an unjustifiable limitation. The Israeli delegation 
considered that some elucidation was called for 
concerning the first sentence of paragraph 4 of the 
United Kingdom draft resolution and the United 
States amendment. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) declared that the Arabs 
would never yield to any proposal to lay down the 
boundaries of a separate Jewish State. The 
General Assembly had no power to delimit the 
frontiers of any country whatsoever without the 
consent of the inhabitants. Therefore, it could 
not do so without exceeding its powers. 

The Syrian delegation had submitted a proposal 
noting that the General Assembly was not 
" competent under the Charter to divide States ". 
If any of the delegations had doubts on the 
question, the General Assembly should seek an 
advisory opinion from the International Court of 
Justice, as suggested in the new Syrian draft 
resolution (A/C.1 /405). During an earlier session 
of the General Assembly, twenty delegations had 

torial contenues dans le Rapport interimairc du 
Mediateur et celles qui sont prevues dans Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre. Aux yeux du Gouver
nement d'Israel, la force obligatoire de la reso
lution de 1947 ne peut etre affectee en rien par 
les propositions de caractcre prive que constituent 
les suggestions du Mediateur. 

La delegation d'Israel est particulierement 
surprise de I'amendement des Etats-Unis, puisque 
cette delegation avait, en introduisant ses propo
sitions, souligne !'importance fondamentale de Ia 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947 et pose en principe 
que les frontieres d'Israel ne sauraient etre 
modifiees qu'avec le consentement de cet Etat. 

Les textes du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis 
n'invoquent la resolution de novembre 1947 que 
dans la mesure oil ses dispositions d'ordre terri
torial coincident avec les conclusions du 
Mediateur. Ce texte prie egalement la commission 
de conciliation de prendre en consideration le fait 
que la resolution de novembre 1947 et le Rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur ont de nombreux points 
communs. Or cette assertion est inexacte, les 
(( elements importants )) etant precisement ceux 
sur lesquels il y a desaccord entre les deux textes, 
comme c'est le cas pour le Negeb, la Galilee 
occidentale, le sort de la partie arabe de Ia Pales
tine, Jerusalem et Haifa. II s'agit done Ia de 80 
pour 100 du territoire palestinien, ce qui ne laisse 
qu'un pourcentage de 20 pour 100 de dispositions 
d'ordre territorial communes a la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947 et au Rapport interimaire du 
Mediateur : il est done impossible de parler 
(( d'importants elements communs )). 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part l'alinea b) du 
paragraphe 4, le Gouvernement d'Israel cstime 
que s'il y a des ajustements de territoires a 
invoquer, ils devraient etre apprecies uniquement 
sur la base de leur bien fonde sans tenir compte 
des recommandations du Rapport interimaire. 

Ainsi l'alinea a) des resolutions britannique ct 
americaine est inadmissible parce qu'il attribue a 
une commission de conciliation le pouvoir de 
delimiter des frontieres sans le consentement des 
parties. Quant a I'alinea b), il tend a !'adoption 
d'un criterium exclusif pour certains reaj us
tements territoriaux, et il s'agit la d'une limi
tation abusive. La delegation d'Israel eonsidere 
que certains eclaircissements devraient done etre 
fournis en ce qui concerne la premiere phrase du 
paragraphe 4 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni et de l'amendement des Etats-Unis. 

1\I. EL-KHOURr (Syrie) declare que les Arabes 
ne s'inclineront jamais devant une proposi!ion 
relative a Ia delimitation des frontieres d'un Etat 
juif separe. L'Assemblee generale, n'a pas revu 
le pouvoir de delimiter les frontieres d'un pays 
quel qu'il soit, sans le consentement de la popu
lation. Elle ne sanrait done agir en cette matiere 
sans exceder ses pouvoirs. 

La delegation de Ia Syrie a soumis une propo
sition dans laquelle il est pris acte du fait que 
I'Assemblee generale n'est pas « habilitee par la 
Charte >> a « diviser les pays n. Si certaines dele
gations ont quelque doute en la matiere, il appa:
tient a ]' Assemblee generale de demander un ~VIS 
consultatif a la Cour internationale de Justice, 
conformement au nouveau projet de resolut!on 
de la Syrie (A/C.l/405). A une precedente sessron 
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voted in favour of consulting the International 
Court of Justice. In the Security Council, six 
members had voted in favour of a similar course 
of action. In fact, the United Nations was not 
empowered to intervene and partition a country, 
and to establish boundaries which Member States 
would be obliged to respect under penalty of 
action by the Security CounciL 

In submitting a draft resolution favouring 
consulting the International Court of Justice, the 
Syrian delegation had also borne in mind that the 
General Assembly had recommended, during the 
previous year, that greater use should be made of 
that body [resolution 171 (II)]. In the present 
case it was absolutely inadmissible that the 
General Assembly should try to deprive people of 
their right of self-determination, which was recog
nized in the Charter. All that was required was 
a clarification of the legal question by the appro
priate body, unless some people preferred working 
in the dark. 

It had no doubt been said that there was also a 
political aspect to the question, but no political 
aspect should be taken into consideration unless 
it was founded on legality and justice. What 
then was the international status of Palestine ? 
Under Article 23, paragraph 4, of the Mandate, 
Palestine should automatically have received its 
independence when the Mandate expired ; the 
people would then have recovered their rights, it 
being understood that the " people of Palestine " 
meant the legitimate inhabitants of Palestine. 
Only one kind of recommendation was therefore 
possible for the General Assembly : the establish
ment of a single State in accordance with the 
democratic principles of the rights of the majority. 

The only obstacle to the independence of Pales
tine had been the Mandate. When that had 
come to an end, the people of Palestine had the 
right to self-determination. As regards the mino
rity population, it had already been recognized in 
the case of Greece that a minority could not 
c ,nstitute a sovereign State. Why had not the 
~,arne violence which had been condemned by the 
General Assembly in the Greek question also been 
condemned in the case of Palestine ? 

The resolution of 29 November 1947 had been 
a mistake which should now be corrected. If 
there were any doubt on the point, the Interna
tional Court of Justice should be consulted. The 
fact was that both the Security Council and the 
General Assembly had shown that they were 
uncertain ; in the latter case, if the number of 
abstentions was added to the number of delega
tions which had voted in favour of consulting the 
International Court of Justice, there would be a 
total of 35 delegations which were not sure 
concerning the basic legal aspect of the Palestine 
question. 

There could, moreover, be no disadvantage in 
consulting the International Court of Justice. It 
might be objected that the matter was urgent, but 
that argument could not be maintained, because 
the Security Council was dealing with the military 
aspect of the Palestine problem, and any i~ter
vention by the General Assembly on the basis of 

de l'Assemblee generale, vingt delegations se sont 
prononcees en faveur d'une consultation de Ia 
Cour internationale de Justice. Au Conseil de 
securite six membres se sont prononces en faveur 
d'une semblable procedure. En effet, !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies ne saurait intervenir 
pour morceler un pays et etablir des frontieres 
dont le respect s'imposerait ensuite aux Membres 
de !'Organisation sous peine d'une intervention 
du Conseil de securite. 

En presentant un projet de resolution tendant 
a demander une consultation de la Cour inter
nationale de Justice, la delegation de la Syrie 
s'est egalement souvenue que l'Assemblee generale 
avait recommande, l'an dernier, de recourir plus 
frequemmenta cet organisme [resolution 171 (II)]. 
En I' occurrence, il est parfaitement inadmissible 
que l'Assemblee generale cherche a priver Jes 
peuples de leur droit a disposer d'eux-memes, qui 
leur est reconnu par Ia Charte. II ne s'agit done 
que de faire la lumit~re sur ce point de droit en 
s'adressant a l'organisme approprie, a moins 
toutefois que certains ne preferent s'accommoder 
de l'obscurite. 

Sans doute a-t-on dit que la question avait 
egalement un aspect politique. Mais aucune 
politique ne saurait etre viable si elle n'est pas 
fondee sur la justice et sur le droit. Or, quel est 
le statut international de la Palestine? En vertu 
de l'article 23, paragraphe 4, de l'Accord de 
Mandat la Palestine devait a !'expiration du Mandat 
recevoir automatiquement son independance : Ia 
population devait done rentrer dans ses droits, etant 
bien entendu que par population il faut entendre 
les citoyens palestiniens legitimes. Un seul type 
de recommandation etait done possible pour 
l'Assemblee gcnerale : l'etablissement d'un Etat 
unique conformement aux principes democra
tiques des droits de la majorite. 

Le seul obstacle qui s'opposat a I'independance 
de Ia Palestine residait dans Ie Mandat. Lorsque 
celui-ci eut pris fin, Ie peuple de Palestine avait 
done le droit de disposer de lui-meme. Quant a 
Ia minorite d r.;s habitants, il a deja e~e admis, 
dans le cas de Ia Grece, qu'elle ne saurait s'eriger 
en :Etat souverain. Pourquoi done ces memes 
entreprises de violence qui ont ete condamnees 
par l'Assemblee generale dans !'affaire grecque 
ne l'ont-elles pas etc lorsqu'il s'est agi de la 
Palestine? 

La resolution du 29 novembre 1947 a constitue 
une erreur qu'il faut maintenant corriger. Si 
toutefois il y a doute a cet egard, il convient de 
consulter la Cour internationale de Justice. En 
fait, le Conseil de securite, et l' Assemblce generalc 
ont montre qu'ils etaient dans le doute; et, dans 
le second cas, si l'on ajoute le chiffre des 
abstentions a celui des delegations qui se sont 
prononcees en faveur d'un recours a Ia Cour 
internationale de Justice, on arrive a un total 
de 35 delegations qui eprouvaient quelques hesi
tations sur I' aspect juridique essen tiel du probleme 
palestinien. . 

11 ne saurait d'ailleurs y avoir aucun mcon
venient a consulter la Cour internationale de. 
Justice. On pourrait objecter, a l'encontre .. de 
cette proposition, qu'il y a urgence en la ~atJere. 
Cet argument ne peut etre retenu ~~~sque le 
Conseil de securite traite de !'aspect m1htmre du 
probleme palestinien et que !'intervention de 
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proposals at present submitted to the First 
Committee would only complicate the situation 
further. The Syrian delegation considered that 
the proposal it had submitted (AjC.l/405) for 
consulting the International Court of Justice was 
a primary question which should be given priority 
in votin~ · 

Mr. SETALVAD (India) recalled that, the previous 
year, his delegation had proposed the establish
ment of a federal State in Palestine, which would 
have been a just solution both for the J ews and 
the Arabs, while maintaining Palestine as a unitary 
State. The General Assembly, however, had 
adopted the resolution of 29 November, which had 
led to the struggles and suffering with which 
members were familiar. Instead of solving the 
problem, that resolution had complicated it. 
Furthermore, no solution could be found without 
the consent of the Arabs. Efforts for conciliation 
should be made, provided they were based on 
premises acceptable to both parties. However, 
a conciliation commission which had to take 
account of the resolution of 29 November or of 
the Mediator's proposals, both of which accepted 
partition of Palestine, could not result in any final 
solution. The Indian delegation did not object 
to the principle expressed in the Syrian resolu
tion (A/C.1 /402), but considered that, in the 
present circumstances, it lacked realism. 

:Mr. BmiCHE (Acting Mediator) wished to 
correct any misunderstanding in regard to the 
question raised by the representative of Israel as 
to the points of difference between the resolution 
of 29 November 1947 and the Mediator's progress 
report. If fact, the conclusions given in the 
Mediator's report regarding boundaries difiered 
from the resolution of 29 November 1947 only in 
respect of the Negeb, Galilee and the former Arab 
city of Jaffa. The resolution of 29 November had 
proposed to divide both the Negeb and Galilee 
between the future Arab and Jewish States. 
Jaiia, which was an enclave in Jewish territory, 
had been allotted to the Arabs. On the other 
hand, the Mediator had considered that the Negeb 
could be given to the Arabs, while the whole of 
Galilee and the town of Jaffa would form part of 
the Jewish area. As regards Jerusalem, Count 
Bernadotte's conclusions did not differ from the 
resolution of 29 November, for both provided for 
an international regime within the frame,,·ork of 
the resolution. Finally, the technical boundaries 
commission suggested by the Mediator was to 
have had the same character as the one provided 
for in the November resolution. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) said that 
the new revised United Kingdom draft resolution 
took full account of the suggestions made by the 
United States delegation and others. For that 
r eason, the United States delegation withdrew the 
amendments (A/C.1 j397) to the first United 
Kingdom draft resolution and supported the most 
recent United Kingdom resolution (AjC.l /394/ 
Rev.2). Although every !point of United States 
policy with regard to the Palestine question was 
not covered by it, it did establish the main lines 

I' Assemblee generale sur la base des propositions 
actuellement soumises a la Premiere Commission 
ne ferait qu'aggraver les chases. La delegation 
de la Syrie considcre que la proposition qn'clle 
a faite (A/C.l/405) relativement a une consul
tation de Ia Cour internationale de Justice·, 
constitue une question prcjudicielle, et que 
priorite doit done lui etre attribuee lors du vote. 

M. SETALVAn (Inde) rappelle que sa delegation 
avait propose l'anidernier ]a constitution d'un Etat 
federal en Palestine, ce qui eut ete une solution 
juste a la fois pour lcs Juifs et pour les Arabes, 
tout en maintenant en Palestine un Etat unitaire. 
l'Assemblee generale adopta cependant la reso
lution du 29 novembre, ce qui entraina les luttcs 
et les soufirances que l'on sait. Cette resolution, 
au lieu de resoudre le probleme, l'a complique. 
Aucune solution, du rcste, ne pourra etre trouvee 
sans le consentement des Arabes. Des efiorts de 
conciliation doivent etrc tentes, a condition de 
s'appuyer sur des pnimices acceptables pour les 
deux parties; par contre, une commission de 
conciliation, qui devrait tenir compte de la reso
lution du 29 novembre ou des propositions du 
Mediateur, impliquant de part et d'autre un 
partage de la Palestine, ne pourrait aboutir a 
aucun resultat definit if. La delegation de l'Inde 
ne souleve pas d'objection de principe contre Ia 
resolution presentee par la Syrie (A/C.l /402), 
mais considere que, dans les circonstances 
prescntcs, elle manque de realismc. 

M. BuNCHE (lVIt!diateur par interim) desire 
mettre au point la question soulevee par le repre
sentant d'Israel au sujet des points sur lesquels 
la resolution du 29 novembre 1947 et le Rapport 
interimaire du l\'Iediateur ne concorderaient pas. 
En fait, les conclusions du rapport du Mediateur, 
quant aux questions de frontiere, ne different de 
la resolution du 29 novembre 1947, qu'en ce qui 
concerne le Negeb, la Galilee et Ia ville ancien
nement arabe de Jaffa. La resolution du 
29 novembre prevoyait unc division du Ncgeb 
et de la Galilee entre les futurs Etats arabe et 
juif. J affa, enclavcc en territoire juif, etait devalue 
aux Arabes. Par contre, le 1\Icdiateur a estime 
que le Negeb pourrait etre attribue aux Arabes, 
tandis que toute la Galilee et la ville de Jaffa 
feraient partie de la zone juive. En ce qui concernc 
Jerusalem, les conclusions du comte Bernadotte 
ne different pas de la resolution du 29 novembre, 
car elles prevoient toutes deux un r egime inter
national, dans le cadre de la resolution precitee. 
Enfm, Ia commission technique, chargee des 
questions de frontieres, envisagee par le Mediateur, 
devait avoir le meme caractere que celle prevue 
par la resolution de novembre. 

l\1. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare que 
le nouveau projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni 
revise tient largement compte des suggestions 
faites par Ia delegation des Etats-Unis e~ par 
d'autres. C'est pourquoi Ia delegation des Etats
Unis retire les amendements (AjC.l/397) au 
premier projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni 
et appuie le dernier pro jet britannique (AJC.l I 
394/Rev.2). Ce projet ne couvre pas tous les 
points de la politique des Etats-Unis d~ns Ia 
question palestinienne, mais elle etabbt les 



for reaching a speedy and final peaceful settle
ment of lhe problem. 

The draft resolution had to he considered as a 
whole and the parties concerned would be wrong 
if they became too much concerned over the 
meaning of a 'vonl orsentence. Thus, for instance, 
as regards the queslion whether some of the 
functions assigned to the Mediator by resolution 
18G (S-2) of 11 May 1\HS had become obsolete, the 
First Committee and the parties directly con
t:crncd were in a better position than anyone to 
form an opinion quickly. Finally, the United 
Kingdom draft resolution did not take a stand on 
the legal question of the relationship to be estah
Ji-hcd between the resolution of 29 November 
1917 and the progress report of the l\Icdiator with 
regard to the inteq1retation of the status of the 
conciliation commission. The questions raised 
in those two documents could be settled in the 
course of consult:;ttions and negotiations, without 
thereby excluding any other arrangement or 
settlement reached by agreement between the 
parties. 

Speaking on the question of boundaries, the 
United States representative recalled that his 
delegation had, on 20 November 1948(205th meet
ing) pointed out that any modifications in the 
boundaries fixed by the resolution of 29 November 
1917 could only be made if acceptable to the State 
of Israel. That meant that the territory allocated 
to the State of Israel could not be reduced without 
its consent. If, on the other hand, Israel wished 
to enlarge that territory, it would have to oiTer an 
exchange through negoliations. On that point, 
paragraph 4 of the revised United Kingdom text 
seemed drafted in a way which would make for a 
settlement of the question, taking into account the 
interests of both parties. In consequence, the 
United States delegation thought that a speedy 
decision by the General Assembly on the United 
Kingdom draft resolution would hasten a final 
settlement of the problem. 

· :\Ir. BEELEY (United Kingdom), replying to 
:\lr. Eban, stated that the powers of the conci
liation commission should be interpreted according 
to paragraph 2 (c) of his delegation's revised draft 
resolution, 'vhich laid down that the conciliation 
commission should enter into consultation with 
the parties concerned in order to obtain a final 
settlement of the question. \Vhilst he recognized 
that the Australian draft resolution was clearer 
on the subject of the powers of that commission, 
he pointed out that it was more restrictive and 
less practical than the United Kingdom text. 
There seemed, in fact, little hope that agreement 
would be reached between the parties concerned. 
within a year ; under those conditions, the conci
lialion commission would not, according to the 
Australian draft resolution, he able to exercise 
its functions, whereas, according to the United 
Kin11dom draft resolution, it would be assigned 
disc~etionary powers enabling it to continue its 
task. 

Contrary to what had been said by Mr. Eban, 
:vrr. Beelcy stated that there was no inco~sis
teiH:y between paragraphs 2 and 4 of the Umted 

grandes lignes qni permettront d'arriver a un 
rcglement pacifique, rapide et definitif de Ia 
question. 

Il faut considerer ce projet de resolution 
dans son ensemble. Les parties interessees 
commettraient done nne erreur si clles 
s'attardaient au sens d'nn mot ou d'une phrase. 
Ainsi, en ce qui concerne, par exemple, la question 
de savoir si certaines des fonctions attribuees au 
~lediateur par la resolution 186 (S-2) du 
14 mai Hl08 (sont devenues caduques, la Premiere 
Commission ct les parties interessees elles-memes 
sont mieux placees que quiconque pour s'en 
rendre compte rapidement. Enfin, le projet de 
resolution dn Royaume-Uni ne se prononce pas 
snr la question juridique du rapport qu'il convient 
d'Ctablir entre Ia resolution du 29 novembre 1947 
et le rapport intcrimairc du l\Icdiateur quant au 
problcme de !'interpretation du statut de Ia 
commission de conciliation. Les questions 
soulevces dans ces deux documents poucront 
etre rcglees au cours de consultations et de nego
ciations sans exclure tout autre arrangement 
Oll reglcrncnt resultant d'un accord entre Jes 
parties. 

En ce qui concerne la question des frontieres, 
le representant des Etats-Unis rappelle que sa 
dtSicgation avait indique, le 20 novembre 1948 
(205e seance) que toutcs modifications aux 
frontieres fixee par la resolution du 29 novem
hre 1947 ne pouvaient avoir lien que si elles 
etaient acceptables pour l'Etat d'Israel. Cela 
signi fie qtt' on nc pent reduire le territoire alloue 
it l'Etat d'Israel sans son consentement; par 
contre, si cet Etat desire agrandir ce territoire, 
il faudra qu'il propose un cchange par voie de 
ncgociations. A ce sujet, le paragraphe 4 du 
texte revise du Royaume-Uni semble rcdige de 
far;on a permettre un reglement de la question 
en tenant compte des inten~ts des deux partie~. 
En consequence, la dClcgation des Etats-Un!s 
estime qu'une decision rapidc de l'Assemb!ec 
gcnerale snr le projet de resolution du Royau~.c 
Uni la rapprocherait d'un rcglement defimtif 
de Ia question. 

l\I. BEELEY (Hoyaume-Uni), repondant a 
l\I. Ehan, declare que les pouvoirs de la commis
sion de conciliation doivent etre interpretes 
d'apres le paragraphe 2 c) du projet revise de sa 
dClegation, qui stipule que Ia commission de 
conciliation devra entrer en relations avec les 
parties interessees de fa<;on a arriver a une so~ution 
definitive de la question. Tout en reconnmssant 
que le projet de resolution australien es~ ~Ius 
clair an sujet des pouvoirs de ladite commiSSI?n, 
il fait remarquer qu'il est plus restrictif et moms 
pratique que le texte du Royaume-Uni. En effet, 
il y a peu d'espoir que, d'ici un an, un acc_orcl 
puisse intervenir entre les parties inte~~ss~es; 
dans ces conditions, la commission de conc1hatwn, 
d'apres le projet australien, ne pourrait I:as 
r:~;:reer ses fonctions, tandis que, d'apres le proJ.et 
(h Hovaume-Uni, elle serait dotee de pouv.Olrs 
<1: scretfonnaires lui permettant de poursmvre 
sJ. hkhe. 

CQntrairement a ce qu'a dit M. Eban, l\L B:e!cy 
declare que les paragraphes 2 et 4 de Ia propositiOn 
du Hoyaumc-Uni d'une part, et le paragraphe 3 
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Kingdom proposal on the one hand, and para
graph 3 on the other. It was not in fact contra
dictory to provide that the conciliation com
mission could seek a direct solution after entering 
into consultation with the Governments concerned, 
and that, moreover, that commission could act 
as a mediator. It was wise to assign the com
mission extensive powers in the event that the 
parties should fail to reach agreement by direct 
negotiations. 

He admitted that neither the General Assembly 
nor its subsidiary organs could impose boundaries 
on a State. Finally, he wished to dispel a misun
derstanding by making it quite clear that the 
United Kingdom delegation did not place the 
Mediator's conclusions on the same footing as the 
General Assembly resolution of 29 November 1917. 
It should not be forgotten, however, that the item 
under discussion was the Mediator's progress 
report and that a decision was therefore called for 
as to v;hat action should be taken on Count Ber
nadotte's conclusions. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt), reserving the right to 
speak later on the revised United Kingdom pro
posal, pointed out that the question of boundaries 
was a corollary to the principle of p~1rtitiun and 
reminded the Committee in that connexwn that 
the Arab States were opposed to tl:1~ principle. 
During the period of the Mandf,ic, the United 
Kingdom had appointed several commissions to 
study the future of Palestine. All, except one, 
had decided against partition, considering it 
impossible to set up two viable States in a terri
tory as small as Palestine. The recommendations 
of the only commission in favour of partition had 
caused an uprising in the country, which had been 
reported in the 1939 White Paper. That White 
Paper had stated that the United Kingdom had 
fulfilled its obligations in connexion with the 
creation of a Jewish national home in Palestine, 
and therefore had put an end to Jewish immi
gration. Such was the result of the first attempt 
at the partition of Palestine before the termi
nation of the Mandate. The second attempt at 
partition, following the General Assembly's deci
sion of November 1947, had provoked the present 
conflict. 

He emphasized the fact that by speaking on the 
question of boundaries, he did not in any way 
mean that to be understood as an acceptance of the 
principle of partition. The Zionists intended to 
benefit at one and the same time from the reso
lution of 29 November and from the Mediator's 
conclusions of 12 September 1948, in connexion 
with boundaries, in order to have assigned to them 
the whole of Galilee and theNegeb. They claimed, 
in addition, even more extensive territories. That 
morning's Press, for instance, mentioned state
ments made by Zionist leaders regarding terri
tories conquered in defiance of the Security 
Council's resolutions on the truce and the cease-fire 
order. 

He added that if the representatives to the 
General Assembly in 1947 had known that an 
economic union was not viable, they would not 
have decided in favour of partition. Count 
Bernadotte had recognized that economic union 
was impossible for practical reasons. That 

d'autre part, ne sont pas discordants. En eJiet, 
il n'y a aucune contradiction a prevoir que la 
commission de conciliation peut recherchcr nne 
solution directe aprcs etre entree en consultation 
avec les Gouvernements interesses et, d'antre 
part, que cette commission pent agir comme 
mediatrice. I1 est en efJet sage d'attribuer a la 
commission des pouvoirs etendus pour le cas 
ou les parties n'arriveraient pas a un accord par 
voie de ncgociations directes. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni reconnnit 
que, ni l'Assemblce gcnerale, ni ses organcs 
subsidiaires, ne peuvent imposer des frontieres 
a un Etat. Enfin, il tient a dissiper un malentemlu 
en precisant que la delegation britanniqne nc 
place pas 1es conclusions du 1\Iediatcur sur lc 
meme pied que la resolution de I' Assemblcc 
gencrale du 29 novembre 19J7. Mais il ne convient 
pas de pcrdre de vue que le point en cours de 
discussion est le rapport interimaire du Mediatcur 
et qu'il fant precisement decider quelles suites 
seront donnees aux conclusions du comte 
Bernadotte. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypte) se reservant le droit 
d'intervenir ulterieurement en ce qui concerne 
la proposition revisce du Royaume-Uni, fait 
remarquer que Ia question des frontieres est un 
corollaire du principe du partage et rappelle a 
cc sujet I' opposition des E. tats arabes ace principe. 
A l'epoque du 1\'Iandat, lc Royaume-Uni avait 
nomme plusieurs commissions chargees d'enquctcr 
sur l'avenir de la Palestine. Toutes, sauf une, 
se prononcerent contre !'idee du partage, en raison 
de I'impossibilite de creer deux Etats viables 
sur un territoire aussi limite que celui de la 
Palestine. Les recommandations de la seule 
commission qui ait recommande le partage 
provoquerent un soulevement dans le pays, 
dont le livre blanc de 1939 fait Btat. Ce livre blanc 
declarait que lc Royaumc-Uni avait rempli ses 
ob,ligations en ce qui concerne l'etablissement 
d'un Foyer National Juif en Palestine et, en 
consequence, mettait fin a )'immigration juive. 
Voila comment se tt~rmina la premiere tentative 
de partage de la Palestine avant la fin du l\Iandat. 
La seconde tentative de partage, effectuee par 
la decision de I' Assemblee de novembre 1947, a 
provoque les desordres que I' on connait. 

L'orateur fait remarquer que, en abordant la 
question des frontieres, il n'entend pas le moins 
du monde accepter !'idee du partage. Les sionistes 
entendent beneficier a la fois de la resolution du 
29 novembre et des conclusions du Mediatenr 
du 12 septembre 1948, en ce qui concerne les 
frontieres, de fac;on a s'attribuer !'ensemble de 
la Galilee et du Negeb. lis reclament, de plus, des 
territoires encore plus etendus. Ainsi, la presse 
de ce matin fait mention de declarations ·de 
,, chefs >> sionistes relatives aux territoires arraches 
par la conquete, malgre les resolutions du Conseil 
de securite concernant la treve et les ordres de 
cesser le feu. 

L'orateur ajoute que si les representants. a, 
l'Assemblee en 1947 avaient su qu'une umon 
e.conomique n'etait pas viable, ils n'auraient 
pas decide le partage. Le comtc Bernadott~ a 
reconnu que !'union economique etait impossJ_ble 
pour des raisons pratiques. Cette constatah9n. 
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acknowledgment implied that it was impossible 
to create two viable States in so small a territory 
as Palestine. 

Fawzi Bey, referring to the reqnestfor an advisory 
opinion from the International Court of Justice, 
rw~alled that many delegations had expressed 
their approval of that proposal the previous year. 
That was a most vital qnestion, as no solntion was 
possible as long as one of the parties thought it 
had right on its side and was being given unfair 
treatment by the United Nations. Conciliation 
should above all be based on justice and, for that 
reason, the Egyptian delegation supported the 
Syrian draft resolution and asked for a vote to be 
taken on it before any other draft resolutions were 
put to the vote. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Hepublics) thought that the revised United 
Kingdom draft resoh~tion, the principal points 
of which was contained in paragraphs 4 (b) and 5, 
did not differ in substance from the original 
resolution. According to paragraph 4 (b), the 
conciliation commission would have the right to 
introduce territorial modifications to the resolution 
of 29 November 194 7 on the basis of the Mediator's 
conclusions. That would mean that the Negeb 
might be taken from the Jewish State, given to the 
Arab territory of Palestine, and then handed over 
to Transjordan. Paragraph 5 made provision in 
substance for the Arab territory in Palestine 
to be given to Transjordan. Thus, the revised 
United Kingdom draft resolution, supported by 
the United States, called for an annexation of the 
future Arab State of Palestine to the advantage of 
Transjordan. No other representative, not even 
those of the Arab States or the representative of 
the Arab Higher Committee, approved of the 
annexation of that area by Transjordan. Some 
representatives had protested against that proposal 
as it would favour the particular interests of 
Transjordan, which amounted to saying those of 
the United Kingdom. The General Assembly 
should not take into consideration that attempt 
made by a State, supported by another State, to 
promote its selfish interests. 

In point of fact, the resolution of 29 November 
1947 was based on the principle of the right of 
peoples to self-determination and on the creation 
of two independent States. One of those States 
had been created, but an attempt was now being 
made to suppress the future Arab State. The 
revised United Kingdom draft resolution was 
therefore unchanged in its substance. It proposed 
giving thP Negeb to the Arabs and transferring 
all the Arab territory of Palestine to Transjordan. 
It was incompatible with the General Assembly 
resolution of 29 November 1947 and with the 
principles of the Charter, particularly Article 2. 
The General Assembly could not agree to an 
annexation to the advantage of Transjordan. 
The Polish draft resolution was the fairest in that 
connexion because it raised the question of an 
independent Arab State in Palestine. 

Section VIII.- Holy Places (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the Committee 
would resume discussion of section VIII. 

implique qu'il est impossible de creer deux Etats 
viahles sur un territoire aussi exigu que celui 
de la Palestine. 

Fawzi Bey, abordant la question de la demande 
d'un avis consultatif a la Cour internationale 
de Justice, rappelle que de nombreuses delegations 
s'etaient prononcees l'an dernier en faveur de 
cette proposition. Il s'agit d'une question primor
diale, car aucune solution ne peut etre trouvee, 
aussi longtemps qu'une dPs parties estime qu'elle 
a raison et que !'Organisation des l\ations Unies 
lui afire un mauvais arrangenwnt. Avant tout, 
la conciliation doit se baser sur la justice, c'est 
pourquoi la delegation egyptienne appuie le 
projet de resolution syrienne et demande qu'elle 
soit mise aux voix prealablement a toute autre. 

1\L TsARAPKif'IE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) estime que le projet revise du 
Royaume-Uni, dont les elements de base sont 
contenus aux paragraphes 4 b) et 5, ne different 
pas, quant au fond, de la resolution initiale. En 
effet, d'aprcs Je paragraphe 4 b), la commission 
de conciliation aurait le droit d'apporter des 
modifications d'ordre territorial a la resolution 
du 29 novembre 1947 en se basant sur les 
conclusions du l\ICdiateur. Cela vent dire que le 
Negeb pourrait etre enleve a l'Etat juif, attrihue 
au territoire arabc de Palestine et, ensuite, 
transfere a la Transjordanie. Le paragraphe 5 
prevoit, en substance, que le territoire arabe de 
Palestine serait attribue a la Transjordanie. 
Ainsi, le projet revise de resolution du Royaume
Uni, appuye par l~s Etats-Unis, prevoit une 
annexion du futur :Etat arahe de Palestine au 
profit de la Transjordanie. Aucun autre repre
sentant, pas meme ceux des :Etats arabes, ni le 
delegue du Haut Comite arabe, ne sont favorables 
a cette annexion a la Transjordanie. Certains 
representants se sont Cleves contre cette propo
sition qui favoriserait les interets particuliers 
de la Transjordanie ou, ce qui revient au meme, 
du Royaume-Uni. L'Assemblee generale n'a pas 
~ se preocuper de cette tentative faite par un 
:E'tat dans son proprc inten~t, avec l'appui d'un 
autre Etat. 

En realite, la resolution du 29 novembre 1947 
etait basee sur le principe du droit des peuples 
a disposer d'eux-memes et sur la creation de 
deux Etats independants. Un de ces :Etats a ete 
cree, mais actuellement il se dessine une tentative 
d'etoufier la creation du futur Etat arabe. Le 
projet revise du Royaume-Uni est done inchange 
quant au fond ; il tend a accorder le Negeb aux 
Arabes et a transferer tout Je territoire arabe de 
Palestine a la Transjordanie. Il est en contra
diction avec la resolution de l'Assemblee du 
29 novembre 1947 et avec les principes de la 
Charte, notamment !'Article 2. L'Assemblee ne 
pent donner son accord a une annexion au. profit 
de la Transjordanie. La resolution polonaise ~st 
la plus juste, a ce sujet, car elle pose la. qucstwn 
d'un Etat arabe independant en Pa1estmc. 

Section VIII. - Lieux saints (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que la Commission va 
reprendre la discussion de la section VIII. 
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Mr. Hoon (Australia) stated that the protection 
of Holy Places should be established, taking into 
account historical rights and immunities and 
conventions concerning all Holy Places in the 
whole of Palestine. For that reason, the provision 
in the Australian proposal referring to religious 
and spiritual interests should be taken as applying, 
not only to the Jerusalem area, but to the whole 
of Palestine. 

Section IX. - Economic uni 

The CHAIRMAN opened discussion on section IX. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) thought it was vital that 
mention should be made of economic union 
between both States because Palestine constituted 
an economic unit. It was in the interests of both 
States that that unit should not be disrupted 
because of the present political dispute. Every
thing possible should be done, moreover, to encour 
age good rel ations between both States. The 
Polish delegation believed there was a community 
of interests between the Arabs and Jews of Pales
tine and even between the Jews and all the Arabs 
of the neighbouring States. That harmony had 
been destroyed only by the intervention of 
imperialist Powers in the Middle East. 

He expressed the hope that, once all inter
ference in the internal affairs of Palestine had 
been eliminated, the Arabs and Jews would be 
able to establish economic union, as well as good
neighbourly relations. He hoped, moreover, that 
the progressive forces among both Jews and 
Arabs would be able to overcome nationalistic 
elements, and that, by far-seeing efforts, friendly 
relations would be established between the two 
groups. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) agreed with 
the Polish representative on the need for 
mentioning economic union. Paragraph 2 (c) of 
the United Kingdom resolution dealt with 
economic problems in general. As, however, the 
United Kingdom delegation had considered it 
useful to draw the conciliation commission's 
attention to that aspect of the problem, it had 
inserted a new paragraph 9 in its revised draft 
resolution, which should be examined in connexion 
with the Polish proposal on that point. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that economic 
union was not practicable in existing circum
stances. It would certainly be desirable, but was 
impossible to bring about without political union. 
TheArabs had no confidence in the goodwill of the 
Jews whose intention was to drive them from 
their territory and deprive them of their sovereign 
rights with the help of the financial, military and 
social support at their disposal throughout the 
world. There would naturally be no difficulty 
in inserting a sentence recommending the 
resumption of friendly relations, but in view of 
the existence of a Jewish State which prevented 
the Arabs from pursuing their normal way of life 
and which practised intolerance, the chances for 
~conomic union were very slight. 

Mr. URDANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombia) expressed 
doubts as to whether a resumption of the general 

l\1:. Hoon (Australie) declare que Ia protection 
des Lieux saints doit etre etablie en tenant 
compte des droits historiques, des immunitcs 
et conventions concernant tons Ies Lieux saints 
dans !'ensemble de Ia Palestine. C'est pourquoi 
la disposition de la proposition australienne, 
relative aux interets religieux et spirituels, doit 
etre interpretee comme s'appliquant a !'ensemble 
de Ia Palestine et non seulement a la region de 
Jerusalem. 

Section IX. - Union Economique 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que la Commission va 
passer a l'examen de Ia section IX. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) declare qu'il est essentiel 
qu'il soit fait mention de !'union economique 
entre les deux Etats, car Ia Palestine constitue 
une entite economique. II est de !'interet des 
deux Etats que cette entite ne soit pas demantelee, 
du fait du differend politique actuel. D'ailleurs, 
il faut favoriser autant que possible les bonnes 
relations entre les deux :Etats. La delegation 
polonaise estime qu'il y a une communaute 
d'interets entre les Arabes et Ies Juifs de Palestine 
et meme entre les J uifs et to us les Arabes des 
Etats voisins. Cette communaute a ete rompue 
uniquement par !'ingerence de Puissances impe
rialistes dans le Moyen Orient. 

l\1:. Lange exprime l'espoir que, lorsque toute 
ingerence dans les affaires interieures de Palestine 
aura disparu, les Arabes et les Juifs pourront 
etablir une union economique, ainsi que des 
relations de bon voisinage. II espere, en outre, 
que les forces progressistes juives et arabes 
seront capables de surmonter les elements chauvi
nistes, et que, par un effort de clairvoyance, des 
relations amicales s'etabliront entre les deux 
groupes. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) exprime son accord 
avec Ie representant de Ia Poiogne sur la necessite 
de Ia mention d'une union economique. Le 
paragraphe 2 c) de ]a resolution britannique 
traite des problemes economiques en general ; 
mais comme Ia delegation du Royaume-Uni 
estimait qu'il etait utile d'attirer !'attention 
de Ia Commission de conciliation sur cet aspect 
du probleme, elle a insere un nou\'eau para
graphe 9 dans son projet de resolution revise, 
qu'il conviendra d'examiner paraHelement avec 
Ja proposition polonaise sur ce point. 

M. EL KHOURI (Syrie) declare qn'une union 
economique n'est pas realisable dans les circons
tances presentes. Certes, elle serait desirable 
mais, sans union politique, elle s'avere impossible. 
Les Arabes n'ont pas confiance dans la bonne 
volonte des Juifs, dont Ie plan est de les chasser 
de leur territoire et de les priver de leurs droits 
souverains grace aux appuis financiers, miJitaires 
et sociaux dont ils disposent dans le monde entier. 
Sans doute, il n'y a pas de difficulte a inserer une 
phrase visant Ie retablissement de relat~ons 
d'amitie, mais etant donne !'existence d'un Etat 
juif qui empeche les Arabes de vivre normalement 
et qui pratique !'intolerance, les chances d'une 
union economique sont bien minimes. 

l\1. URDANETA ARBELA,EZ (Colombie) exprime 
des doutes sur l'utilitc d'un nouveau debat 
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discussion, section by section, would prove useful, 
and he reserved the right to explain his dele
gation's position when a vote was taken on the 
matter. The Colombian delegation would insist 
on international control of Jerusalem and the 
Holy Places. There should be no yielding in that 
respect ; rather the decision contained in the 
resolution of 29 November 1947 should be 
expanded. On the substance of the matter, the 
Colombian delegation agreed with the view 
expressed by the representative of Australia. The 
l_:;nited Nations would have to consider in a 
practical way the administration of Jerusalem. 

Section XI. Admission of Israel to United Nations 
membership 

::\Ir. LANGE (Poland) pointed out that, since he 
had submitted his proposal, the situation had 
changed, as Israel had submitted a request for 
admission to membership to the Security Council, 
which would examine it the following day. For 
that reason, the words " if and when such appli
cations are submitted ", which no longer served 
any purpose, should be deleted. 

l\1r. PEARSON (Canada) wondered whether it 
would be desirable to begin a lengthy debate on 
the subject before it had been discussed by the 
Security Council. 

The meeting rose at 12.55 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTIETH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Clzaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 1 December 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

89. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the U nitedN ations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE 
CONSOLIDATED TABULATION PREPARED BY THE 
WORKING GROUP (AjC.1j403) 

l\Ir. SHERTOK (Provisional Government of 
Israel) thanked the Chairman for allowing him 
to revert to several sections of the consolidated 
tabulation which the Committee had already 
discussed. He referred to the paragraph of the 
United Kingdom (AfC.1/394jRev.2) and Colom
bian (A fC.1/399) draft resolutions listed under 
section VI which proposed to endorse the recom
mendation of the l\Iediator that Arab Palestine 
be annexed to Transjordan. Mr. Shertok stated 
that he could see no reason for such a far-reaching 
departure from the political settlement envisaged 
in Assembly resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 
1947, although it was true that some of the 
provisions of that resolution did n?t n_ow c?nform 
with reality. There could be no JUStificatiOn for 
ofierin0 a territorial reward for the aggression 
of th; Arab States, which now maintained 

general, section par section et il se reserve le 
droit d'indiquer la position de sa delegation lors 
du vote. La delegation colombienne insistera 
sur l'internationalisation de J erusalen et des 
Lieux saints. II ne faut pas reculer sous ce rapport, 
mais au contraire developper ce qui etait etabli 
par la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. Dans le 
fond, la delegation colombienne se rallie au point 
de vue cxprime par l'Australie. II faudra que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies envisage d'une 
fac;on pratique !'administration de Jerusalem. 

Section XI. - Admission d' Israel comme ~Membre 
de l'Organisation des Nations Unies 

M. LANGE (Pologne) fait remarquer que dermis 
qu'il a presente sa proposition la situation a 
evolue etant donne qu'lsrael a presente une 
demande d'admission au Conseil de securite qui 
doit !'examiner demain. Des lors, il y aurait lieu 
de supprimer Ies mots : « lors de la presentation 
eventuelle d'une telle demande )) qui manqucnt 
desormais d'objet. 

l\1. PEAHSON (Canada) se demande s'il est utile 
d'entamer un long debat sur cette question avant 
que celle-ci ait etc discutee par le Conseil de 
sccurite. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 55. 

DEUX-CENT-VINGTIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 1er decembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President: AI. A. CosTA DU RELs (Bolivie). 

89. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire duMediateurdes Nations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

SUITE DE L'EXAMEN DU TABLEAU HECAPITULATIF 
PHEPARE PAR LE GROUPE DE TRAVAIL DE LA 
PREl\HEHE CoMMISSION (A/C.1/403) 

l\1. SHERTOK (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
remercie le President de lui a voir permis de revenir 
sur certaines parties du tableau recapitulatif que 
la Commission a deja discutees. Citant le para
graphe des projets de resolution du Royaume-Uni 
(A/C.1j394jRev.2) et de la Colombie (A/C.1j399), 
dans la section VI, ou il est propose d'approuver 
la recommandation du Mediateur tendant a ce que 
la Palestine arabe soit annexee a la Transjordanie, 
M. Shertok declare qu'il n'existe, a son avis, 
aucune raison pour s'ecarter aussi completem.ent 
de la solution politique prevue par la reso
lution 181 (II) de l'Assemblee du 29 n!-wembrc 
1947, bien qu'il soit exact que certames des 
dispositions de cette resolution n~ sont plus 
conformes a Ia realitc actuelle. Rren ne peut 
justifier !'octroi d'une recompe~se t.err.itoriale 
aux :Etats arabes agresseurs qm mamtrennent 
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troops _in Palestine in defiance of the Assembly's 
resolutwn. Moreover, the United Kingdom and 
Colombian texts would prejudge this issue. 
The conciliation commission would have a much 
better chance of success if its hands were left 
free in this .II!atter, and if it were guided only 
by the prov1s1on of the Assembly's resolution of 
29 _November, under which it should try to 
aclueve agreement between the parties. 

Referring to section VII of the tabulation 
concerning Jerusalem, lVIr. Shertok said that he 
could fully understand the feelings of those 
representatives who had expressed themselves 
in favour of the principle of an international 
regime for the whole of J erusalem. But after the 
experience of the past year this matter was no 
longer an academic question of principle. The 
lamentable reality was that at a time of crisis the 
United Nations had not been able to discharge 
its responsibilities under the Assembly's reso
lution of 29 November 1947, and it could not be 
assumed that such a situation would not again 
occur. The draft resolutions attempted to 
reafTirm the principle of international rule without 
taking account of the facts of the situation. 

The first problem was one of defence and 
experience had shown that a J ewish force in 
.Jerusalem was indispensable to the security 
of the Jewish population ; this reality must 
be taken into account. It was proposed to demili
tarize Jerusalem, but how could the Jews of 
.Jerusalem who had saved their lives only by 
their own efforts he expected to give up their 
defensive arms and their military connexions 
with Israel and rely only on the name of the 
United Nations. He appealed to all delegations 
to realize the grave responsibility for the safety of 
many people which the United Nations would 
undertake without the proper equipment if it 
accepted the principle of demilitarization for 
Jerusalem proposed in the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. 

The Assembly's resolution of 29 November 1947 
had expected the finances from the economic 
union of the Arab and Jewish States in Palestine 
to cover .the needs of Jerusalem, but since this 
union had not come into being, there was no 
provision for financing an international regime 
for Jerusalem. From the point of view of its 
economy, future development, social welfare, etc., 
Jewish J erusalem was an integral part of Israel 
and its needs in these respects could not be met 
if it were a separate unit. Its ties with Israel 
were innumerable and any solution for the 
future of Jerusalem must maintain its territorial 
continuity and organic unity with Israel. 

Hmvever, Israel wholeheartedly acclaimed the 
principle of international authority over the 
Holy Places and, while agreeing that that 
principle must have territorial expression, main
tained that it could be upheld by internationalizing 
the Old City of Jerusalem which might include 
the territory within the ancient wall and any 
nearby Holy Places. The international authority 
could be given jurisdiction over all the Holy 
Places inG!uding those in other parts of Palestine. 
Such an international regime would be manage
able from the point of view of finance and 

actuellement des troupes en Palestine au mepris 
de Ia resolution de l'Assemblee. En outre, Ies 
projets du Royaume-Uni et de la Colombie 
prejugent la decision. La Commission de conci
liation aura plus de chances de succes si elle a Jes 
mains libres et si ellc n'est guidee que par les 
dispositions de Ia resolution de l'Assemblee du 
29 novembre, qui lui demande de s'efforcer 
d'arriver a un accord entre les deux parties. 

M. Shertok declare que, en ce qui concerne la 
section VII du tableau, relative a Jerusalem, il 
comprend !'attitude drs reprcsentants qui se 
sont prononces en faveur de l'internationalisation 
de Jerusalem. :Mais a pres ce qui s'est prod nit 
I'an passe, il n'est plus possible de considerer ce 
probleme sous !'angle academique des principes. 
La triste rcalite est que, a un moment de crise, 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies n'a pas ete en 
mesure de s'acquitter de la tache qui lui avait ete 
confiee par la resolution du 29 novembre 1947; 
on ne sanrait affinner qu'une telle situation ne 
se reproduira pas. Les projets de resolution 
rcaffirment le principe d'un regime international 
sans tenir compte de Ia situation de fait. 

Le probleme primordial est celui de la defense 
et !'experience a montrc que !'existence d'une 
force juive a Jerusalem est indispensable pour la 
securitc de Ia population juive. On propose de 
demilitariser Jerusalem ; mais comment peut-on 
demander aux Juifs de Jerusalem, qui n'ont 
sauve leur vie que par leurs propres efforts, de 
renoncer a leurs annes defensives et aux liens 
militaires qui les unissent a Israel et de placer 
leur confiance uniquement dans le nom de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Toutes les 
delegations devraient comprendre quelle grave 
responsabilite !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
assumerait en ce qui concerne la securite de 
nombreuses personnes, si, sans avoir les moyens 
de protection necessaires, elle acceptait le principe 
de Ia demilitarisation de Jerusalem propose dans 
le projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Dans la resolution de l'Assemblee du 29 no
vembre 1947, on comptait sur Ies finances 
de !'union economique des Etats juif et arabe de 
Palestine pour faire face aux besoins de Jerusalem; 
mais puisque I'nnion n'a pas ete creee, il n'cxiste 
aucun moyen de financer le regime international 
pour Jerusalem. Du point de vue de son economic, 
de son dcveloppement futur, de son bien-etre 
social, etc., la population juive de Jerusalem fait 
partie integrante d'Israel; il ne sera pas possible 
de satisfaire a ses besoins dans ce domaine si elle 
constitue une unite distincte. Ses liens avec 
Israel sont innombrablcs et toute solution de 
l'avenir de Jerusalem doit respecter son unite 
territoriale et organique avec Israel. 

Mais Israel acceptcra tres volontiers une 
autorite internationale sur les Lieux saints. Tout 
en reconnaissant que ce principe doit avoir une 
consecration territoriale, Israel estime qu'il 
suffirait d'internationaliser Ia ville vicille de 
Jerusalem, c'est-a-dire le territoire situe a 
l'intcrieur des vieux mnrs et tous Ies Lieux saints 
environnants. La juridiction de l'autorite i~ter
nationale pourrait s'etendre a tous les LlCUX 
saints, y compris ceux qui se trouvent , d_ans 
d'autres reaions de Ia Palestine. Ce reg1me 
international serait viable du point de vue 
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defence, and the fact that modern Jerusalem 
would be connected with Israel would be the 
surest basis for financial aid to the Holy City. 

l\Ir. Shertok expressed anxiety concerning 
some of the powers to be entrusted to the 
conciliation commission and considered that the 
commission's success as a conciliation body 
would be prejudiced if it became involved in 
the administrative field, where it would vitiate 
its authority by clashing with existing adminis
trative arrangements. He pointed out that 
several of the draft resolutions provided for the 
commission to exercise administrative functions 
in Jerusalem even before it had reported detailed 
proposals for a permanent international regime 
to the Assembly for its approval ; the issue 
would thus be prejudged by the Commission's 
prior actions. 

Referring to section VIII of the tabulation 
concerning the Holy Places, Mr. Shertok endorsed 
the provisions of the various draft resolutions 
except where they made reference to an inter
national regime for the whole of Jerusalem, 
on which he had already expressed his opinion. 

Reverting to the provisions of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution under section VII 
concerning access to Jerusalem, he expressed 
the view that they seemed utterly unrealistic as 
drafted. When Jerusalem was surrounded on 
three sides by Arab armies and was still in 
a state of war, how could the Jewish military 
authorities be expected to allow any Arab to 
enter freely and remain in Jerusalem ? While 
the principle expressed might be legitimate, it 
could be applied only after peace had been 
established in J erusalem and the whole question 
could not be considered in the abstract without 
reference to the actual situation. 

Heferring to section X of the tabulation 
concerning refugees, JHr. Shertok noted briefly 
his delegation's views that the problem could 
be solved satisfactorily only in connexion with 
the final peace settlement, and that it was not 
a question of the rights of certain individuals 
but of the collective interests of groups of people. 
It was not enough to allow these individuals 
to return when and where they desired, for the 
question arose as to who was to assume respon
sibility for their integration in their new environ
ment. The final solution, which could be worked 
out only after the peace settlement had been 
concluded must be one to which all Governments 
would lend their support and co-operation. 
These facts should find expression in the 
Assembly's resolution. 

Mr. EL-KHoURI (Syria) said he wished to 
answer some of the points ra ised by Mr. Shertok. 
Firstly, Mr. Shertok did not seem to agree that 
the Arab States should be consulted on the future 
of Arab Palestine. However, the question had 
been brought before the Security Council on the 
basis that the Arab States had intervened at 
the request of the Arabs of Palestine. The 
Arab States were concerned in the solution of the 
problem since almost half oC the Arabs of Palestine 

financier et de celui de la securite, et le fait que 
la Jerusalem moderne serait reliee a Israel serait 
la meilleure garantie de l'assist:mce financiere 
qui serait accordee a Ia Ville sainte. 

M. Shertok exprime quelques craintes au sujet 
des pouvoirs que l'on envisage de donner a la 
commission de conciliation. II considere que les 
chances de succes de cette Commission en tant 
qu'organisme de conciliation seront affaiblics si 
elle intervient dans le domaine administratif oil 
elle risque de ruiner son autorite en entrant en 
conflit avec les dispositions administratives 
existantes. II releve que plusieurs des projets 
de resolution prevoient que Ia commission exercera 
des fonctions administratives a Jerusalem avant 
meme d'avoir soumis a l'Assemblee generale, pour 
approbation, des propositions detaillees relatives 
au regime international, ce qui signifierait que 
la Commission prejugerait par ses actes la 
decision sur cette question. 

A propos de la section VIII du tableau - celle 
qui a trait aux Lieux saints - lVI. Shertok 
approuve les dispositions des divers projets de 
resolution, sauf celles oil il est fait mention d'un 
regtme international pour !'ensemble de 
J erusalem, probleme sur lequel il vient de donner 
son opinion. 

Revenant aux dispositions du projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni (section VII) relatif 
a l'acces a Jerusalem, il estime qu'elles semblent 
cntierement irrealisables sous leur forme actuelle. 
Alors que Jerusalem est entouree de trois cotes 
par les armees arabes et se trouve encore en 
etat de guerre, comment pourrait-on demander 
aux autorites militaires juives d'autoriser les 
Arabes a entrer librement a Jerusalem et a y 
demeurer ? Bien que les principes exprimes 
puissent se Iegitimer, ils ne pottrront s'appliquer 
qu'apres l'etablissement de la paix a Jerusalem, 
et il est impossible d'envisager abstraitement 
toute la question sans en voir les rapports avec 
les r ealites presentes. 

M. Shertok indique brievement, en ce qui 
concerne Ia section X du tableau, relative aux. 
refugies, que, de l'avis de sa delegation, .le 
probleme ne peut etre regie de maniere satls
faisante que lors de l'etablissement definitif de 
Ia paix ; il ne s'agit pas d'une question de dro~ts 
de certains individus, mais d'interets collecttfs 
de groupes de population. 11 n'est pas suffisant 
de permettre a ces individus de retourner oil. ils 
voudront et quand ils le voudront, car la questwn 
se pose de savoir a qui incombera la responsa~i.lite 
de leur intecrration dans leur nouveau milieu. ,., . . 
La solution definitive, qui ne peut etre envisagee 
qu'apres la conclusion de la paix, doit etre de 
nature a permettre a taus les Gouvernements d'y 
apporter leur appui et leur concours ; la reso_Iution 
de l'Assemblee doit faire mention de ces faits. 

M. EL-KHouRI (Syrie) declare qu'il doit 
repondre a certains des points souleves p~r 
M. Shertok. En premier Ijeu, M. Shertok. ne pa:ait 
pas reconnaitre que les Etats arabes d?Ivent etre 
consultes sur l'avenir de la Palestme arabe. 
Pourtant Ia question a et~ portee devant le 
Conseil de securite par les Etats arabes, sur Ia 
demande des Arabes de Palest ine. Les Etats 
arabes sont interesses a la solution du probleme, 
etant donne que presque la moitic des Arabes 

842 



were now in the surrounding Arab countries. 
The Palestinian Arabs, who must decide their 
own fate, depended on their Arab brethren, 
and the participation of the Arab States in the 
decision on the future of Arab Palestine would 
help to bring about a just solution. 

Mr. Shertok had said that the Jews would 
have no security from Arab attacks if Jerusalem 
were demilitarized, but the Arab forces would 
also be demilitarized and Jerusalem would be 
under United Nations control. He recalled 
that the Arab States had accepted the resolution 
of the Security Council calling for a demilitari
zation of Jerusalem, but that the J ews had 
rejected it. Mr. Shertok had said that it was a 
matter of life and death for the Jews in Jerusalem 
to keep armed forces, but the same applied to the 
Arabs in Haifa and Jaffa, and in other parts of 
Palestine. Mr. Shertok argued that Jewish 
Jerusalem should be included in Israel since 
the people were of the same race, same customs, etc., 
hut the same argument applied to the Arabs 
in other parts of Palestine under Jewish control. 

Section XI. Admission of Israel to United Nations 
membership (continued) 

l\lr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) thought the proposals 
to recommend that the Security Council should 
give sympathetic consideration to an application 
by Israel for admission to the United Nations 
were premature and could not be justified by 
the Charter or jurisprudence of the United 
Nations or by the principles of international 
law. In the first place, membership in the 
United Nations was based on the sovereign 
equality of States and the Jewish State could 
not be considered as having a right to this 
equality with other Members. The delineation 
of its boundaries, which were a necessary attribute 
of any State, was still being discussed by the 
General Assembly ; before a conclusion had 
been reached how could it be considered as a 
State eligible for admission ? 

Another of the requirements for admission 
to the United Nations was that a State must be 
peace-loving and the Provisional State of Israel 
had not proved its qualification in this regard 
during the last year. On the contrary, its 
sanctioning of atrocities and its aggression on 
territory not assigned to it under the Assembly's 
resolution of 29 November 1947 showed that 
it was not a peace-loving State. 

Still another requirement for admission was 
that a State should be able and willing to carry 
Otlt its obligations under the Charter, and one 
of the first of its duties was to abide by the 
resolutions and recommendations of United 
Nations organs. The Jews were violating those 
resolutions time and time again ; they had 
refused to accept the Council's resolution on the 
demilitarization of Jerusalem and had violated 
its resolution calling on the parties not to change 

de Palestine se trouvent a present dans les pays 
arabes avoisinants. Les Arabes palestiniens, qui 
d?ivent decider eux-memes de leur propre sort, 
d.epe~dent d~ leurs freres arabes ct la parti
cipatiOn des Etats arabes a Ia decision concernant 
I'avenir de Ia Palestine arabel aiderait a aboutir 
a nne solution satisfaisante. 

M. Shertok a dit que les Juifs ne seraient pas 
proteges contre les attaques arabes si Jerusalem 
etait demilitarisee. Mais les forces arabes seront 
aussi demilitarisees et Jerusalem sera sous la 
surveillance de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
II rappelle que les Etats arabes ont accepte Ia 
resolution du Conseil de securite demandant Ja 
demilitarisation de Jerusalem, alors que les Juifs 
l'ont rejetee. M. Shertok a dit que le maintien de 
forces armees etait une question de vie ou de 
mort pour les Juifs de Jerusalem ; mais les 
Arabes de Haifa et de Jaffa et d'autres regions 
de Ia Palestine sont dans la meme situation. 
l\L Shertok a pretendu qu'il fallait inclure Ja 
Jerusalem juive dans Israel parce que Ia 
population etait de Ja meme race, avait les memes 
coutumes, etc., mais le meme argument vaut 
pour Ies Arabes qui se trouvent dans d'autres 
regions de Ia Palestine sons controle juif. 

Section XI. Admission d' Israe-t comme membre 
de l' Organisation des Nations U nies (suite). 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) estime que les propo
sitions tendant a recpmmander au Conseil de 
securite d'examiner avec bienveillance Ia demande 
presentee par Israel en vue de son admission 
comme Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, sont prematun!es et ne sont justifiees ni 
par Ja Charte, ni par la jurisprudence de !'Organi
sation, ni par les principes du droit international. 
Tout d'abord, Ja qualite de Membre de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies est fondee sur 
la notion d'egalite souveraine des Etats ; or 
l'Etat juif ne peut etre considere comme etant 
sur ce point, l'egal des Etats l\Iembres. La 
delimitation de ses frontieres, qui est l'un des 
attributs indispensables de tout Etat, est toujours 
en discussion a l' Assemblee generale ; tant 
qu'une decision ne sera pas intervenue, comment 
serait-il possible de considerer sa candidature 
comme recevable ? 

Une autre condition d'admission comme 
Membre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies est 
Ie caractere pacifique de l'Etat; or l'Etat 
provisoire d'Israel n'a pas prouve, au cours de 
l'annee derniere, qu'il remplissait cette condition. 
Au contraire, le fait qu'il a sanctionne des 
atrocites et commis une agression contre un 
territoire qui ne lui avait pas ete attribue par la 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947 de l'Assemblee 
generale prouve bien qu'il n'est pas un :Etat 
pacifique. , 

Une autre condition d'admission est que l'Etat 
doit etre capable de remplir les obligations de 
la Charte et dispose a Ie faire, et l'un de ses 
premiers devoirs est de se conformer aux reso
lutions et aux recommandations des organes 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. Or les Juifs 
violent a tout moment ces resolutions ; ils ont 
refuse d'accepter Ia resolution du Conseil de 
securite concernant la ctemilitarisation de 
Jerusalem et, en proclamant l'Etat d'Israel, ils 
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the existing political and military situation 
dttring the truce by proclaiming the State of 
Israel. The Jews had smuggled arms into 
Palestine in violation of the Security Council's 
orders. They had openly and deliberately assas
sinated the United Nations Mediator in Palestine. 
Should the United Nations reward them for this 
crime by admitting them to membership rather 
than by insisting on the proper punishment ? 

The Security Council now had twelve appli
cations for membership before it, many of 'Yhich 
had been rejected by the great Powers for 
reasons of no value. Several applicants had not 
hcen admitted beeausc they had not acted in 
conformity ''"ith the resolutions of the Assembly 
on the Greek question. Why should more 
serious objections be overlooked in the ease of 
Israel, and why should there be such haste in 
considering ils application even before the 
Assembly had taken a decision on the Palestine 
question ? Certain States had recognized the 
de facto authority of Israel although it had been 
imposed as a result of aggression, but this was 
not sufficient grounds for admission to mem
hership in the United Nations. He expressed 
the belief that justice would prevail in the 
Committee and that a hasty decision in this 
matter would not be taken. 

:\Ir. EnA~ (Provisional Government of Israel) 
noted that the question of the admission of 
Israel would shortly be considered by the Security 
Council, in accordance with the normal procedure, 
but the remarks of the Syrian representative 
compelled him to clarify the position of his 
delegation. In the view of his delegation the 
question of the admission of Israel should not 
be confused with the general issues being 
discussed in another Committee of the Assembly. 
The significant fact was that the Assembly 
had already committed itself in its resolution of 
29 November 1947 to give sympathetic eon
sideration to the applications of either of the 
two States envisaged in that resolution. If it 
should now fail to admit Israel, it would be 
repudiating its own decision. 

Israel fulfilled all the qualifications for member
ship laid down in Article 4 of the Charter. Firstly, 
it was a State universally recognized as one of 
the only stable elements in the present fluid 
situation in Palestine, and the Mediator's report 
testified that it exercised all the functions of 
sovereignly. Secondly, it had indicated its 
willingness to accept the obligations of the 
Charter and had a long record of compliance 
with the recommendations of the United Nations 
organs. It had come into being in accordance 
with an Assembly decision and had co-operated 
with the Security Council for the restoration 
of peace. 

It ''"as, therefore, ironic that doubts on Israel's 
peace-loving character had been expressed by 
the rcpresentatiYc of Syria, whose country had 

ont viole Ia resolution du Conseil invitant les 
deux parties a ne pas modifier, durant la trcve, 
la situation politique et militaire existante. En 
outre, les J uifs ont introduit en contrebande des 
armes en Palestine, en violation des ordres du 
Conseil de securite. Ils ont assassine ouvertement 
et dcliberement le 1\lediateur des Nations Unies 
pour la Palestine. Les Nations Unies doivent-elles 
les recompenser de ce crime en les admettant au 
sein de l'Organisation au lieu de leur infliger le 
chatirnent qu'ils mcritent ? 

Le Conseil de securite est actuellement saisi 
de douze demandes d'admission, dont la plupart 
ont cte repoussees par les grandes Puissances 
pour des raisons non justifiees. Plusieurs d'entre 
elles I'ont ete parce qu'emanant de pays qui 
n'ont pas tenu compte des resolutions de 
I'Assemblee concernant la question grecque. 
Pourquoi passerait-on sur des objections plus 
scrieuses dans Je cas d'Israel et pourquoi apporter 
une telle hftte a examiner sa demande, avant 
meme que l'Assemblee ait pris nne decision sur 
la question de la Palestine'? Certains Etats ont 
reconnu de facto l'Etat d'Israel, bien que sa 
creation ait etc la consequence d'une agression ; 
mais ce n'est pas la une raison sufftsante pour 
l'admettre commc membre de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. l\1. El-Khouri termine en 
cxprimant sa conviction que la justice prevaudra 
au sein de Ia Commission et que celle-ci ne 
prcndra pas unc decision ha.tive sur ce point. 

l\1. EnA~ (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
fait observer que Ia question de !'admission 
d' Israel sera Cludiee prochainement par le 
Conscil de sccurite, conformcment a Ia procedure 
normalc. :1\Iais il estime que les observations que 
vicnt de fairc lc representant de Ia Syrie l'obligent 
a prcciser Ia position de sa delegation. Cel1~-ci 
estime qu'il nc faut pas confondre Ia questiOn 
de !'admission de l'Elat d'Israel comme membre 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, avec les 
autres points en discussion dans une autre 
Commission de I'Assemblee. La demande 
d'admission prcsente cette caracteristique ~ue 
l'AssemhlCe s'est deja engagee, par sa resolutiOn 
du 29 novembre 1947, a examiner avec 
bienveillance la demande d'admission de chacun 
des deux Etats en question. Si elle se refusait 
maintenant a admettre Israel comme l\lembre 
de !'Organisation, elle desavouerait par la sa 
propre decision. . . 

Israel remplit toutes les conditions d'adm1sswn 
ctablies a I' Article 4 de Ia Charte. Premierement, 
il eonstitue un Etat universellement reconnu 
comme l'un des seuls clements stables dans la 
situation actuelle, si mouvante, de la Palestine ; . 
le rapport du l\Icdiateur tcmoigne, en efiet, 
qu'lsrael exerce toutcs les functions d'un _Eta~ 
souverain. Deuxiemement, Israel s'est declare 
dispose a accepter les obligations de la Charte 
et a prouve depuis longtemps son empressement 
a se conformer aux recommandations des org~nes 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. ~;~~at 
d' Isra ei a etc constitue en vertu d'une dec.lSlon 
de l'Assemblee et a coopcre avec le Conse1l de 
sccurite au retablissement de la paix. . 

C'est pourquoi il y a quelque ironie a VOir le 
caractere pacifique d'Israel mis en .doute par. I~ 
representant de Ia Syrie, car la Sync a orgamsc 
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organized the irregular bands which first tried 
to overthrow the Assembly's recommendation 
by force, had defied the Security Council's 
cease-fire orders of 17 (S /7 49) and 22 1\iay 
(S /773) 1948 and its call to renew the truce in 
July, and whose country's armies now occupied 
parts of Palestine with the avowed purpose of 
frustrating the Assembly's decision of 1917 
concerning the future government of Palestine. 

In contrast with Syria and the other Arab 
States, Israel had accepted and complied with 
all the Security Council and Assembly resolutions. 
Only Israel had responded positively to the 
rc'cent significant resolution of the Security 
Council of 16 November 1918 (S/1080) for the 
restoration of peace in Palestine. The Arab 
States, by withholding their reply, indicated 
their defiance of both the valid Assembly reso
lution of 29 November 1947 and the Security 
Council's recent resolution. 

The question which the United Nations should 
ask itself was : should the State of Israel be 
;mcouraged to develop its future witkin the 
frame,vork of the United Nations Charter ? 
This was not an abstract question for it had a 
bearing on the action which the First Committee 
was now considering. Surely the cause of concilia
tion would be advanced if both parties which 
appeared before the conciliation commission 
had the same obligations, bore the same respon
sibility and enjoyed the same status. At present, 
one of the parties consisted of five Member States 
of the United Nations while the other was 
represented by the Government of Israel alone ; 
at least the disparity in status could be reduced. 
Furthermore, if the conciliation commission 
reached conclusions unpalatable to the Arab 
States, they could appear and vote in the General 
Assembly itself which would have to make 
the final decision. Therefore, it was obvious 
that the prospects of conciliation would be 
gravely undermined unless a serious effort were 
made to place both parties on an equal footing, 
and the admission of Israel was not only a 
question of justice and in accord with Article 4 
of the Charter, it was also an essential element 
for the stabilization of international relations in 
the middle East. 

In conclusion, 1Ir. Eban again called attention 
to the solemn commitment in the Assembly's 
resolution of 1947 which bound especially those 
who had voted in favour of that resolution, 
and asked the Committee to give sympathetic 

.support to Israel's application for membership. 

FA wz1 Bey (Egypt) noted that the Security 
Council had scheduled a meeting for the next 
day to discuss the request of the Jews for 
admission to the United Nations. He said 
he did not see how the Council could take a 
decision on this application without prejudging 
the whole question of the future government of 
Palestine, including the question of frontiers, 
which was still being discussed by the General 
Assembly. He did not see 'vhy there was such 
haste in this matter when other applications 

les bandes irregulieres qui furcnt les premieres a 
tenter de s'opposer, par Ia force,a la mise en CBuvre 
de la recommanclation de l'Assemblee, a defier 
I' ordre de cesser le feu donne les 17 (S j749) ct 
22 mai (S j773) 1948 par le Conseil de securite, 
ainsi que son invitation a renouveler Ia tn~ve, 
en juillet dernier ; ce sont les arrnees syrienncs qui 
occupent actuellement une partie ue la Palestine, 
dans le but avoue de faire echec a la decision que 
l'Assemblee generale a prise en ce qui concerne le 
gouvcrnement futur de la Palestine. 

Au contraire de la Syrie et des autres £tats 
arabes, Israel a accepte toutes les resolutions du 
Conseil de securite et de l'Assemblee et s'y est 
conforme. Seul, il a repondu de fac;on positive a la 
resolution irnportante votee le 16 novembre 1948 
(S/1080) par le Conseil de securite en vue de res
taurer la paix en Palestine. Les Etats arabcs se 
sont abstenus de reponclre, ce qui constitue un clcfi a 
l'cgarcl de Ia resolution du 29 novembre 1947 de 
I' Assemblee generale, toujours valide, et de la 
resolution recente du Conseil de securite. 

La question que doit se poser !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies est de sa voir s'il faut encourager 
l'Etat d'Israel a se developper dans le cadre de la 
Charte des Nations Unies. Ce n'est pas la une 
question abstraite, car elle a des repercussions 
importantes sur la mesure que la Premiere 
Commission etudie en ce moment. Si les deux 
parties se presentaient devant la Commission de 
conciliation sur un pied cl'egalite en matiere 
d' obligations, de responsabilites et de statut, la 
cause de la conciliation ne pourrait qu'y gagner. 
Actuellement, I'une des parties est constituee par 
cinq Membres de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
tandis qt\e I' autre n'est representee que par le seul 
Gouvernement d'Israel; on pourrait tout au 
moins attenuer cette inegalite de statut. En outre, 
si la commission de conciliation formule des 
conclusions qui deplaisent aux Arabes, ceux-ci 
ont la faculte de se presenter et de voter a 
l' Asscmblee generale, qui decide en clcrnicr 
ressort. C'est pourquoi il est evident que les 
perspectives de conciliation seront gravement 
compromises si l'on ne fait un scrieux effort pour 
realiser une plus grande egalite entre lcs deux 
parties ; non seulement !'admission d'Israel est 
une question de justice, non seulement elle est 
conforme a !'Article '1 de la Charte, mais elle est 
ccralement un clement essentiel de ]a stabilisation 
~ . 

des relations internationales clans le :Moyen Onent. 
En conclusion, ::\I. Eban attire a nouveau 

!'attention des membres de la Commission sur 
!'engagement solennel exprime par la resolution 
de novembre 1947 (engagement qui lie plus parti
culierernent eeux qui ont vote en favcur de cctte 
resolution) d'appuyer la drmande d'adrnission 
d' Israel. 

M. FAwzr Bey (Egypte) fait observer que lc 
Conseil de securite doit se reunir le jour suivant 
pour examiner la demande d'admission des Juifs 
a !'Organisation des Nations Unies. Il ne voit pas 
comment le Conseil pourra prendre une decision 
sur cette demande sans prcjuger !'ensemble de la 
question du gouvernement futnr de la Palestine, 
y compris Ia question des frontieres, qui fait encore 
!'objet des discussions de l'Assemblee generale. 
II ne comprend pas cettc hate, alors que cl'autres 
demandes ont attendu pendant des annees et que 
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had been waiting for years and matters of urgency 
in conncxion with international peace had been 
left in abeyance. 

On the question of substance, he pointed out 
that according to Article 4 of the Charter an 
applicant for admission to the United Nations 
must be a State. In his opinion, no Jewish 
State existed, and while some States had recog
nized the de facto authority of the Provisional 
Government of Israel, the Arab States had not 
recognized it, for they considered that this 
Government was merely an agglomeration of 
aggressive forces from various parts of the world. 
But even if Israel were accepted as a State, 
for argument's sake, was it peace-loving and 
willing and able to carry out the obligations of 
the Charter ? It was not enough to level 
accusations without proof, as Mr. Eban had just 
done ; the Arab States could support their 
accusations against the Zionists with facts. 
As an example, he referred to the 376th Security 
Council's meeting (4 November 1948) and asked 
why the Jewish representative fought to prevent 
any reference to sanctions if he were not afraid 
that the guilt of the Jews would be proved. 
This guilt existed, for the Jews had taken what 
they believed had been given them by the 
Assembly's resolntion of 29 November 1947, 
had added the territory which had been casually 
mentioned in the Mediator's Progress Report 
and had also taken over additional territory 
by conquest. Despite this, they still said they 
were willing to respect the Charter, and carry 
out its obligations. 

Fawzi Bey expressed surprise at the statement 
of the Australian representative that nothing 
had occurred to invalidate the Assembly's decision 
of 29 November 1947. But the grim realities 
of the situation, to which the Jewish repn'sen
tative had referred, were that the United Nations 
had been flouted and a whole nation of people 
had been driven from their homes. Such actions 
did not indicate that the party responsible for 
them was peace-loving or willing to carry out its 
obligation under the Charter. \Vcre the Jews 
able to carry out those obligations ? On the 
one hand, they claimed that the violations 
of the truce had been carried out by people 
acting against the will of the Jewish authorities, 
and were beyond their control. While he did 
not wish to exploit the atrocious murder of 
Count Bernadotte, the way in which he died 
was svmbolic of the deterioration which would 
take place in Palestine if the situation were not 
properly handled. If the Zionist leaders were 
unable to control assassins and to seek out and 
punish the murderers of Count Bernadotte, 
the inevitable conclusion was that the Provisional 
Government of Israel was unable to fulfil its 
obli11ations under the Charter. If, on the other 

t:> • • 
hand, it were assumed that the assassmatwns 
and the atrocities were committed under the 
authority of the Zionist leaders, the same 
conclusion was inevitable. 

Fawzi Bey thought the United Nations wo~ld 
wreck its attempts to bring peace to Palestme 
by considering the Jewish application. _He 
suggested that the Committee a~k the ~ctmg 
::\:Iediator for information concermng the 1mple-

des questions se rapportant a la· paix interna
tionale et presentant un caractere d'urgence sont 
toujours pendantes. 

En ce qui concerne le fond de Ia question, il 
souligne que, conformement a !'Article 4 de la 
Charte, une demande d'admission a !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies doit emaner d'un Etat. 
A son avis, il n'existe pas d'Etat juif. Si certains 
Etats ont reconnu de facto le Gouvernement 
proviso ire d' Israel, les Etats arabes ne l'ont pas 
fait, car ils considerent ce Gouvernement comme 
un agglomerat de forces agressives venues de 
toutes les parties du monde. Mais meme en 
supposant que l'Etat d'Israel soit reconnu, est-ce 
un .Etat pacifique qui accepte et qui est capable 
de remplir Ies obligations de la Charte? Ilfne 
suffit pas de lancer des accusations sans preuves, 
comme vient de le faire M. Eban. Les .Etats arabes 
peuvent prouver leurs accusations contre les 
sionistes. Pour citer un exemple, il se referc a la 
376e seance du Conseil de securite (4 novembre 
1948) et demande pourquoi le representant 
d'Israel a insiste pour qu'il ne soit pas question 
de sanctions, s'il ne craignait pas que la culpa
bilite des Juifs fUt etablie. Cette culpabilite est 
reelle, car les Juifs se sont empares de ce qu'ils 
consideraient comme leur ayant ete attribuc par 
l'Assemblee gencrale le 29 novembre 1947; ils y 
ont ajoute des territoires dont il a vaguement ete 
question dans le Rapport interimaire du 
Mediateur ; enfin, ils ont conquis d'autres terri
toires encore. En dcpit de ces faits, ils persistent 
a pretendre qu'ils sont disposes a respecter la 
Charte et a remplir les obligations qu'elle impose. 

Fawzi Bey s'etonne que le representant de 
l'Australie ait pu dire qu'aucun fait nouveau ne 
s'est produit qui puisse invalider la decision de 
l'Assemblee generale du 29 novembre 1947. La 
dure realite, pour reprendre !'expression du repre
sentant Juif, c'est que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies a ete bafouee et qu'un peuple entier a ete 
chasse de ses foyers. Ces faits ne prouvent pas 
que l'Etat responsable soit un Etat pacifique. 
dispose a remplir les obligations de la Charte. 
Les Juifs sont-ils en mesure de remplir ces obli
gations? D'une part, ils pretendent que les 
violations de la trcve sont dues a des gens agissant 
contre la volonte des autorites juives et echappant 
a leur controle. L'orateur ne veut pas exploiter 
le meurtre atroce du comte Bernadotte, mais il 
estime que Ies circonstances de sa mort sont 
symboliques de l'anarchie dans laquelle tomberait 
la Palestine si I' on ne reglait pas la situation d'une 
far;:on convenable. Si les chefs sionistes sont inca
pables d'empecher les assassinats, de rechercher 
et de condamner Ies meurtriers du comte Berna
dette, on est amene a en conclure que le Gouver
nement provisoire d'Israel est incapable de 
remplir les obligations de la Charte. Si, d'at~t~e 
part, il est prouve que les meurtres et les ~tr~c1tes 
ont ete commis sous l'autorite des chefs swmstes, 
on arrive inevitablement a la meme conclusion. 

L'orateur estime qu'en prenant la demande 
juive en consideration, !'Organisation des Natio~s 
Unies compromettrait les efforts qu'elle accompht 
pour amener la paix en Pales~i~e. II prop?se ,q.ue 
Ia Commission demande au Medrateur par mtenm 
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mentation of Security Council resolution (S/1067) 
of 4 November calling for the withdrawal of 
troops from certain areas of Palestine. The 
Arab States had accepted this resolution and 
wished to give it effect but were not able to do 
so because the Zionists continued to occupy 
areas from which they had been requested to 
withdraw. In the circumstances, how could 
it be said that the Provisional Government of 
Israel was peace-loving, and willing and able 
to carry out its obligations ? 

He again requested information from the 
Acting Mediator in regard to the implementation 
of the Security Council's resolution of 4 November, 
He noted that his last request, that a Security 
Council document from which he had read be 
included in the records in full, had not been 
complied with. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) said that the proposal 
for the Assembly to recommend the admission 
of Jews of Palestine to membership in the United 
Nations was contrary to the procedure laid 
down in Article 4 of the Charter. In the first 
place, action could be taken only in respect of 
an application from the State which was requesting 
admission and in the second, only the Security 
Council could initiate action on such' a request. 
The sole function of the Assembly was to take 
a decision on the application after the Assembly 
had received a recommendation from the Security 
Council. Mr. Ammoun believed that the remark
able haste shown by the delegations of Poland, 
Guatemala and Australia in introducing the 
question contrary to the normal procedure 
was due to an attempt to obtain the favour of 
the Jewish community. 

The position adopted by those delegations 
was but further evidence of the race to win the 
friendship of the Jews, in which the most notable 
participants were the United States and the 
USSR. As the Cuban representative had ob
served, it was remarkable that those two great 
Powers, which were in direct opposition on 
almost every other issue, were in complete 
agreement in supporting the Jewish cause. 

The United States had been so anxious to 
accord formal recognition to the Jewish State 
before the USSR was able to do so-that, as 
Drew Pearson had reported in the Washington 
Post, it had had to prod the Jewish authorities 
to ask for its recognition. Even then, the 
United States had recognized Israel before the 
latter had formally requested such action. It 
was especially remarkable that the United 
States had recognized the Jewish State within 
48 hours after it had been proclaimed when the 
United States itself had been obliged to wait 
two years after its own declaration of indepen
dence for recognition from the French Republic, 
although French troops had participated in the 
American fight for freedom. Moreover, in spite 
of the Monroe Doctrine, the United States had 
waited more than 20 years before it had accorded 
recognition to certain of the Republics of South 
America. Mr. Ammoun also noted that among 

de lui fournir des renseigncments sur !'execution 
de Ia resolution du Conseil de securite du 
4 novembre (S/1067) ordonnant le retrait des 
troupes de certaines zones de Palestine. Les Etats 
arabes ont accepte cette resolution et sont tout 
disposes a la mettre a execution, mais ils nc 
peuvent le faire, en raison du fait que les sionistes 
continuent a occuper les zones d'ou ils ont ete 
invites a se retirer. Dans ces conditions, comment 
peut-on dire que lc Gouvernement provisoire 
d'Israel est un Etat pacifique, dispose a remplir 
ses obligations et capable de le faire? 

L'orateur demande a nouveau que le Mediateur 
par interim fournisse a la Commission des rensei
gnements sur la mise en owvre de la resolution du 
Conseil de securite du 4 novembre ; il note qu'on 
n'a pas tenu compte de sa derniere requcte, dans 
laquelle il demandait qu'un document du Conseil 
de securite dont il a donne lecture soit reproduit 
in extenso dans les comptes rendus. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) declare que la proposition 
tendant a ce que l' Assemblee recommande 
!'admission des Juifs de Palestine a !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies est contraire a la procedure 
prevue a I' Article 4, de la Charte. En premier lieu, 
on ne peut prendre des mesures en ce qui concerne 
la demande d'admission d'un Etat qu'apres que 
cet Etat ait adresse une demande d'admission 
a !'Organisation des Nations Unies. En second 
lieu, il appartient au Conseil de securite seul de 
prendre !'initiative de ces mesures. Le seul role 
de l' Assemblee est de prendre une decision sur 
la demande, apres recommandation du Conseil 
de securite. M. Ammoun pense que la hate 
remarquable avec laquellc les delegations de Ia 
Pologne, du Guatemala et de l'Australie ont porte 
la question devant l' Assemblee, contrairement a 
la procedure normale, s'explique par Ie fait que 
ccs :Etats cherchent a s'assurer les bonnes graces 
de la communaute juive. 

La position adoptee par ces delegations n' est 
qu'une nouvelle preuve de la course a l'amitie 
juive; dans cette course, les deux principaux 
competiteurs sont les Etats-Unis et l'URSS. 
Ainsi que le representant de Cuba I' a fait observer, 
il est remarquable que ces deux grandes 
Puissances, qui sont opposees sur presque toutes 
les questions, se trouvent en complet accord pour 
appuyer Ia cause juive. Les Etats-Unis e~aien~ ~i 
desireux de reconnaltrc officiellement l'Etat JUif 
avant l'URSS que, ainsi que Drew Pearson l'a 
ecrit dans le Washington Post, ils ont du pousser 
les autorites juives a solliciter la reconnaissance 
de l'Etat juif. Bien plus, les Etats-Unis ont reconnu 
l'Etat d'Israel avant que celui-ci n'ait demande 
officiellement cette reconnaissance. II est particu
lierement remarquable que les Etats-Unis aient 
reconnul'Etat juif dans les quarante-huit heures de 
sa proclamation, alors que les :Etats-Unis eux
memes ont ete obliges d'attendre deux ansa pres la 
declaration de leur independance avant que d'etre 
reconnus par la France, dont les armees avaient 
cependant participe a la lutte de I' Amerique p~ur 
sa liberte. D'autre part, en depit de la doctnne 
de Monroe, les Etats-Unis ont attendu plus de 
vingt ansjavant de reconnaitre certaines republiques 
de I' Amerique du sud. M. Ammoun note egalement 
que, parmi les Etats qui ont reconnu Israel, il s·~~ 
trouve certains qui ont signe en 1907 un tra1te 
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the States which had recognized Israel, there 
were some which, in 1907, had signed a treaty 
undertaking never to recognize a Government 
which was established on the basis of revolution 
and violence. 

The Lebanese representative contested the 
legality of the State of Israel. It could not 
claim to have been created as a direct result of 
lhc November resolution because it had come 
into being before the termination of the Mandate 
oYer Palestine and even before the November 
resolution had been adopted. The creation of 
a Jewish State had been the aim of Jewish ambi
tion for many years. It could not possibly 
be said to be a result of the Assembly's decision 
because the territory claimed by the Jews was 
not confined to the area laid down by the No
vember resolution. That alone was evidence 
that the Jews had acted unilaterhlly. 

Furthermore, the Jewish State had been 
established on the basis of religion. But as 
Mr. Bevin had said, religion should not be taken 
as a basis for statehood. If Israel were recognized 
by the United Nations, a serious problem would 
be created not only for the Arab States neigh
bouring on Palestine but also for all States 
in which there was a Jewish minority, for the 
latter would thus come under a double allegiance 
which would strain their loyalty to the nations 
of which they were citizens. 1\Ir. Ammoun 
said that it was possible to name many instances 
of Jewish statesmen who were torn between 
loyalty to the nations of which they were citizens 
and allegiance to the cause of Israel. He cited 
in particular the case of Mr. Morgenthau, whose 
predominant interest seemed to be in the cause 
of the Palestine Jews although he was a United 
States citizen. 

Mr. Ammoun found no justification for the 
Jewish desire for statehood. The Jews were 
not being oppressed by the Arabs. On the 
contrary, the latter had shown an unequalled 
spirit of conciliation and had gone to the utmost 
limit in making concessions to satisfy Jewish 
aspirations. They had even agreed to the 
principle of a Federal Palestine State which 
" 'ould accord to the Jewish minority privileges 
of a financial, social and cultural order which 
were unequalled in any other country of the 
world. They had made that offer in spite of the 
fact that the terms of the 1\Iandate had given 
the Jews the right only of establishing a national 
home. The present situation had arisen in 
Palestine as a result of the mandatory Power's 
failure to observe the t erms of the Mandate. 
The United Kingdom had permitted unlimited 
Jewish immigration into Palestine so that, 
at the time of the termination of the Mandate, 
the Jewish community had found itself strong 
enough to contest the sovereignty of the Pales
tinian Arabs. 

The Lebanese representative warned the Com
mittee of the dire consequences of accepting 
the proposal to recommend Israel's admission 
to membership. It would come as a bombshell 
to the 50 million Arabs of the Middle East. He 
recalled a passage from the writings of Theodore 
Hcrzl. The prophet of Zionism had said that if a 
Jewish State was created in Palestine, it would 
constitute a bulwark of European civilization 

par lequel ils s'engageaient a ne jamais reconnaitre 
un Gouvernement etabli par la revolution et la 
violence. 

Le representant du Liban conteste la legalite 
de I' Etat d' Israel. Cet Etat ne peut pretendre 
que sa creation ait ete la consequence directe de 
la resolution de novembre, car l'Etat d'Israel a ete 
constitue avant !'expiration du Mandat sur la 
Palestine et avant meme que la resolution de 
novembre ait ete adoptee. L'etablissement d'un 
Ihat juif a etc, depuis de nombreuses an.nees, 
l'objet des ambitions juives. On ne peut pretendre 
qu'il soit lc rcsultat d'une decision de l'Assemblee, 
ear les territoires reclames par les Juifs ne sont 
pas CCLIX qui ont etc delimites par )a resolution 
de novembre. Cela suffit a demontrer que les 
J uifs ont agi de fa<;on unilaterale. 

De plus, l'Etat juif a ete etabli sur une base 
religieuse. Or, ainsi que M. Bevin l'a declare, la 
religion ne doit pas constituer la base d'un Etat. Si 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies reconnalt 
l'Etat d'Israel, cela posera un grave probleme, non 
seulement pour les Etats arabes limitrophes de Ia 
Palestine, mais aussi pour tous les Etats ou se 
trouve nne minorite juive, car cette minorite 
sc tronvera placee sous nne double allegeance, 
qui rncttra a l't~preuve leur loyalisme a l'egard 
de la nation dont ils sont citoyens. On pent 
citer plusieurs exemples d'hommes d'Etat juifs 
qui sont partages entre leur loyalisme a l'egard 
de la nation dont ils sont citoyens et leur 
allegeance a la cause d'lsrael. L'orateur cite, 
en particulier, le cas de M. Morgenthau 
qui, quoiqn'il soit citoyen des Etats-Unis, 
semble eprouver un inten~t predominant pour 
la cause des .J uifs de Palestine. 

Le de sir des .J uifs d'avoir un Etat est injustifie. 
En efTct, ils ne sont pas opprimcs par les Arahes. 
Au contraire, les Arabes ont fait preuve d'un rare 
esprit de conciliation et ont fait toutes les 
concessions possibles en vue de donner satisfaction 
aux aspirations des Juifs. lis ont meme accept~ 
lc principe d'un Etat palestinien federal qur 
accorderait a la minorite j uive des privileges 
d'ordre financier, social et culture! qui n'existcnt 
dans aucnn autre pays. Ils ont fait cette prop_o
sition, bien qu'aux termes du i\Iandat, les J~rfs 
n'aient obtenu que le droit d'etablir en Palestme 
un Foyer national. La situation qui existe actuel
lement en Palestine est due an fait que la 
Puissance mandataire ne s'est pas conformee aux 
dispositions du Mandat. Lc Roy~ume-Uni a 
permis }'immigration illimitee des JUJfs en Pales
tine, si bien qu'a !'expiration du Mandat, la 
communaute juive ctait suffisamment forte P.our 
contester la souverainete des Arabes en Palestme. 

Le representant du Liban met la Commission 
en "arde contre les consequences desastreuses 
qu'e~trainerait l'adoptio~ d~ la ~rop~.sition favo
rable ala demande d'admrsswn d Israel. Une telle 
nouvelle jetterait la consternation parmi les 
50 millions d'Arabes du Moyen-Orient. L'orateur 
cite a ce propos un passage tire .des ceuvr~s d~ 
Theodore Herzl. Le perc du siomsme a. dec~are 
que si un :Etat juif etait cree en Palestme, rl y 
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against barbarism. If the civilization which 
the Jews wished to protect was epitomized by 
the regime which they had set up in Palestine 
with all its atrocities, then the Arabs of the 
Middle East, together with all the other countries 
of Asia, would almost certainly prefer barbarism. 
The people of Asia were daily becoming more 
convinced that they must unite in rejecting all 
attempts at domination. They would unite, 
as Mr. Nehru had urged only recently in the 
Assembly, in defence of the rights and freedoms 
which were theirs in common with the peoples 
of every other Member State of the United 
Nations. 

Mr. CATTAN (Arab Higher Committee) explained 
that his delegation had not intended to participate 
in the debate because it did not consider that the 
Committee was solving the Palestine Question 
in conformity with the principles of international 
law and equity. The Arabs were not prepared 
to consider any solution which was based on the 
partition of Palestine and therefore would reject 
unequivocably any attempt at conciliation if 
it was based on the November resolution, the 
Mediator's report, or any other formula which 
included partition. However, Mr. Cattan felt 
obliged to speak because he could not concede 
the right of the so-called Government of Israel 
to represent any part of Palestine. Palestine 
belonged to its inhabitants and to those who 
owned the land, but the Jewsownedonly7percent 
of the territory and did not represent the majority 
of the population even in the area which they 
controlled. Only in respect of the city of Tel 
Aviv could they claim to represent the inhabitants. 
In all the other major cities which they controlled, 
the overwhelming majority of the inhabitants 
were Arabs. 

Furthermore, the great majority of the Jewish 
community were recent immigrants. In 1922 
there were only 50,000 Jews in Palestine while 
in 1918 the number had amounted to as little as 
35,000. Moreover, as a representative of the 
Mandatory Power had stated at the time of the 
termination of the Mandate, only one-third of 
the Jews in Palestine had become citizens. 
The remainder had no right in Palestine for they 
were a group of foreigners 70 per cent of whom 
had come from Eastern Europe. Mr. Cattan 
thought it would be an action unprecedented 
in the annals of history for the United Nations 
to accord recognition to a Government represent
ing a foreign group. It was not surprising 
that the Polish delegation was pressing for 
Israel's admission to membership, for the majority 
of the recent Jewish immigrants were of Polish 
origin. 

He could not agree that the United 
Nations could admit to membership the 
Government of a State which had come into being 
through the expulsion of the majority of the 
rightful inhabitants of the territory which it 
claimed and which had a terrible record of 
atrocity and pillage. How could the United 
Nations admit a Government which was guilty 

constituerait un rempart de la civilisation euro
peenne contre la barbaric. Si la civilisation que 
les J uifs desirent defendre est a !'image du regime 
qu'ils ont institue en Palestine, avec toutes ses 
atrocites, il est a peu pres certain que les Arabes 
du Moyen-Orient, ainsi que tous les autres pays 
d' Asie, prefereront la barbarie. Les peuples de 
1' Asie deviennent chaque jour plus conscients de 
la necessite de s'unir pour repousser les tentatives 
de tous ceux qui cherchent a leur imposer leur 
domination. Ainsi que M. Nehru l'a preconise 
recemment encore a l' Assemblee, ils s'uniront 
pour detendre les droits et les libertes dont ils 
devraient jouir au meme titre que les populations 
de tous les autres Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M. CATTAN (Haut Comite Arabe) declare que sa 
delegation n'avait pas !'intention de prendre part 
au debat, etant donne qu'a son avis, la solution 
envisagee par la Commission en ce qui concerne 
la question de la Palestine n'est conforme ni au 
droit international, ni a l'equite. Les Arabes ne 
peuvent considerer aucune solution qui serait 
fondee sur le partage de la Palestine ; ils rejet
teront done categoriquement toute tentative de 
conciliation qui sera fondee sur la resolution de 
novembre, sur le rapport du Mediateur, ou sur 
toute autre formule ou il serait question de 
partage. M. Cattan croit cependant devoir prendre 
la parole, car il ne saurait reconnaitre au pretendu 
Gouvernement d' Israel le droit de representer 
une partie quelconque de la Palestine. La Palestine 
appartient a ses habitants, a ceux qui sont les 
proprietaires de la terre ; or les J uifs ne possMent 
que 7 pour 100 de la superficie de la Palestine. 
Ils ne representent pas la majorite, meme dans la 
zone qui est soumise a leur controle. Ce n'est 
qu'a Tel-Aviv qu'ils peuvent revendiquer le droit 
de representer la population. Dans toutes les 
autres villes principales qui se trouvent sous leur 
controle, ce sont les Arabes qui forment la grande 
majorite de Ja population. 

De plus, la grande majorite de Ia communaute 
juive est composee d'immigres recents. En 1922, 
il n'y avait que 50.000 Juifs en Palestine; en 
1918, leur nombre n'etait que de 35.000. De plus, 
comme un representant de la Puissance manda
taire l'a declare lors de !'expiration du Mandat, 
un tiers seulement des Juifs de Palestine s'y sont 
fait naturaliser. Les autres ne peuvent pretendre 
a aucun droit en Palestine ; ils y forment une 
minorite d'etrangers, dont 70 pour 100sontvenus 
d'Europe orientale. M. Cattan estime que ce 
serait un acte sans precedent dans l'histoire si 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies reconnaissait 
un Gouvernement qui represente un groupe 
etranger. Il n'est pas SUrprenant de voir }a dele
gation de la Pologne insister sur !'admission 
d'Israel, puisque la majorite des immigrants juifs 
recents sont originaires de Pologne. 

L'orateur ne peut souscrire a !'admission a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies du Gouver
nement d'un Etat dont la creation est fondee 
sur !'expulsion des habitants legitimes du terri
toire qu'il revendique, d'autant plus que cet Etat 
s'est rendu coupable d'une serie inouYe d'atrocites 
et de pillages. Comment !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies pourrait-elle admettre un Gouver-
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of profaning the Holy Places in Palestine ? 
To adopt the proposal of Poland, Guatemala 
and Australia would be to approve the J ewish 
record of terrorism and would be a flagrant 
violation of the principles of the Charter. Admis
sion of I';rael to the United Nations would 
destroy all hope of establishing normal peaceful 
conditions in the Middle East. 

l\Ir. SANDLER (Sweden) drew attention to the 
statements which had been made concerning 
the assassination of Count Bernadotte. He 
was amazed th3t the delegation of Israel had 
made no reference to that subject. The Swedish 
delegation had waited long to hear the outcome 
of the enquiry into the assassination, and did not 
consider that the question could be forgotten. 
On the other hand, Mr. Sandler did not approve 
of the way in which Count Bernadotte's assassi
nation had been exploited by certain speakers 
in the debate as an argument against the admission 
of Israel. Count Bernadotte's name should be 
respected and his assassination should not be 
t\sed for purposes of propaganda. 

l\1r. JommRD (Iraq) considered that the 
proposal to admit the Provisional Government 
of Israel to membership in the United Nations 
was the most daring and unjust proposal which 
had been submitted during the present session 
of the Assembly. What right had the Security 
Council to admit the application on its agenda 
when the final political settlement in Palestine 
had not yet been decided and might not be for 
some time ? He thought the proposal was an 
attempt to prejudge the issue, and that it was a 
strategem first to obtain Israel's admission to 
the United Nations and then to discuss its right 
to exist. Would it not be more correct to ask 
the people of Palestine, who were directly 
concerned, whether the Jewish State was acceptable 
to them before proposing such action ? How 
could the Committee decide in a few hours a 
problem which the Mandatory Power had been 
studying without result for 30 years ? It was 
obvious that the Provisional Government of 
Israel was anxious to force the issue because 
it would have everything to gain by obtaining 
the support of the world community for its 
cause. But, even if that support was given, 
the Jewish State would be unable to continue 
long in existence in the face of the antagonism 
of the entire Arab world. The proposal was a 
surprising political manceuvre. It could not 
he accepted because as yet no decision had been 
taken on the territorial boundaries of the Jewish 
State, peace had not yet been established in 
Palestine, and no final political settlement had 
been worked out. 

l\1r. Jormerd appealed to the Committee to 
carry out its work in a spirit of wisdom and 
justice. The Arab delegations and those who 
shared their viewpoint were surprised at the 
proposals which were being submi~ted t.o the 
Committee one after another exclusively m the 

nement coupable d'avoir profane les Lieux saints 
en Palestine? En adoptant la proposition de la 
Pologne, du Guatemala et de l'Australie, on 
approuverait par la meme les actes de terrorisme 
commis par les J uifs ; cela constituerait une 
violation flagrante des principes de la Charte. 
L'admission d'Israel comme Membre de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies detruira tout espoir 
d'ctablir dans le Moyen-Orient des conditions 
normales de paix. 

J\1. SANDLER (Suede) attire !'attention de la 
Commission sur les declarations qui ont ete faites 
a propos de l'assassinat du comte Bernadotte. 
II s'etonne que la delegation d'Israel n'ait fait 
aucune mention de cette question. La delegation 
de la Suede a attendu longtemps le resultat de 
l'enquete qui a ete faite au sujet de l'assassinat; 
elle cstime que c'est la une question qu'on ne 
saurait oublier. D'autre part M. Sandler 
n'approuve pas la maniere dont certains orateurs 
ont voulu tirer parti de l'assassinat du comte 
Bernadotte, en l'utilisant au cours du debat pour 
s'opposer a !'admission d'Israel. On devrait 
respecter le nom du comte Bernadotte ; il est 
inadmissible qu'on se serve de son assassinat dans 
des buts de propagande. 

M. JoRMERD (Irak) considere que la proposition 
visant a admettre le Gouvernement provisoire 
d'Israel comme Membre de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies est la plus hardie et la plus injuste 
de toutes les propositions dont l'Assemblee ait 
ete saisie au cours de la presente session. De quel 
droit le Conseil de securite inscrirait-il cette 
demande a son ordre du jour, alors qu'on n'a 
encore pris et qu'on ne prendra peut-etre pas de 
si tot une decision au sujet du reglement politique 
definitif de la question palestinienne? Cette 
proposition constitue une tentative de prejuger 
la question ; il s'agit d'un stratageme visant a 
obtenir d'abord !'admission d'Israel a l'Organi
sation des Nations Unies, pour discuter ensuite 
de son droit a !'existence. Ne conviendrait-il pas, 
avant de proposer cette admission, de demander 
d'abord a la population de la Palestine, dont le 
sort est directement en jeu, si elle accepte la 
creation d'un Etat juif? On ne voit pas comment 
la Commission pourrait regler en quelques heures 
un probleme que la Puissance mandataire s'est 
efforcee en vain de resoudre pendant trente ans. II 
est evident que le Gouvernement 'proviso ire d' Israel 
est desireux de precipiter les ~hoses, puisqu'il a 
tout a gagner en s'assurant le concours de l'opi.nio~ 
publique mondiale. :Mais meme si cet ap~u1 l~u 
est accorde, l'Etat juif ne pourra se mamtemr 
longtemps en presence de l'hostilite du. m~n~e 
arabe tout entier. La proposition dont 1l s agtt 
est une manceuvre politique bien surprenante. 
On ne peut I' accepter puisqu'aucune decision ~:est 
encore intervenue en ce qui concerne les frontteres 
de l'Etat juif ; la paix n'a pas encore ete r~t~blie 
en Palestine et l'on n'a toujours pas aboub a un 
reglement politique definitif. 

M. JORMERD demande instamment a la 
Commission de poursuivre ses travaux dans. un 
esprit de sagesse et d'equite. Les delega~wns 
arabes et tous ceux qui partagent leur attitude 
sont surpris de voir que les propositio~s .que l'on 
soumet l'une apres l'autre a la Commtsswn, sont 
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interests of the Jews. Those proposals were 
undermining the very principles of the Charter 
and were destroying the faith of the Arab dele
gations in the ideals of United Nations. 

Section XII. Requests to the Security Council. 

Mr. EL-KHoum (Syria), speaking on the 
United Kingdom proposal requesting the Security 
Council to deal with any attempt to alter the 
boundaries by force (A/C. 1 j394/Rev.2) reminded 
the Committee that the November resolution 
had contained a similar request to the Security 
Council which the latter had declined to accept 
because it considered that the Security Council's 
functions were clearly defined in the Charter, 
that the Assembly could not add anything to 
the Charter nor could its recommendations be 
binding on the Council. Mr. El-Khouri considered 
that the present proposal was either unnecessary 
or useless ; unnecessary if it was in accordance 
with the Security Council's functions under the 
Charter, because the Council would be obliged 
to take action for the maintenance of peace and 
security in any event ; useless, if it exceeded 
those functions, because the Council could not 
take any action other than that clearly laid 
down in the Charter. 

There being no comment in resect of the remain
ing sections of the tabulation, the Chairman declared 
that the discussion of the tabulation was closed. 

DISCUSSION ON THE FUTURE ORGANIZATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE'S WORK 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Committee 
had previously decided that it would discuss 
and vote upon the draft resolutions which had 
been submitted in their chronological order. 
However, it had still to take a decision on the 
Syrian request that priority be given to the 
Syrian draft resolution (AfC.l /405)which suggested 
that the matter be referred to the International 
Court of Justice for an advisory opinion. 

A uote was taken by show of hands. The 
Syrian proposal on the order of voting was rejected 
by 20 uotes to 20, with 8 abstentions. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) said that the debate 
had shown that several of the draft resolutions 
contained similar provisions and that a group of 
proposals contained in the various draft reso
lutions and amendments were based on a more 
or less common viewpoint. He submitted the 
following draft resolution (AJC.l /407): 

" The First Committee resolves that a drafting 
sub-committee consisting of the authors of resol
utions and amendments be created in order to 
attempt to reconcile the various proposals into a 
single text, which wiH when necessary indicate 
alternative views where agreement is not 
reached. " 

He explained that the procedure indicated 
would greatly assist the conclusion of the Com
mittee's deliberations and the process of voting. 

toutes, sans exception, conformes aux inten~ts des 
Juifs. Ces propositions portent atteinte aux 
principes memes de la Charte et detruisent la 
confiance que les delegations arabes ont placee 
dans l'ideal de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Section XII. Recommandations au Conseil de 
securite. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) se n~fere ala proposition 
du Royaume-Uni qui recommande au Conscil de 
securite de faire face a toutc tentative de modifier 
les frontieres par Ia force (A/C.l/394/Rev. 2), et 
rappelle a la Commission que la resolution de 
novembre contenait deja une recommandation 
analogue au Conseil de Securite que ce dernier 
a repoussee parce qu'il estimait que l' Assemblee ne 
pouvait rien ajoutcr ala Charte et que les recom
mandations de l' Assemblee ne liaient pas le 
Conseil. L'orateur estime que la proposition dont 
la Commission est actuellement saisie est soit 
supedlue, soit inutile. Si elle est conforme aux 
fonctions imparties au Conseil de securite par Ia 
Charte, elle est superflue parce que en tout etat de 
cause, le Conseil est tenu de prendre des mesures 
pour sauvegarder la paix et la securite. Si la 
proposition n'est pas du ressort du Conseil, elle 
est inutile puisque le Conseil ne pourra prendre 
d'autres mesures que cellcs qui sont clairement 
indiquees dans la Charte. 

Aucun representant ne desirant prendre la parole 
au sujet des autres sections du tableau recapitulalif, 
le President declare la discussion close. 

DISCUSSION SUR L'ORGANISATION FUTURE 
DES TRAVAUX DE LA COMMISSION 

Le PR,ESIDENT rappelle que la Commission a 
decide de diseuter les projets de resolution et de 
proceder au vote a leur sujet, dans l'ordre chrono
logique de leur presentation. Toutefois, la 
Commission doit encore prendre une decision au 
sujet de la requete du representant de la Syrie 
tendant a accorder la priorite a son projet de 
resolution (A/C.l /405), qui propose de demander 
un avis consultatif a Ia Cour internationale de 
Justice. 

Il est procede au uote a main leuee. Par 20 uoix 
contre 20, auec 8 abstentions, la proposition syrienne 
sur l'ordre de mise aux voix est rejetee. 

M. HooD (Australie) constate que plusieurs 
projets de resolution contiennent des dispositions 
similaires, et qu'une serie de propositions 
consignees dans les divers projets de resolution 
s'inspirent d'un point de vue plus ou mains 
commun. II depose le projet de resolution suivant 
(A/C.l/407). 

La Premiere Commission decide de creer une 
sons-commission de redaction, composee des 
auteurs des resolutions et amendements, chargee 
de fondre les differentes propositions soumises en 
un texte unique qui fera etat des points de vue 
divergents dans les cas oil un accord n'aura pu 
etre realise )), 

Il explique que cette methode ffacilitera~t 
grandement Ia suite des debats et permettra1t 
d'aborder le vote dans de meilleures conditions. 
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Mr. GoRI (Colombia) supported the Australian 
proposal. The sub-committee should prepare 
a consolidated text combining all those provisions 
which were identical in purpose. 

1\lr. PARODI (France) observed that the value 
of the procedure proposed by the Australian 
delegate would depend on whether it saved 
the time of the Committee. He would approve 
the establishment of a co-ordinating sub-com
mittee if it were able to submit a consolidated 
t ext by the following morning, but he did not 
think it would be advisable if the sub-committee 
was obliged to meet during the time which would 
otherwise be devoted to plenary meetings of 
the Committee. 

Mr. LIU CHIEH (China) doubted the value of 
the Australian proposal. The Committee already 
had a consolidated text in the tabulation which 
enabled it to see without difficulty whether 
provisions were similar or not. He thought 
it would be better to take the United Kingdom 
revised draft resolution (AJC.l /394/Rev.2) as 
the basis for its discussion. Delegations could 
then submit amendments to that text. He did 
not consider that the general debate offered 
a sufficient basis upon which a sub-committee 
could prepare a single co-ordinated text. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) shared 
the doubts expressed by the representative of 
China. He failed to see how the procedure 
envisaged would facilitate the Committee's work. 
In all probability, the sub-committee would 
submit not a single co-ordinated text, but three 
or four alternative texts with various amendments 
to each. Thus, the Committee would find 
itself obliged to enter into a new general discus
sion. He thought that a much better procedure 
would be to take the United Kingdom draft 
resolutions as a basis for discussion. Delegations 
with opposing views could then submit amend
ments to the draft resolution. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) thought it was important 
to obtain a resolution which would receive the 
widest possible support. That could best be 
done by adopting the procedure suggested by the 
Australian representative for, if the Committee 
voted upon each of the draft resolutions in 
chronological order, it would find itself confronted 
with all the disadvantages necessarily inherent 
in a vote by mechanical majority. A proposal 
might be adopted not because it had wider 
support than another proposal, but because it 
happened to have been submitted first. He 
observed that if the United Kingdom revised 
draft resolution was taken as a basis, the Polish 
delegation would find itself obliged to submit 
an amendment to substitute different texts for 
all except a few paragraphs. 

He thoucrht it would be far wiser to establish 
the co-ordinating sub-committee as proposed, 
in order to attempt to reach an agreed formulation 
representing the views of . a majority of the 
Committee. The sub-committee should not be 
entrusted merely with the task of drafting a 

M. Gom (Colombie) appuie la proposition 
australienne. Le Comite devrait elaborer un texte 
commun, qui comprendrait toutes les propositions 
con<;ues dans un but identique. 

M. PARODI (France) fait observer que la proce
dure proposee par le representant de l'Australie 
sera utile dans la mesure oil elle permettra a la 
Commission de gagner du temps. II approuvera 
la creation d'un comite de coordination si ce 
comite est en mesure de presenter un texte 
commun le jour suivant, mais il pense que cette 
creation serait inopportune, si le comite devait 
occuper le temps normalement reserve aux seances 
de la Commission. 

M. Lm CmEH (Chine) a des doutes sur l'utilite 
de la proposition australienne. La Commission 
dispose deja d'un texte commun consigne dans 
le tableau recapitulatif qui lui permet de verifier 
facilement si certaines propositions sont identiques 
ou non. A son avis, il serait preferable d'adopter 
le projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni revise 
(AJC.lj394JRev.2) comme base de discussion. 
Les delegations pourraient presenter leurs amen
dements a ce texte. M. Liu Chich explique que la 
discussion generale n'offre pas une base suffisante 
pour permettre au comite de redaction d'elaborer 
un texte unique. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) partage les 
doutes exprimes par le representant de Ia Chine. 
II ne voit pas en quoi la creation d'un comite de 
redaction faciliterait les travaux de la Commission. 
Il est fort probable que le comite ne soumettrait 
pas un texte unique, mais trois ou quatre variantes 
pas un texte unique, mais trois ou quatre 
variantes, comportant chacune plusieurs amen
dements. De Ia sorte, la Commission se verrait 
obligee de recommencer la discussion generale. 
II vaudrait bien mieux, a mon avis, prendre pour 
base de discussion le projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. Les delegations qui ne l'approuvent 
pas pourraient soumettre des amendements A ce 
projet de resolution. 

Pour M. LANGE (Pologne), il importe d'elaborer 
une resolution reunissant !'approbation du plus 
grand nombre possible de representants. Le mieux 
serait done d'adopter la procedure proposee par 
le representant de 1' Australie, car si la Commission 
doit voter sur les projets de resolution dans leur 
ordre chronologique on verra surgir tous les 
inconvenients inherents aux votes acquis a une 
majorite mecanique. Il se pourrait qu'une propo
sition soit adoptee, non point parce qu'elle jo~it 
d'un appui plus large qu'une autre, m~1s, 
simplement, parce que le vote a son suj~t a eu. h.e~ 
en premier. Si le projet de resolutwn rev1se 
du .Royaume-Uni etait adopte comme base ~e 
discussion, la delegation polonaise se trouvermt 
dans ]'obligation de soumettre un amendement 
rempla{:ant }'ensemble du texte, a !'exception de 
quelques paragraphes. · . . 

Il serait bien plus judicieux de creer le com1te 
de coordination propose, en vue d'elaborer un 
texte commun, qui representerait !'opinion de ~a 
majorite de la Commission. ,ce, ~omite ne devra1t 
pas etre simplei?ent cha:ge d elaborer un texte 
comparatif, ma1s devrmt tenter de formuler 
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comparative text, but should attempt to reach a 
real expression of the majority's views on the basis 
of the tabulation. Delegations which held views 
at variance with those of the majority of the sub
committee would then be free to submit amend
ments for the consideration of the full Committee. 
In that way, a somewhat similar result would 
be achieved to that which had been reached by 
the ad hoc Committee on the Palestinian Question 
which had created two sub-committees to prepare 
proposals expressing the two opposing views 
in the ad hoc Committee and had then reached 
its decision on the basis of those sub-committees, 
reports. 

In reply to the Chinese representative who 
had argued against the proposal on the grounds 
that the working group would have prepared a 
common t ext if it had been possible, Mr. Lange 
recalled that the working group could not have 
done so since its terms of reference had been 
specifically limited to the preparation of a 
tabulation. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the Austra
lian proposal for a co-ordinating sub-committee 
(A JC.1 /407). It was rejected by 16 votes to 15, 
with 17 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that, in accordance 
with rule 120, the Committee at its next meeting 
would consider the draft resolutions in chrono
logical order beginning with the revised draft 
resolution submitted by the United Kingdom. 

The meeting rose at 6 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY -FIRST 
MEETING 

H eld at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on W ednesday, 1 December 1948, al8.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. SARPER (Turkey) 

90. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

CoNSIDERATION oF THE UNITED KINGDOM REVISED 
DRAFT RESOLUTION (AjC. lj394jRev.2) AND 
AMENDMENTS RELATING THERETO 

At the request of Mr. PEARSON (Canada), the 
CHAIRMAN stated that speeches on each paragraph 
would in principle be limited to ten minutes. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that his amendment 
(AJC.1 /404) mentioned facts which, like those in 
the preamble to the United Kingdom draft 
resolutions, were historicas facts regarding the 
Palestine question. Those indisputable facts 
represented the Arab point of view and should 
appear in the preamble. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Syrian 
amendment. 

A vote was taken by show of hands and the 
amendment was rejected by 21 votes to 12, with 
10 abstentions. 

!'opinion de Ia majorite, en s'inspirant du tableau 
recapitulatif. Par Ia suite, les delegations dont 
les opinions different de celles de Ia majorite du 
comite de redaction, seraient libres de presenter 
des amendements a l'examen de Ia Premiere 
Commission. Cette procedure permettrait de 
realiser un resultat analogue a celui qui fut 
atteint par la Commission speciale pour Ia 
Palestine. Celle-ci avait cree deux comites charges 
d'elaborer des propositions exprimant les deux 
opinions opposees qui s'etaient fait jour au sein 
de Ia Commission speciale et la decision fut prise 
en se fondant sur les rapports de ces deux comites. 

Le representant de la Chine est hostile a cette 
proposition, parce que le groupe de travail aurait, 
dit-il, prepare un texte commun si Ia chose avait 
ete possible. M. Lange rappelle que le groupe de 
travail n'etait pas en mesure de le faire, attendu 
que son mandat etait limite a la preparation du 
tableau recapitulatif. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur la propo
sition australienne tendant a la creation d'un comite 
de redaction (AfC.1f407). Par 16 voix contre 15 
avec 17 abstentions, la proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, conformement a 
!'article 120, Ia Commission examinera les projets 
de resolution au cours de sa prochaine seance, 
dans l'ordre chronologique, en commenc;ant par le 
projet de resolution revise propose par le 
Royaume-Uni. 

La seance est levee a 18 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-VINGT ET UNIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le Mercredi 1er decembre 1948, a 20 h. 30. 

President: M. SARPER (Turquie) 

90. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
inter~aire du Mediateur des Nations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

EXAMEN DU PRO,lJET REVISE DE RESOLUTION DU 
Ro'YAUME-UNI (A jC.lf394jRev.2) ET AMEN
DE!IIENTS s'y RAPPORTANT 

A la demande de M. :PEARSON (Canada), le 
PRESIDENT declare que le temps de parole accorde 
aux orateurs sera limite, en principe, a dixminutes 
lors de la discussion de chaque paragraphe. 

M. EL-KI(o'um (Syrie) declare que son amen
dement (A/C.l j404) mentionne des faits qui, 
au meme titre que le preambule du projet de 
resolution britannique, font partie de l'historiquc 
de la question de la Palestine. Ces faits indeniables 
representent le point de vue arabe et devraient 
done etre inseres dans le preambule. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
syrien. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Cel amendemenl esl 
rejete par 21 voix conlre 12 et 10 abstentions. 
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Mr. LANGE (Poland) stated that his delegation 
was submitting amendments (A/C.l/409) to the 
Australian amendments (A/C.l/408/Rev.l). 

Mr. Hooo (Australia) asked the United Kingdom 
representative if he would agree to the deletion 
of the beginning of the first paragraph of the 
preamble and its replacement by the words : 
" Having in mind the resolution." 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) thought that 
the change suggested by the Australian represen
tative was not important, but that both the first 
and the second paragraphs should be worded in 
the same way. 

Mr. Hooo (Australia) did not press his 
suggestion. ' 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first 
paragraph of the preamble of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution (A.C.l j394/Rev.2). 

A vote was taken by show of hands and the 
paragraph was adopted by 24 votes to 10, with 
9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second 
paragraph of the preamble to the United Kingdom 
resolution (A/C.l j394/Rev.2). 

A vote was taken by show of hands and the 
paragraph was adopted by 21 votes to 12, with 
13 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Syrian 
Amendment to paragraph 3 of the preamble to 
the United Kingdom resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands and the 
amendment was rejected by 21 votes to 12, with 
11 abstentions. 

The CHAlRMAN put to the vote the third 
paragraph of the preamble to the United Kingdom 
resolution. 

A vole was taken by shaw of hands and the 
paragraph was adopted by 21 voles to 14, with 
7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the fourth 
paragraph of the preamble to the United Kingdom 
resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands and the 
paragraph was adopted by 22 votes to 10, with 
14 abstentions. 

FAwZI Bey (Egypt) and Mr. EL-KHOURI 
(Syria) both explained that they had voted 
against the adoption of the preamble because, 
following the rejection of the Syrian amendment, 
the statement of the historical facts as at present 
drafted was incomplete and therefore tendentious. 

Mr. Hooo (Australia) explained the reasons 
which had prompted his delegation to submit a 
long amendment (A/C.l/408/Rev.l) to the first 
paragraph of the operative part of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution, and remarked that 
many of the basic ideas expressed in that 
amendment were contained or implied in the 
United Kingdom proposal. The Australian 
amendment stated clearly that as a result of 
resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947 a Jewish 

M. LANGE (Pologne) declare que sa delegation 
vient de presenter des sous-amendements (A/C.l/ 
409) aux amendements de l'Australie (AJC.l/408/ 
Rev.l). 

M. Hobo (Australie) demande au representant 
du Royaume-Uni s'il ne pourrait accepter de 
supprimer le debut du premier paragraphe du 
preambule et de le remplacer par le membre de 
phrase : << Ayant present a !'esprit Ia resolution 11. 

1VI. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) estime que le 
changement suggere par le representant de 
l'Australie est sans importance, mais qu'il importe 
que les premier et deuxieme paragraphes soient 
rcdiges de Ia meme maniere. 

l\1. Hooo (Australie) n'insiste pas sur sa 
suggestion. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le premier para
graphe du preambule du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni (AJC.lj394jRev.2). 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Le paragraphe est 
ado pte par 24 voix contre 10, avec 9 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le deuxieme 
paragraphe du preambule du projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni. · 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Ce paragraphe est 
adopte par 21 voix conire 12, avec 13 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
syrien au paragraphe 3 du preambule du projet 
de resolution britannique. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. L'amendement est 
rejete par 21 voix contre 12, avec 11 abstentions. 

Le PRES£DENT met aux voix Ie troisieme para
graphe du preambule du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Le paragraphe est 
ado pte par 21 voix contre 14, avec 7 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le quatrieme para
graphe du preambule du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Le paragraphe est 
adopte par 22 voix contre 10 et 14 abstentions. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypte) et M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) 
expliquent, l'un et !'autre, qu'ils ont vote contre 
I' adoption du preambule parce que, l'amendement 
de la Syrie ayant · ete rejete, le rappel des faits 
historiques, dans sa forme actuelle, est incomplet 
et, par consequent, tendancieux. 

M. Hooo (Australie) explique les raisons pour 
lesquelles sa delegation a presente un long amen
dement (A/C.l/408/Rev.l) au premier paragraphe 
du dispositif du projet de resolution du Roya~~e
Uni et fait remarquer que beaucoup des Idees 
fondamentales exprimees dans cet. am:n.dement 
sont contenues expressement ou Implrcitement 
dans la proposition du Royau~e-Uni. L'a~en
dement australien constate clmrement qu a la 
suite dela resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 1947. 
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State had come into existence. A statement of 
that fact would assist the work of the conciliation 
commission. 

The Australian amendment was divided into 
two parts. The first two paragraphs indicated 
that the final solution of the question must be 
based on the resolution of 29 November 1947. 
The paragraphs which followed took note of the 
existing situation in Palestine, that was to say, 
of the setting up of a Jewish civil and military 
authority in Palestine extending over an area 
which on the whole corresponded to the Jewish 
State delimited in the resolution of 29 November 
1947. The last paragraph of the Australian 
amendment requested the Security Council to 
give sympathetic consideration to the application 
of the State of Israel for admission to membership 
of the United Nations, as provided in the reso
lution of 29 November 1947. 

He saw no reason why the statements of fact 
in his amendment should give rise to any oppo
sition, and expressed surprise that the suggestion 
made with a view to reconciling the United 
Kingdom proposal and the Australian amendment 
had been rejected by the representatives of the 
United Kingdom and the United States. The 
authors of the United Kingdom draft resolution 
should surely have recognized that the Australian 
amendment contained ideas that were in harmony 
with the intentions expressed in the United 
Kingdom proposal. He concluded by saying 
that the prestige of the United Nations would 
be enhanced if account were taken of a General 
Assembly resolution that had been adopted the 
previous year with the full authority of the 
United Nations. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt) stated that he would 
abstain from voting on paragraph 1, because 
it mentioned the progress achieved in the solution 
of the Palestine problem through the good offices 
of the Mediator. He recalled that despite his 
good intentions the Mediator had yielded to 
force and to a fait accompli as he had stated in 
the Security Council and later in his report. The 
representatives of the Arab States had indicated 
in that connexion that mediation could not go 
so far as to ignore basic principles of the United 
Nations, including the principle of self-deter
mination. Count Bernadotte knew that the 
resolution of 29 November 1947 violated that 
principle. He had nevertheless applied it by 
accepting the fait accompli achieved by violent 
action on the part of the Zionists, in defiance of 
oxders issined by the United Nations. 

He declared that his Government appreciated 
the efforts made by the Mediator and his colleagues 
and particularly those of the Acting Mediator, 
and deplored the death of Count Bernadotte, 
who had been regarded in Egypt as the symbol of 
the United Nations. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) stated that his delegation 
would abstain from voting on paragraph 1 of the 
operative part of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. That did not mean that it did not 
appreciate fully all the work done by the Mediator 
and his staff. In principle the Polish delegation 
supported paragraph 1. However, inasmuch as 

un Etat juif s'est constitue. Une mention expresse 
de ce fait faciliterait la tache de la commission 
de conciliation. 

L'amendement australien se divise en deux 
parties. Les deux premiers paragraphes indiquent 
que la solution definitive de Ia question doit a voir 
pour point de depart la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947. Les paragraphes suivants prennent acte 
de la situation actuelle en Palestine, c'est-a-dire 
de la constitution en Palestine d'autorites civiles 
et militaires juives gouvernant un territoire corres
pondant, dans !'ensemble, au territoire assigne a 
l'Etat juif par la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. 
Le dernier paragraphe de l'amendement australien 
prie le Conseil de securite d'examiner avec bien veil
lance la demande d'admission de l'Etat d'Israel 
comme Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, comme le prevoyait la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947. 

Le representant de I' Australie ne voit aucune 
raison de s'opposer aux constatations de fait 
contenues dans son amendement et il s'etonne que 
]a suggestion faite en vue de rapprocher la propo
sition du Royaume-Uni et l'amendement de 
l'Australie ait ete repoussee par le representant du 
Royaume-Uni et celui des Etats-Unis. Les auteurs 
du projet de resolution britanniquc devraient 
reconnaitre, en effet, qu'il y a, dans !'amen
dement australien, des idees compatibles avec les 
intentions exprimees dans la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni. L'orateur conclut que le prestige 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies gagnerait 
a ce que l'on tienne compte d'une decision de 
l' Assemblee prise l'an dernier avec toute l'autorite 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypte) declare qu'il s'abstiendra 
sur le vote du paragraphe premier a cause de la 
mention qui y est faite des progres accomplis dans 
la solution du probleme palestinien grace aux bons 
offices du Mediateur. 11 rappelle que, malgre ses 
bonnes intentions, le Mediateur a cede devant Ia 
force et devant le fait accompli, commc i1 I'a 
declare au Conseil de securite et plus tard dans 
son rapport. Les representants des Etats arabes 
ont indique, a ce sujet, que la mediation ne peut 
pas aller jusqu'a fermer les yeux sur les principes 
de base de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
notamment le principe de la liberte des peuples a 
disposer d'eux-memes. Le comte Bernadottc 
savait que Ia resolution du 29 novembre 1947 
violait ce principe. 11 l'a cependant appliquee, 
en acceptant Ie fait accompli par la violence 
exercee par les sionistes, au mepris des ordres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Le representant de l'Egypte declare que son 
Gouvernement apprecie les efforts accomplis par 
le Mediateur et ses collegues, notamment par lc 
Mediateur p~r interim et deplore profondement la 
mort du comte Bernadotte, qui etait considere en 
Egypte comme le symbole de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) declare que sa delegation 
s'abstiendra de voter sur le paragraphe premier 
du dispositif du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni. Cela ne veut pas dire, cependant, qu'ell.e 
n'apprecie pas comme il se doit tout lc travatl 
realise par le Mediateur et son personnel. En 
principe, la delegation polonaise se rallie au texte 
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the proposals of Count Bernadotte had become 
political proposals, the expression " progress 
achieved " in that paragraph could be interpreted 
as applying not only to proposals relating to the 
truce and the armistice, but also to proposals of 
a political nature which had been made by the 
Mediator and which were contrary to the Assembly 
resolution of 29 November 1947. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first 
paragraph of the operative part of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.1/394fRev.2). 

A vole was taken by show of hands and the 
paragraph was adopted by 29 voles, with 
20 abstentions. 

Mr. Al\Il\IOUN (Lebanon) stated that his 
delegation had abstained from voting on the 
paragraph because, although it associated itself 
with the tribute paid to the Mediator, it could 
not approve the results he had achieved. 

Mr. Hoon (Australia) asked that his amendment 
(A/C.1 /408) be put to the vote paragraph by 
paragraph and by roll-call. 

Mr. EL-Knoum (Syria) thought that none of 
the paragraphs of the Australian amendment 
was in conformity either with the letter or the 
spirit of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 
The Committee was not discussing the resolution 
of 29 November 1947 but the Mediator's Progress 
Report. The Australian amendment seemed to 
pass over what had taken place since 29 November 
1947. Consequently, the First Committee could 
not go back to the resolution of 29 November and 
ignore all that had occurred since, including the 
solution proposed by the Mediator. The First 
Committee could not prejudge the case by 
affirming that the resolution of 1947 should be 
the point of departure. It was for the conciliation 
commission to decide on that point while taking 
account also of the fact that the proclamation of 
the State of Israel was not a legal act but the 
result of an act of aggression. For those reasons, 
the Syrian delegation would oppose the Australian 
amendment. 

Mr. BEELE:Y (United Kingdom) recalled that the 
first draft resolution submitted by his delegation 
had suggested that the General Assembly should 
endorse the Mediator's proposal as a means of 
reaching a settlement of the Palestine question. 
By later withdrawing that paragraph of the 
proposal, his delegation had indicated that it 
could not, however, accept the Syrian proposal 
taking as its basic starting point the establishment 
of a unitary State, or the opinions of Australia 
and Poland that the resolution of 29 November 
1947 should be taken as the starting point. 
Owing to difference of opinion, it had seemed 
wiser to try to define the terms of reference and 
the functions of the conciliation commission in a 
practical manner without such a definition being 
preceded by a declaration of principle either of a 
general or specific nature. For those reasons 
the first paragraph of the Australian draft reso
lution was unacceptable. 

The second paragraph of the Australian 
amendment derived from the first and contra-

du paragraphe premier. Toutefois, Ies propositions 
du comte Bernadotte ayant acquis un caractere 
politique, I' expression « progres accomplis'' qui 
se trouve dans ce paragraphe pourrait etre inter
pretee comme s'appliquant non seulement aux 
propositions ayant trait a la treve et a !'armistice, 
mais egalement aux propositions de caractere 
politique faites par le Mediateur et qui sont 
contraires a Ia resolution de l'Assemblee du 
29 novembre 1947. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le premier para
graphe du dispositif du projet du Royaume-Uni 
(A/C.lf394fRev.2). 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Le paragraphe est 
ado pte par 29 voix el20 abstentions. 

M. AMMouN (Liban) declare que sa delegation 
s'est abstenue de voter sur ce paragraphe, etant 
donne que si elle s'associe a l'hommage rendu au 
Mediateur, elle ne peut approuver les resultats 
auxqucls le Mediateur est arrive. 

M. Hoon (Australie) demande Ie vote par 
division et par appel nominal sur l'amendement 
australien (A/C.l/408). 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) estime qu'aucun des 
paragraphcs de l'amendement australien n'est 
conforme ni a la lettre, ni a !'esprit du projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni. Ce n'est pas la 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947 qui se trouve en 
discussion, mais bien le Rapport interimaire 
du Mediateur. L'amendement australien semble 
ignorer ce qui s 'est passe de puis le 29 novembre 
1947. Or, la Premiere Commission ne peut 
retourner a la resolution du 29 novembre en 
ignorant tout cc qui s'est passe par Ia suite et, 
notammcnt, la solution proposee par le Mediateur. 
La Premiere Commission ne peut prejuger Ia 
question en affirmant que cette resolution . de 
1947 est le point de depart. C'est a Ia cornmiSSlOll 
de conciliation d'en juger, en tenant compte 
egalement du fait que Ia proclamation de l'Etat 
d'Israel est non pas legale, mais lc resultat d'un 
acte d'agression. Pour ces raisons, la delegation ?e 
la Syrie s'opposera a l'amendement de l'Austrahe. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) rappelle que, dans 
le premier projet de resolution presente par ~a 
delegation, il etait suggere que l'Assemblee 
generale enterine le rapport du Mediateur en vue 
d'un reglement de Ia question de Palestine. En 
retirant ulterieurement ce passage de sa propo
sition, la delegation du Royaume-Uni a indique 
qu'elle ne pouvait cependant accepter . Ia 
proposition de la Syrie prenant comme pomt 
de depart la creation d'un :Etat unitaire, pas plus 
que le point de vue de l'Australie et de Ia_Polo~ne 
preconisant que ce point de depart so it Ia resolu~wn 
du 29 novembre 1947. En effet, etant donne les 
divergences d'opinions, il a paru plus sage 
d'essayer de definir pratiquement le ma~?a~ et 
les fonctions de Ia commission de conciliatiOn, 
sans faire preceder cette definition d'une de~la
ration de principe de nature generale et exclusive. 
Pour ces raisons, Je premier sous-paragraphe 
australien est inacceptable. 

Le deuxieme sous-paragraphe de l'amendeJ?ent 
australien decoule du premier et contred1t le 
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dieted paragraph 4 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. It was therefore liable to create 
confusion, as it contained a second definition of 
the functions of the conciliation commission with 
regard to the fixing of boundaries. The third 
paragraph of the Australian draft was not quite 
accurate because the Provisional Government of 
Israel had not established its authority over the 
entire area allocated to it by the resolution of 
29 November 1947. At certain points it had, on 
the other hand, gone beyond the boundaries that 
had been set. The fourth paragraph followed on 
the third and was as unacceptable. Finally, the 
fifth paragraph, which was really the operative 
part of the amendment, asked the Security 
Council to consider favourably the question of the 
admission of the State of Israel to the United 
Nations before the General Assembly had arrived 
at a decision on Palestine. That paragraph was 
unnecessary. 

He agreed that certain passages of the Austra
lian amendment did not contradict the wording 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution, but where 
the two documents were not contradictory the 
Australian amendment was a useless repetition 
and likely seriously to affect the balance of ideas 
in the United Kingdom proposal thus substan
tially changing its character. Finally, he stated 
that the United Kingdom delegation would vote 
against the whole of the Australian amendment 
to the first paragraph. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) stated 
that his delegation could not support the 
Australian amendment although his Government 
favoured many of the elements contained in it. 
The t est that should be applied to determine the 
value of a proposal was whether it would be useful 
in solving a problem and not whether it contained 
declarations setting out specific political views 
of a government. The United States, like 18 
other States, had already recognized the State 
of Israel. It would be unfortunate if all the 
other States which had not yet recognized Israel 
were precluded from adopting that resolution 
because it raised for those States the question of 
recognition. 

The Security Council was dealing with the 
question of the admission of the State of Israel to 
the United Nations. That constituted a new 
fact. The First Committee should not therefore 
deal with the question for the time being. For 
those reasons the United Stat es delegation would 
abstain from voting on the Australian amendment. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) regretted tha t the 
attempts to reconcile the United Kingdom draft 
r esolution and the Australian amendments had 
not succeeded for they would have made it possible 
for the latter to muster the required two-thirds 
majority and would thus have accelerated the 
solution of the problem. 

The New Zealand delegation supported, in 
general, the Australian amendment. It thought 
that it would not do any harm if the First Com
mittee made known its opinion regarding the 
admission of the State of Israel to the United 
Nations. He suggested, however, that the words 
" ... autonomous defence and" in paragraph 5 

paragraphe 4 du proj et de resolution du Royaume
Uni.: il risque done de provoquer de la confusion, 
car rl contient une seconde definition des fonctions 
de la commission de conciliation en ce qui concerne 
le trace des fronti eres .. Le troisieme sous-para
praphe australien n'est pas tout a fait exact, car 
le Gouvernement provisoire d' Israel n'a pas 
etabli son autorite sur tout le territoire qui lui 
etait attribue par Ia resolution du 29 novembre 
1947 ; il a, par contre, depasse en certains points 
les frontieres prevues. Le quatrieme sous-para
graphe, decoulant du troisieme, n'est pas plus 
acceptable que ce dernier ; enfin, le cinquieme 
sous-paragraphe, qui constitue reellement le 
dispositif de l'amendement, prie le Conseil de 
securite d'examiner favorablement la question 
de !'admission de l'Etat d'Israel a !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies avant que l'Assemblee ait pu 
adopter une decision sur la Palestine ; ce 
paragraphe est inutile. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni est d'accord 
sur le fait que certains passages de l'amendement 
australien ne contredisent pas les termes du projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni, mais, dans la 
mesure ou ces deux documents ne sont pas contra
dictoires, l'amendement australien est une repe
tition inutile portant atteinte a l'equilibre de la 
proposition du Royaume-Uni et modifiant sa 
nature. En conclusion, la delegation du Royaume
Uni s'opposera a !'ensemble de l'amendement 
australien relatif au premier paragraphe. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare que 
sa delegation ne pourra pas appuyer l'amendement 
australien, quoique son Gouvernement soit favo
rable a beaucoup des elements que cet amendement 
contient. Le critere qu'il convient d'appliquer 
pour juger de la valeur d'une proposition est le 
fait qu'elle se prete plus ou moins bien ala solution 
du probleme et non pas le fait qu'elle contient 
des declarations donnant effet aux vues politiques 
particulieres d'un gouvernement. Les Etats-Unis, 
ainsi que 18 autres Etats, ont deja reconnu l'Etat 
d' Israel. II serait malheureux que tous les Etats 
qui ne l'ont pas encore reconnu ne puissent 
adopter cette proposition, parce qu'elle soule
verait pour ces Etats la question de la recon
naissance. 

Le Conseil de securite s'occupe de la question 
d'admission de l'Etat d'Israel a !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. Cela constitue un fait nouveau. 
La Premiere Commission ne devrait done pas 
s'occuper de la question pour le moment. C'est 
pourquoi ]a delegation des Etats-Unis s'abstiendra 
lors du vote sur l'amendement australien. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) regrette que les 
tentatives de rapprochement entre le projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni et les amendements de 
l' Australie n'aient pu aboutir, car elles auraient 
certainement permis de recueillir ulterieurement 
la majorite requise des deux tiers des voix et 
auraient, de la sorte, accelere la solution du 
probleme. . 

La delegation de la Nouvelle-Zelande appme, 
en general, l'amendement australien. Elle estime 
qu'il n'y aurait pas grand mal ace que la Premi~re 
Commission fasse connaitre son opinion au suJet 
de !'admission de l'Etat d'Israel a !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. M. Fraser suggere cependant 
la suppression, au cinquieme alinea, des mots 
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should be deleted. He thought in fact that the 
exercise of autonomous defence functions was 
not one of the criteria stipulated in the Charter 
for the admission of a State as a Member of the 
United Nations. 

He added that if a conciliation commission was 
set up, there should be no doubt about its terms 
of reference. In that connexion, the resolution 
of 29 November 1917 was really the starting point 
of any solution of the Palestine problem. It was 
true that the United Nations Mediator had 
submitted a report and that the Assembly could 
not ignore the opinion of a United Nations body, 
but that report could not be substituted for the 
resolution of 29 November 1947. Furthermore, 
it would be the duty of the conciliation commission 
to analyse the resolutian, study the Mediator's 
report and, after consultation with the Jews and 
Arabs, see in what manner the resolution could 
be modified. He hoped that the United Kingdom 
representative would be able to accept the 
Australian amendment which introduced a neces
sary element of clarity and precision. 

:\1r. BEELEY (United Kingdom) agreed with the 
representative of New Zealand regarding the 
necessity for the conciliation commission to know 
which of the General Assembly decisions was the 
more important. It went without saying that 
the more important resolution was that which the 
First Committee was discussing at that moment 
and which took into account at one and the same 
time the resolution of November 1917, resolution 
186 (S-2) of 14 May 1948, which, without being a 
substitute for the first, stated nevertheless that 
it had not definitely settled the Palestine problem, 
and the Mediator's report. He thought the 
balance between those three elements would be 
achieved by the revised draft submitted by his 
delegation. 

Mr. SA'NDL.ER (Sweden) observed that a vote 
against the Australian amendment would not in 
any way prejudge a favourable vote by the 
Assembly later on the admission of the State of 
Israel in accordance with the usual procedure. 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) recalled that the Mediator 
was not bound by the resolution of November 1947 
and that, moreover, the situation in Palestine had 
undergone a great change since that time. For 
those reasons he could not adopt the Australian 
amendment. 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) thought that the first 
four paragraphs of the Australian amendment 
constituted a preamble to the fifth paragraph 
and that the latter was unnecessary since the 
Security Council was dealing with the question. 
It was for that reason that the Canadian delegation 
would abstain from voting on the four first 
paragraphs and would vote against the fifth. 

Mr. Lru CHIEH (China), speaking on a point of 
order, proposed ~hat the fifth paragraph, wh~ch 
was the operative part of the Australian 
amendment, should be put to the vote first. 

Mr. HooD (,\.ustralia) replying to the repre
sentatives of Canada and China, pointed out that 
his amendment consisted of two parts. The first 

<< autonomes de defense et n. II estime, en effet, 
que l'exercice de fonctions autonomes de defense 
n'est pas un des criteres prevus par la Charte 
pour !'admission d'un :Etat a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

II ajoute que, si une commission de conciliation 
est creee, aucun doute ne devra exister sur son 
mandat. A ce sujet, la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947 est reellement le point de depart de toute 
solution du probleme de la Palestine. II est vrai 
que le Mediateur des Nations Unies a presente 
un rapport et que l'Assemblee ne peut ecarter 
!'opinion d'un organe de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, mais on ne peut substituer ce 
rapport a la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. 
D'ailleurs, la tache de la commission de conciliation 
consistera a analyser cette resolution, a etudier 
le rapport du Mediateur et a voir en quoi il 
modifie la resolution precitee, apres consultation 
avec les Juifs et les Arabes. Le representant de 
la Nouvelle-Zclande espere que le representant 
du Royaume-Uni sera en mcsure d'accepter 
l'amendement australien, qui apporte un element 
de clarte et de precision indispensable. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) partage !'opinion 
du representant de Ia Nouvelle-Zelande au sujet 
de la necessite, pour la commission de conciliation, 
de savoir Iaquelle des decisions de l'Assemblee 
est la plus importante. II va de soi que Ia reso
lution la plus importante sera celle que la Premiere 
Commission discute pour !'instant et qui tiendra 
compte a Ia fois de la resolution de novembre 
1947, de la resolution 186 (S-2) du 14 mai 1948 
qui, sans se substituer a la premiere, etablit 
cependant qu'elle n'a pas regie definitivement le 
probh~me palestinien et, enfin, du rapport du 
Mediateur. L'equilibre entre ces trois elements, 
de !'avis de la delegation du Royaume-Uni, 
est assure par le projet revise qu'elle a presente. 

M. SANDLER (Suede) fait remarquer qu'un 
vote contre l'amendement de l'Australie ne 
prejugerait en rien un vote favorable ulterieur 
de l'Assemblee sur !'admission de l'Etat d'Israel, 
suivant la procedure habituelle. 

M. STEPHEN (Hai"ti) rappelle que le Mediateur 
, n'etait pas lie par Ia resolution de nove~bre 

1947 et qu'en outre, la situation en Palestme a 
ete modifiee profondement depuis cette date. 
Pour ces raisons, il ne peut adopter l'amendement 
de l' Australie. 

M. PEARSON (Canada) estime que les qua~re 
premiers alineas de l'amendei?ent .. austr~h~n 
constituent un preambule au cmqmeme ahne~ 
et que ce dernier est inutile puisque le Conse1! 
de securite s'occupe de la question. C'est pourquOI 
la delegation du Canada s'abstiendra de voter 
sur les quatre premiers alineas et votera contre 
le cinquieme. 

M. Lm CHIEH (Chine), par motion. d'o~?re, 
propose de voter en prel?ier ~i~u sur, le cmqmeme 
alinea qui constitue le d1spos1tif de 1 amendement 
australien. 

M. Hoon (Australie), repondant aux repre
sentants du Canada et de la Chine, fait obseryer 
que son amendement se compose de deux parties. 
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two paragraphs were a general directive to the 
eonciliation commission. The third and fourth 
paragraphs took note of certain facts and the 
fifth paragraph referred to the recognition of the 
State of Israel. It was quite true that the 
Security Council was studying that question but 
it would do no harm to include that item in the 
resolution as it was not certain that the Security 
Council could solve the problem in one meeting. 
At any rate, the fifth paragraph should be 
distinguished from the first four paragraphs 
which constituted a basic approach to the whole 
problem. 

He accepted the New Zealand representative's 
suggestion to delete from the fourth paragraph 
the words "autonomous defence and" which were 
superfluous and inadvisable. 

Mr. RoDRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) thought 
that the Australian amendment which mentioned 
the resolutiorr of 29 November 1947 as the 
starting -point was perfectly justified. The conci
liation commission in its work of bringing about 
an agreement between the parties should have in 
its terms of reference precise indications of the 
instruments on which the United Nations was 
basing it s action. 

Mr. THORS (Iceland) thought that the fifth 
paragraph of the Australian amendment was 
inadvisable, for the First Committee could not, 
without exceeding its terms of reference, deal 
with the request for admission by the State of 
Israel which had to be considered first by the 
Security Council in accordance with established 
procedure. He added, however, that his 
Government would give favourable consideration 
to Israel's request for admission at the appro
priate time and in accordance with the proper 
procedure. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) remarked that the first 
four paragraphs of the Australian amendment 
were not a preamble to the fifth paragraph ; 
they were important in themselves because 
they were an affirmation of the resolution of 
29 November 1947. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) said that as a result of the 
statement by the Polish representative and in 
order to avoid all misunderstanding he was 
withdrawing the fifth paragraph of his amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first para
graph of the Australian amendment. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. Canada, having 
been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was called upon 
to vote first. 

In favour : Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Guate
mala, New Zealand, Poland, Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, 
Australia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Against: Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, 
India, Iraq, Iran, Lebanon, Norway, Pakistan, 
Sandi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, Yemen, Afgha
nistan, Belgium, Burma. 

Les deux premiers alineas constituent une directive 
generale pour la commission de conciliation. 
Les troisieme et quatrieme alineas prennent acte 
de certains faits et le cinquieme alinea a trait a 
la reconnaissance de l'Etat d'Israel. Il est exact 
que le Conseil de securite s'occupe de cette 
question ; mais il n'y a pas d'inconvenient a 
inclure ce point dans la resolution, car il n'est 
pas sur que le Conseil de securite resoudra la 
question en une seance. De toutes fac:;ons, il 
convient de distinguer le cinquieme alinea des 
quatre premiers, qui sont fondamentaux pour 
!'ensemble du probleme. 

Le representant de l'Australie accepte la sugges
tion du representant ·de la Nouvelle-Zelande 
tendant a supprimer au quatrieme alinea les 
mots : (( autonomes de defense et >> qui sont 
superflus et inopportuns. 

M. RoDRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) estime 
que l'amendement de l'Australie, qui mentionne 
comme point de depart la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947, est parfaitement justifie. En 
effet, la commission de conciliation, dans sa tache 
de realiser un accord entre les parties, devrait 
trouver dans son mandat !'indication precise 
des instruments sur lesquels !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies entend fonder son action. 

M. THoRs (Islande) estime que le cinquieme 
alinea de l'amendement de l'Australie est inop
portun car la Premiere Commission ne pourrait, 
sans sortir de son role, s'occuper de la demande 
d'admission de l',Etat d'Israel, qui doit etre 
d'abord examinee par le Conseil de securite 
suivant une procedure reguliere. II ajoute cepen
dant que son Gouvernement accueillera avec 
bienveillance la demande d'admission d'Israel, 
en temps opportun et suivant la procedure 
reguliere. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) fait remarquer que les 
quatre premiers alineas de l'amendement austra
lien ne constituent pas un preambule au cinquieme 
alinea, mais out une existence independante car 
ils tendent a confirmer la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947. 

M. HooD (Australie) annonce que, a la suite 
de la declaration du representant de la Pologne 
et a fin d' eviter tout malentendu, il retire le 
cinquieme alinea de son amendement. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le premier alinea 
de l'amendement de I' Australie. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. L' appel 
commence par le Canada, dont le nom est tire au 
sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Costa-Rica, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Guatemala, Nouvelle-Zelande, Pologne, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yougoslavie, Australie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie. 

Volent contre: Cuba, Danemark, Republique 
Dominicaine, Egypte, Ethiopie, Grece, Haiti, 
Honduras, Islande, Inde, Irak, Iran, Liban, 
Norvege, Pakistan, Arabie saoudite, Suede, Syri~, 
Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royau_me-Um, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Belgique, Birmame. 
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Abstaining : Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Ecuador, France, Liberia, Netherlands, Peru, 
United States of America, Bolivia, Brazil. 

The first paragraph of the Australian amendment 
was rejected by 24 votes to 12, with 12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Polish 
amendment (A/C.l/409) to the first part of the 
Australian amendment. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
«mendment was rejected by 29 voles to 10, with 
8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second 
paragraph of the Australian amendment. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. Iraq, having been 
drawn by lot by the Chairman, was called upon to 
vote first. 

In favour: New Zealand, Venezuela, Australia, 
Costa Rica. 

Against : Iraq, Lebanon, Norway, Pakistan, 
Sandi Arabia, Sweden, Syria Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, Yemen, 
_\fghanistan, Belgium, Burma, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Egypt, Ethiopia, Greece, 
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran. 

Abstaining: Liberia, Netherlands, Peru, Poland, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of 
America, Uruguay, Yugoslavia, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, 
France, Guatemala. 

The second paragraph of the Australian 
amendment was rejected by 26 voles to 4, with 
20 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third 
paragraph of the Australian amendment. 

A vole was taken by roll-call. Egypt, having 
been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was called 
upon to vote first. 

In favour : Guatemala, New Zealand, Poland, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, Venezuala, 
Australia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Costa Rica, Cezchoslovakia. · 

Against: Egypt, Ethiopia, Greece, Haiti, 
Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Norway, 
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Belgium, Burma, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Honduras. 

Abstaining: France, Liberia, Netherlands, 
Peru, United States of America, Uruguay, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Ecuador. 

The third paragraph of the Australian amendment 
was rejected by 26 votes to 11, with 13 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the fourth 
paragraph of the Australian amendment. He 
pointed out that it was in that paragraph that the 
words " autonomous defence and " had been 
deleted. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. Iraq, having 
been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was called 
upon to vote first. 

S' abstiennent : Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Equateur, France, Liberia, Pays-Bas, Perou, 
Etats-Unis d' Amerique, Bolivie, Bresil. 

Le premier a linea de l' amendement australien 
est rejete par 24 voix contre 12, avec 12 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
polonais (A/C.l/409) a la premiere partie de 
l'amendement de l'Australie. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. L' amendement est 
rejete par 29 voix contre 10, avec 8 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le deuxieme alinea 
de l'amendement de l'Australie. 

Le vole a lieu par appel nominal. L'appel 
commence par l' I rak, doni le nom est tire au sort 
par le President. 

Volent po.ur: Nouvelle-Zelande, Venezuela. 
Australie, Costa-Rica. 

Volent contre: Irak, Liban, Norvege, Pakistan. 
Arabic saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Yemen, Afgha
nistan, Belgique, Birmanie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Egypte,Ethiopie,Grece, 
Hai:ti, Honduras, Islande, Inde, Iran. 

S'absliennent: Liberia, Pays-;Bas, Perou, 
Pologne, Republiquc socialiste sovietique d'Uk
raine, Union des Republiques socialistes sovie
tiques, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Yougo
slavie, Bolivie, Bresil, Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colom
bie, Tchecoslovaquie, Equateur, France, Guate
mala. 

Le deuxieme alinea de l' amendement australien 
est rejete par 25 voix conire 4, avec 20 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le troisieme 
alinea de I' amen dement de I' Australie. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. L'appel 
commence par l'Egyple, doni le nom a eie tire au 
sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Guatemala, Nouvelle-Ulande, 
Pologne, Republique socialiste sovietique d'D_~
raine, Union ' des Republiques socialistes sovle
tiques, Yougoslavie, Venezuela, Australie, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Costa
Rica, Tchecoslovaquie. 

Volent contre : Egypte, Ethiopie, Grece, Halti, 
Islande, Inde, Iran, Irak, Liban, Norvege. 
Pakistan, Arabie saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Belgique, Birmanie, Cuba, Danemark 
Republique Dominicaine, Honduras. 

S' abstiennenl :France, Liberia, Pays-Bas, Perou. 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Equateur. 

Le lroisieme a linea de l' amen dement australien 
est rejete par 25 voix conlre 11, avec 13 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le quatrieme 
alinea de l'amendement de l'Australie. Il fait 
remarquer que cet alinea a ete amen.de par la 
suppression des mots : « autonomes de defense et ». 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. L'appel 
commence par l' Irak, doni le nom est tire au sorf 
par le President. 
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In favour : New Zealand, Poland, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugo
slavia, Australia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala. 

Against : Iraq, Lebanon, Norway, Pakistan• 
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
S?uth Africa, United Kingdom, Yemen, Afgha
mstan, Burma, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Egypt, Ethiopia, Greece, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran. 

Abstaining: Liberia, Netherlands, Peru, United 
States of America, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Ecuador, France. 

The fourth paragraph of the Australian 
amendment was rejected by 24 voles to 12, with 
13 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that as the fifth paragraph 
had been withdrawn by its author the first part 
of the Australian amendment was rejected. 

The meeting rose at 11.25 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
SECOND MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
on Thursday, 2 December 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

91. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE 
UNITED KINGDOM REVISED DRAFT RESOLUTION 
(A/C.lf394/Rev.2) AND AMENDMENTS RELATING 
"YHERETO. 

Mr. HuRGRONJE (Netherlands) stated that from 
the point of view of conformity with the resolution 
of 29 November, the first part of the Australian 
amendment (A/C.l/408/Rev.l) would have been 
the most satisfactory. However, as recent deve
lopments described in the Mediator's report and 
in the statements of the Acting Mediator had to 
be taken into account, the Netherlands delegation 
would support the draft resolution of the United 
Kingdom (A/C.lj394/Rev.2) which allowed for 
those new factors. 

He considered that the conciliation commission 
should not consist of more than three members, 
and that they should represent States. 

The representatives of the United Kingdom and 
the United States had stated their objectives 
broadly ; the Netherlands delegation was in full 
agreement with them. In particular, the 
Netherlands delegation had expressed regret that 
it had not been possible to estab1ish an economic 
union ; it therefore supported paragraph 9 and 
the other provisions of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution. 

Volent pour: Nouvelle-Zelande, Pologne, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yougoslavie, Australie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Costa-Rica, 
Tchecoslovaquie, Guatemala. 

Volent contre: Irak, Liban, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Arabie saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Yemen, Afgha
nistan, Birmanie, Cuba, Danemark, Republique 
Dominicaine, Egypte, Ethiopie, Grece, Ha'iti, 
Honduras, Islande, Inde, Iran. 

S'abstiennenl: Liberia, Pays-Bas, Peron, Etats
Unis d'Amerique, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada 
Chili, Chine, Colombie, Equateur, France. 

Le quatrieme alimia de l' amen dement australien 
est rejele par 24 voix conlre 12, avec 13 abstentions. 

Le Pnf;;siDENT declare que le cinquieme alinea 
ayant ete retire par son auteur, la premiere 
partie de l'amendement de l'Australie se trouve 
rejetee. 

La seance est levee a 23 h. 25. 

DEUX-CENT-VINGT-DEUXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 2 decembre 1948, a 10 h. 30 

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

91. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
du Mediateur des Nations Unies 
pour la Palestine (A/648) 

SuiTE DE L'EXAMEN nu PROJET RE'viSE DE RESO
LUTION DU RoYAUME-UNI (AjC.lj394jRev.2) 
ET AMENDEMENTS s'y RA.PPORTANT. 

M. HuRGRONJE (Pays-Bas) declare que, du 
point de vue de la conformite avec Ia resolution 
du 29 novembre, la premiere partie de l'amende
ment australien (A/C.lj408/Rev.l) serait la plus 
satisfaisante. Mais, comme i1 convient de tenir 
compte des developpements recents evoque~ 
dans le rapport du Mectiateur et dans les decla
rations du Mediateur par interim, Ia delegation 
des Pays-Bas se prononce en faveur du projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni (A/C.l J394JRev.2) 
qui tient compte de ces facteurs nouveaux. 

En ce qui concerne la composition de la com
mission de conciliation, elle ne devrait pas com
prendre plus de trois membres et, d'autre part, 
ceux-ci devraient representer des Etats. 

D'une maniere generale, les representants du 
Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis ont precise 
leurs objectifs, sur lesquels la delegation des 
Pays-Bas est en plein accord. En particulier, la 
delegation des Pays-Bas avait deja exprime Ie 
regret qu'une union economique n'ait pu etre 
realisee ; elle souscrit done au paragraphe 9 et 
aux autres dispositions du lprojet de resolution 
britannique. 
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Mr. Hooo (Australia) recalled that he 
had already indicated the spirit in which his 

delegation had presented the second part of its 
amendment. There were three questions, 
concerning respectively the actual establishment 
of a conciliation commission, on which point there 
had appeared to be general agreement, the compo
sition of the commission, on which various 
views had been expressed ; and the functions of 
the commission. In regard to the third queshon, 
the Australian delegation had endeavoured to 
make itself perfectly clear and to express itself 
in conformity with the previous decisions of the 
General Assembly. If the commission were not 
to be encumbered with terms of reference which 
" ·ere too detailed, all confusion must be avoided. 
In that connexion, the United Kingdom draft 
was not sufficiently clear as to the functions of 
the conciliation commission, the United Nations 
body from which it would derive its authority, 
and the guiding principle on which it should 
operate. 

No reply of a convincing nature had yet been 
given to the questions put by the representative 
of Israel regarding the present status of the 
functions of the Mediator ; some of these had 
never been exercised, some depended on transitory 
factors, and others had become obsolete. It would 
therefore be better to leave aside any reference to 
the former functions of the Mediator. 

Secondly, the United Kingdom draft resolution 
contained another element of grave uncertainty : 
to whom would the conciliation commission look 
to receive its general directives ? It could not 
have recourse to the General Assembly in any 
easy fashion ; if it had recourse to the Security 
Council, unless the most precise limitations were 
laid down, it might receive directives inconsistent 
with those it had previously received from the 
Assembly. To avoid misunderstanding, it would 
be better to lay down clearly once and for all 
what were the conciliation commission's functions. 

Generally speaking, the Assembly could not 
do better than reaffirm that the resolution of 
29 November 1947 should be carried through in 
principle. That, in fact, was precisely what the 
United Kingdom draft resolution did not do, 
since it appeared to place the resolution of 
29 November and the Mediator's report on the 
same footing. After all, the whole object of the 
General Assembly debate was to establish guiding 
principles for the conciliation commission, so 
that it should not be working in the dark. 

His delegation's amendment had been inspired 
by those principles ; an effort had been made to 
make it as brief and as flexible as was consistent 
with instructing the conciliation commission 
adequately. In the first place, the commission 
should be available to help the parties concerned 
to enter immediately into direct negotiations ; 
that was its main purpose. Secondly, the 
commission should promote good relations between 
the State of Israel, the Palestine Arabs and the 
neighbouring Arab States. The United Kingdom 
proposals contained no such provision ; to be 
fully useful, the commission should have such a 
long-term objective before it. Thirdly, when the 

M. Hooo (Australie) rappelle qu'il a deja 
indique l'esprit dans lequel sa delegation avait 
presente la deuxieme partie de son amendement. 
Trois questions se posent, en effet, qui concernent 
respectivement le principe meme d'une commis
sion de conciliation, sur lequel un accord general 
semble se faire, la composition de cette commission 
sur laquelle difierents points de vue ont ete 
exprimes, et ses fonctions. Sur le troisieme 
point, la delegation de l'Australie s'est efforcee 
de se prononcer d'une maniere a la fois parfai
tement claire et conforme aux precedentes 
decisions de I'Assemblee generale. S'il convient. 
en effet, que la commission ne soit pas genee par 
des instructions trop detaillees, il importe aussi 
d' ecarter toute possibilite de confusion. Or. 
pn!cisement, le texte du Royaume-Uni ne se 
prononce pas d'une maniere assez claire sur le 
fonctionnement de la commission de conciliation. 
sur l'organe de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
dont il tiendra ses pouvoirs et sur les principes 
directeurs de son activite. 

En particulier, aucune reponse satisfaisante n'a 
encore ete donnee aux questions posees par Ia 
delegation d'Israel au sujet des fonctions du 
Mediatcur dans l'etat actuel des chases. Cer
taines de ces fonctions n'ont jamais ete exercees. 
d'autres dependaient de facteurs transitoires. 
d'autres enfin n'ont plus d'interet pratique. II 
vaudrait done mieux s'abstenir de toute reference 
aux fonctions anterieures du Mediateur. 

En deuxieme lieu, le projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni recele un autre element d'incer
titude des plus regrettables : qui donnera a la 
commission de conciliation des directives d'un 
caractere general? Etant donne que, dans la 
pratique, il serait malaise a Ia commission de 
s'adresser a l'Assembiee generale, elle aurait 
recours au Conseil de securite duquel elle pourrait 
recevoir, si des precisions n'etaient pas formulees 
a cet egard, des instructions contradictoires avec 
celles qu'elle aurait re(fues anterieurement de 
l'Assemblee. Pour eviter ces malentendus, ii 
vaut done mieux preciser une fois pour toutes 
la tache de la commission de conciliation. 

D'une maniere generale, I' Assemblee ne saurait 
mieux faire que de reaffirmer le principe de 
!'execution de la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947. Or, c'est precisement ce que ne fait pas le 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni puisq~'il 
a l'air de mettre sur le meme pied la resoluborr 
du 29 novembre et Ie rapport du Mediateur. Or, 
l'objet meme des debats de l'Assemblee generale 
est d'etablir Ies principes directeurs dont la 
commission de conciliation devra s'inspirer, si 
I'on ne veut pas qu'elle travaille a l'aveuglette. 

C'est dans cet esprit qu'a ete redige !'~men
dement australien, qui s'inspire toutef01s du 
souci d'etre aussi bref et aussi souple que le 
permet la necessite fondamentale de donner d~s 
instructions precises a la comm.issio? d~ conci
liation. En premier lieu, celle-cr. d01t. ~rder les. 
parties interessees a entamer unmedmten;ent 
des negociations directes ; telle est . la tache 
primordiale de cet organisme .. Deuxreme~ent, 
il doit favoriser de bonnes relatwns entre 1 Etat 
d'Israel, les Arabes de Palestine et les ~tats 
arabes voisins. Le texte du Royaume-Um ne 
comporte pas de dis.po~ition s~mblable. ~r, la 
commission ne saurart etre plemement utile si 
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stage of negotiations had been reached, the 
commission could proceed with boundary arrange
ments. That question was a matter for 
agreement between the State of Israel and the 
other parties. In the event of failure to reach 
such an agreement, the commission would have 
to report to the General Assembly, submitting its 
own recommendations but leaving it to the 
Assembly to take a final decision. 

Mr. Hood recalled that the representative of 
the Netherlands had not given any practical 
reasons for his preference for a commission of 
three members ; in reality, past experience had 
shown that there was everything to be gained 
and nothing to be lost by setting up a larger 
commission, though of course within reasonable 
limits. Thus, a five-member commission would 
allow for application of the principle of equitable 
geographical distribution. 

The delegation of Australia requested that 
its amendment should be put to the vote paragraph 
by paragraph 

Mr. Lru CHIEH (China) stated that the number 
of members on the conciliation commission was 
not so important as the method of selection. 
The Chinese delegation considered that the 
conciliation commission should be composed not 
of a certain number of Member States, but of 
qualified persons acting on behalf of the United 
Nations and in the interest of the Palestine 
population, and seeking first and foremost a 
peaceful settlement of the question~ The com
mission should be composed of individuals of 
such standing as to command the confidence of 
the General Assembly ; it should not represent 
only national or geographical interests. Whether 
the commission consisted of three or five members, 
it would in any case not be possible to give 
adequate expression to the principle of geogra
phical representation. The Chinese delegation 
endorsed the amendments of Guatemala and 
Colombia supporting the selection of qualified 
persons as members of the conciliation commission. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) wished to reply 
to criticisms made by the representative of 
Australia. Concerning the wording of para
graph 2 (a) of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution, it would be reasonable to trust the 
conciliation commission to show the necessary 
judgment when assuming the functions of the 
Mediator. The United Kingdom delegation 
affirmed, however, that it would submit an 
amendment making it clear that the conciliation 
commission would assume those functions " in 
so far as it considers necessary in existing 
circumstances ". 

Regarding paragraph 2 (b), the representative 
of Australia had pointed out the possibility of 
contradiction between the instructions given by 
the Security Council and those given by the 
General Assembly. The United Kingdom dele
gation had provided for the possibility that the 
conciliation commission might receive instructions 
from the Security Council for the very simple 

on ne lui assigne pas des objectifs a long terme. 
Troisiemement, lorsque des negociations auront 
ete ouvertes, la commission pourra s'occuper 
de 1a question des frontiE:res et cette question 
devra faire l'objet d'un accord entre Israel et 
les autres parties. Si 1a commission ne parvcnait 
pas a provoquer un accord, elle devrait faire 
rapport a l'Assemblee generale, formulant ses 
propres recommandations, mais laissant a cclle-ci 
le soin de decider en dernier ressort. 

M. Hood rappelle que le representant des Pays
Bas n'a pas justifie de preference pour une com
mission de trois membres, alors que, en rcalite, 
l'experience passee a montre qu'il y avait tout 
a gagner et rien a perdre a nommer une commis
sion plus nombreuse en s'en tenant naturellement 
a certaines Iimites raisonnables. C'est ainsi qu'une 
commission de cinq membres permettrait de 
respecter le principe de Ia repartition geogra
phique. 

La delegation de l'Australie demande que le 
texte de son amendement soit mis aux voix 
alinea par alinea. 

M. Lm CHIEH (Chine) declare que Ja question 
du nombre des membres de la commission de 
conciliation n'est pas aussi importante que celle 
du mode de nomination. En ef'fet, la delegation 
de la Chine considere qu'il est essentiel que la 
commission de conciliation soit composee non 
pas d'un certain nombre d'Etats l\1embres, mais 
de personnalites qualifiees, agissant au nom de 
}'Organisation des Nations Unies et dans !'interet 
de la population palestinienne, et cherchant 
avant tout a amener le reglement pacifique de 
la question. Cc doit done etre la personnalite 
meme des membres de la commission qui les 
rende dignes de la con fiance de I' Assemblee 
generale et i1 ne convient pas que la commission 
de conciliation represente des interets nationaux 
ou ceux d'une region determinee. D'ailleurs, que 
la commission soit composee de trois ou de cinq 
membres, il serait de toute maniere impossible 
de respecter le principe de repartition geogra
phique. La delegation de la Chine se prononce 
en faveur des amendements du Guatemala et 
de la Colombie tendant a la nomination de person
nalites qualifiees comme membres de la Com
mission de conciliation. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) desire repondre a 
certaines critiques presentees par le representant 
de l'Australie. En premier lieu, en ce qui concerne 
le paragraphe 2 a), il serait legitime de faire 
confiance a la commission de conciliation pour 
qu'elle fasse preuve du discernement necessaire 
lorsqu'il s'agira d'assumer les fonctions assignees 
au Mediateur. Toutefois, la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni declare presenter un amendement 
qui precise que Ja commission de conciliation 
assumera ces fonctions « dans la mesure ou elle 
jugera que lcs circonstances Je rende necessaire 11. 

Relativement au paragraphe 2 b), le repre
sentant de 1' Australie a signale la possibilite d'une 
contradiction entre les instructions que fonnu
lerait le Conseil de securite et celles de I' Assemblee 
generale. Mais si 1a delegation du Royaume-Uni 
a prevu la possibilite pour la commission d_e 
conciliation de recevoir des instructions du Conseil 
de securite, c'est pour la raison bien simple que 

863 



reason that the General Assembly was not always 
in session. The conciliation commission would have 
to interpret the instructions received from the 
Security Council in the light of the directives of the 
General Assembly. In practice, no conflict was likely 
to arise between the instructions received from 
the two organs of the United Nations. Moreover. 
the United Kingdom delegation, in providing 
for the possibility of directives being given to the 
conciliation commission by the Security Council, 
was following the precedent created by reso
lution 186 (S-2) of 14 May 1948, instructing the 
Mediator to abide by the provisions of that 
resolution and with such instructions as he 
might receive from the Security Council. That 
precedent was still valid. 

With regard to sub-paragraphs (1) and (3) 
of section 2 of the Australian amendment 
(A/C.1/408/Rev.1), relating to the establishment 
of a conciliation commission, the United Kingdom 
delegation had already expressed its opinion that 
it would not be wise to limit the functions of the 
commission to mere endorsement of the decisions 
arrived at by agreement between the two parties. 
The commission should be able to act even in the 
absence of direct agreement between the parties. 
There was a whole range of difference between 
agreement and compulsion. The commission 
should be able to exercise, with the backing of a 
strong resolution from the Assembly, very consi
derable influence upon the parties by persuasion 
and by taking the initiative in its consultations. 
Consequently, the United Kingdom delegation 
found itself unable to accept sub-paragraphs (1) 
and (3) of the Australian amendment. 

The substance of sub-paragraphs (4) and (5) of 
the Australian amendment, was already covered 
by paragraphs 6, 7, 8 on the one hand, and 
paragraph 11, on the other hand, of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution, the wording of which 
was, he maintained, stronger and more precise. 

The United Kingdom delegation was willing 
to accept sub-paragraph (2) of section 2 of 
the Australian amendment (AJC.1/408JRev.1), 
although the idea contained in it was already 
implicit in the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

As to the composition of the commission, the 
necessity already mentioned for a strong com
mission would weigh in favour of the smallest 
possible commission, namely, one of three 
members. Moreover, the idea of having a 
commission composed of qualified individuals was 
not in contradiction with that of appointing a 
certain number of Member States, since the States 
in their turn would not fail to choose highly 
qualified persons. Although the members of 
the Palestine Commission which was formed in 
November 1947 had not been responsible for the 
difficulties which it had encountered, it would 
be a mistake to appoint another band of lonely 
pilgrims. It would be better for the members 
of the future conciliation commission to have the 
authority of their Governments behind them. 

Mr. PARODI (France) stated that if the idea of 
creating a conciliation commission had not 

l'Assemblee generale n'est pas toujours en fonc
tions. Il appartiendra d'ailleurs a la commission 
de conciliation d'interpreter les instructions ret;ues 
du Conseil de securite a la lumiere des directives 
de l' Assemblce generale. Pratiquement, rien ne 
permet de penser qu'il y aura contradiction entre 
les instructions ret;ues des deux organismes de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. De plus, la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni, en prevoyant la 
possibilite de directives qui seraient donnees a 
la commission de conciliation par le Conseil de 
securitc, s'est inspiree du precedent de la reso
lution 186 (S-2) du 14 mai 1948 qui donnait 
pour instructions au Mediateur de se conformer 
aux dispositions de cette resolution, ainsi qu'aux 
instructions qu'il pourrait recevoir du Conseil de 
securite, et ce precedent est toujours valable. 

En ce qui concerne les alineas 1) et 3) de la 
section 2 de l'amendement australien (A/C. 
1/408/Rev.l) tendant a la creation d'une com
mission de conciliation, la delegation du Royaume
Uni a deja eu !'occasion de dire qu'il ne convenait 
pas de limiter les fonctions de celle-d a une 
simple approbation des decisions prises par les 
deux parties. La commission doit avoir Ia possi
bilite d'agir meme en !'absence d'un accord 
direct entre les parties. Il y a bien des degres de 
la contrainte a l'accord; et la commission de 
conciliation pourra, sur la base d'une resolution 
de l' Assemblee generale formulee en termes 
energiques, disposer d'une influence considerable, 
qui lui permettra d'user de persuasion aupres 
des parties et de faire preuve d'initiative dana les 
consultations auxquelles elle procedera. La dele
gation du Royaume-Uni ne peut done accepter 
Ies alineas 1) et 3) de la section 2 de l'amendement 
australien. 

En ce qui concerne les alineas 4) et 5) de 
l'amendement australien, la matiere en est Mja 
couverte par Ies paragraphes 6, 7, 8 d'une part, 
et 11, d'autre part, du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, dont ]a redaction est d'ailleurs 
plus energique et plus precise. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni accepte ramen
dement australien contenu dans l'alinea 2) de 
la section 2 (A/C.1j408JRev.1), bien que !'idee 
exprimee dans cet alinea soit deja impliquee 
par le texte britannique. 

Quant a la composition de la commi~SI?n, 
l'exigence, deja indiquee, d'avoir une comm1s~wn 
forte conduit a se prononcer en faveur d une 
commission le plus restreinte possible, c'est-a-dire 
composee de trois membres. D'autre part, le 
souci d'avoir une commission composee de person
names qualifiees n'est pas contradictoire avec la 
designation d'un certain nombre d'Etats comme 
membres de la commission, puisque ces Etats 
ne manqueront pas a leur tour de faire choix de 
personnalites hautement qualifiees. Bien que. les 
membres de la Commission pour Ia Palestme, 
creee en novembre 1947, n'aient pas cte respon
sables des difficultes qu'ils ont rencontrees,. il. ne 
convient pas de creer une nouvelle co~m1sswn 
de pelerins solitaires. Il vaut d?n? m1eux qu.e 
les membres de la future comm1sswn de conci
liation aient derriere eux l'autorite de leurs 
Gouvernements respectifs. 

M. PARODI (France) declare que si I'id~e de 
creer une commission de conciliation n'eta1t pas 
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originated with the Mediator himself, the French 
delegation would have hesitated to substitute a 
group for one man, since it was a question of 
mediation, that was to say, personal contacts. 
In his work, the Mediator had been obliged to be 
constantly on the move, and if the commission 
wished its work to be effective it would also have 
to make various contacts. Work of that kind 
could not be divided up among the various 
members of the commission because it was 
essential that the same person should see the 
various parties concerned. The French delegation 
considered that the conciliation commission should 
not comprise more than three members. 

Mr. RoDRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) stressed 
the importance of the armistice which was now 
being negotiated in Jerusalem. Representatives 
of the two Palestine communities were now seated 
at the same table, united by their love for the 
Holy City. 

In respect of the composition of the conciliation 
commission, the Uruguayan delegation favoured 
the United Kingdom text which proposed that 
the members of the commission should represent 
States which were Members of the United Nations. 
Although it might simplify matters to limit the 
commission to three members, it would appear 
to be preferable to increase that number to five 
in view of the complexity of the task which 
would be imposed on that body and of the variety 
of contacts which it would have to make. 

Mr. Rodriguez Fabregat alluded to the alter
ation which the United Kingdom delegation had 
just made to its own draft. The commission 
would only assume the functions assigned to the 
Mediator so far as it considered necessary in the 
existing circumstances. It was difficult to know 
exactly what those functions were ; the addition 
proposed by the United Kingdom was therefore 
useful. 

Further, the delegation of Uruguay endorsed 
the Australian amendment stating that the 
commission was " to assist the interested parties 
to enter immediately into direct negotiations ". 

With regard to sub-paragraph 2 of the 
Australian draft, it was true, as stated by the 
United Kingdom representative, that the idea of 
promoting good relations between the various 
parties was the basic objective of a conciliation 
commission, and that it was implicit in each of the 
provisions of the .United Kingdom resolution. 
It would, however, be advisable to make that 
point clear, and that was done in the Australian 
amendment. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) said that 
his delegation endorsed the view of the French 
delegation regarding the number of members 
of the commission. The United States delegation 
had also been guided by the Mediator's own 
opinion when it supported the idea of a commission 
to succeed the Mediator. That commission must 
be small, however, as it had to serve as an inter
mediary among a number of parties on compli
cated questions upon which feelings ran high. 
Considerations of effectiveness and speed should 

venue du Mediateur lui-meme, la delegation 
franc;aise aurait hesite a substituer un groupe a 
un homme, puisqu'il s'agit d'un travail de media
tion, c'est-a-dire, de contacts personnels. Dans 
l'accomplissement de sa tache, le Mediateur a dfi. 
se deplacer continuellement et Ia commission, 
si elle ne veut etre condamnee a !'impuissance, 
devra egalement prendre des contacts divers. 
Or, ce genre de fonctions ne peut etre !'objet d'une 
division du travail entre les differents membres 
de la commission puisqu'il est essentiel que Ia 
meme personne voie les differentes parties inte
ressees. La delegation franc;aise considere que 
la commission de conciliation ne doit pas com
prendre plus de trois membres. 

M. RoDRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) souligne 
!'importance de !'armistice qui est actuellement 
l'objet d'une negociation a Jerusalem : les repre
sentants des deux communautes palestiniennes 
siegent maintenant a la meme table, unis par un 
meme amour de la Ville sainte. 

En ce qui concerne la composition de la com
mission de conciliation, la delegation de !'Uruguay 
est favorable a la formule britannique selon 
laquelle les membres de Ia commission represen
teraient des Etats Membres de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. D'autre part, s'il est vrai que 
la limitation du nombre des membres de la 
commission a trois aurait un interet de simpli
fication, il semble preferable de porter ce chiffre 
a cinq en vue de la complexite de la tache en 
presence de laquelle se trouvera cet organisme 
et de la diversite des contacts qu'elle aura a 
prendre. 

M. Rodriguez Fabregat se refere a la modi
fication que la delegation du Royaume-Uni vient 
d'apporter a son propre texte : la commission 
n'assumerait les fonctions assignees au Mediateur 
que dans la mesure ou les circonstances I'indi
queraient. II est difficile de savoir exactement 
queUes sont ces fonctions et dans cette mesure 
!'addition proposee par le Royaume-Uni n'est 
pas sans utilite. 

D'autre part, la delegation de !'Uruguay se 
prononce en faveur de l'amendement australien 
en vertu duquel la commission doit « aider les 
parties interessees a entamer immediatement 
des negociations directes ». 

En ce qui concerne l'alinea 2 du texte aus
tralien, il est exact, comme le representant du 
Royaume-Uni l'a dit, que le souci de favoriser 
de bonnes relations entre les parties est a la base 
meme de l'etablissement d'une commission de 
conciliation, et qu'elle se trouve done implici
tement contenue dans chacune des dispositions 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. Toute
fois, il serait bon de preciser les chases et c'est ce 
que fait l'amendement australien. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare que, 
en ce qui concerne le nombre des membres de 
la commission, sa delegation se rallie au point 
de vue exprime par la delegation franc;aise. La 
delegation des Etats-Unis, elle aussi, s'est guidee 
sur !'opinion du Mediateur lui-meme lorsqu'elle 
s'est ralliee a l'idee qu'une commission succedat 
au Mediateur. Mais cette commission doit etre 
restreinte, puisqu'elle doit servir d'intermediaire, 
dans des negociations compliquees, entre des 
parties dont les sentiments sont exacerbes. La 
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therefore prevail over the idea of geographical 
representation. It was not a debating society 
which was being formed, but a conciliatory body. 
The United States delegation therefore declared 
itself in favour of the creation of a conciliation 
commission with a mensbership of three. 

The United States delegation had given 
considerable thought to the proposal of the 
Colombian delegation (AJC.l/399); still, it consid
ered that the Commission should be composed 
of Governments and not of individuals. A 
difficult task awaited the members of the com
mission, and in order to carry it out they needed 
the prestige and support of their respective 
Governments and the United Nations. 

The United States delegation had already 
expressed its very great appreciation for the 
work of Count Bernadotte and the Acting Mediator 
both of whom had served the United Nations 
with distinction. Experience of the United 
Nations had shown, however, that generally 
speaking it was advantageous to use governmental 
representatives to carry out the instructions of the 
United Nations. The United States delegation 
therefore declared itself in favour of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. EBAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
stated that in principle his delegation welcomed 
the establishment of a conciliation commission 
to lend its good offices, on behalf of the United 
Nations, to both parties with a view to facilitating 
negotiations and promoting agreement between 
them on all points of difference between them. 
The representatives of Israel had consistently given 
their full co-operation to the United Nations 
through the successive stages of its work. Now 
the Government of Israel was most anxious that 
there should be a truce or an armistice which 
would lead to a lasting peace. 

With regard to the composition of the com
mission, the delegation of Israel considered that 
there were compelling reasons in favour of a 
commission of five members which would allow 
for broader geographical distribution, and follow 
the precedents created in the case of the United 
Nations Special Committees on the Balkans and 
on Palestine. The Government of Israel consid
ered further that it was vital, in the interests 
of its effective co-operation with the commission's 
efforts, that as regards membership in the United 
Nations, it should be placed on a footing of 
equality with the Arab States, six of which were 
already Members of that Organization. Finally, 
the t erms of reference of the conciliation 
commission should enable it to remain true to 
its name ; it should be a good offices commission 
for the promotion of consultations and mediation 
between the two parties, and should not be 
entrust ed with any administrative functions. 
Should the conciliation commission be granted 
executive powers and proceed to interfere in 
existing legislative and administrative arrange
ments, it would be liable to come into conflict 
with existing authorities, to the detriment of 
its conciliatory task. The co-operation of Israel 

consideration d'efficacite et de promptitude doit 
done l'emporter sur celle de la repartition geogra
phique. Aussi bien, il ne s'agit pas de creer un 
cercle d'etudes, mais un organisme de conciliation. 
La delegation des Etats-Unis se prononce done 
en faveur de Ia creation d'unc commission de 
conciliation de trois membres. 

D'autre part, Ia delegation des Etats-Unis a 
murement examine la proposition qui emanait 
de Ia delegation de la Colombie (A/C.l /399) ; 
neanmoins, elle considere que la commission doit 
etre composee de representants de Gouvernements 
et non de personnalites. Une tache diil'lcile attend 
les membres de la commission et ils doivent, 
dans son accomplissement, pouvoir s'appuyer sur 
l'autorite tant de leurs Gouvernements respectifs 
que de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis a deja rendu 
hommagc a l'<:£uvre du comte Bernadotte et du 
Mediateur interimaire, qui tous deux ont rendu 
d'eminents services. Neanmoins, !'experience de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies a montre, d'une 
maniere generale, qu'il convenait de confier aux 
representants des difierents Gouvernements Ia 
tache d'appliqucr les directives de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. La delegation des Etats 
Unis se prononce done en faveur des propositions 
formulees dans Ie pro jet de resolution du Royaume
Uni. 

M. EnAN (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
declare que, en principe, sa delegation se felici~e 
de l'etablissement d'une commission de conci
liation qui offrirait ses bons offices, au nom de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, aux deux 
parties, a fin de facilier les negociations et. de 
favoriser un accord mutuel sur tous les pomts 
de desaccord. D'ailleurs, 1es representants d'Israel 
ont toujours accorde leur cooperation sans 
reserve a !'Organisation des Nations Unies .~me 
difierentes etapes des travaux de cette derme~e. 
Aujourd'hui, le Gonvernement d'Israel souha~te 
vivement qu'une treve ou un armistice condmse 
a une paix durable. 

En ce qui concerne la composition de la com
mission de conciliation, Ia delegation d'Israel 
considere que des raisons absolument ~letermi
nantes militent en faveur de l'etabhssement 
d'une commission de cinq membres, ce qui 
permettrait une repartition geographique plus 
large, et serait conforme aux preced:nts des 
Commissions speciales des Nations Umes pour 
les Balkans et pour Ia Palestine. D'autre part, 
le Gouvernement d'lsrael considere que, pour 
qu'il puisse efficacement cooperer avec.la com~is
sion de conciliation, il doit etre place, du P?IDt 
de vue de !'admission a !'Organisation des Natwns 
Unies, sur un pied d'egalite avec Ies Etats arabes. 
Or six d'entre ces derniers sont deja Membres 
de' !'Organisation. En fin, il est essen_t~el. que I: 
mandat de Ia Commission de conciliatiOn lm 
permette de rester fidele au nom qu'el~e yort~. 
C'est dire qu'il doit s'agir d'une commissio~ ae 
bons offices destinee a favoriser les consultatiOns 
et a opere; une mediation entre le~ parti~s, ~ 
!'exclusion de toutes fonctions admimstrative?. 
En efiet, si la commission de conciliation ven~t 
a recevoir des pouvoirs d' execution, et, p_ar S?Jte 
tenter de modifier des dispositions legisl~tives 
ou adininistratives en vigueur, il pourra1t en 
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with the commission would thereby be rendered 
very difficult, and indeed the Government of 
Israel would have to reserve its full freedom in 
that event. 

Provided the foregoing considerations were 
taken into account, the Government of Israel 
would be only too eager to assist the commission 
to the best of its ability. As regards free access 
to Jerusalem and repatriation of Arab refugees, 
the Government of Israel would consider those 
questions after the establishment of an effective 
peace. The First Committee certainly did not 
envisage settlement of those problems until 
hostilities had been finally and formally 
terminated. Accordingly a decision on that 
matter placed in any context but that of a stable 
peace could not be carried out. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) referred to the amend
ment presented by Syria relating to the estab
lishment and terms of reference of a conciliation 
commission (A/C.1f410). As already stated by 
the Syrian delegation, the provisions for the 
constitution of that commission should be clearer 
than those contained in the United Kingdom 
draft resolution. The previous year, at the 
time of the appointment of the members of the 
Palestine Commission, the President of the 
General Assembly had submitted a list of five 
members, and had hastened to state that in the 
absence of opposition by the Assembly the 
establishment of the commission had been 
approved. The rules of procedure of the General 
Assembly provided, however, that all elections 
should take place by secret ballot and that no 
nominations should be permitted. 

In order to prevent any further violations of 
the rules of procedure, it should be stated that the 
conciliation commission would be chosen either by 
secret ballot by the General Assembly or by a 
committee composed of the permanent members 
of the Security Council, as was done in resolu
tion 186 (S-2) of the General Assembly on 14 May 
1948. Thus there would be a permanent body to 
control and decide when a change in the member
ship of the commission was necessary. 

The Syrian delegation considered, further, that 
the conciliation commission should be composed 
not of States, but of individuals responsible to the 
United Nations and not to their own States. The 
permanent members of the Security Council could 
perfectly well choose such individuals: 

Further, the Australian amendment restricted 
the functions and powers of the commission too 
much. The Syrian delegation could not accept 
sub-paragraph 2 of the Australian amendment, 
which mentioned the State of Israel. The Arabs 
did not recognize that State which, from the 
international point of view, did not exist. The 
Jews might have occupied certain territories by 
force and might have proclaimed the indepen
dence of those territories, but that did not imply 
that the United Nations had to recognize that 

resulter certains heurts avec les autorites exis
tantes et cela nuirait aux fonctions de conciliation 
de Ia commission. La cooperation d'Israel avec 
la commission deviendrait des plus difficiles et 
de toute manii~re Ie Gouvernement d'Israel se 
voit dans !'obligation de reserver sa pleine liberte 
en vue de cette eventualite. 

Cela dit, le Gouvernement d'Israel ne sera que 
trop heureux d'aider de son mieux la commission 
de conciliation. En ce qui concerne Ia liberte 
d'acces a Jerusalem et le rapatriement des 
refugies arabes, Ie Gouvernement d'Israel exa
minera ces questions lorsqu'une paix effective 
aura ete retablie. D'ailleurs, la Premiere Commis
sion n'envisage certainement pas la possibilite 
d'un reglement de ces problemes tant qu'il n'aura 
pas ete mis fin aux hostilites d'une maniere 
definitive et officielle. En consequence, une 
decision en ce domaine ne serait susceptible 
d'execution que dans le cadre d'une paix stable. 

M. EL KHOURI (Syrie) se refere a l'amendement 
presente par Ia Syrie sur l'etablissement et le 
mandat d'une commission de conciliation 
(A fC.1f41 0). Comme Ia delegation de Ia Syrie 
l'a indique, la constitution de cette commission 
doit etre !'objet de dispositions plus claires que 
celles qui sont envisagees dans le projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni. L'an dernier, en effet, 
lorsqu'il s'est agi de nommer les membres de la 
Commission pour Ia Palestine, le President de 
I' Assemblee generale avait soumis . une liste de 
cinq membres et s'etait empresse de declarer que, 
en !'absence d'opposition de Ia part de l'Assemblee, 
Ia constitution de Ia Commission etait approuvee. 
Or, le reglement interieur de 1'Assemblee generale 
prevoit que toutes les elections auront lieu au 
scrutin secret et qu'il ne sera pas permis de 
presenter de candidatures. 

Pour eviter de nouvelles violations du reglement 
interieur, il conviendrait de preciser que Ia cOin
mission de conciliation sera choisie, soit par 
l' Assemblee generale au scrutin secret, so it par 
un comite compose des membres permanents 
du Conseil de securite, conformement au precedent 
etabli par Ia resolution 186 (S-2) de l'Assemblee 
generale du 14 mai 1948. Ainsi, un organe per
manent pourrait, s'il etait necessaire, pourvoir a 
des modifications eventuelles de Ia composition de 
Ia commission de conciliation. 

La delegation de Ia Syrie considere, d'autre 
part, que Ia commission de conciliation devrait 
etre composee non pas de representants d'Etats, 
mais de personnalites responsables non envers un 
Etat, mais envers !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Les membres permanents du Conseil de 
securite seraient parfaitement a meme de choisir 
ces personnalites. 

De plus, l'amendement australien limite a 
I'exces les fonctions et les possibilites de Ia 
commission. La delegation de la Syrie ne peut 
accepter l'alinea 2 de l'amendement australien, 
qui fait mention de l'Etat d'Israel. En effet, les 
Arabes ne reconnaissent pas cet Etat qui, du 
point de vue international, n'a aucune existence. 
Que les Juifs aient occupe certains territoires 
par la force et qu'ils aient proclame l'independance 
de ces territoires, n'implique pas que !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies doive reconnaitre 
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state of affairs. That wouldbe prejudging the 
future of the question. 

The conciliation commission should continue 
the Mediator's eiTorts for a peaceful settlement of 
the question of the future government of Pales
tine. Until that question was settled, the State 
of Israel could not be recognized. Some States 
might have recognized it de facto, but that in no 
way implied that, under international law, and in 
accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations, the State of Israel had any real existence. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt) stated that the Egyptian 
delegation was opposed to the Australian amend
ment which to a great extent prejudged the 
settlement of the Palestine question. While 
agreeing with the statement made by the represen
tative of Syria, it wished to give its views on two 
special points : the question of negotiations and 
the question of displaced Arab persons. 

In the first place, the Egyptian delegation did 
not consider that the ·Jews were a party to the 
discussion and the Arabs should not therefore be 
asked to negotiate with them. The Arabs were, 
however, fully prepared to negotiate with the 
United Nations with regard to the maintenance 
of peace in Palestine. 

Sub-paragraph 5 of the Australian amend
ment on the question of Arab refugees dealt 
superficially with the matter. Neither the 
Australian amendment nor the United Kingdom 
draft resolution were satisfactory on that point. 
They took too weak an attitude on the economic, 
social and financial rights of the displaced persons 
and committed a serious sin of omission by failing 
to mention the political rights of the Arab 
refugees. Undoubtedly the latter had the right 
to be assisted by the United Nations, which was 
to some extent responsible for their plight ; but 
they also had political rights which were safe
guarded by documents of major importance such 
as the Atlantic Charter, the Charter of the United 
Nations and the Declaration of Human Rights. 
The Atlantic Charter enumerated the four funda
mental freedoms, one of which was freedom from 
fear~ Yet the Arabs had been wrongfully driven 
from their homes by the Jewish terrorists and 
exposed to hunger and cold in the deserts and the 
mountains. The Charter of the United Nations 
declared that the peoples must be saved from the 
scourge of war and reaffirmed the faith of the 
peoples of the United Nations in fundamental 
human rights and, in the dignity and worth of the 
human person. Lastly, the Declaration of Human 
Rights had been discussed at length in the Eco
nomic and Social Council and in the Third 
Committee of the General Assembly. Disregard 
of human rights had resulted in the Second World 
War during which it had become clear that the 
fundamental freedoms were among the most 
important stakes. If mankind was not to be 
compelled to rebel against persecution and 
oppression, human rights should be safeguarded 
by law. Artic1e 3 of the Declaration of Human 
Rights referred to the rights to life, liberty and 
security of person. Article 6 stated that everyone 
had the right to the protection of the law. 
Articles 10, 19 and 24 were also of importance, 
although the last, which dealt with the right to 

cet etat de chases. Ce serait la prejuger Ia question. 

La commission de conciliation doit continuer 
les eiTorts du Mediateur pour un reglement 
pacifique de la question du futur gouvernement 
de la Palestine. Tant que cette question n'est 
pas reglee, l'Etat d'Israel ne saurait etre reconnu. 
Sans doute, certains Etats l'ont-ils reconnu 
de facto. Mais cela n'implique nullement qu'en 
droit international, et selon la Charte des Nations 
Unies, l'Etat d'Israel ait une existence veritable. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypte) declare que la delegation 
de l'Egypte se prononce contre l'amendement 
australien, qui prejuge dans une large mesure 
le reglement de Ia question palestinienne. La 
delegation de l'Egypte, tout en souscrivant a 
Ia declaration faite par le representant de Ia 
Syrie, traitera de deux points particuliers, la 
question des negociations, et celle des personnes 
deplacees (elements arabes). 

En premier lieu, la delegation de l'Egypte ne 
considere pas que les Juifs constituent une partie 
aux debats et l'on ne devrait done pas leur 
demander de negocier avec eux. Toutefois, les 
Arabes soot parfaitement disposes a negocier 
avec !'Organisation des Nations Unies au sujet 
du maintien de Ia paix en Palestine. 

Quant a l'alinea 5 de l'amendement australien, 
relatif a la question des refugies arabe~. on peut 
dire qu'il en traite d'une maniere superficielle. 
D'ailleurs, ni l'amendement australien, ni le 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni ne sont 
satisfaisants sur ce point. Ils sont trop faibles 
en ce qui concerne les droits economiques, sociaux 
et financiers des personnes deplacees. Et ils 
pechent plus gravement encore par omission 
lorsqu'ils passent sous silence les droits politiques 
des refugies arabes. Ceux-ci ont sans doute le 
droit a etre secourus par !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, qui est dans une certaine mesure 
a l'origine de leurs epreuves, mais ils ont aussi 
leurs droits politiques que s'occupent de proteger 
des documents fondamentaux, comme Ia Charte 
de !'Atlantique, Ia Charte des Nations Unies 
et la Declaration des droits de l'homme. La 
Charte de I' Atlantique mentionne les quatre 
libertes et notamment la liberation de la peur. 
Or, les Arabes ont ete injustement chasses de 
leurs foyers par les terroristes juif~ et livres a la 
faim et au froid dans les deserts et les montagnes. 
La Charte des Nations Unies elle, affirme que 
Jes peuples doivent etre preserves du fleau de la 
guerre. Elle affirme aussi la foi des peuples des 
Nations Unies dans les droits fondamentaux de 
l'homme, dans Ia dignite et Ia valeur de Ia pe~sonne 
humaine. Enfin, la Declaration des dr01ts de 
l'homme a etc !'objet de longues discussions au 
Conseil economique et social et a Ia Troisieme 
Commission de l'Assemblee generale. Or, Ia 
violation des droits de l'homme a deja ete a 
l'origine de Ia deuxieme guerre I?ond~ale, au ~ours 
de Iaquelle il est apparu que les. hbertes. essentie~les 
etaient l'un des enjeux supremes. S1 done 1 on 
ne veut pas contraindre l'humanite a .se revolte~ 
contre les persecutions et !'oppressiOn, I.a !01 
doit proteger les droits de _I'homme; L'artiCle .3 
de la Declaration des dr01ts d~ . I ho~me .fait 
mention du droit a la vie, a la hberte et a I.a 
securite. L'article 6 declare que chacun a droit 
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rest and leisure certainly seemed to be of less 
i~portance in comparison with the political 
nghts. Thus while the Third Committee and the 
Economic and Social Council concerned them
selves even with such human rights as seemed to 
be luxuries, the First Committee was not dealing 
satisfactorily with those which were really 
fundamental. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) emphasized the 
friendly and conciliatory tone of the Uruguayan 
representative's remarks and pointed out that it 
would be easier to find a solution to the problem 
if the discussions took place on a higher level. 
Nothing was more useless than the constant 
diatribes against Israel and the inevitable counter
charges. Jews and Arabs were normal human 
beings and surely there was no doubt that both 
would respond to the appeal of the whole world: 

With regard to the composition of the concilia
tion commission, he believed that a small body 
would be more efficient and would have a better 
chance of contributing to the solution of the 
problem. As for the functions of the commission, 
the Australian amendment appeared merely to 
express in clearer terms the intentions of the 
United Kingdom draft resolution. If the New 
Zealand delegation were asked to vote for the 
clearer resolution, it would choose the Australian 
amendment, but as the two texts actually had the 
same meaning, there was hardly any need for 
them both to come to a vote. 

On the basis of the preamble of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution the New Zealand dele
gation had endeavoured to make a precise analysis 
of the powers of the conciliation commission. On 
the preceding day the United Kingdom represen
tative had clearly stated that the most important 
element in regard to the territorial settlement was 
the resolution of 29 November 1947, although he 
had not agreed that it was the basic starting
point. He had then said that the resolution of 
14 May 1948 had betrayed some doubt as to the 
efficacy of the resolution of 29 November 1947 and, 
finally, had added that the report of the Mediator 
must not be entirely set aside. 

The New Zealand delegation had endeavoured 
to deduce from all those comments the powers it 
was intended to confer on the commission. It 
would seem that the commission must be a 
conciliation commission, very different therefore 
from an arbitration commission. The New Zea
land delegation had already analyzed as follows 
the powers that the conciliation commission would 
have under the terms of the United Kingdom 
resolution : (1) power to call together the parties 
concerned, the Arab States and Israel, it being 
clearly understood that for the moment it was not 
a case of deciding whether Israel was or was not a 
State. The fact was that it was carrying out all 
the functions of a State and that whether it was 
recognized or whether it was ignored, it was 
actually there for the commission to deal with ; 
(2) power to initiate discussions and negotiations ; 
(3) power to assist the parties by suggestions and 
proposals for promoting conciliation and partial 

a etre protege par la loi. Les articles 10 et 19 
et !'article 24 sont egalement d'importance. Et 
pourtant, ce dernier, qui prevoit le droit au repos 
et aux loisirs, semble bien secondaire aupres des 
droits politiques. Or, pendant que Ia Troisieme 
Commission et le Conseil economique et social 
s'occupent meme de ceux des droits de l'homme 
qui paraissent un luxe, la Premiere Commission 
est loin de traiter de fac:;on satisfaisante ceux 
d'entre eux qui sont veritablement fondamentaux. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) souligne le ton 
arnica! et conciliatoire de !'intervention du repre
sentant de !'Uruguay et indique qu'on faciliterait 
Ia solution du probleme en plac:;ant les debats 
sur un plan plus eleve. En effet, rien n'est plus 
vain que ces continuelles diatribes contre IsraiH 
et ces inevitables contre-attaques. J uifs et Arabes 
sont des etres humains, ni plus ni moins, et sans 
aucun doute les uns et les autres repondront a 
l'appel que leur lance l'humanite tout entiere. 

En ce qui concerne la composition de la com
mission de conciliation, un organisme restreint 
sera plus effectif et il aura plus de chance d'aider 
a Ia solution du probleme. En ce qui concerne, 
d'autre part, les fonctions de Ia commission, il 
semble que I'amendement australien ne fait 
qu'exprimer de fac:;on plus claire !'intention meme 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. Si Ia 
delegation de la Nouvelle-Zelande etait done 
appelee a se prononcer en faveur de la resolution 
Ia plus claire, son choix se porterait sur !'amen
dement australien. Mais si les deux textes ont 
en realite le meme sens, pourquoi les mettre 
l'un et !'autre aux voix ? 

La delegation de la Nouvelle-zelande s'est 
efforcee d'analyser de fac:;on precise les pouvoirs 
de la commission de conciliation sur la base du 
preambule du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni. La veille meme, le representant du Royaume
Uni a clairement declare que !'element le plus 
important en matiere de reglement territorial 
etait Ia resolution du 29 novembre 1947, sans 
qu'il ait admis, toutefois, qu'elle constituat le 
point de depart fondamental. II a indique, 
ensuite, que la resolution du 14 mai 1948 trahissait 
un certain doute sur l'efficacite de la resolution 
du 29 novembre 1947. Enfin, le representant 
britannique ajoutait que le rapport du Mediateur 
ne saurait etre absolument ecarte. 

La delegation de Ja Nouvelle-Zelande s'est 
efforcee de degager de toutes ces observations 
queUes seraient les fonctions envisagees pour la 
commission. Sans aucun doute, il s'agit en 
apparence d'une commission de conciliation, 
c'est-a-dire de quelque chose de tres different d'une 
commission d'arbitrage. La delegation de Ia 
Nouvelle-Zelande a deja presente !'analyse 
suivante des pouvoirs qu'aurait la commission 
de conciliation en vertu de Ia resolution du 
Royaume-Uni : 1) pouvoir de reunir les parties 
interessees, c'est-a-dire les Etats arabes et Israel, 
etant entendu qu'il ne s'agit pas pour le moment 
de savoir si Israel est ou non un Etat. Le fait est 
qu'il a toutes les fonctions d'un Etat et, qu'on le 
reconnaisse ou qu'on !'ignore, il a une realite 
dont Ia commission doit tenir compte ; 2) pouvoir 
de provoquer des discussions ou des negociations ; 
3) pouvoir d'aider les parties par des suggestions 
et des propositions de nature a amener une 

869 



agreement, leading finally to complete agreement 
on the substance of the problem between the 
authorities concerned ; (4) power to report to the 
General Assembly on the result of the negotiations 
if they proved successful and, if the contrary were 
the case, to submit recommendations on frontiers 
and other essential matters to the General 
Assembly, which would then make the final 
decision. 

It must be made clear that the commission had 
no effective power with regard to negotiations and 
the demarcation of boundaries. Consequently it 
had powers of conciliation but not of arbitration. 

If it could be assured that the above was a 
correct interpretation of the United Kingdom 
proposal, the New Zealand delegation would vote 
for it. But if any doubts remained on that point 
the General Assembly would only increase the 
difficulties and lead to endless discussions. 

Clarification was also needed on another aspect 
of the United Kingdom proposal i.e. the powers 
of the Mediator which were exercised or could be 
exercised, and which it was therefore desired to 
assign to the conciliation commission. 

No precise answer had as yet been given to the 
question asked by the representative of Israel 
whether the commission could use its good offices 
with the local authorities in both communities of 
Palestine. Certainly it could do so under the 
Australian amendment, which had been accepted 
by the United Kingdom. 

A more delicate question was that of the public 
services for the functioning of which the Mediator 
had been responsible. Would that matter also 
fall within the purview of the conciliation commis
sion, were those services now being carried on or 
was it necessary to intervene in the matter ? 
What was intended ? 

The Mediator had also been entrusted with the 
task of assuring the protection of the Holy Places 
and religious sites and buildings. The represen
tatives of the Arab States and of Israel had offered 
their co-operation pending a final decision of the 
General Assembly on the safeguarding of the 
Holy Places and of the whole or part of Jerusalem. 
Finally, the Mediator was to promote a peaceful 
settlement in Palestine ; it was obviously within 
the powers of the conciliation commission to 
co-operate with the Truce Commission appointed 
by the Security Council in its decision of 28 April. 

If it were decided to entrust the conciliation 
commission with the above-mentioned powers of 
the Mediator, his remaining powers could also be 
effectively exercised by the commission. The 
operation of public services was, however, likely 
to cause certain difficulties, but that matter could 
be settled if the commission were to work with 
the authorities in both communities. 

The First Committee should be given clarifica
tion on those points which, although important, 
were comparatively minor matters. The concilia
tion commission must have precise instructions. 
If members could be clear on those questions, the 
other parts of the resolution could be taken as 

conciliation et un accord partie!, et, en definitive, 
un accord total sur le fond meme du probleme 
entre Ies autorites interessees ; 4) pouvoir de 
faire rapport a l'Assemblee generale sur le resultat 
des negociations si elles ont une issue favorable, 
et, dans le cas contraire, de soumettre des recom
mandations relatives aux frontieres et autres 
sujets essentiels a l'Assemblee generale, qui 
prendra la decision definitive. 

Ce qu'il convient de preciser, c'est que la 
commission n'a pas de pouvoir propre en ce qui 
concerne les negociations et Ia delimitation des 
frontieres, et que, par consequent, elle a des 
pouvoirs de conciliation et non pas d'arbitrage. 

Si la delegation de la Nouvelle-zelande peut 
etre assuree que telle est bien !'interpretation 
veritable de la proposition du Royaume-Uni, elle 
votera en sa faveur. Mais, s'il devait y avoir un 
doute sur ce point, 1' Assemblee generale ne ferait 
que multiplier les difficultes et provoquer des 
discussions sans fin. 

D'autre part, il convient que Ia lumiere soit 
faite sur un autre aspect de la proposition dti 
Royaume-Uni, c'est-a-dire ceux des pouvoirs 
du Mediateur qui sont exerces ou sont encore 
susceptibles d'etrc exerces et que l'on veut, 
en consequence, attribuer a la commission de 
conciliation. 

Il n'a pas encore ete repondu de favon precise 
a la question suivante du representant d'Israel : 
la commission peut-elle offrir ses bons offices 
aux autorites locales des communautes pales
tiniennes ? Elle le peut, sans aucun doute, en 
vertu de I'amendement australien, qui a ete 
accepte par le Royaume-Uni. 

Une question plus delicate est celle des services 
publics dont le Mediateur devait assurer le 
fonctionnement ; ce probleme rentre-t-il dans les 
fonctions de Ia commission de conciliation ? 
Ces services fonctionnent-ils actuellement ou 
bien y a-t-il lieu d'intervenir en la matiere ? 
Comment l'entend-on ? 

Le Mediateur devait egalement assurer la 
protection des Lieux saints, et des sites et edifices 
religieux. Or, les representants des Etats arabes 
et d'lsrael ont offert leur cooperat ion en cette 
matiere, dans l'attente d'une decision definitive 
de l'Assemblee generale relativement a Ia Sauve
garde des Lieux saints et de tout ou partie de 
Jerusalem. Enfin, le Mediateur devait favoriser 
Ie reglement pacifique de Ia situation d~ la 
Palestine ; il rentre evidemment dans les fonctwns 
de Ia commission de conciliation de cooperer 
avec Ia Commission de treve creee par Ia decision 
du Conseil de securite du 28 avril. 

Si I'on decide de confier a la commission de 
conciliation ceux des pouvoirs du Mediateur. qui 
viennent d'etre enumeres, le reste de ses fonctw~s 
pourra aussi etre effectivement exerce ; toutefms, 
le fonctionnement des services publics est suscep
tible de susciter certaines difficultes. Mais, si 
Ia commission doit operer en liaison avec les 
autorites des deux communautes, Ia chose est 
realisable. . 

La Premiere Commission est en droit d'obtemr 
certains eclaircissements sur ces points qui, 
malgre leur importance, sont relativement. ~ec?n
daires. En effet, Ia commission de ~onc11Ia~~on 
doit avoir des instructions precises. S1 I~ lumwre 
est faite en ce domaine, les autres parties de la 
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being of less significance in comparison with 
provisions which would lead either to the success 
or to the failure of the task. 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) indicated that he would 
confine his remarks to that part of the Australian 
amendment which referred to paragraph 2 of the 
operative part of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. First of all, the Canadian delegation 
took the view that a commission of three members 
would satisfy very well the twofold need for an 
efficient body as well as a representative body. If 
the latter condition were insisted on, a commission 
of five or more members would be required ; but 
the effectiveness was the important consideration. 
On the other hand, the Canadian delegation 
thought it would be better to appoint represen
tatives of three Governments. 

So far as sub-paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of the 
Australian amendment were concerned, the Can
adian delegation was prepared to accept sub
paragraph 2 for the reasons stated by the United 
Kingdom delegation. Sub-paragraphs 1 and 
3, however, limited and described the concilia
tory work of the commission rather more than the 
United Kingdom text. The Canadian delegation 
would therefore vote for the latter. Sub
paragraph 1 of the Australian amendment 
emphasized direct negotiations. If those should 
prove impossible, as might well be the case, 
sub-paragraph 3 provided for that eventuality 
as regards boundaries. But it should be noted 
that no provision had been made, should direct 
negotiations prove to be impossible, for political 
questions and the situation of Palestinians outside 
the State of Israel. That was an omission which 
did not exist in the United Kingdom text. 

Sub-paragraph 3 on the delimitation of 
frontiers provided that the recommendations 
of the commission would have to be in conformity 
with any agreement arrived at between Israel, 
the Arab States and the Arab populations of 
Palestine. The United Kingdom text, however, 
did not so markedly stress that conception of 
conformity ; it was consequently less limiting 
and more flexible. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), dealing first with the question of 
the number of members of the commission, 
tated that a commission consisting of five 
members would allow for application of the 
general principle of equitable geographical distri
bution. In the absence of any special reason 
for departing from that principle, the USSR 
delegation moved that the commission should 
consist of five members. 

Secondly, as for the method of appointing the 
members of the commission, the USSR delegation 
was in principle opposed to the appointment of 
individuals as such, since that procedure would 
result in assigning the work of the United Nations 
to private persons. Those individuals would be 
subject to no control and might be motivated by 
the most unimportant considerations. They 
might also be more inclined to yield to the pressure 
of the parties than to obey the instructions of 
the United Nations. Furthermore, private 
persons serving on the commission would not 

resolution peuvent etre considerees comme de 
peu de poids, a cote de dispositions qui peuvent 
assurer le succes ou l'echec de la tache entreprise: 

M. PEARSON (Canada) indique qu'il s'en tiendra 
a Ia partie de l'amendement australien qui a trait 
au paragraphe 2 du dispositif du projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni. Tout d'abord, la dele
gation du Canada considere qu'une commission 
de trois membres representerait un juste milieu, 
tenant compte a la fois de la necessite d'avoir 
un organisme efficace et de celle d'avoir un 
organisme representatif, cette derniere consi
deration militant en faveur d'une commission 
de cinq membres ou plus. En realite, c'est le 
premier facteur, celui de l'efficacite qui doit 
I'emporter. D'autre part, la delegation canadienne 
estime qu'il vaut mieux nommer les representants 
de trois Gouvernements. 

En ce qui concerne les alineas 1, 2 et 3 de 
l'amendement australien, la delegation du Canada 
accepte l'alinea 2 pour les raisons indiquees par 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni. Toutefois, les 
alineas 1 et 3 decrivent limitativement la tache 
de conciliation de la commission, plus que ne le 
fait le texte du Royaume-Uni. Aussi la dele
gation du Canada se prononce-t-elle en faveur de 
ce dernier texte. En ce qui concerne en particulier 
l'alinea 1 de I'amendement australien, l'accent 
est mis sur les negociations directes. Si celles-ci 
s'averent impossibles, comme cela peut fort 
bien etre le cas, l'alinea 3 permet de faire face a 
cette eventualite en ce qui concerne les frontieres. 
Mais il faut noter que rien n'est prevu, pour le 
cas ou des negociations directes ne seraient pas 
possibles, en ce qui concerne les questions poli
tiques et Ia situation des Palestiniens se trouvant 
hors de I'Etat d'Israel. C'est la une lacune qui 
n'existe pas dans le texte du Royaume-Uni. 

En ce qui concerne l'alinea 3, relatif a Ia 
delimitation des frontieres, il prevoit, que les. 
recommandations de la commission devraient. 
se conformer aux accords qui pourraient etre 
conclus entre Israel, les Etats arabes et la1 popu
lation arabe de Palestine. Mais le texte du 
Royaume-Uni ne met pas !'accent d'une maniere 
aussi nette sur cette idee de conformite : il est 
done moins limitatif et plus souple. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) se refere en premier lieu a la 
question du nombre des membres de la commission. 
U ne commission de cinq membres permettrait de se 
conformer au principe general d'une repartition 
geographique equitable. En !'absence de toute 
raison particuliere pour ne pas s'en tenir a ce 
principe, Ia delegation de l'URSS declare formel
Iement que la commission devrait comprendre 
cinq membres. 

En deuxieme lieu, en ce qui concerne le mode 
de nomination des membres de Ia commission, 
Ia delegation de l'URSS s'eleve en principe 
contre le choix de personnalites en tant que telles, 
ce qui aboutirait a remettre a des personnes 
privees !'execution de la tache de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. Ces personnalites ne seraient 
sujettes a aucun controle et pourraient obeir aux 
considerations les plus futiles. Elles pourraient 
egalement etre plus sensibles a la pression exercee 
par les parties interessees qu'aux instructions 
re<;ues de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. De 
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The CHAIRMAN read the text of the first para
graph under section 2 of the Australian amend
ment. The text was intended to replace the 
first part of paragraph 2 of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution (A/C.lf394/Rev.2). 

1.\Ir. Hooo (Australia) replied to the arguments 
which had been adduced in favour of limiting the 
membership of the conciliation commission to 
three persons. He agreed that a small commis
sion would have the advantage of mobility and 
might be better able to conduct negotiations 
lwtween the parties on the spot. However, if 
the Committee were to be guided solely by consid
erations of that character, then it would be 
better to limit the work of conciliation to a single 
individual as had been done in the case of the 
Mediator. On the other hand, there would be 
a greater advantage in setting the number at five 
as did the Australian proposal. The conciliation 
commission would then fully represent the various 
geographical groupings and the different views 
expressed in the First Committee. This was 
especially important in view of the delicate t ask 
with which the commission would be confronted. 
It was true that the larger commission would 
require a greater number of advisers and admi
nistrative personnel but Mr. Hood thought that 
the advantage gained by making it fully represen
tative would outweigh any objections which might 
be raised on the grounds of practicability. He 
therefore urged the adoption of the Australian 
amendment. 

Mr. SEYFERT (Belgium) thought that the size 
of the commission should depend upon the task 
entrusted to it and the circumst ances in which 
it would work. He thought it would be danger
ous to establish a large commission because it 
might be t empted to exceed its mandate and 
re-examine the questions of principle which had 
already been decided as a result of the inquiries 
undertaken by the United Nations Special 
Committee on Palestine and the Mediator. 
Furthermore, it was important that any commis
sion for conciliation should be able to act quickly 
and effectively. For that reason he preferred a 
smaller body of three members. Mr. Seyfert 
believed that the heavy responsibility which 
would rest upon the commission made it desirable 
that its members should be representatives of 
Governments and should not serve in their 
individual capacity as some delegations had 
suggested. The Belgian delegation would vote 
in favour of the United Kingdom text. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
Australian amendment was rejected by 31 votes 
to 10, with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMA~ then put to the vote paragraph 1 
of the Guatemalan amendment (A jC.l /398 fRev.2) 
to the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 34 votes to 5, with 
11 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du premier para
graphe de la section 2 de l'amendement de 
l'Australie, qui doit remplacer la premiere partie 
du paragraphe 2 du projet de r esolution du 
Royaumc-Uni (AfC.l f394fRev.2). 

M. HooD (Australie) repond aux arguments 
qui ont ete invoques en faveur de la limitation a 
trois personnes du nombre des membres de la 
commission de conciliation. II reconnait qu'une 
commission peu nombreusc aurait l'avantage 
d'une plus grande mobilite et serait mieux en 
mesure de conduire sur place des negociations 
entre les parties. Mais si la Commission devait se 
laisser guider seulement par des considerations de 
cct ordre, il serait preferable de confier a un seul 
individula tache de conciliation, comme cela a ete 
le cas pour le Mediateur. II y aurait grand interet, 
cependant, a fixer le nombre des membres a cinq, . 
comme le propose l'Australie, car Ia Commission 
de conciliation se trouverait ainsi representer 
completement les divers groupes geographiques, 
ainsi que Jcs differentes opinions qui ont ete 
exprimees au sein de la Premiere Commission. 
Cette consideration est particulierement impor
t ante ctant donne Ia tache delicate qui sera confiee 
a Ia commission de conciliat ion. Certes, a une 
commission plus nombreuse, il faudra un plus 
grand nombre de conseillers et de membres du 
personnel administratif, mais M. Hood estime que 
l'avantage qu'il y aura a ce que Ia commission 
soit pleinement representative l'emportera sur 
t outes les objections qu'on pourra faire du point 
de vue pratique. II recommande done vivement 
!'adoption de l'amendement australien. 

M. SEYFERT (Belgique) pense que l'ampleur 
a donner a la commission doit dependre de la 
t ache qui lui sera confiee et des circonstances dans 
lesquelles elle travaillera . II serait dangereux, selon 
lui, de constituer nne commission nombreuse, qui 
pourrait etre t entee de dcpasser son mandat et de 
reprendrc l'examen de questions de principe qui 
ont deja etc r eglees a Ia suite des enquetes entre
prises par Ia Commission speciale des Nations 
Unies pour la Palestine et par le Mediateur. · 
II importe, en outre, qu'une commission de conci
liation soit en mesure d 'agir rapidement et effica
cement. C'est pourquoi l\I. Seyfert prefere u.n 
organisme plus rest reint, compose de trms 
membres. II pense, d'autrc part, que, eu egard a la 
lourde responsabilite qui incombera a Ia 
commission, il conviendrait, que scs membres soient 
des representants de Gouvernements, au lieu d'agir 
a titre individuel comme quelques delegations 
l'ont propose. La delegation de Ia Belgique votera 
en faveur du t exte du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 31 voix 
contre 10, avec 9 abstentions, l' amendemenl 
australien est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraph~ . 1 
de l'amendement .du Guatemala (AfC.l/398J 
Rev.2) au projet de resolution du Royaume-Um. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 34 voix 
contre 5, avec 11 abstentions, l'amendement est 
rejete. 
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote . the Syrian 
amendment (A/C.1f410) to paragraph 2 of the 
United Kingdom draft resolutivn. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 24 votes to 11, with 
14 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN next put to the vote the first part 
of paragraph 2 vf the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The first 
part of paragraph 2 was adopted by 25 votes to 16, 
with 11 abstentions. 

Mr. Hoon (Australia) asked that the Polish 
amendment (A/C.l/409/ Rev.l) to paragraph 1 
of section 2 of the Australian amendment be voted 
upon in two parts. He stated his acceptance of 
the first passage ending with the words, " ... State 
of Israel ", in replacement of the corresponding 
Australian text. 

Mr. FRASE1!. (New Zealand) asked the United 
Kingdom representative whether he accepted 
the interpretation which he had given of the 
powers to be given to the conciliation commission 
under the United Kingdom proposal. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) replied that the 
interpretation had been substantially correct. 
As he recalled, the New Zealand representative 
had summarized the functions which would be 
assigned to the conciliation commission under the 
United Kingdom resolution as follows : (1) it 
would bring the parties together ; (2) it would 
initiate negotiations between them ; (3) it would 
asEist in promoting agreement by making sugges
tions and proposals; (4) it would report to the 
Assembly and, in the event of failure, would 
recommend suitable action for the latter's consid
eration ; (5) its task would be one of conciliation 
only and it would not have any power to arbi
trate. Mr. Beeley said that the New Zealand 
representative had stated that the commission's 
aim was to reach agreement. But the United 
Kingdom delegation was more interested in 
obtaining the consent of the parties and felt that 
the commission's hands would be unduly tied if 
it were to direct its efforts to obtaining a formal 
agreement. It was quite possible that the 
parties might be ready to acquiesce in a settle
ment without being willing to give it their formal 
approval. Mr. Beeley pointed out that the 
terms of reference of the proposed commission 
were contained in two directives set out in sub
paragraphs 4 (a) and 4 (b). 

Furthermore, the New Zealand representative's 
interpretation had not covered all the tasks which 
would be entrusted to the conciliation commission 
under the United Kingdom draft resolution. In 
the case of Jerusalem, the commission's functions 
would exceed those vf a conciliatory body. The 
United Kingdom draft resolution provided that 
it would prepare a draft statute of the interna
tional regime for Jerusalem, to be submitted to 
the Assembly for consideration and adoption. It 
would be empowered to appoint a United Nations 
commissioner for Jerusalem who would be 
charged with facilitating the administration of the 
city under the commission's guidance during the 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
la Syrie (AjC.l /410) au paragraphe 2 du pro jet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

ll est procede au vote a main levee. Par 24 voix 
contre 11, avec 14 abstentions, l'amendement est 
rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la premiere partie 
du paragraphe 2 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 25 voix 
contre 16, avec 11 abstentions, la premiere partie 
du paragraphe 2 est adoptee. 

M. Hoon (Australie) demande que !'amen
dement de la Pologne (A(C.lf409(Rev.l) au 
paragraphe 1 de la section 2 de l'amendement 
australien soit mis aux voix en deux parties. 
II declare qu'il accepte la premiere partie, se 
terminant par les mots << ••• Etat d'Israel )), en 
remplacement de la partie correspondante de 
l'amendement australien. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-lelande) demande si le 
representant du Royaume-Uni accepte !'inter
pretation qu'il a donnee des pouvoirs qui seraient 
accordes a la commission de conciliation, selon la 
proposition du Royaume-Uni. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) repond que cette 
interpretation est exacte quant au fond. S'il se 
rappelle bien, le representant de la Nouvelle
Zelande a resume ainsi les fonctions qui, selon la 
resolution du Royaume-Uni, seraient donnees a la 
commission de conciliation : 1) mettre les parties 
en presence ; 2) susciter des negociations entre 
elles ; 3) faciliter un accord par des suggestions 
et des propositions ; 4) faire rapport a l'Assemblee 
et, en cas d'echec, recommander a cette derniere 
les mesures qu'elle jugera convenables ; 5) au 
total, exercer un role de pure conciliation, sans 
avoir aucun pouvoir d'arbitrage. Le representant 
de la Nouvelle-Zelande, dit M. Beeley, a indique 
que le but de la commission etait d'aboutir a un 
accord. Ce que la delegation du Royaume-Uni 
cherche plutot a obtenir, c'est le consentement 
des parties, et elle estime que ce serait indument 
lier les mains de la commission que de diriger 
tous ses efforts vers !'obtention rl'un accord 
forme!. II est tres possible que les parties soient 
disposees a acquiescer a un reglement, sans l'etre 
pour autant a donner a ce reglement leur appro
bation formelle. M. Beeley souligne que le mandat 
de la commission envisagee est contenu dans les 
deux directives enoncees aux alineas 4 a) et 4 b). 

D'autre part, !'interpretation du representant 
de la Nouvelle-Zelande n'a pas porte sur toutes 
les taches qui seraient confiees a la commission 
de conciliation, selon le projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. En ce qui concerne Jerusalem, les 
fonctions de la commission depasseraient celles 
d'un organe de conciliation. Le projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni prevoit que la commission 
preparera un projet de statut pour le regime 
international a appliquer a Je.rusalem, et le 
soumettra a l'Assemblee aux fins d'examen et 
d'adoption. La commission aura qualite pour 
nommer un commissaire des Nations Unies pour 
Jerusalem, ayant pour mission de faciliter l'admi-
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be bound to respect the Charter, as were the 
representatives of the States Members of the 
United Nations. Finally, the appointment of 
a commission consisting of individuals would 
deprive l\lembers of the United Nations of the 
right to participate in a United Nations body. 
It was precisely because the functions of the 
commission would be of capital importance and 
because the responsibility for the matter devolved 
upon the United Nations, an Organization 
consisting of States, that the commission should 
consist of representatives of specified States, 
or more precisely five Members States, chosen 
by the General Assembly in accordance with the 
principle of equitable geographical distribution. 

Thirdly, as regards the functions of the com
mission, the USSR delegation had already clearly 
stated that they must be compatible with the 
General Assembly resolution of 29 November 1947. 
It would consequently vote against the provisions 
of the United Kingdom resolution on the com
mission's mandate because they were designed 
to revise the decision taken the previous year 
by the General Assembly. The USSR delegation 
would support the Polish amendment (AfC.1/409) 
concerning direct negotiations between the parties 
on the basis of the resolution of 29 November 1947. 

Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) stated that 
first and foremost the functions of the commission 
must be taken into account. If the United 
Kingdom conception were to be followed - if, 
that is, the commission were to be armed with 
an axe and a code - it would be better to call 
it a Government and appoint the five permanent 
members of the Security Council to serve on it. 
In reality, the commission should assume the 
functions of the Mediator and bring the parties 
together in order to assist them in settling their 
differences. It would therefore be preferable 
to appoint to the commission persons of world
wide reputation, wholly neutral in attitude, 
who would not be influenced by the rivt>lries 
between the Powers. 

On that point the delegation of Guatemala 
agreed with the delegation of Syria. What it 
did was to defend the interests of both the Arabs 
and the Jews, for the commission could in no 
way claim to govern either the one or the other, 
nor should it impose upon them a definite 
settlement. 

The United Kingdom representative had alluded 
to the five "lonely pilgrims ", a comment which 
was rather surprising on the part of the 
Government which was responsible for the failure 
of the Palestine Commission. 

The Syrian delegation had submitted a proposal 
(A/C.l/410) which was quite compatible with 
that of Guatemala (A/C.1/398fRev.2) since it 
would lead to the setting up of a commission of 
dood offices. The Syrian representative, however, 
proposed that the five permanent members of 
the Security Council should choose the persons to 
be appointed to serve on that co~mission, w?~reas 
the Guatemalan delegation, seekmg an ad~Jtional 
guarantee of neutrality, called for the assistance 

plus, des particuliers membres de Ia commission 
ne seraient pas astreints au respect de Ia Charte 
comme le sont les representants d'Etats Membres 
de !'Organisation. Enfin, Ia nomination d'une 
commission composee de simples particuliers 
aboutirait a priver les Membres de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies du droit de participer aux 
differents organismes fonctionnant dans le cadre 
de cette Organisation. C'est preci~ement parce 
que les fonctions de la commission doivent etre 
d'une importance capitale et que la responsabilite 
en Ia matiere incombe a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, groupant des Etats, que la com
mission doit etre composee de representants 
d'Etats determines, plus precisement de cinq 
Etats membres choisis par 1' Assemblee generale 
sur Ia base du principe d'une representation 
geographique equitable. 

Troisiemement, en ce qui concerne les fonctions 
de la commission, la delegation de l'URSS a 
deja nettement declare qu'elles doivent etre 
compatibles avec la resolution de l'Assemblee 
generale du 29 novembre 1947. Elle votera done 
contre les dispositions de Ia resolution du 
Royaume-Uni relative au mandat de la commission 
qui visent a operer une revision de la decision 
prise l'an dernier par l'Assemblee generale. La 
delegation de l'URSS se prononce en faveur de 
l'amendement de la Pologne (A/C.1/409) relatif 
a des negociations directes entre les parties sur 
la base de la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. 

M. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) declare 
qu'il faut tenir compte avant tout des fonctions 
de Ia commission. Si c'etait Ia conception britan
nique, selon laquelle la commission doit etre armee 
d'une hache et d'un code, qui devait prevaloir, 
mieux vaudrait appeler la commission un Gouver
nement et Ie composer des cinq membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite. En realite, il 
s'agit d'assumer les fonctions du Mediateur: 
reunir les parties afin de les aider a regler leurs 
differends. En consequence, mieux vaut composer 
la commission de personnalites de reputation 
mondiale absolument neutres, afin d'echapper 
aux rivalites des Puissances. 

La deleaation du Guatemala se rencontre 
ici avec celle de la Syrie. C'est aussi qu'elle ne f.ait 
que defendre les inten~ts des Arabes et des J~~s, 
car Ia commission ne saurait en aucune mamere 
pretendre a gouverner ni les uns ni les autres, ni 
a leur imposer un reglement determine. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a fait allusion 
a cinq pelerins solitaires, reflexion assez etr~~ge 
de Ia part du Gouvernement qui est a l'on~me 
de l'echec de la Commission pour Ia Palestme. 

La delegation de Ia Syrie a soumis une propo
sition (A/C.1 j410) qui est parfaitement compa
tible avec celle du Guatemala (A/C.l f398/R~v:2), 
puisqu'elle aboutirait a etablir une COffiffilSSlOn 
de bons offices. Toutefois, le representant de la 

· 1 · em0res Syrie propose que ce sol~ ~s. em~ m .. 
permanents du Conseil de secunte qUI ch01s~ss~nt 
les personnalites qui composeraient la commtsswn 
a creer, tandis que Ia delegation. du Guatem~l~ 
cherche une garantie supplementmre de neutrahte 
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of the President of the General Assembly and 
the Secretary-General. If the First Committee 
rejected the Guatemalan amendment, his dele
gation would vote for a commission consisting 
of the representatives of five States. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

'l'WO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
THIRD MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Thursday, 2 December 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

92. Continuation of the discussion on 
the progress report of the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine (A/ 
648) 

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSipERATION OF THE 
UNITED KINGDOM REVISED DRAFT RESOLUTION 
(AjC.lj394jRev. 2) AND AMENDMENTS RELATING 
THERETO 

Mr. HooD (Australia), on a point of order, 
explained that during the previous meeting he 
had withdrawn paragraph 6 of section 1 of the 
Australian amendment (AJC.1J408jRev.1) relating 
to the admission of Israel to membership in the 
United Nations partly in order to clarify the 
basic principles of the Australian proposal and 
partly in deference to those delegations which 
held the view that it was inappropriate to make 
a recommendation to the Security Council at a 
time when the latter was on the point of consid
ering Israel's application. Mr. Hood was 
anxious, however, that his action should not be 
interpreted as a withdrawal of Australia's support 
for Israel's claim for admission. He reserved 
his right to re-introduce the proposal in a separate 
form in the event that the Security Council 
did not support Israel's application or unduly 
delayed its recommendation to the Assembly 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) urged members of the 
Committee, in determining their position in 
respect of the various amendments, to consider 
carefully the relation of those amendments with 
the relevant paragraphs of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution. Confusion would result and 
the real issues would be obscured if the various 
amendments were treated as separate proposals. 
To adopt such a procedure would make it difficult 
for the Committee to reach a decision and no 
useful purpose would have been served by taking 
the United Kingdom draft resolution as a basis 
for discussion. 

Mr. Stephen observed incidentally that his 
delegation had received very ·precise instructions 
in respect of the proposals relating to J erusalem 
and the Holy Places and it would vote in accord
ance with its position as it had explained earlier 
in the debate. 

en ayant recours a !'intervention du President de 
1' Assemblee generale et du Secretaire general. 
Si la Premiere Commission ne se pronont;ait pas 
en faveur de l'amendement du Guatemala, cette 
delegation voterait pour Ia creation d'une com
mission composee des representants de cinq Etats. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-VINGT-TROISIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le jeudi 2 decembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

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

SuiT,E DE L'EXAMEN Du PROJET REVISE DE 
RESOLUTION DU ROYAUME-UNI (AjC.1j394/ 
Rev. 2) ET DES AMENDEMENTS s'y RAPPORT ANT 

M. HooD (Australie) sur une motion d'ordre 
explique que si, a Ia seance precedente, il a retire 
le paragraphe 6 de Ia section 1 de !'amen
dement australien (AjC.l/408/Rev.l) relatif a 
!'admission de l'Etat d'Israel comme :Membre de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, c'est afin de 
bien preciser les principes qui sont a Ia base de Ia 
proposition australienne, et aussi, en partie, pour 
dCferer a l'avis des delegations qui jugent 
inopportun de faire une recommandation au 
Conseil de securite au moment meme oil ce dcrnier 
est sur le point d'examiner Ia demande de l'Etat 
d'Israel. M. Hood tient cependant a cc qu'on 
n'interprcte pas son geste comme un retrait 
de l'appui que l'Australie donne a Ia demandc 
d'admission de l'Etat d'Israel. II se reserve le droit 
d'introduire a nouveau sa proposition, sous forme 
d'amendement separe, au cas oil le Conseil rle 
securite n'appuierait pas Ia demande de l'Etat 
d'Israel, ou tarderait sans raison valable a recom
mandcr cctte candidature a l'Assemblee. 

M. STEPHEN (Ha"iti) demande instamment aux 
membres de Ia Commission de faire grande 
attention, lorsqu 'ils fixeront leur attitude touchant 
Ies divers amendements, au rapport qui existe 
entre ces amendements et les paragraphes corrcs
pondants du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni. Si les diffcrents amendements etaient traites 
comme des propositions separees il en resulterait 
de Ia confusion, et on ne verrait plus les vraies 
questions en jeu. Cctte procedure empecherait 
Ia Commission d'aboutir aisement a une decision, 
et il n'aurait pas servi a grand-chose de prendre 
pour base le projct de resolution du Royaumc
Uni. 

M. Stephen fait remarquer en passant que sa 
delegation a ret;u des instructions tres precises 
au sujet des propositions relatives a J erusalcm 
ct aux Licux saints et que, lors du vote, e11e s'en 
tiendra a Ia position qu'elle a definie deja au 
cours du debat. 
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period preceding the establishment of the inter
national regime. 

Mr. Beeley also recalled that the New Zealand 
representative had raised the issue of the manner 
in ·which the functions formerly performed by 
tne )lediator would be co-ordinated with the 
tasks envisaged by the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. It was obvious that once the conci
liation commission was createrl, it would have to 
take over such of the tasks provided for in the 
resolution of 14 May as still had to be carried out. 
That was important in order that there should not 
be two conflicting authorities representing the 
General Assembly in Palestine. In order to 
provide for the transfer of those of the Mediator's 
functions which still remained applicable, the 
United Kingdom had proposed the insertion in 
sub-paragraph2 (a) of the words:" ... To assume, in 
so far as it considers necessary in existing circum
stances, the functions ... ". 

Mr. Hooo (Australia) drew attention to the 
United Kingdom representative's statement that 
the real directives to the conciliation commission 
were contained in paragraph 4 of the resolution, 
and not in paragraph 2. He thought it was a 
weakness of the United Kingdom draft that the 
provisions relating to the commission's mandate 
were not contained in a single coherent statement. 
The formulation in the Australian amendment was 
to be preferred because it set out in logical sequence 
the provisions relating to the commission's 
establishment and to its terms of reference. 
Mr. Hood found the terms of reference contained 
in the United Kingdom draft resolution to be 
unduly vague and ambiguous. The Australian 
draft was an improvement because it was more 
coherent and more explicit in respect of the 
directives which it set down for the commission. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second part 
of the Polish amendment to paragraph 1, section 2, 
of the Australian amendment. 

A vole was taken by show of hands. The amend
ment was rejected by 35 voles to 6, with 
11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the first 
part of the Polish amendment. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The amend
ment was rejected by 32 votes to 12, with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote sub-para
graph 2 (a) of the United Kingdom draft reso
lution as amended by the United Kingdom 
representative. 

A vole was taken by show of hands. Sub
paragraph 2 (a) was adopted by 26 votes to 15, with 
11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 2, 
section 2, of the Australian amendment to the 
United Kingdom draft resolution which had ~een 
accepted by the representative of the Umted 
Kingdom. 

.:1 vole was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was adopted by 28 votes to 15, with 
8 abstentions. 

nistration de la ville selon les directives de la 
commission, pendant la periode precedaut l'eta
blissement du regime international. 

M. Beeley se rappelle aussi que le representant 
de la Nouvelle-Zelande a pose la question de 
savoir comment les fonctions que remplissait 
precedemment le Mediateur seraient coordonnees 
avec celles qu'envisage le projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. II est evident, observe-t-il, que la 
commission de conciliation aura, des sa creation, 
a reprcndre telles ou telles des taches prevues a Ia 
resolution du 14 mai qui ne seraient pas encore 
achevees. Et cela est important, si I' on veut eviter 
qu'il y ait concurremment deux autorites repre
sentant l' Assemblee generale en Palestine. Pour 
assurer le transfert de celles des fonctions du 
Mediateur qui pourront encore etre exercees, le 
Royaume-Uni a propose d'inserer quelques mots 
a l'alinea 2 a) de fac;on qu'il se lise ainsi : 
« Assumer, dans la mesure oil elle jugera que les 
circonstances le rendent necessaire, les fonctions ... )), 

M. Hooo (Australie) relcve ce qu'a dit le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni concernant les directives 
reclles donnees a Ia commission de conciliation : 
elles seraient contenues dans le paragraphe 4 de la 
resolution et non dans son paragraphe 2. Il estime 
que c'est un point faible du projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni : les dispositions concernant le 
mandat de Ia Commission ne sont pas donnees 
dans un texte unique et coherent. II faut, a son 
avis, preferer le texte qui figure a l'amendement 
de l'Australie, car il enonce dans un ordre logique 
Ies dispositions relatives a Ia creation de la 
commission et a son mandat. M. Hood trouve 
que Ies termes du mandat qui figure dans le projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni sont trop vagues, 
et ambigus. Le texte australien est meilleur, pare~ 
qu'il est plus coherent et plus explicite en ~e .qm 
concerne les directives donnees a la commisswn. 

Le PRESIDf:NT met aux voix Ia seconde partie 
de I'amendement polonais au paragraphe 1 
de Ia section 2 de l'amendement australien. 

Jl est procede au vote a main levee. Par 35 voix 
contre 6, avec 11 abstentions, l' amendement est 
rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix Ia premiere partie 
de I'amendement polonais. 

Jl est procede au vote a main levee. Par 32 voix 
contre 12, avec 8 abstentions, l'amendement est 
rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea 2 a) du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, tel qu'il 
a ete amende par Ie representant du Royaume
Uni. 

Jl est procede au vote a main levee. Par 26 voix 
contre 15, avec 11 abstentions, l'alinea 2 a) est 
ado pte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 2 .de 
la section 2 de l'amendement australien au proJe.t 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni, amendement, qm, 
a ete accepte par Ie representant du Royaume-
Uni. . 

Jl est procede au vote a main levee. Par 28 vozx 
contre 15, avec 8 abstentions, l' amendemenl est 

ado pte. 
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The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the Polish 
amendment to paragraph 2, section 2, of the 
Australian amendment. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 32 votes to 7, with 
12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Polish 
amendment to paragraph 3, section 2, of the 
Australian amendment. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 36 votes to 6, with 
12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN next put to the vote para
graph 3, section 2, of the Australian amendment. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 33 votes to 7, with 
11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote sub-para
graph 2 (b) of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

A . vote was taken by show of hands Sub
paragraph 2 (b) was adopted by 27 votes to 19, with 
5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the Polish 
amendment to paragraph 4, section 2, of the 
Australian amendment 

A vote was ta.ken by show of hands. The amend
ment was rejected by 35 votes to 5, with 
13 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 4, 
section 2, of the Australian amendment 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 29 votes to 9, with 
13 abstentions. 

Mr. AMBY (Denmark) explained that he had 
abstained from voting upon the preceding Polish 
and Australian amendments because he consi
dered that the matter with which they dealt ought 
to have been discussed and voted upon in con
nexion with paragraph 7 of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 2 of 
the Guatemalan amendment to sub-paragraph2 (c) 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 30 votes to 5, with 
17 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Syrian 
amendment (AfC.l/406) to sub-paragraph 2 (c) 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 18 votes to 14, with 
17 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote sub-para
graph 2 (c) of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. Sub 
paragraph 2 (c) was rejected by 23 votes to 23, 
with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 5, 
section 2 of the Australian amendment to the 
United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Le PRESI;DENT met aux voix l'amendement 
polonais au paragraphe 2 de la section 2 de 
l'amendement australien. 

Il est procCde au vote a main levee. Par 32 voix 
contre 7, avec 12 abstentions, l'amendement est 
rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
polonais au paragraphe 3 de Ia section 2 de 
l'amendement australien. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 36 voix 
contre 6, avec 12 abstentions, l'amendement est 
rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 3 
de la section 2 de I'amendement australien. 

Il est p.rocCde au volt; a main levee. Par 33 voix 
contre 7, avec 11 abstentions, l' amendement est 
rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea 2 b) rlu 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 27 voix 
contre 19, avec 5 abstentions, l'alinea 2 b) est 
ado pte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix I'amendement 
polonais au paragraphe 4 de la section 2 de 
l'amendement australien. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 35 voix 
contre 5, avec 13 abstentions, l'amendement est 
rejete. 

Le Pm~SIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 4 de 
la section 2 de l'amendement australien. 

I I est procede au vote a main levee. Par 21 voix 
contre 9, avec 13 abstentions, l'amendement est 
rejete. 

M. AMBY (Danemark) dit que, s'il s'est abstenu 
de voter sur les amendements precedents de la 
Pologne et de l'Australie, c'est qu'il estime que le 
sujet dont ils traitent aurait du etre discute et mis 
aux voix en liaison avec Ie paragraphe 7 du pro jet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 2 de 
l'amendement du Guatemala a l'alinea 2 c) du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 30 voix 
contre 5, avec 17 abstentions, l' amendement est 
rejete. 

Le PRESID,ENT met aux voix I'amendement 
syrien (A(C.l /406) a l'alinea 2 c) du projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 18 voix 
contre 14, avec 17 abstentions, l'amendement est 
rejete. 

Le PRESIDE!'\T met aux voix l'alinea 2 c) du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 23 voix 
contre 23, avec 5 abstentions, l'alinea 2 c) est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix Ie paragraphe 5 de 
la section 2 de I'amendement australien au projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 
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.t1 vote was taken by show oj hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 23 votes to 12, with 
10 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote sub-para
graph 2 (cl) of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

A. vote was taken by show of hands. Sub
paragraph 2 (d) was adopted by 26 votes to 18, 
with 7 abstentions. 

The CnAIRMAN then read the final paragraph 
of section 2 of the Australian amendment to 
paragraph 2 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. 

l\k TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that many delegations would be 
in a difficult position if they had to vote on this 
paragraph before knowing the result of the vote 
on paragraphs 4 and 5 of the United Kingdom 
resolution with which it was closely linked. He 
therefore suggested that the vote on this paragraph 
of the Australian amendment be deferred until 
after a vote had been taken on paragraphs 4 and 
5 of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) accepted the 
final paragraph of the Australian amendment and 
agreed that the most logical place for its insertion 
would be at the end of paragraph 2 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. 

The vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was adopted by 33 voles to 9, with 
13 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 3 of 
the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

The vole was taken by show of hands. The 
paraqraph was adopted by 29 voles to 11, with 
14 abstentions. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) said that he had asked 
to speak before this paragraph was put to the 
vote, but he had not been recognized. He 
wished to explain his reasons for opposing this 
paragraph. He said that although he had 
participated in the discussion of the Security 
Council when the resolution of 16 November 
(S/1080) was adopted, he could not remember its 
terms precisely and wondered if the resolution 
had been distributed to the Committee. He 
recalled that the Security Council had been 
requested in October to act on the violations of 
the truce by the Jews in the Negeb and later on 
their violations in Western Galilee. The J ews 
were acting on a predetermined plan to take 
whatever territory they could on the basis of the 
Assembly's resolution of 29 November 1947, the 
Mediator's Progress report and by means of 
force. This plan of the Jews to take over all of 
Palestine had been confirmed by booklets dropped 
from Jewish planes and by a recent statement by 
::\1r. Shertok. The Jewish violations of the truce 
in the Ncgeb and \Vestern Galilee were an imple
mentation of this J ewish plan. 

The Security Council had intervened by its 
r esolution of 4 November (S/1070) which called 
on both parties to withdraw their forces to the 
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ll est procede au vote a main levee. Par 23 voix 
contre 12, avec 10 abstentions, l'amendement .est 
rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea 2 d) du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 26 voix 
contre 18, avec 7 abstentions, l'alinea 2 d) est 
ado pte. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du paragraphe 
final de la section 2 de l'amendement australien 
au paragraphe 2 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. 

M. TsA;RAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que bien des dele
gations se sentiront embarrassees si on leur 
demande de voter sur ce paragraphe avant de 
connaitre les resultats du vote sur les paragraphes 
4 et 5 de la resolution du Royaume-Uni, car tous 
ces paragraphes sont etroitement lies. M. Tsarap
kine propose done que ce paragraphe de !'amen
dement de I' Australie ne soit mis aux · voix 
qu'apres le vote sur les paragraphes 4 et 5 du 
projet de resolution du Royaumc-Uni. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) accepte le 
paragraphe final de l'amendement de l'Australie, 
et reconna1t qu'il serait logique de l'inserer a Ia 
fin du paragraphe 2 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 33 voi'x 
conlre 9, avec 13 abstentions, l'amendemenl est 
re jete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 3 du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vole a main levee. Par 29 voia: 
contre 11, avec 14 abstentions, le paragraphe est 
ado pte. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) rappelle qu'il avait 
demande Ia parole avant que ce paragraphe n'ait 
etc mis aux voix, mais on ne la lui a pas accordee. 
II tient a expliquer maintenant pourquoi il 
s'oppose a ce paragraphe. M. Ammoun a pris 
part aux debats du Conseil de securite lors de 
!'adoption de la resolution du 16 novembre 
(S /1080) ; toutefois, il ne se souvient pas exac
tement des termes de cette resolution et se 
demande si elle a ete distribuee aux membres de 
la Commission. II rappelle que le Conseil de secu
rite a ete invite, en octobre, a prendre des decisions 
au sujet des violations de la treve que les Juifs 
ont commises dans le Negeb et, plus tard, en 
Galilee occidentale. Les Juifs agissent selon un 
plan etabli a l'avance, qui consiste a. s:emp_arer 
de to us les terri to ires qu'ils peuvent sars1r, sOit en 
se fondant sur la resolution de l'Assemblee gene
rale du 29 novembre 1947 et sur le rapport inte
rimaire du Mediateur, soit en faisant usage de la 
force. Des tracts lances par des avions juifs, ainsi 
qu'une declaration ~ecente ,.de J\~L Sher,tok, 
confirment que les Jmfs ont l wte~t10~ de s em
parer de toute la Palestine. Les v10latrons de la 
treve que les Juifs ont commise~ dans le ~egeb 
et Ia Galilee occidentale font partie de la mrse en 
reuvre de leur plan. . , . 

Toutefois, le Conseil de sccunte est wtervenu 
en adoptant sa resolution du 4 novembre (S/1070) 
qui invite les deux parties a retirer leurs forces 



positions which they had occupied before the 
. truce violations. Almost one month had passed 
since the adoption of that resolution yet nothing 
had been done about it and no action had been 
taken to compel the Jews to withdraw their 
forces. Quite naturally the Jews had accepted 
the Security Council's call for an armistice in its 
resolution of 16 November 1948 because they 
would be able to keep the territory which they 
had gained through violations of the truce. But 
the Arab States could not agree to an armistice 
until the terms of the truce had been carried out 
by Jews, and he hoped that the Committee would 
not commit itself to the idea of an armistice before 
the terms of the truce had been complied with. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) said that in view of the 
results of the voting on the Australian amend
ments to paragraph 2 of the United Kingdom 
rlraft resolution, he would withdraw his amend
ment calling for deletion of paragraphs 4 and 5 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Guatemalan 
amendment (A/C.1/398jRev.2) in substitution 
for paragraph 4 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
ameruimenl was rejected by 36 votes to 11, with 
9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then read the text of para
graph 4 of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. RoDRiGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) said that 
the voting was being unnecessarily hurried. He 
asked for a clarification of certain matters in this 
paragraph which he considered as crucial because 
it s~t forth the instructions to be given to the 
conciliation commission on the question of bound
aries. He stated that he understood the 
functions of the commission under this paragraph 
to be that it should, firstly, seek to establish 
contact between the parties ; secondly, try to 
bring about an agreement between the parties by 
providing elements which would facilitate an 
understanding between them, and thirdly, report 
to the General Assembiy. He asked for further 
clarification of this paragraph if his understanding 
was not correct. 

He thought the text would be improved and 
would define the task of the commission more 
accurately if the phrase " without excluding any 
territorial settlement mutually acceptable to the 
parties " were inserted after the words " in 
Palestine " in the third line. Furthermore, he 
did not think the terms of reference of the com
mission should be too rigid, and therefure suggest
ed that the phrase " with a view to delimiting 
the frontiers in Palestine "in the third line of the 
paragraph be changed to read " with a view to 
obtaining agreement on the fronti ers in Pales
tine ". In order to bring sub-paragraph (b) 
into conformity with the principle that a solution 
in Palestine depended upon an understanding 
between the parties, and to make it less rigid, he 
suggest ed that the following phrase be added at 
the end of sub-paragraph (b) : " on the under
standing t!1at these modifications were acceptable 
to the parties ". 

armees sur les positions qu'elles occupaient avant 
les violations de la treve. II y a deja pres d'un 
mois que cette resolution a ete adoptee, et 
cependant rien n'a ete fait, aucune mesure n'a 
ete prise pour contraindre Ies J uifs a retirer leurs 
forces armees. Les Juifs ont bien entendu accepte 
!'armistice recommande dans la resolution du 
16 novembre 1948, puisque cet armistice leur 
permettait de conserver les territoires qu'ils ont 
acquis en violant Ia treve. Par contre, les Etats 
arabes ne sauraient accepter un armistice avant 
que les Juifs se soient conformes aux termes de Ia 
treve, et M. Ammoun espere que la Commission 
ne fera pas sienne !'idee d'un armistice avant que 
les termes de Ia treve n'aient ete executes. 

M. HooD (Australie) declare que, etant donne les 
resultats du vote sur Ies amendements de 
l'Australie au paragraphe 2 du projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni, il retirera ses amendements 
visant a supprimer Ies paragraphes 4 et 5 de ce 
projet de resolution. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement du 
Guatemala (AjC.1f398jRev.2) tendant a substituer 
un nouveau texte au paragraphe 4 du projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

ll est procede au vote a main levee. Par 36 voix 
conlre 11, avec 9 abstentions, l' amendement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du paragraphe 4 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. RoDRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) declare 
que I'on hate a tort le vote. II demande des 
explications sur certains points de ce paragraphe, 
qu'il considere comme essentiel, puisque c'est la 
que figurent les instructions donnees a Ia 
commission de conciliation au sujet des frontieres. 
II croit comprendre qu'aux termes de ce para
graphe les fonctions de Ia commission seraient, 
premierement, d'essayer de mettre les parties en 
rapport, deuxiemement de rechercher un terrain 
d'entente qui leur permette de tomber d'accord, 
et, troisiemement, de faire rapport a l'Assemblee 
generale. Si son interpretation de ce paragraphe 
n'est pas correcte, il aimerait qu'on le lui precise. 

M. Rodriguez Fabregat estime que l'on amelio
rerait Ie texte du paragraphe et que l'on definirait 
plus clairement les fonctions de la Commission 
si l'on inserait le membre de phrase << sans preju
dice de tout reglement de questions territoriales 
qui recueillerait l'accord des deux parties », apres 
les mots « les frontieres en Palestine », a la 
troisieme ligne. II pense, en outre, que Ie mandat 
de la Commission ne devrait pas etre trop strict ; 
aussi propose-t-il de remplacer les mots « aux fins 
de delimiter les frontieres en Palestine » a la 
troisieme ligne, par les mots « aux fins de parvenir 
a un accord en ce qui concerne les frontieres en 
Palestine >>. Afin de rendre l'alinea b) conforme au 
principe selon lequel Ia solution de la question 
de Ia Palestine est subordonnee a un accord entre 
les parties, et afin de rendre moins strictes les 
dispositions contenues dans cet alinea, 
l\L Rodriguez Fabregat propose d'ajouter a la fin 
du texte les mots suivants : « sous reserve que 
ces modifications recueillent !'accord des parties ». 
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In conclusion he noted that he was not at the 
moment making his suggestions as formal amend
ments but would like further clarification on 
these points, particularly from the author of the 
draft resolution. 

~1r. Hoop (Australia) pointed out that para
graph -1 of the United Kingdom draft resolution 
hinged on and referred to paragraph 2 (c) which 
had just been rejected. He therefore thought 
that paragraph 4 automatically lapsed and did 
not sec how the Committee could vote on it. 

l\lr. FRASER (New Zealand) said that in view 
of the difficulty to which the representative of 
Australia had just referred, he would ask permis
sion to move the insertion of a new paragraph 2 (c). 
He thought that the conciliation commission 
must have some directive to try to achieve a 
settlement and that unanimity might be obtained 
if reference to the Assembly's resolution of 
29 November 1947 and the Mediator's progress 
report were avoided. He therefore moved the 
insertion of a new paragraph 2 (c) which would 
read as follows : " To enter into consultations 
with the Governments and authorities concerned 
with a view to the achievement of a final settlement 
of all questions outstanding between them " 
(A/C.l/413). He pointed out that this text was 
the same as the first part of paragraph 2 (c) of the 
United Kingdom text. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) said he would 
then move as an amendment to the proposal of 
the representative of New Zealand the addition 
of the second part of the text of paragraph 2 (c) 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution which 
read as follows : " including in particular the 
questions dealt with in the General Assembly 
resolution of 29 November 1947 and in part I, 
section VIII, paragraph 4 of the progress report 
of the United Nations Mediator on Palestine ". 
He explained that the United Kingdom delegation 
attached great importance to the addition of this 
phrase because there were certain aspects of both 
the Assembly's resolution and the Mediator's 
report which were not mentioned in any other 
part of the draft r esolution and on which a final 
settlement was important ; it had been considered 
simpler to include these questions in this general 
paragraph. 

111". RusK (United States of America) said that 
for reasons which he had previously explained 
fully, the United States delegation would vote 
for the addition to the New Zealand proposal 
moved by the United Kingdom representative. 
However, his delegation considered that the basic 
directive included in the New Zealand proposal 
was also most important and if the addition 
failed to be accepted, his delegation would vote for 
the New Zealand proposal. 

l\ir. HooD (Australia) thought it would be 
desirable to have the New Zealand proposal and 
the United Kingdom addition in writing before a 
vote was taken. 

In reply, 1\fr. FRASER (New Zealand) again 
pointed out that the texts were the same as the 

II conclut en observant qu'il ne presente pas 
encore cette proposition a titre d'amendement 
forme} ; il voudrait neanmoins obtenir des 
precisions sur ces points, et desirerait entendre 
notamment l'auteur du projet de resolution. 

M. HooD (Australie) fait observer que le 
paragraphe 4 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni est en rapport etroit avec l'alinea 2 c), et se 
refere a celui-ci. Or, l'alinea 2 c) vient d'etre 
rejete ; M. Hood estime done que le paragraphe 4 
est automatiquement elimine, et il ne voit pas 
comment on pourrait Ie mettre aux voix. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) se permet de 
proposer que l'on ajoute un nouvel alinea 
2 c) etant donne Ia difficulte que vient 
de signaler le representant de l'Australie. II faut, 
a son avis, que Ia Commission re<;oive des 
instructions si l'on veut qu'elle puisse parvenir 
a un reglement ; l'unanimite se ferait peut-etre 
si l'on s'abstenait de mentionner Ia resolution de 
l'Assemblee generate du 29 novembre 1947 ainsi 
que le rapport interimaire du Mediateur. Aussi 
propose-t-il d'ajouter le nouvel alinea 2 c) suivant: 
« Entrer en consultation avec Ies Gouvernements 
et autorites interesses en vue de regler d'une 
fa<;on definitive toutes les questions sur lesquelles 
ils ne se sont pas encore mis d'accord » (A/C.l/413). 
M. Fraser fait observer que ce texte coincide 
avec le debut de I'alinea 2 c) du pro jet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) propose, a titre 
d 'amendement a Ia proposition du representant 
de la Nouvelle-Zelande, d'ajouter Ia fin de 
l'alinea 2 c) du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni, dont voici le texte : « notamment les 
questions dont traitent Ia resolution de l'Assemblee 
generate du 29 novembre 1947 et le paragraphe 4, 
section VIII de Ia premiere partie du rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des Nations Unies pour 
Ia Palestine n. La delegation du Royaume-Uni 
considere qu'il est tres important d'ajouter ce 
membre de phrase, etant donne que certaines 
questions dont traitent la resolution de l'Assemblee 
et le rapport du Mediateur ne sont mention_nees 
nulle part ailleurs dans Ie projet de r~s?lu~wn ; 
or, il importe qu'un reglement defimtif mter
vienne a leur sujet ; on a juge plus simple de 
rappeler ces questions dans un paragraphe de 
caractere general. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) decla_re _que, 
pour Ies raisons qu'il a deja exposees en detail, la 
delegation des :Etats-Unis votera en faveur de 
I'amendement a Ia proposition de la Nouvelle
Zelande presente par Ia delegation du _Royaum~
Uni. Toutefois, Ia delegation des Etats-Ums 
estime que I' instruction fondamentale. contenue 
dans Ia proposition de la Nouvelle-Zelande est 
egalement tres importante, et elle ~ot~ra en 
faveur de cette proposition, a_u ca_s ~u I amen
dement du Royaume-Uni sermt rejete. 

M. HooD (Australie) estime prefera~le 9~e Ia 
proposition de la Nouvelle-Zelande et I add1tif du 

. . · t · par e' crit avant Royaume-Um s01ent presen es 
d'etre mis aux voix. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Ulande) fait observer 
une fois de plus que les textes en questio~ 
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first and second parts of paragraph 2 (c) of the 
United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) objected to the abnormal procedure 
which was being followed and asked that the 
proposals and amendments should be presented 
in writing, reproduced by the Secretariat, and 
circulated to the delegations. 

In reply, the CHAIRMAN noted that the dele
gations had the New Zealand proposal and the 
United Kingdom addition in writing, since they 
were merely parts of the text of paragraph 2 (c) of 
the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) did not 
think it was possible to resubmit a text which 
had already been rejected, for the Committee 
would then never know whether a text had been 
adopted or rejected. He did not consider the 
Committee could vote in this manner. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) objected to reopening consideration 
of paragraph 2 (c) of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution by means of a procedural manreuvre. 
He pointed out that the same procedure could be 
followed for other amendments, in which case 
the First Committee would have to start all over 
again. In his opinion if a paragraph were once 
rejected, that fact must be taken into account. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) replied that he 
was very sincere in this matter and resented the 
implication that he was resorting to a manreuvre. 
He pointed out that if such a paragraph were not 
inserted in the draft resolution, the conciliation 
commission would have no directive to seek a 
final settlement. He asked the USSR repre
sentative to give him the same credit for sincerity 
and honesty which he was always prepared to 
give to the USSR representative. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) agreed 
that the Committee should not get in the habit 
of reconsidering freely a text which it had rejected. 
Since this matter was of great importance, 
however, he would move that the Committee 
should reconsider paragraph 2 (c) of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution under the procedure 
laid down in rule 112 of the rules of procedure. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) replied to the New Zealand repre
sentative that the opinion of the Committee, 
which had been a clear rejection of paragraph 2 (c) 
of the United Kingdom draft resoluti9n, should be 
accepted. He had no suspicions of the motives of 
the New Zealand representative but was aston
ished to see him resubmit a text which had 
already been rejected. He added that in his 
opinion rule 112 of the rules of procedure did not 
apply in the present situation, since the Com
mittee had not been asked to reconsider a whole 
proposal but only one paragraph of a proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN asked if there were another 
speaker against the United States motion for 

coincident avec la premiere et avec la deuxieme 
partie de l'alinea 2 c) du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. 

M. KissELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) objecte que la methode suivie 
n'est pas normale, et demande que les propositions 
et les amendements soient presentes par ecrit, 
reproduits par le Secretariat, et distribues aux 
delegations. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que la proposition de la 
Nouvelle-Zelande et l'amendement du Royaume
Uni existent par ecrit, etant donne que leur texte 
est emprunte a l'alinea 2 c) du projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni. 

M. GARciA GRA,NAoos (Guatemala) ne pense 
pas qu'il soit possible de presenter a nouveau 
un texte qui a deja ete rejete ; en effet, la 
Commission ne pourrait plus savoir si un texte 
a ete adopte ou rejete. II considere que la 
Commission ne saurait voter de cette fa<;on. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) s'oppose a ce que l'alinea 2 c) 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni soit 
remis en question par une manreuvre portant sur 
la procedure. II fait remarquer qu'on pourrait 
appliquer le meme procede a d'autres amen
dements, et que dans ce cas, la Premiere 
Commission devrait recommencer tout son travail. 
A son avis, une fois qu'un paragraphe a ete 
rejete, il n'y a qu'a s'incliner devant le vote. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) repond qu'il 
est tout a fait sincere, et se declare froisse d'etre 
soupc;onne d'avoir eu recours a une manreuvre. 
Si l'on n'insere pas un tel aliena dans le projet 
de resolution, la commission de conciliation 
n'aura pas rec;u de directives pour rechercher un 
reglement defmitif. M. Fraser demande au 
representant de l'URSS de lui accorder, quant a la 
sincerite et l'honnetete, ce credit qu'il est lui
meme dispose a accorder au representant de 
l'URSS. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) admet que 
la Commission ne doit pas prendre !'habitude de 
remettre a !'etude un texte qu'elle a deja rejete. 
Toutefois, puisqu'il s'agit d'une question tres 
importante, il propose a la Commission de 
reprendre l'examen de l'alinea 2 c) du projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni en se conformant a 
!'article 112 du reglement interieur. 

Repondant au representant de la Nouvelle
Zelande, M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques), soutient qu'il faut 
s'incliner devant !'opinion de la Commission, qui 
a rejete tres nettement l'alinea 2 c) du projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni. II ne suspecte 
nullement les motif~ que peut avoir le repre
sentant de la Nouvelle-Zelande, mais s'etonne de 
le voir presenter a nouveau un texte qui a deja 
ete rejete. II ajoute que, a son avis, !'article 112 
du reglement interieur ne joue pas dans le cas 
present, etant donne que la Commission a ete 
invitee a reconsiderer, non pas !'ensemble, mais 
seulement l'un des alineas d'une proposition. 

Le PRESIDENT demande si quelque autre 
representant desire prendre la parole contre Ia 
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reconsideration of the previous decision regarding 
sub-paragraph 2 (c) of the United Kingdom 
resolution under rule 112. In the absence of any 
response he put the motion to a vote, noting that 
a two-thirds majority was required for its 
adoption. 

The vote was taken by a show of hands. The 
motion received 27 votes in favour, 17 against, 
with 8 abstentions. Having failed to obtain the 
required two-thirds majority, it was rejected. 

1\Ir. BEELEY (United Kingdom) pointed out that, 
as a consequence of the rejection of sub-para
graph 2 (c), the following words in paragraph 4 
should be deleted : " In pursuance of para
graph 2 (c) ". He also noted that sub-para
graph 2 (d) should become paragraph 2 (c). 

1\Ir. HooD (Australia) suggested that the 
meeting be adjourned in order that delegations 
could have time to consider the proposed alter
ations to paragraph 4. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the Austra
lian motion for adjournment. It was rejected by 
23 votes to 15, with 13 abstentions. 

A vote was then taken by show of hands on 
paragraph 4 of the United J{ingdom draft reso
lution as amended above. The paragraph was 
rejected by 25 votes to 22, with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN read the Guatemalan amend
ment in addition to paragraph 4 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. 

In reply to questions from the Chairman and 
the representative of the United Kingdom 
concerning the place and meaning of his amend
ment, Mr. GARciA GRANADos (Guatemala) 

, explained that the motive for his amendment was 
that there should be no annexation of territory of 
Palestine to a neighbouring State without the 
assent of the people concerned. While the first 
sentence of his amendment did not now have 
much purpose since the tasks of the conciliation 
commission were not very clearly defined on this 
matter, he thought it should be maintained, and 
suggested that the paragraph be inserted after 
paragraph 3 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) expressed the opinion that the Guate
malan amendment might be considered in 
connexion with paragraph 5 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution, which concerned 
instructions to the conciliation commission on the 
disposition of the territory of Arab Palestine. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) thought 
that the results of the First Committee's vote on 
paragraph 2 (c) and paragraph 4 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution made it necessary for 
many delegations to consider the effect on the 
resolution as a whole and he therefore moved th~ 
adjournment of the meeting. 

motion des Etats-Unis qui propose, en vertu de 
l'article 112, de revenir sur la decision anterieure 
relative a l'alinea 2 c) du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. Ne recevant pas de reponse, il met 
la motion aux voix, en signalant que la majorite 
des deux tiers est requise pour qu'elle soit adoptee. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Il y a 27 voix 
pour, 17 voix contre et 8 abstentions. N'ayant pas 
obtenu la majorite requise des deux tiers, la motion 
des Etats-Unis d'Amerique n'est pas adoptee. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer que 
puisque l'alinea 2 c) a ete rejete, il y a lieu de 
supprimer, dans le paragraphe 4, les mots : 
<< conformement a l'alinea 2 c) ». II signale aussi 
que !'ancien alinea 2 d) doit maintenant devenir 
l'alinea 2 c). 

M. HooD (Australie) propose de lever la seance 
pour permettre aux delegations d'etudier les 
modifications que l'on propose ainsi d'apporter 
au paragraphe 4. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur cette 
motion d'ajournement. Par 23 voix contre 15 et 13 
abstentions, la motion est rejetee. 

Il est alors procede au vote a main levee sur 
le paragraphe 4 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, tel qu'il a ete amende. Par 25 voix 
contre 22 et 5 abstentions, le paragraphe est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture de l'amendement 
du Guatemala apportant un additif au par~
graphe 4 du projet de resolution du Royaume-Um. 

Repondant aux questions posees par le 
President ainsi que par le representant du 
Royaume-Uni, relatives au sens de cet amen
dement et a l'endroit oil il y a lieu de l'insercr, 
M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) explique que, 
s'il presentc cet amendement, c'est parce q'!'il 
estime qu'on ne devrait pas annexer une portiOn 
du territoire palestinien a un Etat voisin sans le 
consentement de la population. Il est vrai que la 
premiere phrase de son amendemcnt n'a pas, en ce 
moment, une grande importance pratiq?-e, 
puisque la tache de la commission de conciliat~on 
en la matiere n'est pas tres nettement defime; 
mais il estime cependant que la deuxieme phrase 
doit etre maintenue, et il propose d'inserer. ce 
texte a pres le paragraphe 3 du pro jet de resolutiOn 
du Royaume-Uni. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) est d'avis que l'amendem~nt 
du Guatemala pourrait etre etudie a l'oc~asJon 
de la discussion du paragraphe 5 du proJet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni, rel~t~ aux 
instructions a donner a }a commiSSIOn de 
conciliation sur la fa<;on dont il faudrait disposer 
du territoire arabe de la Palestine. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estime qu'en 
raison des resultats qu'ont donnes les votes de la 
Premiere Commission sur l'alinea 2 c) et le par~
graphe 4 du pro jet de resolution du Roya_u~e-~m, 
il devient necessaire pour beaUCOUp de delegatiOnS 
d'etudier I'effet de ces votes sur !'ensemble de la 
resolution ; c'est pourquoi il propose de lever la 
seance. 
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A vote was taken by show of hands on the United 
States motion for adjournment. The motion was 
adopted with 35 votes, with 18 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 5.45. p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
FOURTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 3 December 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

93. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

CONSIDERATION OF THE AUSTRALIAN DRAFT RESO
LUTION (A/C.l /415) AND CONTINUATION OF 
THE CONSIDERATION OF THE UNITED KINGDOM 
REVISED DRAFT RESOLUTION (AjC.l/394/ Rev. 2) 
AND AMENDMENTS RELATING THERETO 

Mr. HooD (Australia) introduced a draft 
resolution calling for the appointment of a sub
committee to draft the terms of reference of the 
proposed conciliation commission for Palestine 
(A/C.1/415). In his opinion, the appointment of 
such a sub-committee was now the only way to 
ensure the formulation of terms of reference 
for the conciliation commission which would 
obtain the necessary support in the Committee 
and the General Assembly. He pointed out 
that the sub-committee would be empowered 
to deal only with the question of the terms 
of reference of the commission which it would 
be useless to consider in the full Committee. 
While he did not wish to make any formal 
suggestions on the composition of the sub
committee, it was his view that it should 
comprise the delegations which had submitted 
draft resolutions or substantial amendments. 
An alternative suggestion would be to appoint 
to the sub-committee delegations which best 
represented the various views expressed in the 
Committee. In conclusion, he emphasized that 
the appointment of a sub-committee was the 
only way in which the Committee could now 
make progress. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that a proposal for the 
establishment of a sub-committee had previously 
been rejected and that. the C:ommittee had decided 
to proceed with a discussiOn and vote on the 
various draft resolutions and amendments in 
the order in which they had been submitted. 
In his opinion, the Committee should continue 
this procedure and he thought the best terms of 
reference for the commission could be found 
by drawing upon the various texts which were 
before the Committee. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur cette 
motion des Etats-Unis d'Amerique. Par 35 voix, 
avec 18 abstentions, cette motion est adoptee. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 45 

DEUX-CENT-VINGT-QUATRIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 3 decembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. A. CosTA Du RELs (Bolivie). 

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

ExAMEN DU PRO JET DE RESOLUTION DE L' Aus
T;RALIE (AjC.1/415) ET SUITE DE L'EXAMEN 
DU PROJET REVISE DE RESOLUTION DU ROYAUME
UNI (AjC.1f394fRev.2) ET DES AMENDEMENTS 
s'y RAPPORTANT 

M. HooD (Australie) presente un projet de 
resolution proposant la creation d'une so us-commis
sion chargee d'etablir le mandat de la commis
sion de conciliation envisagee pour la Palestine 
(A/C.l/415). A son avis, Ia creation d'une telle 
sons-commission est actuellement le seul moyen 
qui puisse permettre a Ia Premiere Commission 
d'arriver a etablir, pour la determination du 
mandat de la commission de conciliation, un 
texte susceptible d'obtenir l'appui necessaire au 
sein de la Premiere Commission et de I' Assemblee 
generale. II fait remarquer que Ia sons-commission 
est chargee uniquement d'etudier les termes 
du mandat de la commission de conciliation 
-question qu'ilserait vain d'examiner au cours des 
seances plenieres de Ia Premiere Commission. 
Bien qu'il ne tienne pas a faire de propositions 
formelles quant a Ia composition de la sous
commission, M. Hood pense qu'elle devrait 
comprendre les representants des delegations qui 
ont presente des projets de resolutions, ou des 
amendements importants a ces projets. Une 
autre solution serait de nommer a cette sous
commission les membres de delegations qui 
representent Ie mieux les diverscs opinions 
exprimees au sein de la Premiere Commission. 
M. Hood conclut en disant que Ia creation d'une 
sons-commission est le seul moyen qui permettrait 
a la Premiere Commission d'aller de l'avant. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) fait remarquer qu'une propo
sition visant a nommer une sous-commission a 
deja ete rejetee, et que Ia Premiere Commission 
a decide de poursuivre la discussion et de se 
prononcer sur les divers projets de resolutions 
et les divers amendements, dans l'ordre chrono
logique de leur presentation. Selon lui, la Premiere 
Commission doit s'en tenir a cette methode, et 
il pense que pour etablir de Ia fa<;on Ia plus satis
faisante le mandat de Ia commission de conci
liation, il sumt de puiser dans les divers textes 
soumis a la Premiere Commission. 
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Mr. RusK (United States of America), stated 
that in the opinion of his delegation the estab
lishment of a sub-committee was not necessary, 
and if the Committee proceeded with its consider
ation of and vote on the remainder of the 
United Kingdom draft resolution, it could 
<:omplete its work on the Palestinian question 
in one or two meetings. 

Before proceeding, however, he wished to 
<:omment on several of the Committee's votes 
at the previous meeting and firstly on the deletion 
of sub-paragraph 2 (c) of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution to which a number of delegations 
had attached considerable importance. 

H e pointed out that under sub-paragraph 2 (a) 
of the draft resolution which had been adopted, 
the Commission would assume the function 
entrusted to the Mediator by Assembly resolution 
186 (S-2) of 14 May 1948 to use his good offices 
to promote a peaceful solution and that this 
function would cover the conciliation of the 
matters which still remained unsettled. Further
more, the direct and inescapable implication 
of paragraph 3 of the draft resolution, which had 
been adopted, was that the commission was 
authorized to engage in negotiations for the 
settlement of all outstanding questions. In 
.addition, under the Australian amendment 
(A/C.1f419) which had been adopted, the Commis
sion had been given the function of promoting 
good relations between the State of Israel, the 
Arabs of Palestine, and the neighbouring Arab 
States. 

On purely t echnical grounds the rejection of 
'Sub-paragraph 2 (c) of the United Kingdom 
text did not appear to create a fatal defect in 
the resolution, although the United States 
delegation believed the inclusion of the paragraph 
would clarify it. Evidently, the second half of 
the United Kingdom text of sub-paragraph 2 (c) 
had rendered that paragraph unacceptable, 
although its opponents had differed widely as 
to the reasons for their opposition. While his 
delegation would have preferred the original 
language of sub-paragraph 2 (c), the first half 
of which had been proposed by the representative 
of New Zealand, it believed that the Committee 
desired to set forth the conciliatory functions 
of the commission in the broadest terms. 

He therefore moved the addition of the follow
ing new paragraph after paragraph 3 of the 
r esolution, which had been adopted at the 
previous meeting : " Instructs the conciliation 
commission to assist the Governments and 
authorities concerned to achieve a final settle
ment of all questions outstanding between them ". 
(A/C.l/416). He added that such a paragraph 
-would make completely clear what was already 
~n the resolution which had been adopted and 
would constitute one of the specific instructions 
referred to in sub-paragraph 2 (b). 

Mr. Rusk then referred to the rejection by the 
Co~mittee of paragraph 4 of the United Kingdom 

M. Rusx (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare que 
sa delegation n'estime pas necessaire de creer 
une sous-commission ; si la Premiere Commission 
poursuit la discussion et le vote des diverses 
parties du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, 
elle pourra terminer en une ou deux seances ses 
travaux sur le probleme palestinien. 

Avant que le debat ne se poursuive, M. Rusk 
tient a faire quelques remarques sur les votes 
qui ont eu lieu au cours de Ia precedente seance 
de la Commission, et notamment sur le vote 
qui a entraine la suppression de l'alinea 2 c) du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, auquel 
plusieurs delegations attachent une importance 
considerable. 

M. Rusk fait remarquer qu'en vertu de cet 
alinea, qui a ete adopte, Ia Commission de conci
liation assumera Ia tache confiee au Mediateur 
par la resolution 186 (S-2) de I' Assemblee generale 
du 14 mai 1948, et ofirira ses bons offices en vue 
d'aboutir a une solution pacifique ; cette tache 
comportera le reglement, par voie de conciliation, 
de presque toutes les questions en suspens. En 
outre, Ia Premiere Commission a adopte le para
graphe 3 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni, ce qui implique necessairement que la com
mission de conciliation est autorisee a engager 
des negociations en vue d'un reglement de toutes 
les questions sur lesquelles il n'y a pas encore 
eu d'accord. De plus, en vertu. de I'amendement 
de l'Australie (AfC.1 /419) qui a ete adopte, Ia 
commission de conciliation a ete chargee de 
favoriser l'etablissement de bonnes relations entre 
I'Etat d'Israel, les Arabes de Palestine et les 
.Etats arabes voisins. 

Pour des raisons purement techniques, il ne 
semble done pas que la suppression de l'alinea 2 c) 
du projet du Royaume-Uni constitue pour cette 
resolution un defaut vraiment grave, bien que Ia 
delegation des Etats-Unis pense que }'insertion 
d'un texte du meme genre contribuerait a Ia 
clarte de Ia resolution. La delegation des Etats
Unis a estime que Ia deuxieme partie de l'alinea 2 c) 
du projet du Royaume-Uni rendait cet alinea 
inacceptable, tout en constatant que les adver
saires de ce texte s'y sont opposes pour des 
raisons tres diverses. Bien que la delegation des 
Etats-Unis prefere le texte primitif de I'alinea 2 c), 
dont la premiere partie a ete proposee par le 
representant de la Nouvelle-Zelande, elle constate 
que la Premiere Commission desire enoncer dans 
les termes les plus larges les fonctions d~ .co~ci
liation a attribuer a la commission de concihatwn. 

En consequence, M. Rusk propose d'inser~r 
dans le projet de resolution du Royaume-Um, 
apres le paragraphe 3, qui a ete adopte au cours 
de la seance precedente, un nouveau paragraphe 
ainsi conc;u : << Donne pour instructions a la com
mission de conciliation d'aider les Gouvernements 
et les autorites interessees a regler de fa<;on defi
nitive toutes les questions sur lesquelles ils ne se 
sont pas encore mis d'accord. » (AJC.1j416/ 
Corr.l). Un tel paragraphe rendra !out ~ fait 
clairs Ies textes deja adoptes de la resolution et 
constituera l'une des instructions precises dont 
parle l'alinea 2 b). . 

M. Rusk rappelle ensuite que la Prem1~re 
Commission a rejete le paragraphe 4 du proJet 
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draft resolution, which, in his opmwn, had not 
added to the conciliation functions of the com
mission but had, however, attempted to give 
the commission and the parties some guidance 
concerning the basis of the negotiations; This 
paragraph had represented a moderate attempt 
to deal with an explosive subject and the votes 
supporting it represented a considerable body 
of opinion in the " centre ", while the opposition 
consisted mainly of delegations who agreed 
only upon opposing it for various reasons. In 
other words, the substantial opinion of the 
" centre " on this specific proposal concerning 
one of the main issues had been offset by the 
combined weight of those who favoured one 
side or the other. If therefore the Assembly 
was unable to make a specific suggestion on this 
element of the problem by means of the required 
two-thirds majority, it must leave the problem 
to the conciliation commission to work out with 
the parties themselves. His delegation wished 
nottoe that the rejection of paragraph 4 did not 

affect the basic framework of the resolution 
which his delegation believed could greatly 
assist in bringing about a settlement. He 
believed the Assembly could best assist the 
commission and the parties by offering responsible 
advice on the remaining points .. 

The United Kingdom delegation had consid
erably modified its original draft resolution 
to the point that the United States delegation 
had been able to support it fully in the end. 
His delegation regretted that the Committee 
had not been able to offer specific advice to the 
commission on the boundaries question, but he 
did not think a modification of paragraph 4 
in favour of one side or the other would enable 
it to obtain the necessary two-thirds majority 
support. In the circumstances, therefore, the 
matter must be left for negotiation by the 
conciliation commission, and he could see little 
advantage in trying to reword paragraph 4. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) thought that the United 
States representative had drawn the wrong 
conclusions from a correct analysis of the various 
views expressed in the Committee and that 
the Committee still had the possibility and the 
responsibility of giving a specific directive to 
the conciliation commission. He did not think 
it was adequate to say that nothing more could 
be done in this regard and to fall back on a 
broad formula which would be of no real help 
to the commission. In the circumstances, there
fore, the reasonable course, for which there was 
every precedent, was to establish a drafting 
sub-committee to make a further attempt at 
drafting terms of reference for the commission. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) thought 
the First Committee had acted with great moder
ation on the draft resolution before it. He 
feared however question of boundaries, on which 
there was a great controversy, the Committee 
might find itself unable to produce a recommend-

de resolution du Royaume-Uni. Selon lui, ce 
paragraphe n'ajoutait rien aux fonctions de· 
conciliation de la commission, mais s'efion;ait 
toutefois de donner a cette commission, ainsi 
qu'aux parties interessees, certaines directives 
concernant les bases generales des negociations. 
Ce paragraphe constituait une tentative raison
nable de traiter un sujet dangereux ; les voix. 
qu'il a recueillies representent !'opinion d'um 
groupe considerable, situe au " centre " de la; 
Premiere Commission, alors que !'opposition se 
compose de delegations qui ne sont guere d'accord 
que sur un seul point : .elles s'opposent, pour 
des raisons tres diverses, a ce paragraphe. En 
d'autres termes, !'opinion d'un groupe important 
du "centre", qui s'est fait jour sur cette proposition 
precise visant l'une des questions les plus impor
tantes, a ete mise en echec par les voix combinees 
de ceux qui sont favorables soit a l'une des parties, 
soit a !'autre. Done, si l'Assemblee n'arrive pas 
a se prononcer sur ce point du probleme a la 
majorite requise des deux tiers, elle devra laisser 
a Ia commission de conciliation le soin de le 
resoudre, de concert avec les parties interessees. 
La delegation des Etats-Unis tient a faire remar
quer que le rejet du paragraphe 4 n'afiecte pas 
le cadre general de la resolution qui, telle qu'elle 
est, peut rendre de grands services en vue d'un 
reglement du probleme. M. Rusk pense que la 
meilleure fac;on dont I'Assemblee puisse aider la 
commission de conciliation et les parties interessees 
est de leur donner des directives au sujet de ces 
questions qui restent en suspens. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni a modifie sa 
proposition primitive d'une fac;on si profonde 
que la delegation des Etats-Unis a pu en fin de 
compte lui accorder son appui. La delegation 
des Etats-Unis regrette que la Premiere Commis
sion ait ete incapable de donner un avis precis 
a la commission de conciliation sur la question 
des frontieres, mais M. Rusk ne pense pas qu'une 
modification du paragraphe 4 au profit de l'une 
quelconque des parties puisse rallier en faveur 
de ce paragraphe une majorite des deux tiers. 
Dans ces conditions, il faut laisser a la commission 
de conciliation le soiri de negocier a ce sujet et 
il ne serait guere utile de chercher a donner une 
nouvelle redaction au paragraphe 4. 

M. HooD (Australie) repond qu'a son avis le 
representant des Etats-Unis a tire des conclusions 
erronees d'une analyse pourtant correcte des 
diverses vues exprimees au sein de la Commission, 
et que celle-ci conserve toujours la faculte et la 
responsabilite de donner des directives precises a 
la commission de conciliation. II n'est pas juste 
de dire que tous les efforts ont ete epuises et qu'il 
faut en revenir a une formule tres generale qui 
d'ailleurs ne serait d'aucun secours ala commission 
de conciliation. Dans les circonstances presentes, la 
seule solution raisonnable, qui peut se reclamer de 
nombreux precedents, serait de nommer un comite 
de redaction charge d'essayer une fois de plus de 
rediger le mandat de la Commission. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estime que 
la Premiere Commission a fait preuve d'une 
grande moderation a propos de ce projet de reso
lution ; toutefois, la question des frontieres a 
souleve de vives controverses et il ne pense pas 
que la Commission soit a meme de trouver une 
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ation which would command a two-thirds 
majority in the Assembly. His delegation there
fore thought it proper to leave this question to 
the process of conciliation in the commission 
nnd to proceed with the consideration of the 
other questions. 

~vir. GAnciA GnANADos (Guatemala) regretted 
that on this occasion he could not agree with 
the Australian representative and thought a 
sub-committee would be useless. The Assembly 
could not force either party to accept a solution 
it opposed, and could proceed only by means 
of conciliation. He wo"uld, therefore, vote against 
the Australian proposal. 

A vole was taken by show of hands. The 
Australian draft resolution (A jC.1 /415) was rejected 
by 39 votes to 7, with 4 abstentions. 

1\lr. RoDRIGUEZ FABTIEGAT (Uruguay) thought 
that the new United States amendment represented 
a step towards a solution of the present situation 
and clarified the discussion. The tendencies 
pointed out by the United States representative 
had been evident from the start of the general 
discussion and had led to the negative vote on 
paragraph 2 (c) and paragraph 4 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution which were similar 
in content. The United States amendment, 
which was really a definition of a conciliation 
commission, eliminated the objection that the 
terms of reference of the commission were too 
rigid. 

Any decision of the Assembly on this question 
must obtain a two-thirds majority and it was 
difficult for the Assembly to consider such 
questions as the distribution or exchange of 
populations from such a great distance. The 
conciliation commission, however, could take up 
these questions on the spot in Palestine, sub
mitting its suggestions to the parties concerned, 
and finally reporting to the General Assembly. 
His delegation considered that the United States 
amendment defined the terms of reference of 
the conciliation commission adequately and 
would therefore vote in favour of it. 

Mr. ZULOAGA (Venezuela) said that his dele
gation also favoured the new United States 
amendment but thought it contradicted the 
terms of paragraph 5. His delegation would accept 
the United States amendment if paragraph 5 
were rejected, and he asked whether the United 
States delegation was prepared to vote against 
paragraph 5 or would submit its amendment 
after paragraph 5 was rejected. 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) thought the new 
United States amendment offered a good way 
out of the present difficulties, and said his 
delegation would support it, subject to a slight 
drafting change which he hoped the United 
States delegation would accept. In his opinion 
the present wording was too negative and gave 
the impression that the conciliation commission 
must wait for its assistance to be requested. 
He suggested the insertion of the words " to 
take steps " after the word •· commission " and 
explained that this wording would give the 

formule qui rallierait une majorite des deux tiers 
a l'Assemblee. C'est pourquoi sa delegation juge 
preferable de confier le probleme aux soins de Ia 
commission de conciliation et de passer aux autres 
questions. 

M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) regrette de 
ne pouvoir accepter les vues du representant de 
l' Australie, et estime inutile la creation d'un 
comite de redaction. L'Assemblee ne peut 
contraindre aucune des parties a accepter une 
solution contre son gre ; la solution ne peut etre 
trouvee que dans un reglement a !'amiable. C'est 
pourquoi il votcra contre la proposition de 
l'Australie. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 39 voix 
contre 7, avec 4 abstentions, le projet de resolution 
(A fC. 1 /415) de l'Australie est rejete. 

M. RoDRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) cstime que 
le nouvel amendement des Etats-Unis represente 
un pas en avant vers la solution des difficultes 
actuelles et qu'il clarifie Ia question. Les tendances 
signalees par le representant des Etats-Unis sont 
apparues nettcment des le debut de la discussion 
generale; elles ont conduit a des votes negatifs sur 
l'alinea c) du paragraphe 2 ct sur le paragraphe 4, 
qui sont d'un contenu analogue. L'amendement 
des Etats-U nis, qui offre en n\alite la definition 
d'une commission de conciliation, elimine 
!'objection qui a trait au caractere trop rigide du 
mandat de cette commission. 

Toute decision de l' Assemblee sur ce point do it 
obtenir une majorite des deux tiers et il est 
difficile pour l'Assemblee generale d'etudier, a 
une si grande distance, des problemes tels que 
ceux de la repartition ou de l'echange des popu
lations. La commission de conciliation, elle, 
pourrait examiner ces questions sur les lieux 
memes en Palestine, puis soumettre ses propo
sitions aux parties interessees, et finalement 
envoyer son rapport a l'Assemblee generale. Sa 
delegation estime que l'amendement des Etats
Unis definit d'une fac;on suffisamment claire le 
mandat de Ia commission de conciliation ; c'est 
pourquoi elle votera en sa faveur. 

M. ZuLOAGA (Venezuela) dit que sa delegation 
est egalement favorable au nouvel amendement 
des Etats-Unis ; toutefois, elle estime qu'il se 
trouve en contradiction avec les termes du para
graphe 5. Si celui-ci est rejete, sa delegation 
acccptera l'amendement des Etats-Unis,. et il 
demande si Ia delegation des Etats-Ums es~ 
disposee a voter contre le paragraphe 5 ou a 
presenter son amendement apres que le para
graphe 5 aura ete rejete. 

M. PEARSON (Canada) estime que le nouvel 
amendement des Etats-Unis fournit une excel
lente solution aux difficultes presentes ; sa 
delegation votera en sa faveur,, sow~ reser;.e 
d'une Ieaere modification de redactiOn qu II 
espere voir acceptee par Ia delegation de~ Etats
Unis. La redaction presente a un caractere. t~op 
neaatif ct donne !'impression que la COffiffiiSSIOll 

de o conciliation doit attendre qu'on lui demande 
son aide. II propose done !'insertion des mots 

' I mot 
<< pour prendre des mesur. es. >> a pres e 

ra ainsi 
<< commission » ; la commtsswn pour 
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commission the right to take the initiative, 
although its action must of course remain within 
the limits of conciliation. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) said 
that he gladly accepted the suggestion of the 
representative of Canada provided that its 
marring was clear to the First Committee. 
His delegation considered that any conciliation 
commission must take considerable initiative 
hut should not undertake any executive functions. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) asked the United States representative 
on what basis the settlement would be reached 
and who would determine that basis. Would 
the settlement be by mutual agreement or would 
a specific solution be imposed by the conciliation 
Commission ? 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) replied 
that the intention of the United States amend
ment was that no solution would be imposed 
on the parties, The basis for conciliation must 
be found in the views of the parties themselves 
and the possibilities of reaching agreement 
between the parties. It was for the conciliat.on 
commission to ascertain exactly where the points 
of agreement lay. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the United 
States amendment (AfC.1f416). It was adopted by 
42 votes to 2, with 12 abstentions. 

Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said that 
in view of the fact that paragraph 5 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution would probably not 
be approved, there was no need for an addition 
and he therefore asked that his amendment 
(AJC.1/398JRev.2) in that respect be withdrawn. 

The CHAIRMAN read the text of paragraph 5 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) drew the Committee's attention to 
the fact that this paragraph endorsed para
graph 4 (c) of the Mediator's conclusions, the 
adoption of which would be liable to compromise 
the General Assembly. It nullified the Assembly's 
decision of 1947 to establish an independent 
Arab State in Palestine, and it proposed to give 
this territory to Transjordan, which was a 
foreign State. Paragraph 5 contained a far
reaching political proposal which attempted 
to bolster the neighbouring State of Transjor
dan at the expense of both the Arab and Jewish 
populations of Palestine. Since paragraph 4 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution, which 
suggested that the territorial questions be solved 
on the basis of the Mediator's progress report, 
had been rejected, it was logical that paragraph 5 
should also be rejected and the USSR delegation 
would vote against it. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) said that the position 
of his delegation, as had been stated earlier in 
the discussion, was to favour any proposal 
which would provide a basis for real conciliation. 
The United States amendment which had just 

prendre l'initiative, tout en s'en tenant, bien 
entendu, a son role qui est un role de conciliation. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) acceptera 
volontiers Ia proposition du representant du 
Canada, a condition que la Premiere Commission 
en ait bien saisi la portee. Sa delegation estime 
qu'une commission de conciliation ne doit pas 
hesiter a prendre des initiatives, mais qu'elle ne 
saurait assumer des fonctions d'execiuton. 

M. TsARAPlUNE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) demande au representant des 
Etats-Unis quels seraient les principes dont on 
s'inspirerait pour aboutir a un reglement, et qui 
definirait ces principes. S'agira-t-il d'un rcglement 
a l'amiable ou bien Ia commission de conciliation 
imposera-t-elle une solution precise ? 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) repond que 
!'intention de I'amendement des Etats-Unis n'est 
pas d'imposer une solution a l'une quelconque des 
parties. C'est en tenant compte des vues qu'expri
meront les parties interessees qu'il faudra chercher 
une base de conciliation susceptible d'aboutir a 
un reglement. II appartient a Ia commission de 
conciliation d'examiner soigneusement la situation 
et Ies possibilites d'accord qu'elle offre. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur {'amen
dement des Etais-Unis (AJC.1j416). Par 42 voix 
contre 2, avec 12 abstentions, l'amendement est 
ado pte. 

M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) estime que le 
paragraphe 5 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni n'a guere de chances d'etre approuve et 
que par consequent l'additif du Guatemala 
(A/C.lj398/Rev.2) n'a plus de raison d'etre; 
aussi retire-t-il cet additif. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du texte du para
graphe 5 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Unis. 

Pour M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistcs sovietiques) ce paragraphe sanctionne 
l'alinea 4 c) des conclusions du Mediateur, 
dont }'adoption serait susceptible de compromettre 
le credit de l'Assemblee generale. En outre, ce 
paragraphe reduit a neant la decision prise par 
I' Assemblee en novembre 194 7, de creer en 
Palestine un Etat arabe independant, et propose 
de donner ce territoire a la Transjordanie, Etat 
etranger. Le paragraphe 5 revele done des visees 
p<,Jlitiques d'une grande portee, tendant a agrandir 
l'Etat de Transjordanie, voisin de la Palestine, 
aux depens de la population arabe aussi bien que 
de la population juive de ce dernier pays. Puisque 
lc paragraphe 4 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, qui proposait de resoudre les 
questions territoriales en se fondant sur le rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur, a ete rejete, il est 
logique qu'il en aille de meme du paragraphe 5 ; la 
delegation de l'URSS votera, par consequent, 
contre ce dernier. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) rappelle encore une fois 
que la politique de sa delegation est d'appuyer 
toute proposition qui offrirait une possibilite reelle 
de conciliation. L'amendement des :Etats-Unis, 
qui vient d'etre adopte, fait de la commission 
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been adopted made the commission a mediation 
body with power to act on its own initiative 
without being bound by any earlier decisions. 
His delegation had abstained from voting on all 
of the paragraphs which placed limitations 
on the commission by referring to the Assembly's 
resolution of 1947 or the Mediator's progress 
report, and had supported the United States 
amendment because it gave the commission 
the widest possible powers. His delegation 
would also vote for any text which gave adequate 
protection to the interests of Christianity in 
Palestine and also to the interests of the Moslem 
and Jewish faiths. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) did not agree 
with the USSR representative's contention that 
paragraph 5 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution was so closely connected with the 
preceding paragraph that its rejection should 
logically follow upon the rejection of the latter. 
He explained that paragraph 5 dealt with the 
steps to be taken for the disposal of the territory 
which the November resolution assigned to an 
Arab State, whereas paragraph 4 dealt mainly 
with the position of the Jews in Palestine. 
Mr. Beeley also pointed out that paragraph 4 (c) 
of the specific conclusions in the Mediator's 
report to which the United Kingdom text referred 
was not a straightforward recommendation for 
the inclusion of the Arab area within the territory 
of Transjordan. It merely stated that there were 
compelling reasons for such a merger, subject 
to such frontier rectifications in respect of the 
other Arab States as might be deemed desirable. 
The United Kingdom delegation favoured an 
endorsement of that conclusion because it did not 
believe that an Arab State in Palestine, created in 
accordance with the November resolution, would 
be economically viable. Mr. Beeley found it 
difficult to understand why the USSR represen
tative placed such insistence on the creation of 
an independent Arab State when all reliable 
observers in Palestine agreed that it was not a 
practical proposaL 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) had two objections to the 
United Kingdom proposal. First, he could not 
accept the Mediator's conclusion regarding the 
disposal of the Arab territory because it meant 
that the decision would be left primarily to the 
Governments of the neighbouring Arab States. 
True, the Mediator's report said that the inha
bitants of the Arab area would be consulted, 
but it was not realistic to imagine that there 
could be a free and valid consultation so long 
as the armies of the neighbouring States remained 
in occupation. Secondly, the Polish delegation 
could not agree that the Assembly had· any 
right to recommend that the territory be annexed 
to another State. The Arab inhabitants were 
the only people who could decide the fate of 
their land. Before any decision could be taken, 
all non-Palestinian troops should be withdrawn 
from the area, and an independent Government 
created. When that had been done, the Pales-

de conciliation un organe de mediation disposant 
d'initiative et qui n'est lie par aucune decision 
anterieure. La delegation du Salvador s'est 
abstenue de voter sur tous les paragraphes qui 
se reclamaient, soit de la resolution adoptee par 
l'Assemblee en 1947, soit du Rapport interimaire 
du Mediateur, et qui, par consequent, restrei
gnaient les pouvoirs de la commission de 
conciliation ; par contre, elle a appuye !'amen
dement des Etats-Unis, car il donnait a Ia com
mission de conciliation les pouvoirs les plus 
etendus. Elle votera egalement pour tout texte 
qui assurerait une protection appropriee aux 
interets de la chretiente en Palestine, de meme 
qu'aux interets de la religion musulmane et de la 
religion juive. 

M. BEELEY (Royaumc-Uni) n'est pas de l'avis 
du representant de l'URSS selon lequel le para
graphe 5 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni est si intimcment lie au paragraphe precedent 
que le rejet de l'un doit logiquement entrainer 
le rejet de l'autre. Le paragraphe 5, en effet, 
traite des mesures a prendre pour disposer du 
territoire que la resolution de novembre attribue 
a un :Etat arabe, tandis que le paragraphe 4 
traite surtout de la situation des Juifs en Palestine. 
D'autre part, M. Beeley observe que l'alinea 
4 c) des conclusions precises du rapport du 
Mediateur, dont fait etat le projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni, ne recommande pas 
expressement de rattacher la zone arabe de 
Palestine au territoire de la Transjordanie. II se 
borne a declarer que des raisons imperieuses 
militent en faveur d'un tel rattachement, sous 
reserve des rectifications de frontiercs qui 
pourraient sembler desirables, rectifications 
interessant les autres Etats arabes. Si la dele
gation du Royaume-Uni tend a faire sienne cette 
conclusion, c'est qu'elle ne croit pas qu'un .Etat 
arabe, qui se creerait en Palestine conformement 
ala resolution de novembre, soit economiquement 
viable. L'orateur a du mal a comprendre pourquoi 
le representant de l'URSS insiste tellement pour 
qu'on cree un Etat arabe independant, alors que 
tous les observateurs serieux qui se trouvent en 
Palestine conviennent que cette proposition est 
pratiquement irrealisable. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) a deux objections a 
opposer a la proposition du Royaumc-Uni. S'il 
ne peut accepter la conclusion du ~1ediateur qua~t 
a la maniere dont il y a lieu de disposer du tern
toire arabe, c'est, premierement, parce que la 
question serait laissee, avant tout, a la discretion 
des Gouvernements des Etats arabes voisins. Le 
rapport du Mectiateur dit bien qu~ les ha.bit~nts 
de ]a zone arabe seraient consultes ; mms c est 
n'avoir aucun sens des realites que de s'imaginer 
qu'une consultation puissc avoir lieu lib~ement 
et d'une facon sincere tant que les armees des 
:Etats voisin.s occupero~t ce pays. En s~cond lieu.' 
la delegation polonaise ne reconnmt pas a 
l'Assemblee le droit de recommander , que. ce 
territoire soit annexe a un autre Etat. C est ~ Ia 
population arabe, et a elle seule, qu'il appartient 
de decider du sort de son territo~re .. Avant 
qu'aucune decision ne puisse etre pnse, II faut 
retirer de cette zone toutes les troupes non pales-
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tinian Arabs would be able to take a free and 
uninfluenced decision as to their future political 
status. 

Sir ZAFRULLAH Khan (Pakistan) asked the 
United Kingdom representative to what extent 
fransjordan was economically viable. If it 
were not, then it would be scarcely logical to 
imagine that the addition of the Arab area of 
Palestine would make a single viable State, 
since the United Kingdom representative had 
already admitted that the latter was not viable. 
He inquired how two bankrupts could become 
solvent. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) recalled that 
he had frequently rejected the contention that 
Transjordan was not a viable State. He consid
ered that the incorporation of Arab Palestine 
would not be an unmixed benefit to Transjordan. 
For some time to come it could be expected 
to represent an economic liability. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) asserted that it was 
for the Arabs of Palestine to determine their 
political future and the United Nations could not 
deny them the right of self-determination which 
was at the very basis of international law. 
Many of the States represented on the Committee 
had won their independence by asserting that 
right and there could be no justice in denying 
it to others. It was not sufficient that the 
inhabitants of the area allocated to the Arabs by 
the November resolution should be allowed 
to determine their future. The same right 
should be accorded to the seven or eight hundred 
thousand Palestinian Arabs who had been driven 
into exile through no fault of their own. The 
United Nations should hold a plebiscite for the 
whole of Palestine in which both Arabs and 
Jews would participate. Further, as was the 
practice in every plebiscite held elsewhere, 
there should be a careful enumeration of those 
who were entitled to take part, for the Jewish 
population had increased greatly within recent 
years. While Lebanon would be the last country 
to deny the right of refugees to find new homes, 
there was a limit to the amount of immigration 
which was permissible. Mr. Ammoun thought 
it would be particularly unjust to deny the 
right of self-determination to Arabs in the 
Jewish areas and to those communities, such 
as the cities of Jaffa and Nazareth, whose entire 
population was composed of Arabs and non
Jews. 

Sir ZAFRULLAH Khan (Pakistan) welcomed 
the assurance given by the United Kingdom 
representative that Transjordan was a viable 
State. But he still feared that the latter's 
economic ressources might be unduly strained 
or even dislocated by the incorporation of the 
non-viable Arab areas of Palestine. He still 
awaited some assurance from the United Kingdom 
representative that the merger would not place 
an unbearable economic burden on Transjordan, 
and make it non-viable. 

tiniennes et etablir un Gouvernement independant. 
Cela fait, les Arabes de Palestine pourront prendre, 
en toute independance, une decision quant a leur 
statut politique futur. 

Sir ZAFRULLAH Khan (Pakistan) demande au 
representant du Royaume-Uni de preciser dans 
queUe mesure la Transjordanie est economi
quement viable. Si elle ne l'est pas, il ne serait 
guere permis d'imaginer qu'apres sa fusion avec 
la zone arabe de Palestine, l'Etat unique qu'on 
obtiendrait ainsi puisse etre viable, puisque le 
representant du Royaume-Uni a deja admis que 
la zone arabe de Palestine ne l'etait pas. L'orateur 
ne pense pas que deux hommes ayant fait faillite 
puissent devenir solvables en s'associant. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) rappelle qu'il s'est 
frequemment eleve contre !'affirmation selon 
laquelle la Transjordanie n'est pas un .Etat viable. 
A son avis, le rattachement de la zone arabe de 
Palestine a la Transjordanie ne serait pas un pur 
benefice pour cette derniere. Du point de vue 
economique, on peut s'attendre, au contraire, a 
ce que la zone arabe de Palestine soit pendant 
quelque temps a la charge de la Transjordanie. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) soutient que c'est aux 
Arabes de Palestine qu'il appartient de decider 
de leur avenir politique et que !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies ne peut leur refuser le droit de 
disposer d'eux-memes, droit qui est le fondement 
meme de la loi internationale. C'est en aflirmant 
ce droit que beaucoup d'Etats representes a la 
Premiere Commission ont acquis leur indepen
dance, et il serait injuste de contester ce droit 
a d'autres. II ne suffit pas d'autoriser les habitants 
de la zone que la resolution de novembre a 
attribuee aux Arabes a decider de leur avenir. II 
faut accorder le meme droit aux sept ou lmit 
cent mille Arabes de Palestine qui ont du prendre 
le chemin de l'exil sans qu'il y ellt de leur faute. 
L'Organisation des Nations Unies devrait proceder, 
pour !'ensemble de la Palestine, a un plebiscite 
auquel participeraient les Arabes et les Juifs. 
En outre, comme dans tous les plebiscites qui ont 
eu lieu ailleurs, il faudrait recenser soigneusement 
tous ceux qui seront admis a y prendre part, car 
la population juivc a beaucoup augmente depuis 
quelques annees. Le Liban serait bien le dernier 
pays a contester aux refugies le droit de trouver 
de nouveaux foyers, mais il y a tout de meme une 
limite a observer quant au nombre d'immigres 
qu'il y a lieu d'admettre. II serait particulierement 
injuste de refuser le droit de disposer d'eux-memes 
aux Arabes des zones juives et aux communautes, 
telles que les villes de Jaffa et de Nazareth, dont 
la population est entierement composee d'Arabes 
et de non-Juifs. 

S'adressant au representant d1r Royaume-Uni, 
Sir ZAFRULLAH Khan (Pakistan) dit qu'il est 
heureux d'apprendre que la Transjordanie est un 
.Etat viable. Mais il n'en persiste pas moins a 
craindre que ses ressources economiques ne soient 
tres entamees, ou meme epuisees, si on lui rattache 
les zones arabes non viables de Palestine. II attend 
toujours que le representant du Royaume-Uni 
lui assure que la fusion n'imposerait pas a la 
Transjordanic un fardeau economique excessif, qui 
l'empecherait de survivre. 
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. F~wzr Be;: ~Egypt) said he was strengthened 
m h1s oppos1t10n to any partition of Palestine 
by the fact that many of the proponents of 
par~ition now admitted the impossibility of 
settmg up two viable independent States in 
Palestine. It was regrettable that paragraph 5 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution, by 
directing the conciliation commission to consult 
only with the inhabitants of the Arab areas and 
not with the population of Palestine as a whole, 
presented the Palestinian Arabs with no alter
native but partition, and denied them the right 
of self-determination which was a basic principle 
of the Charter. It was a flagrant violation of 
the Charter and was consistent with the Assembly's 
earlier rejection of the Arab request that the 
matter be referred to the International Court of 
Justice for an advisory opinion. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom), replying to 
the representative of Pakistan, admitted that the 
Arab area of Palestine would probably constitute 
an economic burden on Transjordan, at least 
during the initial period. But there was no 
.reason to suppose that the merger would make it 
impossible for Trans jordan to remain economically 
independent. Every State contained regions 
which, if they were separate, would be non
viable. If the merger were carried out, the 
population of Arab Palestine would probably, 
for a short period, suffer some economic res
trictions which would be shared by the people 
of Transjordan. If, on the other hand, the 
Assembly decided to create a new independent 
Arab State in Palestine, it would be condemning 
the inhabitants of Arab Palestine to the care of 
a government very nearly bankrupt at the 
outset and which would prove incapable of 
survival. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 5 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

A vole was taken by roll-call, as follows : 
Paraguay, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour : Sweden, Union of South Africa, 

United Kingdom, United States, Belgium, Brazil, 
Canada, China, Colombia, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, France, Iceland, Luxembourg, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway. 

Against: Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkey, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan , Australia, 
Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Guatemala, India, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Pakistan. 

Abstaining: Paraguay, Peru, Siam, Bolivia, 
Chile, Ecuador, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Liberia, 
Mexico, Panama. 

Paragraph 5 of the United Kingdom dr~ft 
resolution was rejected by 26 votes to 18, UH.ih 
12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN read the text of paragraph 6 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

FAwzr (Bey Egypte) est d'autant plus oppose 
a tout partage de la Palestine que beaucoup des 
partisans du partage reconnaissent maintenant 
qu'il es t impossible d'etablir en Palestine deux 
Etats independants viables. II est regrettable 
que le paragraphe 5 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, en donnant pour directives a la 
commission de conciliation de consulter uni
quement les habitants des zones arabes et non 
!'ensemble de la population de la Palestine, 
n'offre aux Arabes de Palestine d'autre possibi
lite que le partage et leur refuse le droit de disposer 
d'eux-memes, droit qui est un des principes 
fondamentaux de la Charte. C'est la une violation 
flagrante de la Charte, tout autant que le rejet 
par l'Assemblee de la requete arabe tendant a 
saisir de cette question la Cour internationale de 
Justice, p<;mr en obtenir un avis consultatif. 

Repondant au representant du Pakistan 
M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) reconnait que la zone 
arabe de Palestine constituerait probablement 
pour la Transjordanie un fardeau du point de vue 
economique, tout au moins dans les premiers 
temps. Mais il n'y a aucune raison de supposer 
que cette annexion empecherait la Transj ordanie 
de rester economiquement independante. II existe 
dans tousles pays certaines regions qui, isolement, 
ne seraient pas viables. En cas de rattachement, 
il est probable que la population de la zone arabe 
de Palestine, de meme que la population de la 
Transjordanie, subira pendant une courte periode, 
certaines restrictions economiques. Si, d'autre 
part, I'Assemblee decide de creer un Etat arabe 
independant en Palestine, elle confiera ses 
habitants a un Gouvernement qui, des le debut, 
sera proche de la faillite et qui ne pourra pas 
survivre. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 5 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Le scrutin a lieu par appel nominal. L'appel 
commence par le Paraguay, doni le nom est tire 
au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Suede, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Belgique, 
Bresil, Canada, Chine, Colombie, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, France, Islande, 
Luxembourg, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Ni
caragua, Norvege. 

Volent contre : Pologne, Arabie saoudite, Syrie, 
Turquie, Republique socialiste sov!et~que 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques soc1~hstes 
sovietiques, Uruguay, Venezuela, . Yem~n, 
Yougoslavie, Afghanistan, Australie, B1rman~e, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bieloruss1e, 
Costa-Rica, Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, Egypte, 
Salvador, Ethiopie, Guatemala, Inde, Iran, lrak, 
Liban, Pakistan. 

S'abstiennent: Paraguay, Perou, Siam, B.ol~\~e, 
Chili, Equateur, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, L1bena, 
Mexiaue, Panama. -

Pa; 26 voix contre 18, avec 12 abstentions le 
paragraphe 5 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du paragraphe 6 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 
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Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that he would 
abstain from voting, not because he did not 
agree that the Holy Places should be safeguarded 
but because he could not accept that any of them 
should be entrusted to the custody of the Jews. 
Recent events had shown that the protection 
of the- Holy Places would not be sufficiently 
guaranteed if they remained under Jewish 
authority. Mr. El-Khouri stated that for thirteen 
centuries the Arabs had accorded the fullest 
protection to the Holy Places and had always 
permitted free access to them. 

~ Mr. RoMERo-SAENZ (Bolivia) said that he 
would vote in favour of paragraphs 6 and 8 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution because 
his delegation favoured the establishment of an 
international regime for Jerusalem and the 
measures which were proposed for the protection 
of the Holy Places. However, he hoped that the 
United Kingdom delegation would agree to 
incorporate the Colombian amendment to para
graph 7 in its own text, because he thought 
that it contained several important elements 
which were lacking in the United Kingdom 
draft resolution. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) said that his delegation 
was particularly concerned for the protection 
of the Holy Places because they were sacred to 
both the Christian and Moslem religions, which 
were equally represented in the Lebanese popu
lation. The Lebanese people had been made 
aware of the great danger which threatened the 
city of Nazareth by the reports which they had 
received from the city's inhabitants, all 20,000 
of whom had sought refuge in Lebanon. 

However, Mr. Ammoun found the United 
Kingdom proposal inadequate because it dealt 
only with the city of Jerusalem and did not take 
into account the other important Holy Places in 
Palestine such as Nazareth and Bethlehem. 
Furthermore, he did not think that it was wise 
to include the provision for the protection of 
the Holy Places in a general draft resolution, 
the fate of which could not be certain. He 
thought it would be more advisable to separate 
the problem of safeguarding the Holy Places 
from the political aspects of the Palestine question, 
and to make it the subject of a separate draft 
resolution. Consequently, the Lebanese dele
gation would abstain from voting on paragraph 6 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. SuAREZ (Chile) said that his delegation 
would support paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 of the 
United Kingdom text as well as the amendments 
to paragraph 7 submitted by Colombia. The 
people of Chile, who were mostly of the Catholic 
faith, laid great importance upon protecting 
the Holy Places in Palestine and ensuring free 
access to them. However, Mr. Suarez thought 
that the United Nations should not repeat the 
error which had been made in the case of Trieste 
by creating an internationalized Jerusalem. It 
would be tantamount to setting up a new State 
within a State. Moreover, he considered that 
the establishment of a permanent international 
regime for the area meant that the United 
Nations should restrict itself to directing the 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) s'abstiendra de voter, non 
pas qu'il s'oppose a ce que les Lieux saints soient 
proteges, mais parce qu'il ne peut accepter que 
la garde en soit confiee aux Juifs. Les evenements 
recents ont montre que les Lieux saints seraient 
insuffisamment proteges s'ils restaient sous le 
controle des Juifs. M. El-Khouri declare que 
pendant treize siecles, les Arabes ont assure leur 
entiere protection aux Lieux saints et garanti 
leur Iibre acces. 

M. RoMERO-SAENZ (Bolivie) votera pour les 
paragraphes 6 et 8 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, car sa delegation est en faveur de 
!'institution d'un regime international pour 
Jerusalem, ainsi que des autres mesures proposees 
en vue de la protection des Lieux saints. II espere, 
neanmoins, que la delegation du Royaume-Uni 
voudra bien accepter que l'amendement de la 
Colombie soit incorpore dans le paragraphe 7 du 
projet de resolution ; M. Romero Saenz estime, en 
effet, que cet amendement contient plusieurs 
points importants qui ne figurent pas dans le 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. AMMO UN (Liban) declare que sa delegation 
se preoccupe particulierement de la protection des 
Lieux saints, car ccux-ci sont sacres tant pour la 
religion chretienne que pour la religion musul
mane, qui sont egalement representees parmi la 
population du Liban. Le peuple libanais s'est 
rendu compte du grave danger qui menac;ait la 
ville de Nazareth d'apres les renseignements 
qu'elle a rec;us des habitants de cette ville, dont le 
nombre s'eleve a 20.000, et qui ont tous cherche 
asile au Liban. 

Toutefois, M. Ammoun considere que la propo
sition du Royaume-Uni est incomplete car elle 
ne concerne que la ville de Jerusalem, sans 
tenir compte d'autres villes saintes importantes, 
telles que Nazareth et Bethleem. En outre, il 
estime qu'il n'est pas judicieux de prevoir des 
dispositions en vue de la protection des Lieux 
saints dans un projet de resolution de caractere 
general, dont le sort est tres incertain. II y aurait 
avantage a ce que la question de la protection 
des Lieux saints soit dissociee d'avec les aspects 
politiques du probleme palestinien et qu'elle 
fasse I' objet d'un pro jet de resolution in dependant. 
Aussi la delegation du Liban s'abstiendra-t-elle 
de voter sur le paragraphe 6 du projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. SuAREZ (Chili) declare que sa delegation 
appuiera les paragraphes 6, 7 et 8 de la resolution 
du Royaume-Uni, ainsi que les amendements au 
paragraphe 7 presentes par la Colombie. La 
population du Chili, en grande maj orite catholique, 
considere qu'il est tres important de proteger les 
Lieux saints de Palestine et d'assurer leur libre 
acces. M. Suarez considere, neanmoins, que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ne devrait pa;; 
repeter l'erreur de Trieste, en faisant de Jerusalem 
une ville internationale. Cela equivaudrait a 
former un Etat dans l'Etat. D'autre part, si l'on 
institue un regime international permanent pour 
cette region, il faudrait que !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies se borne a assurer la direction de 
!'administration dP Jerusalem afin de proteger 
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administration of Jerusalem in order to preserve 
it from danger and to maintain its neutra 
character during the present tense situation1 

Mr. Suarez hoped that if Jerusalem was to be 
administered by the United Nations, that task 
would be placed under the direction of the 
Trusteeship Council in accordance with the 
provisions of the Charter. It should not be 
entrusted to the Security Council as an area of 
strategic importance, because that might result 
in making Jerusalem the object of great Power 
politics and he did not want to see the veto 
invoked in administrative problems. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt) said that the paragraph 
under discussion was one of the most important 
in the United Kingdom draft resolution. The 
Egyptian delegation would have been willing to 
support it, had it not contained elements of a 
political nature. The importance which the 
Arabs attached to safeguarding the Holy Places 
could not better be demonstrated than by the 
fact that they had safeguarded the shrines of 
all three faiths for nearly two thousand years 

Fawzi Bey found a further objection to the 
United Kingdom proposal in the reference to 
the establishment of a permanent international 
regime. He recalled that the only provision 
in the Charter which could possibly be applied 
in the case of Jerusalem was the provision for 
a trusteeship of limited duration. Nowhere 
in the Charter was there any authorization for 
the establishment of a permanent international 
regime. 

Mr. Lm CHIEH (China) asked for a clarification 
of the situation in respect of Jerusalem. He 
recalled that the November resolution had 
entrusted the Trusteeship Council with the task 
of preparing a draft statute for the city. The 
Trusteeship Council had examined the problem 
in consultation with representatives of the 
Arab Higher Committee and of the Provisional 
Government of Israel and had completed its 
draft statute in April 1948. When the Security 
Council had requested the Assembly to meet 
in special session to reconsider the political 
settlement, the Trusteeship Council had interrupted 
its work and the draft .statute had been held 
in abeyance .• The General Assembly ought to 
decide whether the draft statute would be 
considered, as had been urged by some represen
tatives of the Trusteeship Council who considered 
that the November resolution constituted an 
immutable decision, or whether it was to be 
superseded by a new form of international 
regime as the United Kingdom draft resolution 
seemed to imply. Mr. Liu Chieh explained 
that he personally held no strong views on the 
matter, but he thought that the Assembly 
should give definite guidance. 

Mr. PARODI (France) regretted that the First 
Committee had not adopted the proposals which 
his delegation had submitted during the second 
special session for the protection of Jerusalem 
and the Holy Places. If it had done so, many 
lives would have been saved. 

Ia ville et de faire respecter sa neutralite dans la 
situation troublee qui existe aciuellement. 

M. Suarez estime que si l'on decide de faire 
administrer Jerusalem par !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, il conviendrait de confier cette 
tache au Conseil de tutelle, conformement aux 
dispositions de Ia Charte. II faudrait eviter de 
confier Jerusalem au Conseil de securite en tant 
que zone strategique importante, car elle risquerait 
de devenir l'enjeu de la politique des Puissances ; 
or, M. Suarez ne voudrait pas que le veto flit 
applique a propos de questions administratives. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypte) considere que le paragraphe 
en cours d'examen est un des plus importants du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. La dele
gation de l'Egypte aurait ete disposee a voter en 
sa faveur, si les considerations d'ordre politique 
en avaient ete exclues. Le fait que les Arabes on 
protege depuis presque deux mille ans les 
sanctuaires des trois religions est la meilleure 
preuve de !'importance que les Arabes attachent 
a la protection des Lieux saints. 

Fawzi Bey voit dans la ment{on qui a ete faite 
d'un regime international permanent une objection 
de plus contre Ia proposition du Royaume-Uni. 
Il fait observer que Ja seule disposition de la 
Charte qui serait applicable au cas de Jerusalem 
est celle qui prevoit !'institution d'un regime de 
tutelle temporaire. Aucune disposition de la 
Chartc n'autorise !'institution d'un regime inter
national permanent. 

M. Lm CHIEH (Chine) demande des precisions 
sur Ia question de Jerusalem. II rappelle que la 
resolution de novembre a charge le Conseil de 
tutelle d'elaborer un projet de statut pour Ia ville. 
Le Conseil a etudie la question en consultation 
avec des representants du Haut Comite arabe et 
du Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel, et il a 
termine la redaction du projet de statut en avril 
1948. Lorsque le Conseil de securite a demande 
la convocation d'une session extraordinaire de 
l'Assemblee generale en vue d'examiner a nouveau 
la question du reglement politique, le Conseil de 
tutelle a interrompu ses travaux et laisse le projet 
de statut en sus pens. L' Assemblee generale 
devrait decider si ce projet de statut sera examine, 
ainsi que l'ont instamment recommande certains 
membres du Conseil de tutelle, qui considerent 
que la resolution de novembre est une decision 
irrevocable ou s'il doit etre remplace par un 
regime international d'un type different, _comme 
le laisse supposer le projet de resolutiOn du 
Royaume-Uni. M. Liu-Chieh n'a pas d'~dee bien 
arretee en la matiere, mais il estime que 
l'Assemblee generale devrait formuler des recom
mandations precises sur la question. 

M. PARODI (France) regrette que la Pre~iere 
Commission n'ait pas adopte les propos1t_wns 
visant la protection de Jerusalem e~ des. L1eux 
saints, que sa delegation avait present~es . au 
cours de la deuxieme session extra~rdma1re; 
L'adoption de ces propositions aurmt sauve 
beaucoup de vies humaines. 

892 



In reply to the objection of the Egyptian 
representative that the United Kingdom proposal 
was not sufficiently precise, Mr. Parodi said 
that the aim was not to give such precise directives 
to the conciliation commission as would predeter
mine its work, but merely to provide a basic 
directive as to the manner in which that work 
should be organized. The French delegation 
found the paragraph sufficiently precise and 
would vote in favour of its adoption. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
FIFTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 3 December 1948, at 3.30 p.m. 

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

94. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE 
UNITED KINGDOM REVISED DRAFT RESOLU
TION (AjC.1 /394/Rev. 2) AND AMENDMENTS 
RELATING THERETO. 

Mr. SHERTOK (Provisional Government of 
Israel) formally denied the allegation made ·by 
the Lebanese representative that 20,000 Arabs 
from Nazareth had fled to the Lebanon because of 
their fear of Jewish atrocities. The Arab popula
tion of Nazareth in normal times only amounted 
to 18,000. When the Jews occupied the town, 
there were more than 12,000 Arabs. At the 
present moment the town contained more than 
22,000 Arabs, because a great many Arabs from 
neighbouring areas had taken refuge there from 
the war being waged in the surrounding country. 
The Government of Israel, handicapped as it was 
by crushing military expenditure, wished to do 
everything possible to help the Arab inhabitants 
including those of Nazareth. 

All the Holy Places in Nazareth were intact and 
religious services were proceeding normally; 
statements to that effect from the religious 
leaders of the area were the best proof of that. 
The representative of Israel repeated that his 
Government was in entire agreement with the 
principle of international supervision of the Holy 
Places in Palestine. Only the Old City of Jeru
salem should come under such supervision and the 
Jewish sector of the New City should become part 
of the Jewish State. 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) was of the opinion that the 
city of Jerusalem should come under the adminis
tration of a United Nations body of an interna
tional character. For that reason, his delegation 
would vote in favour of paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 of 
the United Kingdom resolution (AJC.l /394/ 
Rev.2) and the amendments moved by the 
Colombian (A/C.l/412) and French (AJC.l/417) 
delegations. It would also be prepared to support 
the Polish amendment (A/C.1/409JRev. 1) with 
certain reservations. 

En n?ponse au representant de l'Egypt e qui 
reproche au projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni d'etre trop vague, M. Parodi declare qu e ce 
pro jet n'a pas pour but de donner ala commission 
de conciliation des instructions precises qui 
fixeraient sa tache par avance, mais simplement 
de formuler une recommendation fondamentale, 
quant a la maniere dont cette commission devra 
proceder. La delegation de la France estime que 
ce paragraphe est suffisamment precis et votera 
en sa faveur. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-VINGT-CINQUIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 3 decembre 1948, a 15 h. 30. 

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

94. Suite de la discussion sur le rap
port interimaire du Mediateur des 
Nations Unies pour la Palestine 
(A/648) 

SUITE DE L'EXAMEN DU PROJET REVISE DE 
RESOLUTION DU ROYAUME-UNI (AJC.1j394/ 
REV.2) ET DES AMENDEMENTS s'y RAPPORTANT 

M. SHERTOK (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
refute formellement !'allegation du representant 
du Liban suivant laquelle les 20.000 Arabes de 
Nazareth se seraient enfuis au Liban par crainte 
des atrocites exercees par les Juifs. En temps 
normal, la population arabe de la ville de Nazareth 
n'est que de 18.000. Lors de !'occupation de cette 
ville par les Juifs, plus de 12.000 Arabes s'y 
trouvaient. A l'heure actuelle, la ville contient plus 
de 22.000 Arabes, du fait que de nombreux Arabes 
des regions avoisinantes s'y sont refugies pour 
echapper aux hostilites qui se deroulent dans ces 
regions. Le Gouvernement d'Israel, quoique 
ecrase par les depenses militaires, est dispose a 
aider, dans toute Ia mesure du possible, tous les 
habitants arabes, y compris ceux de Nazareth. 

Tous les Lieux saints de Nazareth sont intacts 
et les services religieux sont normaux. Des 
declarations de chefs religieux Iocaux en sont le 
meilleur temoignage. Le representant d'lsrael 
reaffirme que son Gouvernement est en complet 
accord sur le principe de Ia surveillance inter
nationale des Lieux saints en Palestine. En ce 
qui concerne Jerusalem, ce regime ne devrait 
s'appliquer qu'a Ia Ville vieille. Par contre, Ia 
partie juive de la Ville nouvelle devrait etre 
reliee a l'Etat juif. 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) est d'avis que Ia ville de 
Jerusalem doit etre administree par un organisme 
international dependant de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. C'est pourquoi sa delegation 
appuiera Ies paragraphes 6, 7 et 8 de la resolution 
du Royanme-Uni (AJC.l j394JRev.2), ainsi que 
Ies amendements de la Colombie (A jC.1 /412) et 
de la France (A/C.l/417). Elle serait prete 
egalement a appuyer l'amendement polonais 
(AJC.1J409jRev.1), sous certaines reserves. 



l\1r. TsAnAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) drew attention to the fact that 
paragraph 6 of the United Kingdom resolu
tion (A/C.lj394JReY.2) proposed that the concilia
tion commission should submit detailed recom
mendations to the General Assembly concerning 
the international regime for the territory of 
Jerusalem. As the Chinese representative had 
pointed out, however, the Trusteeship Council had 
been requested, in the resolution of 2!) November 
1947, to prepare an international statute for the 
city. Satisfactory progress had already been 
made with that work by the Trusteeship Council. 
In the circumstances, why did the United King
dom draft ignore the third part of the resolution 
of 29 November? Did the United Kingdom 
delegation contemplate any change in the terms 
of that resolution when it proposed a new text ? 

The USSR delegation supported the implemen
tation of the resolution of 29 November 1917 and 
would vote against paragraphs 6 and 7 of the 
United Kingdom resolution. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) said that his delega
tion would be prepared to vote in favour of 
paragraph 6 of the United Kingdom draft resolu
tion but he pointed out that the objections 
raised by the Lebanese representative could not 
be passed over. Bethlehem and Nazareth should 
be under protection, just as much as Jerusalem, 
but paragraph 6 of the United Kingdom resolution 
applied neither to Bethlehem nor to Nazareth. 
The Colombian amendment, on the other hand, 
defined the boundaries of the Jerusalem area to 
include those two places. If the Colombian 
amendment was withdrawn, the words " Beth
lehem and Nazareth " should be inserted in 
paragraph 6 of the United Kingdom resolution, 
after the words "territory of Jerusalem ". 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that, while there was a slight difference of wording, 
the United Kingdom draft resolution and the 
Colombian amendment propose didentical bound
aries to the Jerusalem area, which were, in fact, 
those decided upon in the resolution of 29 Novem
ber 1947. That area did include Bethlehem. 
The United Kingdom delegation considered it 
would be impracticable to establish a second 
enclave for Nazareth, but in accordance with 
paragraph 6 of the United Kingdom draft resolu
tion that town would get the same general 
protection as all the Holy Places of Palestine. 

Mr. UnnANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombia) said that 
his delegation had not withdrawn the amendment 
concerning the delimitation of the area to be 
under special international supervision, as set 
forth in the resolution of 29 November 1947. He 
added that the United Kingdom draft resolution, 
though differently worded, was identical with 
that of the Colombian proposal in respect of the 
demarcation of the area in question. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) agreed with the view 
expressed by the United Kingdom and Colombian 
representatives and noted that Bethlehem was 
included in the Jerusalem area. He therefore 

M. TsARAl'KINE (Union des Republiques socia
Iistes sovietiques) souligne que le paragraphe 6 
de Ia resolution du Royaume-Uni (AJC.lj394J 
Rev.2) prevoit que la commission de conciliation 
presentera a I' Assemblee generale des propositions 
detaillees sur le regime international du territoire 
de Jerusalem. Or, comme I'a fait remarquer Ie 
representant de Ia Chine, Ie Conseil de tutelle a 
ete invite par la resolution du 29 novembre 1947 
a claborer un projet de statut pour Ia ville. Les 
travaux du Conseil de tutelle ont deja progresse 
de fa<;on satisfaisante sur ce point. Pourquoi, 
dans ces conditions, le projct du Royaume-Uni 
ignore-t-il la troisieme partie de Ia resolution du 
29 novcmbre ? La delegation du Royaume-Uni 
envisage-t-elle une modification de Iadite 
resolution en proposant une reduction nouvelle ? 

La delegation de l'URSS est en faveur de 
!'application de Ia resolution du 29 novembre 1947 
et votera contre les paragraphes 6 et 7 de Ia 
resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare que sa delegation 
est disposce a voter en faveur du paragraphe 6 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, mais 
fait remarquer cependant que les objections 
formulees par Ie representant du Liban ne peuvent 
etre ignorees : Bethleem et Nazareth doivent etre 
proteges aussi bien que Jerusalem. Or, Ie para
graphe 6 de Ia proposition du Royaume-Uni ne 
s'applique ni a Bethleem, ni a Nazareth. Par 
contre, l'amendemcnt colombien delimitait Ia 
region de J erusalcm en y comprenant ces deux 
localites. Si eet amendement colombien est 
retire, il importerait d'inserer au paragraphe 6 du 
pro jet de resolution du Royaume-Uni les mots.: 
« Bethleem et Nazareth, » apres les mots «tern
toire de Jerusalem ». 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) fait observer que, 
malgre une terminologie quelque peu differ~nte, 
le projet de resolution du Royaume-Um et 
l'amendement de Ia Colombie determinent d'une 
maniere identique Ies Iimites du territoire de 
Jerusalem qui se confondent, en fait, ~vee les 
frontieres determinees par la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947. Ce territoire comprend 
notamment Bethleem. La delegation du Royaume
Uni estime qu'il ne serait pas pratique de cn\er 
une deuxieme enclave pour Nazareth ; par contre, 
cette ville beneficierait du regime . general ~.e 
protection des Lieux saints en Palestme, te~ qu 1l 
est determine par Ie paragraphe 6 du proJet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. URDANETA ARBE.LAEZ (Colombie) f~i~ 
remarquer que sa delegation n'a pas. retire 
l'amendement concernant Ia dell.mitatwn .. du 
territoire soumis au regime international. spec~al, 
delimitation qui se retrouve dans la r~solutwn 
du 29 novembre 1947. II ajoute toutefors que I.e 
texte du projet de resolution du Royaume-UDI, 
sous une terminologie differente, correspond .~u 
texte de Ia Colombie en ce qui concerne la de -
nition de ce territoire. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) accepte le point de uvu~ 
. . , t t du Royaume- m expnme par les represen an s B thl, em 

et de la Colombie et constate done q':e ~ e t 
est compris dans le territoire de Jerus em e 
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proposed that paragraph 6 of the United Kingdom 
resolution should be amended by the addition of 
the words " and Nazareth " after the word 
" Jerusalem " in the seventh line. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) pointed out that his 
delegation had requested that a separate resolu
tion should be put forward on the question of the 
protection of the Holy Places. Since no such 
resolution had been submitted, his delegation 
would abstain from voting on the paragraphs 
which referred to that point. In reply to 
Mr. SHERTOK, he said that certain members of the 
clergy had visited Nazareth, and that, as a result 
of that visit, that town had been adopted by the 
city of Liege. He considered that a commiss~on 
of investigation should be appointed to establish 
the facts which had already been reported by the 
United Nations observers, particularly in con
nexion with the flight of Nazareth Arabs into 
Lebanon. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment, 
submitted by El Salvador to the effect that the 
words " and Nazareth " should be inserted after 
the word " Jerusalem " in the seventh line of 
paragraph 6 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 15 votes to 14, with 
22 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 6 of 
the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
paragraph was adopted by 34 votes to 5, with 
14 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN opened discussion on para
graph 7 of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) stated that his 
delegation accepted the Colombian amendment 
(A/C.1/412), together with the French addition 
(A/C.1/417), to paragraph 7 of the resolution 
submitted by his delegation. 

In reply to statements made by the represen
tatives of China and the USSR, he said that the 
draft statute for Jerusalem drawn up by the 
Trusteeship Council was based entirely on the 
resolution of 29 November 1947. However, as 
the situation had changed since that resolution 
had been adopted, the future of Jerusalem should 
be considered in the light of those changes. 
Under the terms of paragraph 7 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution, the conciliation com
mission would be able to take account of the draft 
drawn up by the Trusteeship Council, but would 
not be bound by it. 

Mr. URDANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombia) said that 
the first draft resolution submitted by his delega
tion (A/C.1/399) had proposed an international 
regime for Jerusalem corresponding exactly to 
that set out in the resolution of 29 November 
1947. The new Colombian draft resolution was 
designed to take account Of the following factors : 
(a) changes in Palestine since 1947; (b) the neces
sity for the conciliation commission to study the 
statute for Jerusalem on the spot, and (c) the need 
to clarify the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

propose, en consequence, d'amender le para
graphe 6 de la resolution du Royaume-Uni en 
ajoutant a la huiW:me ligne les mots « et 
Nazareth>>, apres Ie mot «Jerusalem>>. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) rappelle que sa delegation 
a demande que la question de la protection des 
Lieux saints fasse !'objet d'une resolution separee. 
Puisqu'il n'en a pas ete ainsi, elle s'abstiendra, 
Iors du vote sur Ies paragraphes qui se rapportent 
a cette question. Repondant a M. SHERTOK, il 
indique que certains membres du clerge se sont 
rendus a Nazareth et qu'a la suite de cette visite, 
cette ville a ete adoptee par Ia ville de Liege. Il 
estime qu'une commission d'enquete devrait etre 
designee pour etablir les faits qui ont ete deja 
signales par les observateurs de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies notamment en ce qui concerne 
la fuite des Arabes de Nazareth au Liban. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement du 
Salvador, consistant a inserer les mots << et 
Nazareth» apres le mot« Jerusalem n ala huitieme 
ligne du sixieme paragraphe de la resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. L' amendement est 
rejete par 15 voix contre 14, avec 22 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 6 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Ce paragraphe est 
adopte par 34 voix contre 5, avec 14 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met en discussion le paragraphe 7 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) declare que sa 
delegation accepte l'amendement de la Colombie 
(A/C.1f412), ainsi que l'additif de la France 
(A/C.1j417) au paragraphe 7 du projet de reso
lution de sa delegation. 

Il indique, en reponse aux declarations du 
representant de la Chine et du representant de 
l'URSS, que le projet de statut de Jerusalem 
elabore par le Conseil de tutelle est fonde exclu
sivement sur la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. 
Or, la situation s'etant transformee depuis 
!'adoption de cette resolution, il importe de 
considerer l'avenir de Jerusalem a la lumiere de 
ces changements. La commission de conciliation 
aura la possibilite, d'apres les dispositions du 
paragraphe 7 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni, de tenir compte du projet prepare par le 
Conseil de tutelle mais elle ne sera pas liee par ce 
pro jet. 

M. URDANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombie) rappelle 
que, dans le premier projet de resolution soumis 
par sa delegation (A/C.l/399), le regime inter
national de Jerusalem correspondait exactement 
avec celui qui etait envisage par la resolution 
du 29 novembre 1947. Le nouveau projet de 
resolution de la Colombie tient compte des facteurs 
suivants : a) changements intervenus en Palestine 
depuis 1947; b) necessite pour la commission de 
conciliation d'etudier sur place le statut de 
Jerusalem; c) necessite de remedier au manque de 
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The conciliation commtsswn should obviously 
also take into consideration the plans drawn up 
by the Trusteeship Council on the regime for 
Jerusalem. The Colombian delegation accepted 
the French amendment to its own amendment. 

Mr. PARODI (France) said that the amendment 
submitted by his delegation put back into the 
Colombian text a sentence from the United 
Kingdom draft resolution, which was designed to 
call upon the Security Council to take steps to 
ensure the demilitarization of Jerusalem. That 
request was of interest both to the Security 
Council in its efforts to maintain peace in Pales
tine, and to the General Assembly in drawing up 
the special statute for Jerusalem. 

The French delegation considered, moreover, 
that the terms of reference that would thus be 
given to the conciliation commission would in no 
way prevent it from taking account of the work 
of the Trusteeship Council, or from recommending 
to the General Assembly that the Trusteeship 
Council should be given fairly wide powers in 
connexion with Jerusalem. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that his delegation had voted 
against paragraph 6 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution because it was contrary to the third 
part of the resolution of 29 November 1947 in 
respect of the regime for Jerusalem. Paragraph 7 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution was even 
further removed from the terms of the General 
Assembly resolution, as it proposed that the 
conciliation commission should not only consider 
a special statute for Jerusalem, but should appoint 
the United Nations representative responsible for 
the administration of Jerusalem. It might be 
well to remember that, according to the resolution 
of 29 November 1947, the Trusteeship Council 
had been entrusted with the administration of 
Jerusalem. 

That being so, it was difficult to understand the 
point of view of the United Kingdom and Colom
bian delegations. In what way did the changes 
which had taken place in Palestine necessitate 
changes in the administration of Jerusalem ? 
Who was to be appointed as administrator by the 
conciliation commission ? Why should not the 
duty of ensuring the administration of Jerusalem 
be left to the waive members of the Trusteeship 
Council ? There was no justification for changing 
the resolution of 29 November without offering 
some plausible reason. The USSR delegation 
would vote against paragraph 7 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. It would accept the 
paragraph in the Polish draft resolution (AfC. 
1/400) which referred to the statute of Jerusalem, 
because that draft was in accordance with the 
decision of 29 November 1947. 

Mr. SHERTOK (Provisional Government of 
Israel), referring to the demilitarization of Jeru
salem, said that the first consideration must be the 
safety of the city's inhabitants. He pointed out 
that Count Bernadette had reached the conclusion 
that the demilitarization of Jerusalem could only 
be carried out if the city were protected by a large 
international force stationed round it. 

clarte de la resolution du Royaume-Uni. La 
commission de conciliation devra evidemment 
tenir compte aussi des etudes faites par le Conseil 
de tutelle sur le regime de Jerusalem. La delegation 
de Colombie accepte l'amendement de la France 
a son propre amendement. 

M. PARODI (France) declare que l'amendement 
presente par sa delegation reintroduit dans le 
texte colombien une phrase du projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni ayant pour objet d'invite.r le 
Conseil de securite a prendre des mesures en 
faveur de Ia demilitarisation de Jerusalem. Cette 
demande interesse a Ia fois le Conseil de securite, 
dans sa recherche de Ia pacification en Palestine, 
et. l'Assemblee generale, dans sa determination 
du statut special de Jerusalem. 

La delegation franc;aise estime, d'autre part, 
que le mandat qui serait ainsi donne a la com
mission de conciliation n'empikherait pas cette 
derniere de tenir compte des travaux du Conseil 
de tutelle, ni meme de proposer a I' Assemblee 
generale de confier au Conseil de tutelle certaines 
fonctions d'autorite plus ou moins etendues en 
ce qui concerne Jerusalem. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que sa delegation a vote 
contre le paragraphe 6 du projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni, parce qu'il est contraire a la 
troisieme partie de la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947 en ce qui concerne le regime de Jerusalem. 
Le paragraphe 7 de la resolution du Royaume-Uni 
s'ecarte encore davantage de la resolution de 
I' Assemblee generale, en ce qu'il demande a la 
commission de conciliation non seulement de 
proceder a l'examen d'un statut special pour 
Jerusalem, mais encore de nommer unrepresentant 
des Nations Unies qui aurait a Jerusalem les 
fonctions d'administration. Il est bon de rappeler 
a ce sujet que, d'apres la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947, c'est le Conseil de tutelle 
lui-meme qui etait charge d'assurer !'adminis
tration de Jerusalem. 

II est difficile, · dans ces conditions, de 
comprendre le point de vue des delegations du 
Royaume-Uni et de la Colombie. En quoi les 
changements intervenus en Palestine entrainent
ils la necessite de modifier !'administration de 
Jerusalem ? Qui sera l'administrateur nomme 
par la commission de conciliation ? Pourquoi ne 
pas laisser au Conseil de tutelle, comp~se de. douze 
membres, le soin de veiller a l'admimstratwn de 
Jerusalem ? Il n'y a aucune raison de modifier 
la resolution du 29 novembre sans presenter une 
argumentation plausible. La delegation de l'URSS 
votera contre le paragraphe 7 de la resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. Elle serait en mesure d'adopter le 
paragraphe de la resolution de la . Pologne 
(A/C.1f400) se referant au statut de. Jeru~a.l~m, 
puisque cette proposition correspond a la declSlon 
du 29 novembre 1947. 

M. SHERTOK (Gouvernement provisoire d'Is~~el) 
fait remarquer, en ce qui concerne la demthta
risation de Jerusalem, qu'il s'agit avant t.out 
d'assurer la securite des habitants de la VIlle. 
II rappelle, a ce sujet, que le comte Be~nadotte 
avait conclu que la demilitarisation de J~rusal~m 
ne pourrait etre mise a execution que SI ~~ VIlle 
etait protegee par une force internatwnale 
importante stationnee tout autour. 
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He asked the First Committee to consider 
whether the most interested parties, namely, the 
Jews of Jerusalem, who had lived through a year 
of tragic experience, would be acting reasonably 
in agreeing no longer to ensure their own safety 
but to leave it to an international force. The 
representative of Israel considered that the First 
Committee would be well advised to make no 
definite commitments which might prove impos
sible to carry out. The conciliation commission 
should study the question on the spot and report 
to the next session of the Assembly. 

FAwzi Bey (Egypt) said that his delegation 
could accept neither paragraph 6 nor paragraph 7 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution, because 
both mentioned the resolution of 29 November 
1947. However, Egypt favoured any solution 
which would guarantee the security of the Holy 
Places in conformity with the provisions of the 
United Nations Charter. 

Referring to the French amendment, 'he stated 
that his Government, like all the Arab States, had 
always accepted the principle of the demilitariza
tion of Jerusalem. He found the view expressed 
by the representative of Israel in no way surpri
sing. Document S/1082 was typical in its way, 
because of its mention of the systematic demolition 
of Arab property which was being carried out by 
the Jews in Jerusalem. In the circumstances, it 
was not surprising that the Jews were not inclined 
to agree to the demilitarization of the city. 

Mr. RusR (United States of America) said that 
it was unthinkable that armed forces should use 
Jerusalem as a battleground. Demilitarization 
did not mean, however, that the civilians would 
be left without police to ensure their protection. 

Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said that 
the situation in Palestine had changed consid
erably since the adoption of the resolution 
of 29 November 1947. In the first place, the 
draft statute for Jerusalem had not been 
considered during the special session of the 
General Assembly in May 1948, and the decision 
taken by the Assembly on 29 November 1947 had, 
therefore, not been implemented in that respect. 
Secondly, it seemed that the opposing forces in 
Jerusalem were at present evenly balanced, 
which ensured a certain autonomy for the regime 
which had not been provided for in the General 
Assembly's resolution of the previous year. 
For that reason, the Colombian amendment 
appeared to take account of the facts better 
than the resolution of 29 November, and the 
delegation of Guatemala would therefore 
support it. 

The French amendment, on the contrary, 
did not seem to take account of the facts, as it 
proposed that the parties should be obliged by 
the Security Council to settle their dispute, 
whereas it had just been learnt that the two 
parties had freely negotiated an armistice in 
Jerusalem. The French amendment would only 
add confusion to the present difficulties. 

II invite les membres de la Premiere Commission 
a se demander si les principaux interesses, c'est-a
dire les Juifs de Jerusalem qui ont un an d'expe
rience tragique, agiraient raisonnablement en 
admettant de ne plus assurer eux-memes leur 
propre securite et de I'abandonner a une force 
internationale. Le delegue d'Israel estime que 
la Premiere Commission serait sage en ne prenant 
pas d'engagements definitifs qui seraient peut
etre inexecutables en fait. La commission de 
conciliation devrait etudier la question sur place 
et faire rapport a la prochaine session de 
l' Assemblee. 

FAwzi Bey (Egypte) declare que sa delegation 
ne peut accepter ni le paragraphe 6, ni le para
graphe 7 du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni, parce qu'ils font taus deux mention de 
la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. II indique, 
cependant, que l'Egypte est en faveur de toute 
solution garantissant la securite des Lieux saints 
conformement aux dispositions de la Charte des 
Nations Unies. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement de la France, 
la delegation egyptienne rappelle que son Gouver
nement, ainsi que tous les Etats arabes, ont 
toujours accepte le principe de la demilitarisation 
de Jerusalem. Il estime que le point de vue 
exprime par le delegue d'Israel n'est pas 
surprenant. Le document S/1082 est caracte
ristique a cet egard, par la mention qui y est 
faite de la destruction systematique des biens 
arabes a laquelle pro cedent les J uifs a Jerusalem. 
II n'est pas etonnant, dans ces conditions, que 
les J uifs ne soient pas enclins a accepter la 
demilitarisation de la ville. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
qu'il serait inadmissible que des forces armees 
se servent du territoire de Jerusalem comme d'un 
champ de bataille. La demilitarisation ne veut 
pas dire, cependant, que les civils soient prives 
d'une force de police assurant leur securite. 

M. GARCIA GRANADos (Guatemala) declare que, 
depuis !'adoption de la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947, la situation en Palestine a ete profondement 
modifiee. Tout d'abord, le projet de statut de 
Jerusalem n'a pas ete examine a la session 
speciale de l' Assemblee generale en mai 1948, et 
la decision de l'Assemblee du 29 novembre 1947 
n'a done' pas ete executee sur ce point. D'autre 
part, il semble que, a Jerusalem, les forces en 
presence soient a present en etat d'equilibre, ce 
qui entraine, pour cette region, une certaine 
autonomic non prevue par la resolution de 
I' Assemblee generale I' an dernier. C'est pourquoi 
l'amendement de la Colombie semble mieux 
tenir compte de la realite que la resolution du 
29 novembre. La delegation du Guatemala votera 
done en faveur de cet amendement. 

Au contraire, l'amendement de la France ne 
semble pas tenir compte des realites, car il vise 
a obliger les parties, par l'entremise du Conseil 
de securite, a resoudre leurs differends, alors que 
l'on vient d'apprendre que, a Jerusalem, les deux 
parties ont librement negocie un armistice. 
L'amendement de la France aurait pour resultat 
d'ajouter de la confusion aux difficultes actuelles. 
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Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria), in reply to the 
representative of Israel, said that Jerusalem 
comprised two sectors: a Jewish sector with 
a small minority of Arab inhabitants, and an 
Arab sector. To demilitarize those two sectors 
would of course avert all possible danger. If 
however the Jews intended to keep their arms, 
as appeared probable, the Arabs would also 
keep theirs, and both parties would seek to 
become as strong as possible. That was exactly 
what had to be avoided. It was essential that 
both parties should be placed on an equal footing, 
which would not of course exclude the possibility 
of armed police forces ensuring the security of 
the population. 

Mr. DRDANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombia) said he 
would reply briefly to the remark made by the 
USSR representative. It was a fact that, since 
the resolution of 29 November 1947, fresh 
events had occurred which had led the General 
Assembly and the Security Council to consider 
the Palestine question again. It was not at all 
surprising therefore that the Colombian delegation 
had seen fit to revise its position in the light of 
recent events. 

One of the new factors was precisely the 
decision to set up the conciliation commission 
which would be given extensive powers with a 
view to the settlement of the Palestine question 
in accordance with the results of the study it 
would make on the spot. That did not however 
in any way exclude the possibility of the 
Trusteeship Council being made responsible for 
the administration of Jerusalem. That Council 
had not yet, however, submitted the draft it 
had been required to prepare in accordance 
with the resolution of 29 November 1947. 
Following the usual procedure, that draft would 
have to be submitted to the fourth session of 
the General Assembly. The Colombian dele
gation, however, in asking the conciliation 
commission to undertake that task, left it 
completely free to take into account the studies 
already carried out by the Trusteeship Council. 
If, for instance, the conciliation commission came 
to the conclusion that the responsibility for the 
administration of Jerusalem should remain with 
the Trusteeship Council, the Colombian delegation 
would not raise any objection to that proposal. 

Mr. PARODI (France) said that the explanations 
given by the Colombian representative were in 
agreement with the French delegation's views 
on the part which might be played by the 
Trusteeship Council. As to the demilitarization 
of Jerusalem, he could not see in what way the 
request made to the Security Council to intensify 
its action in that connexion could have unfavour
able results, since there was obviously no 
question of unilateral disarmament. In point 
of fact, the French amendment would tend to 
lessen the tension in Palestine, and, similarly, 
if as stated by the representative of Guatemala, 
c~nversations had already taken place in a 
favourable atmosphere, demilitarization would 
be made far easier. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first 
paragraph of the Colombian amendment to 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) se refere a ce qui a ete 
dit pas M. Shertok. Jerusalem comprend deux 
sections, une section juive qui comprend une 
petite minorite d'habitants arabes, et une section 
arabe. Sans doute, si les deux sections sont 
demilitarisees, tout danger sera ecarte. Mais si 
les J uifs veulent, comme il le semble, garder 
leurs armes, les Arabes conserveront les leurs et 
les deux parties chercheront a etre les plus fortes 
possible. C'est precisement Ia ce qu'il faut eviter : 
il faut que les deux parties soient placees sur un 
pied d'egalite, ce qui d'ailleurs n'exclut pas la 
possibilite de permettre a des forces de police 
armees d'assurer Ia securite des habitants. 

M. DRDANETA ARBELAEZ (Colombie) declare 
qu'il repondra brievement a la remarque qui a 
ete faite par le representant de l'URSS. II est 
evident que, depuis la resolution du 29 novembre 
1947, de nouveaux evenements sont survenus, 
et c'est justement ce qui explique que tant 
l'Assemblee generale que le Conseil de securite 
aient du .s'occuper de la question de Palestine. 
II n'est done nullement surprenant que la dele
gation de la Colombie ait ete amenee a reviser 
son attitude a Ia lumiere des evenements recents. 

Parmi les facteurs nouveaux figure precisement 
la decision relative a l'etablissement d'une 
commission de conciliation qui devrait recevoir 
de larges pouvoirs en vue de s'efforcer de regler 
Ia question de Palestine selon Jes resultats de 
!'etude a Jaquelle elle procedera sur les lieux. 
Cela, d'ailleurs, n'exclut nullement la possibilite 
que !'administration de Jerusalem soit confiee 
au Conseil de tutelle. Mais ce dernier n'a pas 
encore remis le projet qu'il a ete charge d'elaborer 
en vertu de la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. 
Conformement a la procedure normale, ce projet 
sera soumis a la quatrieme session de I' Assemblee 
generale. Toutefois, Ia delegation de Ia Colombie, 
en demandant a Ia commission de conciliation de 
se charger de cette tache, lui laisse toute latitude 
de tenir compte des etudes auxquelles le Conseil 
de tutelle a deja procede. En particulier, si la 
commission de conciliation arrive a Ja conclusion 
que c'est le Conseil de tutelle qui doit etre charge 
d'administrer Jerusalem, la delegation de la 
Colombie ne verra aucune objection a cette 
solution. 

M. PARODI (France) declare que les explications 
qui ont ete fournies par le representant de Ia 
Colombie sont conformes aux vues de la delegation 
fran~taise relativement au rMe eventuel du Conseil 
de tutelle. En ce qui concerne la question de la 
demilitarisation de Jerusalem, comment le fait 
de demander au Conseil de securite d'intensifier 
son action a cet egard pourrait-il avoir des 
consequences facheuses, puisqu'il ne s'agit evi
demment pas d'un desarmement unilateral? En 
realite, l'amendement franc;ais serait de nature a 
favoriser la detente en Palestine ; et recipro
quement, si, comme le representant d~ .Gu~tem~la 
l'a dit des conversations se sont deJa deroulees 
dans u~e atmosphere favorable, Ia demilitarisation 
n'en sera que facilitee. 

Le PRJ~SIDENT met aux voix le premier 
alinea de l'amendement colombien au para-
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paragraph 7 of the United Kingdom resolution. 
(A/C.1 /412). 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
proposal was adopted by 34 votes to 5, with 12 
abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the French 
amendment to the Colombian amendment 
(A/C.1 /417), which read as follows : 

" Requests the Security Council to take further 
·steps to ensure the demilitarization of Jerusalem 
at the earliest possible date. " 

A vole was taken by show of hands. The French 
amendment was adopted by 36 voles to 2, with 
14 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second 
part of the Colombian amendment to the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
proposal was adopted by 34 voles to 5, with 12 
abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN read paragraph 8 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. GARciA GRANADos (Guatemala) said that 
the United Kingdom proposal would mean 
that the United Nations was legislating on the 
question or was even going so far as to issue 
an actual edict. He wondered what would 
happen if Jewish pilgrims for instance wished 
to go into the Old City which was in Arab hands, 
or if, on the contrary, Arabs wished to enter 
the part of the New City occupied by the Jews. 
That would lead to frequent disputes and perhaps 
even to hostilities. 

His delegation had therefore submitted an 
amendment (AJC.1/418) to the effect that the 
commission should endeavour to bring about 
agreements in that connexion with the Govern
ments and authorities concerned. That was 
yet another occasion where conciliation and 
compromise were necessary and it would be 
useless to issue orders which could not be put 
into effect. 

Mr. SHERTOK (Provisional Government of 
Israel) asked the representative of the United 
Kingdom in what circumstances unimpeded 
access to Jerusalem could be guaranteed. 
Jerusalem was in fact at present almost completely 
encircled by Arab forces. There had of course 
been a cease-fire but the invasion armies had 
not been withdrawn. It would therefore be 
inconceivable that in existing circumstances, 
members of the attacking forces could penetrate 
into the heart of the city, thus endangering the 
security of the forces of Israel. The matter 
would of course appear in an entirely different 
light if those provisions were to be implemented 
after the establishment of an effective peace. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) thought that 
the amendment submitted by Guatemala was 
based on a misunderstanding of the United 
Kingdom text. The word " should " indicated 
that there was no question of the Assembly 
legislating and imposing certain obligations on 
the parties, but that it was simply making a 
declaration of principle and general intention. 

graphe 7 de la resolution britannique (AJC.1J412). 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
adoptee par 34 voix contre 5, avec 12 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
fran<;ais a l'amendement de la Colombie 
(AJC.1J417), dont le texte est le suivant: 

(( Invite le Conseil de securite a prendre de 
nouvelles mesures en vue d'assurer la demilita
risation de Jerusalem dans le plus bref delai 
possible. n 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. L' amendement 
franfais est adopte par 36 voix contre 2, avec 
14 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDEN.T met aux voix la deuxieme 
partie de l'amendement colombien au projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
adoptee par 34 voix conlre 5, avec 12 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du paragraphe 8 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) declare que 
la proposition du Royaume-Uni signifie que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies legifererait en 
Ia matiere, ou plutOt prononcerait un veritable 
ukase. En effet, qu'arriverait-il si des pelerins 
juifs, par exemple, voulaient se rendre dans Ia 
Ville vieille, qui est aux mains des Arabes, ou si, 
inversement, des Arabes venaient a vouloir aller 
dans la partie de la Ville nouvelle, qui est occupee 
par les Juifs ? Il s'ensuivrait des contestations 
continuelles et peut-etre meme des hostilites. 

La delegation du Guatemala a done soumis 
un amendement (AJC.1J418) en vertu duquel la 
commission s'efforcerait de realiser en la matiere 
des accords avec les Gouvernements et autorites 
interesses. En effet, il s'agit encore ici de conci
liation et de compromis, et rien ne servirait de 
prendre des decrets qui ne pourraient etre executes. 

M. SHERTQK (Gouvernement provisoire 
d'Israel) demande au representant du Royaume
Uni dans queUes circonstances le libre acces a 
Jerusalem serait garanti. En effet, Jerusalem se 
trouve actuellement presque totalement encercle 
par des forces arabes. Sans doute y a-t-il eu un 
cessez-le-feu, mais les armees d'invasion n' ont pas 
ete retirees. II serait done inconcevable que, dans 
les circonstances actuelles, des personnes faisant 
partie des forces attaquantes puissent s'introduire 
jusqu'au creur de la ville, mettant ainsi en peril 
Ia securite des forces d'Israel. Les choses se 
presenteraient naturellement d'une fa<;on toute 
differente s'il s'agissait d'appliquer ces dispositions 
apres l'etablissement d'une paix effective. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) declare que !'amen
dement du Guatemala repose sur une certaine 
meconnaissance du texte britannique : le mot 
(( should n indique qu'il ne s'agit nullement pour 
l'Assemblee de legiferer et d'imposer certaines 
obligations aux parties, mais simplement de 
declarer une intention generale et d'enoncer un 
principe. 
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The Guatemalan amendment, furthermore, 
made provision for agreements which could only 
be brought about in a relatively distant future. 
The United Kingdom proposal, on the contrary, 
while it did not exclude the possibility of such 
agreements being reached later, was concerned 
with immediate considerations. His delegation 
therefore thought it desirable that the Assembly 
should there and then express its wish that 
unimpeded access to Jerusalem should be 
guaranteed as far as possible. 

With regard to the objection raised by the 
representative of Israel, it would be for the 
conciliation commission to show a reasonable 
attitude and to take circumstances into account. 
The General Assembly should guide the 
commission however by stating positively that, 
in normal circumstances, unimpeded access to 
Jerusalem should be guaranteed. 

Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said that 
the explanations given by the representative 
of the United Kingdom did not fully convince 
him. The United Kingdom text did in fact 
provide that the conciliation commission should 
immediately inform the Security Council of any 
attempt made by either party to impede access 
to the city, in order that the Council might take 
appropriate measures. The provisions were 
therefore highly mandatory as was evident 
from the French text of the United Kingdom 
resolution which used the word " do it ". In 
point of fact, the provisions of paragraph 8 
would give rise to conflict and perhaps to a 
resumption of hostilities. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) asked the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom if his draft 
resolution referred only to unarmed citizens. 
1f indeed it was a question of taking arms into 
Jerusalem, the difficulty pointed out by the 
representative of Israel would arise. 

Mr. SHERTOK (Provisional Government of 
Israel) asked the United Kingdom representative 
why his delegation had not specified more clearly 
that provision was being made for the unimpeded 
access of all Palestinians to Jerusalem as soon 
as circumstances permitted. He also asked 
why it had not been explicitly mentioned, in 
order to avoid any misunderstanding, that 
only normal times were being considered. It 
was indeed beyond any doubt that unimpeded 
access to Jerusalem was only possible on the 
basis of a firmly established peace. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) stated that, 
for his part, the French translation of paragraph 8 
seemed quite satisfactory and that, notably, 
the word " doit " seemed an appropriate 
equivalent for " should ". If that were not 
the case, however, a correction would naturally 
have to be made. 

The conciliation commission and the Security 
Council should be relied upon to adopt a 
reasonable point of view. The United Kingdom 
text, however, could perhaps be amended by 
introducing the words " the freest possible 
access ". 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
submitted by Guatemala (AfC.l/418) to paragraph 

D'autre part, l'amendement du Guatemala 
prevoit des accords qui pourraient n'etre conclus 
que dans un avenir assez eloigne. La proposition 
du Royaume-Uni, au contraire, tout en n'excluant 
pas la possibilite ulterieure de semblables accords, 
se soucie de l'immediat. Aussi la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni considere-t-elle comme souhaitable 
que l'Assemblee temoigne d'ores et deja de son 
desir de voir dans toute Ia mesure du possible 
garantir le libre acces a Jerusalem. 

Quant a !'objection formulee par M. Shertok, 
il appartiendra a Ia commission de conciliation 
de se montrer raisonnable et de tenir compte 
des circonstances. Mais l'Assemblee generale 
doit guider la commission en declarant formel
lement que, dans des circonstances normales, le 
libre acces a Jerusalem doit etre garanti. 

M. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) declare que 
les indications donnees par le representant du 
Royaume-Uni ne lui paraissent pas convaincantes. 
En effet, le texte britannique prevoit que la 
commission de conciliation signalerait immedia
tement au Conseil de securite toute restriction de 
l'acces de la ville que pourrait tenter d'imposer 
l'une quelconque des parties, pour que le Conseil 
prenne les mesures appropriees. Il s'agit done de 
dispositions tout a fait imperatives, comme le 
montre d'ailleurs le texte franc;ais du projet de 
resolution britannique dans lequel figure le mot 
<< do it ''· En realite, les dispositions du paragraphe 8 
ameneraient des conflits et peut-etre la reouverture 
des hostilites. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) demande au 
representant du Royaume-Uni si son projet de 
resolution prevoit seulement le cas de citoyens 
sans armes. En effet, s'il s'agissait d'introduire 
des armes dans Jerusalem, la difficulte soulevee 
par M. Shertok se poserait. 

M. SHERTOK (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
demande au representant du Royaume-Uni pour
quai sa delegation n'a pas precise de fac;on plus 
claire qu'il ne s'agissait que d'assurer un libre 
acces de tous les Palestiniens a Jerusalem des 
que les circonstances le permettraient. Pourquoi 
n'a-t-on pas, pour eviter tout malentendu, indique 
expressement que I' on n'avait en vue que le cas de 
circonstances normales ? Car il est certain que le 
libre acces a Jerusalem n'est possible que dans 
le cadre d'une paix fermement etablie. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) declare qu'en ce 
qui le concerne, la traduction franc;aise du par~
graphe 8 lui parait satisfaisante et q~'en_ parb
culier, le terme << doit n semble un equivalent 
approprie de « should ''· S'il en etait autrem:nt, 
une rectification devrait naturellement etre 
apportee. . , 

D'autre part, il convient de fmre c~nfian~e a.l~ 
commission de conciliation et au Consell de secunte 
pour qu'ils adoptent un point de vue r~isonnabl~. 
Toutefois le texte du Royaume-Um pourrmt 
peut-etre' etre modifie par !'introduction des mots 
<< l'acces le plus libre possible n. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
du Guatemala (AJC.l/418) au paragraphe 8 du 
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8 of the United Kingdom draft resolution, which 
read as follows : 

" Resolves that the Commission will take the 
necessary steps to achieve arrangements with 
the Governments and authorities concerned to 
ensure unimpeded access to Jerusalem by road, 
rail or air to all inhabitants of Palestine. " 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
proposal was rejected by 18 votes to 8, with 24 
abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 8 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution, as 
modified by the amendment submitted verbally 
by the United Kingdom representative. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
proposal was adopted by 24 votes, with 29 abstentions 

The meeting rose at 6.10 p. m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
SIXTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Friday, 3 December 1948, at 8.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. Selim SARPER (Turkey). 

95. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

ELECTION OF A TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN 

Mr. SARPER (Rapporteur) said that as the 
Vice-Chairman was unable to attend the meef;ing, 
he had been asked to occupy the Chair and 
would do. so unless there were an objection on 
the part of the Committee. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that the Chairman of 
the First Committee had been absent for a long 
period and that for the second time within three 
days the Vice-Chairman was also absent. The 
Rapporteur had his own functions under the 
rules of procedure. In addition, the Rapporteur 
did not know the course of the discussion in the 
Committee since he had not attended the last 
meeting. He therefore suggested that the 
Committee should elect by secret ballot a new 
officer to act as Chairman, in accordance with 
rule 96 of the rules of procedure. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) said 
that he could not understand the intervention 
of the USSR representative which surely did 
not arise from merely technical reasons, since 
there was nothing in the rules of procedure to 
prevent an officer of the Committee from acting 
as Chairman with the consent of the Committee. 
He pointed out that the Rapporteur had presided 
over the Committee previously with great ability 
and tact and expressed the opinion that the 
Committee should not worry about the techni
calities at this stage of the Assembly, when all 
were tired. He therefore moved that the 
Committee ask the Rapporteur to act as Chairman 

projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, qui se 
lit comme suit : 

<< Decide que la Commission prendra les mesures 
necessaires pour realiser avec les Gouvernements 
et autorites interesses des accords garantissant 
a tous les habitants de la Palestine la liberte 
totale d'acces a Jerusalem par route, voie fern~e 
et voie aerienne. )) 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
rejetee par 18 voix contre 8, avec 24 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 8 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni tel 
qu'il a ete modifie par l'amendement presente 
oralement par le representant du Royaume-Uni. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
adoptee par 24 voix, avec 29 abstentions. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 10. 

DEUX-CENT-VINGT-SIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le vendredi 3 decembre 1948, a 20 h. 30. 

President: M. Selim SARPER (Turquie). 

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

ELECTION n'uN PRESIDENT PAR INTERIM 

M. SARPER (Rapporteur) declare que, le Vice
President etant empeche, on lui a demande 
d'assumer la presidence, ce qu'il est dispose a 
faire si la Commission n'y voit aucun inconvenient. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) fait observer que le President 
de la Premiere Commission est absent depuis 
longtemps et que, pour la seconde fois en trois 
jours, le Vice-President est egalement absent. 
Le Rapporteur doit, selon le reglement interieur, 
assumer ses propres fonctions ; en outre, il ne 
sait pas oil en est le cours de la discussion, n'ayant 
pas assiste a la derniere seance. M. Tsarapkine 
propose done que la Commission designe parmi 
ses membres un President par interim, elu au 
scrutin secret conformement a !'article 96 du 
reglement interieur. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
qu'il ne comprend pas !'intervention du repre
sentant de l'URSS, qui ne s'inspire certainement 
pas de considerations d'ordre purement technique. 
etant donne que rien dans le reglement interieur 
ne s'oppose a ce membre du Bureau assume la 
presidence avec l'assentiment de la Commission. 
II souligne que le Rapporteur a deja preside la 
Commission avec beaucoup de competence et 
de tact et il est d'avis que la Commission ne 
doit pas s'arreter a des considerations d'ordre 
technique, au stade actuel des travaux de 
l'Assemblee, alors que tout le monde est fatigue. 
II propose ·done que la Commission demande 



at the present meeting and at any subsequent 
meeting at which it might be necessary. 

Mr. A:tl1l\10UN (Lebanon) associated himself 
with the views of the United States representative 
and supported his motion. He paid tribute to 
the efforts of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman 
and to the tact of the Rapporteur who had 
already presided over the meeting. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) replied that his statement had not 
been weakened by any of the arguments submitted 
by the speakers, and again referred to rule 96 of 
the rules of procedure. Under this rule only 
the Vice-Chairman was authorized to replace 
the Chairman, and if any officer of the Committee 
were unable to perform his functions a new 
officer should be elected. He merely wished to 
point out that the present procedure was in 
violation of the rules ; he was not concerned 
with personalities. 

FA wz1 Bey (Egypt) endorsed the statements 
of the United States and Lebanese representatives 
and suggested that the Committee continue 
with its business unless the USSR representative 
persisted in his objection, in which case he would 
wish to answer his technical objections. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) appealed to the 
representative of the USSR not to insist upon 
his point, no matter how well taken it might be. 
He pointed out that under generally accepted 
practice the Committee was always master of 
its own procedure and could, with the adequate 
number of votes, suspend the rules of procedure. 

He praised the qualities of the Rapporteur 
and stated that in his lifetime's experience with 
chairmen of many nationalities, he had never 
sat under a chairman more able than the 
Rapporteur. It was a pleasure to work under 
such chairmanship and he added that he did 
not know anybody associated with the United 
Nations who could facilitate the work better. He 
considered it a privilege for the Committee to 
have so able a Chairman. He suggested that 
the Committee agree unanimously without a 
ballot to ask him to take the Chair. 

Mr. SARPER (Rapporteur) assured the USSR 
representative that he considered his statement 
an expression of principle not directed against 
him personally. He was grateful for the kind 
remarks on his behalf but did not think he 
should occupy the Chair without having received 
the definite expression of the Committee's 
opinion. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the United 
States motion. The motion was adopted by 35 votes 
to 2, with 3 abstentions. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) expressed the opinion that the 
Committee's vote was in violation of the rules 
of procedure, since the Committee should have 

au Rapporteur d'assumer la presidence de la 
presente seance et de toute autre seance ulterieure 
ou ce pourrait etre necessaire. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) partage les vues du repre
sentant des Etats-Unis, dont il appuie la motion. 
II rend hommage aux efforts deployes par le 
President et le Vice-President et au tact du 
Rapporteur qui a deja preside des seances de 
la Commission. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des R epubliques socia
listes sovietiques) n~pond qu'aucun des arguments 
avances par les deux orateurs precedents 
n'infirme sa declaration ; il invoque de nouveau 
!'article 96 du reglement interieur. Aux termes 
de cet article, seul le Vice-President est autorise 
a remplacer le President, et si un membre du 
Bureau de la Commission se trouve dans l'impos
sibilite de s'acquitter de ses fonctions, un 
nouveau membre doit etre elu. M. Tsarapkine 
desire seulement faire remarquer que la presente 
procedure constitue une infraction au reglement ; 
ses observations n'ont aucun caractere personnel. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypte) fait siennes les decla
rations des representants des Etats-Unis et du 
Liban et propose que la Commission poursuive 
ses travaux, a mains que le representant de 
l'URSS ne maintienne son opposition ; auquel 
cas, Fawzi Bey desirerait repondre aux objections 
de procedure elevees par M. Tsarapkine. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) s'adressant au 
representant de l'URSS, lui demande de ne pas 
insister sur sa proposition, quel qu'en puisse 
etre le bien-fondc. II fait observer que, selon 
l'usage generalement admis, la Commission est 
toujours libre de decider de sa propre procedure 
et peut, avec le nombre voulu de voix, modifier 
temporairement le reglement. 

II fait l'eloge du Rapporteur et de~lare que, 
bien qu'il ait eu !'occasion de connaitre des 
presidents de differentes nationalites au cours 
de son existence, il n'a jamais rencontre de 
president plus competent que Ie Rapporteur. 
C'est un plaisir que de travailler sous une telle 
presidence ; M. Fraser ajoute qu'il ne connait 
personne, dans le cercle de !'Organisation d~s 
Nations Unies, qui sache mieux rendre le travail 
aise. Il estime que c'est pour toute la Commission 
un veritable privilege que d'avoir un tel President. 
Il propose que Ia Commission decide a l'unani
mite, sans scrutin, de lui demander d'assumer 
Ia presidence. 

M. SA'RPER (Rapporteur) assure le representant 
de l'URSS qu'il considere sa declaration comme 
!'expression d'une opinion de principe et ne la 
croit pas dirigee contre lui personnellement. n 
est tres sensible aux remarques aimables qu'~n 
a faites a son sujet mais ne croit pas ~ev:orr 
assumer la presidence sans que la Commrsswn 
se soit nettement prononcee a ce sujet. 

Il est procCde au vote ii main levee sur la motion 
des Etals-Unis. Par 35 voix contre Z, avec 
3 abslentions, celte motion est a'doptee. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare qu'a son avis, le vote de 
la Commission constitue une infraction a_u 
reglement interieur, car la Commission aurmt 
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first considered rule 96 and only then have voted 
on the appointment of the Rapporteur as 
Chairman. He requested that it be recorded 
that in his opinion the vote just taken was not 
in accordance with the rules of procedure. 

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE 
UNITED KINGDOM REVISED DRAFT RESOLUTION 
(AjC.1j394jRev.2) AND AMENDMENTS RELATING 
THERETO 

The CHAIRMAN read the t ext of paragraph 9· 

At the request of the representative of 
Guatemala, the paragraph was divided into two 
parts at the semi-colon for the vote. 

The vote was taken by show of hands. The 
first part of the paragraph was adopted by 24 votes 
to 5, with 15 abstentions and the second part by 19 
votes to 17, with 7 abstentions. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) explained that he had 
voted against the second part, not because his 
delegation was necessarily opposed to the 
substance of this proposal, but because it believed 
these matters should be settled in the negotiations 
between the parties. There was no need for a 
fixed rule. 

The CHAIRMAN then read the ·text of 
paragraph 10. 

Mr. GARciA GRANAD.OS (Guatemala) thought 
that this paragraph should be automatically 
dropped inasmuch as paragraph 4 of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution concerning boundaries 
had been rejected. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) considered 
that it was necessary only to delete the words 
" in accordance with this resolution ". 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
R epublics) asked if the frontiers referred to in 
this paragraph were those established by the 
Assembly's resolution of 29 November 1947 and 
if not what frontiers were meant. He did not 
think the Committee could vote on the paragraph 
without a clarification on that point. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) expressed the opinion 
that even with the deletion suggested by the 
United Kingdom representative, the paragraph 
was redundant and obscure. The Assembly 
did not need to teach the Security Council its 
own business and the implications of the paragraph 
were not clear. He therefore agreed that the 
paragraph as a whole should be dropped. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) also agreed that the 
paragraph should be omitted and noted that 
it did not state clearly the frontiers of what 
States were concerned. Furthermore any attempt 
to alter recognized frontiers by force was a 
threat to the peace under the Charter, and the 
paragraph was therefore unnecessary. 

du d'abord prendre en consideration !'article g6 
et ensuite seulement decider par un vote de 
!'election du Rapporteur a la presidence. II 
demande que I'on consigne au proces-verbal 
que, selon lui, le vote qui vient d'avoir lieu 
n'est pas conforme au reglement interieur. 

SUITE DE L'EXAMEN DU PROJET REVISE DE 
RESOLUTION DU ROYAUME-UNI (AjC.1j394j 
Rev.2) ET DES AMENDEMENTS s'y RAPPOR
TANT 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du texte du 
paragraphe 9. 

A la demande du representant du Guatemala, 
le vote sur ce paragraphe a lieu par division, 
lc point virgule marquant la separation des 
deux parties. 

ll est procede au vote a main levee. Par 24 voix 
contre 5, avec 15 abstentions, la premiere partie 
du paragraphe est adoptee. Par 19 voix contre 17, 
avec 7 abstentions. la seconde partie du paragraphe 
est adoptee. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) explique qu'il a vote 
contre la seconde partie du paragraphe, non 
parce que sa delegation est opposee a cette propo
sition quant au fond, mais parce qu'elle croit 
que ces questions devraient etre reglees par voie 
de negociations entre les parties interessees. Une 
regie fixe n'est pas necessaire. 

Le PRESIDENT donne ensuite lecture du texte 
du paragraphe 10. 

M. GARciA GRANADos (Guatemala) estime 
que ce paragraphe doit etre supprime automa
tiquement, etant donne que Ie paragraphe 4 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni relatif 
aux frontieres a ete rejete. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) considere qu'il 
n'y a lieu de supprimer que les t ermes : « confor
mement a la presente resolution )), 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) demande si les frontieres 
mentionnees dans ce paragraphe sont celles 
qui ont ete fixees par la resolution adoptee par 
I' Assemblee le 29 novembre 1947 et, sinon, 
queUes sont les frontieres dont il s'agit. II ne 
croit pas que la Commission puisse proceder a 
un vote sur ce paragraphe avant d'avoir eclairci 
la question. 

M. Hoo'n (Australie) est d'avis que, meme 
apres la suppression proposee par le representant 
du Royaume-Uni, le paragraphe restera redondant 
et obscur. L'Assemblee n'a pas a donner de 
directive au Conseil de securite; d'autre part, 
la portee de ce paragraphe n'apparait pas 
clairement. l\L Hood estime done, lui aussi, 
qu'il doit etre entierement supprime. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) est egalement d'avis 
que ce paragraphe doit etre supprime ; il fait 
observer que le texte n'indique pas clairement 
les Etats dont les frontieres sont en cause. En 
outre, toute t entative en vue de modifier par 
la force des frontieres etablies constitue une 
menace a la paix aux t ermes de la Charte ; ce 
paragraphe est done superflu. 
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Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) said his 
delegation did not attach great importance to 
this paragraph but nevertheless preferred to 
retain it. The questions of the final frontiers, 
and the Governments which would control the 
territory on each side of the frontiers, were not 
yet settled and were referred to in other paragraphs 
of the resolution already adopted ; therefore 
the paragraph could not be made more precise. 
He agreed that the Security Council would in 
any case consider any attempt to alter established 
frontiers as a threat to the peace but thought 
there were precedents for the Assembly to 
reinforce the Security Council with its own 
authority, even when the Security Council was 
obligated to act. 

Mr. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said that 
when the central phrase, " in accordance with 
this resolution ",was deleted, the proposal had no 
legal basis. If the United Kingdom did not wish 
to withdraw the paragraph, the Committee 
should reject it. 

A vole was taken by show of hands on paragraph 
10 as amended by the United Kingdom. The 
paragraph was rejected by 28 votes to 16, with 
5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then read the text of paragraph 
11 of the United Kingdom draft resolution and 
the Guatemalan amendment (AJC.1J398/Rev.2) 
which was intended to replace it. 

Mr. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said that 
the only reason for his amendment was to add 
to the United Kingdom draft resolution the 
words " after the proclamation of peace between 
the contending parties in Palestine ". 

If the Arabs were allowed to return to Jewish 
territory in Palestine while war was continuing, 
they would only contribute to the ill-will between 
the parties, because there would be constant 
friction between the Arabs and Jews as there 
had been in Haifa, Jaffa and other parts of 
Palestine. It would be harmful to include the 
United Kingdom paragraph as it now stood 
because agitators could take advantage of an 
immediate return to Jewish territory to renew 
hostilities within Israel. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypt) stated that the Guatemala 
amendment made the United Kingdom paragraph 
even less acceptable, for it gave the Jews an 
opportunity to use the status of the Arab 
refugees as a bargaining point in the settlement 
of the Palestine question, and his delegation 
would vote against it. 

Mr. BEE:LEY (United Kindgom) said that he 
had been asked privately whether some provision 
should not be made for those Arabs who had 
fled from the New City of Jerusalem which 
might eventually come under international 
control. The terms of paragraph 11 of the 
United Kingdom draft resolution would apply 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) declare que sa 
delegation n'attache pas une importance exageree 
a ce paragraphe, neanmoins elle prefere le 
maintenir. La question des frontieres definitives, 
et des Gouvernements qui exerceront la souve
rainete sur les territoires de part et d'autre de 
ces frontieres, se trouve mentionnee dans d'autres 
paragraphes de la resolution qui sont deja 
adoptes, mais elle n'est pas encore reglee. Il 
n'est done pas possible de rendre le paragraphe 
plus precis. M. Beeley convient que de toute 
fat;on le Conseil de securite considererait toute 
tentative de modifier des frontil~res etablies 
comme une menace a Ia paix, mais il estime que 
des precedents existent oil l'Assemblee a appuye 
de son autorite le Conseil de securite, meme dans 
les cas oil ce dernier etait dans !'obligation d'agir. 

M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) indique 
que si le membre de phrase essentiel : << confor
mement a la presente resolution )) etait supprime, 
la proposition n'aurait plus de base juridique. 
Si le Royaume-Uni ne desire pas retirer ce para
graphe, la Commission devrait le rejeter. 

II est procede a un vote a main levee sur le para
graphe 10, ainsi qu'il a efe amende par la dCUgation 
du Royaume-Uni. Par 28 voix contre 16, avec 
5 abstentions, ce paragraphe est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT donne ensuite lecture du texte 
du paragraphe 11 du projet de resolution 
du Royaume-Uni, et de l'amendement presente 
par la delegation du Guatemala (A/C.l/398/ 
Rev.2), dont le texte est destince a remplacer 
celui du paragraphe 11. 

M. GARciA GRANADos (Guatemala) declare 
que son amendement vise uniquement a ajouter 
au projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni les 
mots suivants : << apres que la paix aura ete 
proclamee entre les parties au differend en 
Palestine )). 

Si I'on m•torisait Ies Arabes a retourner dans 
le territoire juif en Palestine tandis que Ia guerre 
continue, il n'en resulterait qu'un accroissement 
du dissentiment entre les parties, parce qu'il 
y aurait des frictions constantes entre Arabes 
et Juifs, comme ce fut le cas a Haifa, a Jaffa et 
dans d'autres parties de Ia Palestine. Il serait 
dangereux d'adopterle paragraphe du Royaume
Uni dans son libelle actuel, parce que des 
agitateurs pourraient profiter d'un retour 
immediat en territoire juif pour reprendre des 
hostilites a l'interieur des frontieres d'lsrael. 

FAwzi Bey (Egypte) fait valoir que !'amen
dement du Guatemala rend le paragraphe du 
Royaume-Uni encore plus inacceptabl~, car il 
offre aux Juifs !'occasion de se serVIr de la 
situation des refugies arabes pour se livrer .au 
marchandage lors du reglement de la questiOn 
palestinienne ; sa delegation votera contre cet 
amendement. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) indi9ue qu'on 
lui a demande officieusement si certames dispo
sitions ne devraient pas etre prises en faveur 
des refugies arabes originaires de Ia Ville nouvelle 
de Jerusalem, qui pourrait eventuellement etre 
placee so us controle international. , Les ~ermes 
du paragraphe 11 du projet de resolution du 
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to all refugees and the Arabs who had previously 
been living in the New City of Jerusalem would 
be entitled either to return to their homes or 
to obtain adequate compensation for their losses. 

Referring to the Guatemalan amendment, 
he stated that the Committee must face the 
fact that it might be many years before a formal 
peace was established in Palestine. One of the 
possibilities, however, was that conditions of 
stability might be re-established in fact without 
any agreement on the terms of a formal peace 
and his delegation considered that as soon as 
such reasonable stability had been restored in 
Palestine, the problem of the return of those 
unfortunate people should be given urgent 
consideration. 

Consequently his delegation could not accept 
the wording proposed in the Guatemalan 
amendment and thought that reliance should 
be placed on the conciliation commission, in 
consultation with the Director of United Nations 
Relief for Palestine Refugees, to interpret properly 
the words " the earliest possible date " in the 
United Kingdom draft resolution. Finally the 
Guatemalan amendment omitted, no doubt by 
inadvertence, the important idea set forth in 
the United Kingdom draft that there should 
be compensation not only for those Arabs who 
did not return but for those who returned to 
their homes and found them damaged or destroyed. 

Mr. FRns (Denmark) recalled that his delegation 
had stressed the importance which it attached 
to this problem and had suggested that the 
representative of Israel might comment on the 
new aspects of the situation to which the repre
sentative of Pakistan had called attention. 
He could only note that no such statement had 
been made and the Committee was left only 
with the opening general statement that the 
Provisional Government of Israel was ready 
to discuss this problem at the peace conference. 
It must be presumed that in the meantime the 
refugees would be left where they were without 
any compensation unless the United Nations 
continued to assume the responsabilities assumed 
at the present session in the conditions which 
had been described by the Mediator. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) asked whether the 
word "refugees" included both Arabs and Jews 
and if they were both entitled to compensation. 
If so, where was the compensation to come 
from and who was to allocate it ? Obviously 
this was not a job for the conciliation commission 
and the intention of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution should be clarified. He earnestly 
suggested that the representative of the United 
Kingdom should consider amending his resolution 
along the lines suggested by the Guatemalan 
amendment and insert the words " to use its 
good offices " between the words " Commission " 
and " to facilitate " in the third sub-paragraph. 

Royaume-Uni s'appliquent a tous les refugies 
et les Arabes qui residaient anterieurement 
dans la Ville nouvelle de Jerusalem auront Ie 
droit, soit de rentrer dans leurs foyers, soit 
d'obtenir une indemnisation appropriee pour les 
pertes subies. 

A propos de l'amendement du Guatemala, 
M. Beeley declare que la Commission doit tenir 
compte du fait que de nombreuses annees pourront 
s'ecouler avant que la paix ne soit officiellement 
etablie en Palestine. Par contre, une des possi
bilites que l'on peut envisager est le retablissement 
de fait des conditions de stabilite sans qu'inter
vienne un accord sur les termes d'une paix 
officielle. La delegation du Royaume-Uni estime 
done que Ia question du retour de ces malheureux 
dans leurs foyers devra etre examinee d'urgence, 
aussitot qu'une telle stabilite aura ete retablie 
en Palestine. 

Par consequent, elle ne peut pas accepter le 
libelle propose dans l'amendement du Guatemala. 
Elle estime que l'on devrait faire confiance a Ia 
Commission de conciliation pour interpreter 
correctement, d'accord avec le Directeur de 
l'Aide des Nations Unies aux refugies de Palestine 
Ies termes « le plus tot possible » qui figurent 
dans le projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 
Enfin, l'amendement du Guatemala omet de 
reprendre - sans doute par inadvertance - un 
important concept formule dans le projet du 
Royaume-Uni, a savoir que l'indemnisation ne 
devrait pas etre accordee seulement aux Arabes 
qui ne rentrent pas dans leurs foyers, mais ega
lement, a ceux qui rentrent dans leurs foyers 
et les trouvent endommages ou detruits. 

M. FRIIS (Danemark) rappelle que sa delegation, 
soulignant !'importance qu'elle attache a ce 
probleme, avait suggere que le representant 
d'Israel presentat des observations sur Ies aspects 
nouveaux de la situation mis en lumiere par le 
representant du Pakistan. II ne peut que con stater 
!'absence de toute declaration dans ce sens ; 
la Commission n'a entendu a ce sujet qu'une 
declaration contenue dans le discours d'ouverture, 
et par laquelle le Gouvernement provisoire 
d'Israel se declarait pret a discuter ce probleme a 
la conference de paix. On doit presumer qu'entre 
temps les refugies resteront la oil ils se trouvent 
sans recevoir d'indemnites, a mains peut-etre que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ne continue 
a assumer les responsabilites qu'elle a prises 
au cours de la presente session, dans Ies conditions 
que le Mediateur a decrites. 

M. FRAZER (Nouvelle-Zelande) demande si 
le mot (( refugies » s'applique egalement aux 
Arabes et aux Juifs et si les uns et les autres 
ont droit a une indemnite. Dans !'affirmative, 
d'ou proviendront les indemnites et qui les 
repartira ? Il va sans dire que cette tache 
n'incombe pas a la commission de conciliation 
et il convient de preciser sur ce point le sens du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. M. Frazer 
propose formellement que le representant du 
Royaume-Uni examine la possibilite d'amender 
son projet de resolution dans le sens propose 
par l'amendement du Guatemala et d'inserer, 
au troisieme alinea du paragraphe 11, apres 
le mot << conciliation » les mots <( d'user de ses 
bons offices en vue ». 
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Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) replied that the 
term " refugees " referred to aU refugees, 
irrespective of race or nationality, provided they 
had been displaced from their homes in Palestine. 
The question of who was to pay the compensation 
was not answered in the resolution and was 
a matter to be determined under sub-paragraph 3 
of paragraph 11 and under paragraph 12. The 
commission would be in close contact with the 
Director of United Relief for Palestine Refugees, 
and if he were not in a position to establish 
machinery for determining the details of 
compensation, this work might be done under 
the auspices of the commission, which would 
no doubt appoint a subsidiary body or technical 
experts in accordance with paragraph 12. He 
quite agreed that the commission itself could 
not concern itself with this technical matter. 
However, he thought the insertion of the words 
" to use its good offices " might introduce some 
confusion for this phrase was generally used in 
relation to negotiations between opposing parties 
and might cause the commission to feel that 
its task in so far as this problem was concerned 
was limited to such action. 

Mr. EBAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
said that they were all concerned with the 
alleviation of the human suffering which had 
resulted from war. Large movements of 
population were not ordinarily envisaged during 
war when considerations of military security 
must prevail. The return of Arab refugees 
before peace had been established would place 
upon Israel the burden of maintaining large 
internal security forces. The timing of their 
rehabilitation could not be separated from the 
question of peace and war and he did not think 
that the representative of Denmark had intended 
to recommend any course which might result 
in the destruction of Israel from within. This 
did not mean that the refugee problem was not 
urgent ; ratber the restoration of peace was 
particularly urgent on account of this problem. 
The Committee should demand that the Arabs 
assume a responsible attitude and not prolong 
the war. The facts had been taken into 
consideration by the representative of the United 
Kingdom when he said that measures to remedy 
the situation should be taken as soon as possible 
after stable conditions had been established. 
Mr. Eban believed that some such qualifying 
phrase might be inserted in the resolution to 
emphasize to the parties that the consequences 
of war could only be settled at the end of the war. 

Mr. Eban requested elucidation of the question 
of compensation for war damage. He asked 
how the resolution would afiect claims by the 
Jews for settlements in respect of public and 
private buildings which had been destroyed by 
the invading Arab armies. Neither paragraph 11 
nor the resolution as a whole made clear the 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) repond que le 
terme << refugies >> s'applique a tous les refugies, 
sans distinction de race ou de nationalite, a Ia 
condition qu'ils aient ete eloignes de leurs foyers 
en Palestine. Le projet de resolution ne specific 
pas qui paiera l'indemnite; c'est une question 
qui devra etre determinee conformement a 
l'alinea 3 du paragraphe 11, et au paragraphe 12. 
La commission maintiendra une liaison etroite 
avec le Directeur de l'Aide des Nations Unies 
aux refugies de Palestine. Si celui-ci n'est pas 
a meme de fixer les modalites de paiement de 
l'indemnite, peut-etre cette tache . pourra-t-elle 
etre accomplie sous les auspices de la commission ; 
dans ce cas, celle-ci constituera sans aucun doute 
un organe subsidiaire ou designera des experts 
techniques conformement aux dispositions du 
paragraphe 12. Le representant du Royaume-Uni 
est tout a fait d 'avis que la Commission elle-meme 
ne peut accomplir ces taches techniques. Toutefois, 
il estime que !'insertion des mots « d'user de ses 
bons offices en vue >> risquerait de creer une 
certaine confusion. En effet, cette expression 
s'applique generalement a des negociations entre 
parties opposees et les membres de la commission 
pourraient en deduire que leur tache en 
!'occurrence se limite a une action de ce genre. 

M. EnAN (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
declare que tous ceux presents cherchent a 
alleger la souffrance humaine nee de la guerre. 
D'une maniere generale, on n'envisage pas de 
proceder a d'importants mouvements de popu
lation pendant la guerre, car, en temps de guerre, 
les considerations de securite militaire doivent 
l'emporter. Le retour des refugies arabes avant 
que la paix ne soit etablie imposerait a Israel Ia 
charge de pourvoir au maintien d'importantes 
forces de securite interieure ; la question de 
l'epoque de leur reinstallation ne saurait etre 
separee de celle de l'etablissement de la paix. 
M. Eban ne pense pas que le representant du 
Danemark ait !'intention de recommander une 
mesure qui pourrait entra1ner la destruction 
d'Israel par l'interieur. II ne s'ensuit pas que le 
probleme des refugies ne soit pas pressant, mais 
il serait plus exact de dire que le retablissement 
de la paix est un probleme pressant, en raison 
precisement de !'existence du probleme des 
refugies. La Commission devrait exiger des 
Arabes qu'ils assument toutes leurs responsa
bilites et cessent de prolonger la guerre. Lorsque 
le representant du Royaume-Uni a declare que 
des mesures tendant a remedier a la situation 
devraient etre prises des que des conditions de 
stabilite auront ete etablies, il a tenu compte 
de la realite. M. Eban estime que I'on pourrait 
inserer dans le projet de reso!ution _un~ form_nle 
conditionnelle tendant a souhgner, a l mtention 
des parties, que les consequences de la guerre 
ne pourront etre reglees qu'a la fin de la guerre. 

M. Eban demande des precisions sur le paiement 
d'indemnites pour dommages de. guerre: II 
demande quelle incidence aura le ~roJet de re~o
lution sur les demandes d'indemmtes de_s Jmfs 
a titre de compensation pour la de_structwn. d_es 
etablissements et des edifices publics et pnyes, 
causee par !'invasion des armees ar~bes. N~ Ie 
paragraphe 11, ni !'ensemble du proJet de reso-
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extent to which reparations and war damage 
were covered. 

Mr. Eban observed that certain ideas had 
been brought forward during the debate 
concerning the principles which might govern 
the resettlement of refugees. Israel believed 
that the suggestion made by the representative 
of Pakistan that demographic homogeneity should 
be achieved in order to avoid a minority problem 
was a principle which should govern the process 
of repatriation. The main implication of the 
refugee problem was the urgency of ending the 
war in order to establish stable conditions in 
which rehabilitation could be carried out. 

Mr. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said that 
there had been some inadvertence on his part 
when fie had omitted from his amendment the 
reference contained in the United Kingdom reso
lution to loss of or damage to property and 
compensation for it. It had been Mr. Garcia 
Granados' impression that the United Kingdom 
text had been modified to conform to the United 
States amendment which also had omitted those 
references. Indeed the Guatemalan amendment 
had originally been made to the United States 
amendment (A/C.1 /397 JRev.1 ). Nevertheless the 
omission of any reference to damage and loss had 
been made intentionally because the question of 
war damage was separate from the refugee 
problem. Paragraph 11 of the United Kingdom 
draft appeared to refer to damage to Jewish 
and Arab property. The implication seemed to be 
that the conciliation commission would have to 
assess the whole of the war damage on either side. 
The commission should have nothing to do with 
war damages ; that matter ought to be dealt 
with in the peace treaty. Paragraph 11 referred 
to refugees only and the Guatemalan amendment 
provided that those who did not choose to return 
should be compensated. With regard to timing, 
the reference to the proclamation of peace was 
essential. Surely no delegation would advocate a 
course which might provoke new bloodshed in 
Palestine. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) said that the commission 
should not be entrusted with functions it would 
be unable to carry out. According to the United 
Kingdom draft, the Commission should « facilitate 
the repatriation, resettlement, etc.>>. This implied 
taking positive steps and it did not seem that the 
Commission would be in a position to do so. The 
terminology of the Guatemalan amendment would 
be better in this passage. Mr. Hood recalled 
the Australian amendments which related to this 
point and which referred to consultations with 
appropriate organs of the United Nations. He 
believed that such a provision should be included 
here. Having in mind the foregoing consider
ations, Mr. Hood proposed an amendment to 
the third sub-paragraph of paragraph 11 (A/C.1/ 
41 9). Substituting for it the following : 

" Instructs the Conciliation Commission to use 
its good offices and where necessary to call into 

lution ne precisent dans quelle mesure les frais 
de reparations et les dommages de guerre seront 
rembourses. 

M. Eban observe qu'au cours du debat certaines 
idees ont ete emises concernant les principes 
qui pourraient regir la reinstallation des n~fugies. 
Le Pakistan a suggere la realisation de l'homo
geneite demographique en vue d'eviter un 
probleme de minorite: Israel estime que ce 
principe devrait regir la politique du rapatriement 
des refugies. Toutefois, le probleme des refugies 
fait apparaitre avant tout la necessite de terminer 
la guerre au plus tot, de maniere a etablir les 
conditions de stabilite qui permettront de 
proceder a la reinstallation. 

M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) reconna1t 
que c'est quelque peu par inadvertance qu'il 
a omis de mentionner dans son amendement, 
comme le fait le pro jet de resolution du Royaume
Uni, la perte ou le dommage des biens, et le 
paiement d'indemnites a ce titre. II avait en 
effet !'impression que le texte du Royaume-Uni 
avait ete modifie pour tenir compte de !'amen
dement des Etats-Unis, qui, lui aussi, omettait 
de mentionner cette question. En realite !'amen
dement du Guatemala portait, a l'origine, sur 
l'amendement des Etats-Unis. (AfC.1/397JRev.1) 
C'est intentionnellement, toutefois, que le texte 
du Guatemala omet de parler du dommage ou de 
la perte de biens, car Ia question des dommages 
de guerre est independante de celle des refugies. 
Le paragraphe 11 du projet du Royaume-Uni 
parait faire allusion aux dommages causes tant a 
des biens juifs qu'a des biens arabes. II semble 
impliquer que Ia commission de conciliation 
devra evaluer !'ensemble des dommages de guerre 
subis par les deux parties. La commission ne 
devrait pas avoir a s'occuper des dommages de 
guerre ; cette question doit etre reglee dans le 
traite de paix. Le paragraphe 11 ne concerne que 
les refugies ; or, l'amendement du Guatemala 
prevoit que ceux qui decident de ne pas rentrer 
dans leurs foyers recevront une indemnite. 
Quant a Ia fixation de Ia dette, il est indispensable 
de la relier a la proclamation de la paix. II est 
certain qu'aucune delegation ne preconisera de 
solution de nature a entrainer une nouvelle 
effusion de sang en Palestine. 

M. HooD (Australie) declare que I' on ne devrait 
pas attribuer a Ia commission des fonctions 
qu'elle ne sera pas en mesure d'exercer. Suivant 
le projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, la 
Commission devra << faciliter le rapatriement, la 
reinstallation, etc. ». Cela implique !'adoption de 
mesures positives et il ne semble pas que la 
commission de conciliation soit a meme de les 
prendre. La redaction de l'amendement du 
Guatemala serait preferable pour ce passage. 
M. Hood rappelle les amendements de l'Australie 
se rapportant a ce point, qui preconisent des 
consultations avec les organes appropries des 
Nations Unies. II estime qu'une disposition de 
ce genre doit etre inseree a cet endroit. En raison 
des considerations qui precedent, M. Hood 
propose un amendement au troisieme alinea du 
paragraphe 11 (A/C.1/419), qu'il propose de 
remplacer par le texte suivant : 

« Donne pour instructions a la Commission de 
conciliation d'employer ses bons offices et, le 
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consultation the appropriate organs and agencies 
of the United Nations with a view to facilitating 
the repatriation, resettlement and economic and 
social rehabilitation of the refugees and the 
payment of compensation and to maintain close 
relations with the Director of the United Nations 
Relief for Palestine Refugees. " 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) expressed his gratitude 
to all who had interested themselves in the 
refugee problem and especially to those Powers 
whose aid in the form of money and supplies had 
already begun to arrive. With regard to the 
Guatemalan amendment, it seemed extraordinary 
that a man with Mr. Garcia Granados' knowledge 
of the situation should propose to limit the 
United Kingdom proposal by introducing the 
condition that peace should be proclaimed before 
the refugees were permitted to return. That 
condition could not be fulfilled since the Arab 
Governments did not recognize Israel as a State 
and peace would require an agreement between the 
parties. It was, however, true that the refugees 
could not return in the present circumstances 
and would have to wait until the situation was 
more normal. 

The United Kingdom resolution referred to 
economic and social rehabilitation but not to 
political rehabilitation. There were some 700,000 
refugees and they could not return without their 
political rights. There were 75,000 of those 
refugees in Lebanon, which presented that 
Government with a problem which would compare 
with that of 10 million refugees in the United 
States. This would permit an appreciation of 
the continuing problem which would confront 
Lebanon if the refugees were not assured the full 
restoration of all rights and if Lebanon were not 
given financial assistance. 

It was not surprising that Israel supported the 
Guatemalan amendment regarding the procla
mation of peace. It was the view of the Lebanese 
delegation that repatriation should be carried 
out when normal conditions had been restored. 
With regard to the United Kingdom draft, the 
prevision for compensation to those who did not 
return might be applied against the interests of 
the refugees. If the refugees feared bad 
treatment, they might prefer some form of 
compensation, and by those means the Jews 
might succeed in preventing the return of the 
Arabs. The Lebanese delegation was unable to 
support either the United Kingdom draft or the 
Guatemalan amendment. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) recalled the statement 
of the Jewish representative that the Jews could 
not accept the return of the Arab refugees before 
a peace treaty had been concluded. The question 
arose whom the peace would be with. If it were 
to be assumed that a Jewish State was recognized 
as existing, the refugees who had fled from the 
Jewish-occupied areas would be citizens of that 
State. They would not be citizens of Arab Pales
tine or of any Arab State and it was difficult to 

cas echeant, de consulter les organes et institutions 
appropries des Nations Unies, aux fins de faciliter 
le rapatriement, la reinstallation et le relevement 
economique et social des refugies, ainsi que le 
paiement des indemnites, et de se tenir en liaison 
etroite avec le Directeur de l' Aide des Nations 
Unies aux refugies de Palestine. » 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) exprime sa reconnaissance 
a tous ceux qui se sont interesses au probleme des 
refugies et particulierement aux Puissances dont 
!'aide commence deja a arriver sous forme 
d'argent et de fournitures. En ce qui concerne 
l'amendement du Guatemala, il lui semble 
extraordinaire qu'un homme qui connait la 
situation aussi bien que M. Garcia Granados 
propose de limiter la portee de la proposition 
du Royaume-Uni, en posant la condition que la 
paix doit etre conclue avant qu'on autorise les 
refugies a regagner leurs foyers. C'est la une 
condition impossible a remplir puisque les 
Gouvernements arabes ne reconnaissent pas 
l'Etat d'Israel et que, pour conclure ]a paix, il 
faut qu'un accord intervienne entre les 
deux parties. Il est exact, toutefois, que les 
refugies ne peuvent pas rentrer chez eux dans les 
circonstances actuelles et qu'ils doivent attendre 
jusqu'a ce que la situation redevienne normale. 
• Lc projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni parle 
d'un relevement economique et social, mais non 
pas d'un relevement. sur le plan politique. II y a 
actuellement quelque 700.000 refugies qui ne 
peuvent rentrer chez eux sans que soient reconnus 
leurs droits politiques. Sur ce nombre, 
75.000 refugies se trouvent au Liban, ce qui 
pose pour le Gouvernement de ce pays un 
probleme comparable a celui que poserait pour 
les Etats-Unis la presence de 10 millions de 
refugies sur leur territoire. Cela donne la mesure 
du probleme permanent auquel le Liban aurait 
a faire face si les refugies n'etaient pas assures de 
retrouver la plenitude de leurs droits et si une 
aide financiere n'etait pas accordee au Liban. 

II n'est pas surprenant qu'Israel appuie 
l'amendement du Guatemala concernant l'eta
blissement de la paix. La delegation du Liban 
est d'avis que le rapatriement des refugies doit 
s'effectuer des que la situation normale aura ete 
retablie. En ce qui concerne le projet du Royaume
Uni, la disposition qui prevoit que des indemnites 
devront etre versees a ceux qui decideront de ne 
pas rentrer dans leurs foyers peut etre preju
diciable aux interets des refugies. En effet, si les 
refugies craignent d'etre maltraites, ils preferero_nt 
peut-etre recevoir quelque indemnite et les Juifs 
pourront ainsi empecher le retour des Ara?es. 
La delegation du Liban ne peut appuyer m le 
projet du Royaume-Uni, ni l'amcndement du 
Guatemala. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) rappelle les paroles ~u 
representant d'Israel, qui a declare que les Ju1fs 
ne peuvent accepter le retour des refugies ara?es 
avant Ia signature du traite ~e paix .. La ques~IOn 
se pose de savoir avec qu~ l~ pmx r,eut etre 
conclue. Si I' on admet que l existence d ll:n ?tat 
juif est reconnue, Ies refu.gies q~i ont . qUitte les 
zones occupees par les J Uifs serarent c1toyens de 
l'Etat juif. Ils ne seraient pas citoyens de Ia 
Palestine arabe, pas plus que d'aucun autre 
Etat arabe, et on comprend difficilement que leur 
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understand why their return to their own country 
should depend upon a peace treaty. 

On the question of responsibility for damages 
and for compensation, it appeared to Mr. El
Khouri that damages fell into three categories. 
Firstly, there was the land and property of those 
who did not return. This should be paid for by 
those who took possession, whether they were 
Arabs or Jews. Secondly, there was personal 
property and merchandise which had been looted. 
The party which had carried out the looting should 
be responsible for providing compensation. 
Thirdly, there was the question of property which 
had been destroyed, such as houses which had 
been dynamited. Losses of this nature should be 
paid for by those who had committed the damage. 
If these matters were not taken up by the com
mission, it was not clear who would do so. The 
displaced persons could not be left indefinitely 
without · compensation. Their rehabilitation 
should not be conditioned upon the proclamation 
of peace. 

The refugees should be enabled to return and 
enjoy full rights in their own country where their 
families had lived for centuries. The Assembly 
could not allow their expulsion and then approve 
a resolution which took no notice of their 
condition. The subsidies provided by humani
tarian States would be inadequate over a long 
period and the aid from the Arab Governments 
could not continue indefinitely. The matter was 
one of urgency. · The Guatemalan amendment 
was unacceptable and the United Kingdom draft 
was inadequate as a remedy for the refugee 
situation. 

Mr. RusK (United States of America) recalled 
that earlier the United States had submitted 
a text on the question of refugees (AIC.l 1397 I 
Rev.l). His delegation had collaborated in the. 
drafting of the present text of the United Kingdom 
resolution in an effort to eliminate political 
considerations and deal in a practical manner 
with the refugee problem. It had been impressed 
by the difficulties and complexities involved. 
The questions of fact and responsibility, claims and 
counter-claims, etc., would require elaborate proce
dures including political agreements and settle
ment by judicial process. These could not all 
be detailed in the resolution ; an effort had been 
made to express the principles simply. 

His delegation could not accept the procla
mation of peace as a prerequisite for the return 
of refugees and hoped that the Assembly would 
not make this a condition. It was recognized 
that the bulk of the refugees could only return in 
peaceful circumstances. However, they need 
not wait for the proclamation of peace before 
beginning. These unfortunate people should not 
be made pawns in the negotiations for a final 
settlement. 

On the question of responsibility, the Assembly 
was unable to say who had been responsible for 
any particular action. Each case needed careful 

retour dans leur pays puisse dependre de la 
signature d'un traite de paix. 

Pour ce qui est de la responsabilite en matiere 
de dommages et d'indemnisation, M. El-Khouri 
pense qu.'on peut classer les dommages en trois 
categories. Premierement, les terres et les biens 
des refugies qui ne rentrent pas dans leurs foyers; 
dans ce cas, les indemnites doivent etre versees 
par ceux qui en ont pris possession, que ce soient 
des Arabes ou des J uifs. Deuxiemement, les biens 
mobiliers et les marchandises qui ont ete pilles : 
la partie responsable du pillage doit etre tenue 
de verser les indemnites correspondantes. Enfin, 
les immeubles detruits, par exemple les maisons 
qui ont ete dynamitees : les dommages de cette 
nature doivent etre compenses par ceux qui les 
ont causes. Si ces questions ne sont pas examinees 
par la commission, on ne voit pas bien qui les 
examinera. Les personnes deplacees ne peuvent 
attendre indefiniment une indemnisation. Leur 
relevement ne doit pas dependre de la conclusion 
de la paix. 

Les refugies doivent pouvoir rentrer dans leurs 
foyers et jouir de la plenitude de leurs droits dans 
le pays ou leurs families vivent depuis des siecles. 
L' Assemblee ne peut permettre qu'ils soient 
expulses, ni, par consequent, approuver une 
resolution qui ne tient pas compte de leur 
situation. Les subsides qu'ils rec;oivent des Etats 
humanitaires seront insuffisants au bout d'une 
longue periode et l'aide qui leur est apportee 
par les Gouvernements arabes ne peut pas se 
prolonger indefiniment. La question presente 
un caractere d'urgence. L'amendement du 
Guatemala est inacceptable et le projet du 
Royaume-Uni n'apporte pas un remede suffisant 
a la situation des refugies. 

M. RusK (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) rappelle 
que les Etats-Unis ont soumis, precedemment, 
un pro jet concernant les refugies (AIC.l 1397 I 
Rev.l). La delegation des Etats-Unis a participe 
d'autre part a la redaction du texte actuel de la 
resolution du Royaume-Uni, en s'efforc;ant 
d'eliminer toute consideration politique et de 
traiter le probleme des refugies d'une fac;on 
pratique. Elle a ete frappee par les difficu.ltes 
et les complications du probleme. Les questions 
de fait et de responsabilite, de reclamations et de 
demandes reconventionnelles exigent des proce
dures compliquees, comportant des accords 
politiques et des moyens juridiques de reglement. 
Il n'est pas possible de prevoir tout cela en detail 
dans la resolution, mais on s'est efforce d'y 
exprimer les principes sous une forme simple. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis ne peut accepter 
de subordonner le retour des refugies a la 
conclusion de I a paix, et elle espere que I' Assemblee 
ne fixera pas une telle condition. On s'accorde a 
reconnaitre que la masse des refugies ne peut 
rentrer que s'il existe un etat de paix. Toutefois, 
il n'est pas necessaire que les refugies attendent 
que la paix soit conclue pour commencer a 
rentrer chez eux. Ces malheureux ne doivent pas 
servir de pions lors des negociations en vue d'un 
reglement definitif. 

En ce qui concerne la question de responsabilite, 
l'Assemblee ne peut dire queUe est la partie 
responsable dans chaque cas particulier, lequel 
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examination. The resolution ought not to attach 
unlimited responsibility at the present time. 

Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) believed 
that in this question the Committee should be 
logical and realistic. It should consider whether 
any country in the circumstances of Israel, sur
rounded entirely by enemies which refused to 
recognize its existence, would permit hundreds 
of thousands of people, who would not obey the 
Government, to enter the country. The refugees 
should eventually be returned but if they came in 
as allies of the enemy, their return could only 
create new difficulties and bloodshed. The Guate
malan amendment merely asked that normal 
conditions be restored before the refugees were 
resettled and that in the meantime provision 
should be made for them. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) observed that the 
doctrine set forth by the representative of Guate
mala had far-reaching implications. There were 
minorities in many countries which disputed the 
rights of their Governments or indeed of their 
State to exist. The United Kingdom delegation 
could not, and hoped that the Assembly would 
not, subscribe to the thesis that such minorities 
should be driven out as refugees into other coun
tries because of differences of political opinion 
with the Governments of the countries in which 
they lived. The United Kingdom could not 
adopt this principle as the basis for an Assembly 
decision. 

With regard to the Australian amendment 
(A/C.li419), Mr. Beeley supported its purpose 
but noted that certain procedural arguments 
should be taken into account. The Assembly, 
on the recommendation of the Third Committee, 
had adopted a resolution which established a 
Director of United Nations Relief for Palestine 
Refugees and instructed him to contact the appro
priate agencies. The present resolution 
attempted to state certain basic principles and in 
paragraph 11, it was noted that the conciliation 
commission should " maintain close relations " 
with the Director of Relief. As the Director 
would be in touch with the appropriate agencies, 
it might be disadvantageous for the commission 
to make independent contacts. 

In accordance with the remarks of the represen
tative of Israel, Mr. Beeley proposed replacing 
the word" possible "in the second sub-paragraph 
by the word " practicable ". He hoped this 
would make clearer the intention of the proposal. 

The United Kingdom delegation had always 
attempted to meet the wishes of others when the 
fundamental principles were not to be affected. 
However, such importance was attached to the 
refugee problem that Mr. Beeley asked the 

devra faire l'objet d'un examen attentif. La 
resolution ne doit pas, pour le moment, chercher 
a etablir les responsabilites d'ensemble. 

M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) pense que, 
dans cette question, il faut faire preuve de 
logique et de realisme. La Commission doit se 
demander si un pays quelconque, qui serait 
place dans les memes circonstances qu'Israel, 
entoure de toutes parts d'ennemis refusant de 
reconnaitre son existence, permettrait a des 
centaines de milliers d'hommes decides a ne pas 
se soumettre au Gouvernement de penetrer sur 
son territoire. Les refugies devront, en fin de 
compte, etre rapatries ; mais, s'ils revenaient 
en allies de l'ennemi, leur retour ne saurait avoir 
pour consequence que de nouvelles difficultes 
et de nouvelles effusions de sang. L'amendement 
du Guatemala demande seulement que l'on 
attende, avant de proceder a Ia reinstallation des 
refugies, que la situation soit redevenue normale, 
et que, dans l'intervalle, l'on prenne des dispo
sitions en leur faveur. 

M. BEEI.,EY (Royaume-Uni) fait observer que 
la doctrine qu'enonce le representant du 
Guatemala est grosse de consequence. I1 y a dans 
nombre de pays des minorites qui contestent a 
leur Gouvernement - voire a leur Etat - le 
droit a !'existence. C'est pourquoi la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni ne peut accepter de souscrire 
a une these selon laquelle ces minorites seraient 
chassees et obligees de se refugier dans d'autres 
pays en raison de leurs divergences d'opinions 
politiques avec le Gouvernement du pays dans 
lequel elles vivent ; elle espere que l'Assemblee 
ne voudra pas davantage accepter cette these et 
en faire la base d'une decision. 

Parlant ensuite de l'amendement de I'Australie 
(AJC.1J419), M. Beeley en approuve !'intention, 
mais souligne la necessite de tenir compte de 
certaines donnees de procedure. L'Assemblee, sur 
la recommandation de la Troisieme Commission, 
a adopte une resolution qui institue un Directeur 
de l'Aide des Nations Unies aux refugies de 
Palestine, et lui donne pour instructions de se 
mettre en rapports avec les organes appropries. 
La presente resolution vise a poser certains 
principes fondamentaux et porte, en son 
paragraphe 11, que la commission de conciliation 
doit (( se tenir en liaison etroite » avec le Directeur 
de l' Aide. Etant donne que le Directeur sera en 
liaison avec les organes appropries, il pourrait 
en effet y avoir inconvenient a ce que la 
commission de conciliation etablit de son cote 
des contacts independants. 

En ce qui concerne les remarques du repre
sentant d'lsrael, M. Beeley propose de remplacer, 
dans le texte anglais, au deuxieme alinea du 
paragraphe 11, le mot (( possible >> pa~ le ~ot 
((practicable 1 ». II espere qu'ainsi son mtentwn 
apparaitra plus clairement. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni s'est toujo~~s 
efforcee de repondre aux vues des autre~ ~ele
gations lorsque cela n'affectait pas les pr~nciR~s 
fondamentaux. Mais le probleme des refug1es 
revet une telle importance queM. Beeley demande 

1 Cette modification ne con~erne pas le texte fran~s. 



Committee to vote on paragraph 11 as it stood 
with the single change which he had just proposed. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt) said that the refugee 
question was related to the essential principles 
of the United Nations. While the United Nations 
survived, intruders could scarcely be allowed to 
drive out the lawful inhabitants of a country. Any 
remarks made concerning the resolutions and 
amendments before the Committee should not 
be taken as diminishing the gratitude owed to 
those who had alleviated the suffering of refugees. 
Discussion had made it clear that the question of 
compensation would have to be dealt with more 
specifically, particularly with regard to respon
sibility for payments. The question of compen
sation for those who were sick and suffering was 
not dealt with and even in material matters the 
provisions were indefinite and illusory. There 
was a serious omission in the Guatemalan amend
ment : the word " repatriation " did not appear 
and it seemed that the representative of 
Guatemala did not feel that the refugees should 
return as if to their own country. 

Mr. AM'MOUN (Lebanon) drew attention to the 
remarks of the representative of Guatemala 
concerning countries accepting hostile elements 
which might constitute a centre of revolt. This 
overlooked the fact that the refugees had fled 
from the homes of their forefathers without arms 
and would return unarmed to the Jewish area. 
They would be returning to their own homes and, 
without arms, could hardly constitute a source 
of violence. Mr. Ammoun pointed out that the 
million Jews throughout the Arab States might 
equal1y be regarded as centres of revolt ; yet, in 
fact they lived there in comfort and prosperity. 
These Jews needed no special protection for they 
were citizens of those countries. There seemed 
to be no reason why Jews should not accept Arabs 
on their territory. 

Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said in 
reply to the representative of the United Kingdom 
that in war conditions minorities who favoured 
the enemy were placed in concentration camps 
or otherwise segregated. There was· no reason 
why this practice should not be followed by 
Israel and there seemed no point in sending 
thousands there to prison. 

With regard to the use of the word " repa
triation ", it should be noted that resolution 181 
(II) of 29 November 1947 stated that Arabs living 
in the territory allotted to the Jewish State would 
have the right to choose their nationality, as 
would Jews in the Arab area. Thus it was too 
early to say whether repatriation, properly 
speaking, would be involved. With regard to 
the statement that Jews were living peacefully 
in Arab countries, Mr. Garcia Granados was not 
convinced of the full correctness of this statement 
and thought it would be helpful if the Arabs were 
asked to pennit the Jews living in their States to 
leave and proceed to Israel. 

a la Commission d'adopter le paragraphe 11 tel 
quel, en y introduisant seulement la modification 
qu'il vient de proposer. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypte) expose que la question 
des refugies est liee aux principes essentiels qui 
regissent les Nations Unies ; tant que les Nations 
Unies existeront, on ne saurait tolerer que des 
envahisseurs soient autorises a chasser d'un pays 
ses habitants Iegitimes. Bien entendu, toutes les 
observations que l'on pent faire au sujet des 
resolutions et des amendements soumis a la 
Commission n'enlevent rien a la gratitude qui 
est due a ceux qui ont allege les souffrances des 
refugies. La discussion a bien prouve que la 
question des indemnites demande a etre traitee 
de favon plus precise, surtout en ce qui concerne 
la responsabilite de leur reglement. La question 
des indemnites a accorder aux malades e t a ceux 
qui ont eu a souffrir de la guerre n'a pas ete 
traitee ; bien plus, en ce qui concerne certaines 
questions d'ordre pratique, les dispositions 
proposees sont vagues et illusoires. II y a dans 
l'amendement du Guatemala une grave omission : 
le mot << rapatriement » n'y figure pas et il semble 
que le representant de ce pays n'envisage pas le 
retour des refugies comme un retour dans le pays 
qui est le leur. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) insiste sur les observations 
du representant du Guatemala concernant les 
pays qui accepteraient sur leur t erritoire des 
elements hostiles qui risquent d'y constituer un 
centre de revolte. C'est oublier que les refugies 
se sont enfuis sans armes du foyer de leurs 
ancetres et retourneront sans armes dans la zone 
juive. C'est chez eux qu'ils rentreront et, sans 
armes, ils peuvent difficilement constituer un 
foyer de revolte. M. Ammoun fait observer que 
le million de Juifs qui sont dissemim\s a travers 
les Etats arabes pourraient aussi bien etre 
consideres comme y formant des foyers de 
revolte, mais en fait, ils y vivent dans le confort 
et le bien-etre. Ces Juifs n'ont pas besoin de 
protection speciale, car ils sont citoyens de ces 
pays. Il semble qu'il n'y ait pas de raison pour 
que, de leur cOte, les Juifs n'acceptent pas des 
Arabes sur leur territoire. 

M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala), repondant 
au representant du Royaume-Uni, observe qu'en 
temps de guerre les minorites favorables a 
l'ennemi sont placees dans des camps de concen
tration, ou mises a l'ecart d'autre fac;on. 11 n'y 
a pas de raison pour qu'Israel ne suive pas cette 
pratique ; pourquoi done risquer que des milliers 
de personnes y soient jetees en prison ? 

En ce qui concerne l'emploi du mot 
<< rapatriement », il est a remarquer qu'aux 
termes de la resolution 181 (II) du 29 novembre 
1947, les Arabes vivant sur le territoire attribue 
a l'Etat juif auront Ie droit de choisir leur 
nationalite, de meme que les Juifs vivant en 
territoire arabe. II serait done premature de dire 
s'il y a lieu d'envisager a proprement parler un 
rapatriement. Et quanta !'assertion selon laquelle 
les Juifs vivraient en paix dans les pays arabes, 
M. Garcia Granados n'est pas absolument 
convaincu de son exactitude, et il pense qu'il 
serait utile de demander aux Arabes de permettre 
aux J uifs vivant dans leurs Etats de les quitter 
pour se rendre en Israel. 
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Mr. HooD (Australia) said that he was aware 
of the instructions given to the Director of United 
Nations Relief for Palestine Refugees. The 
directive the Committee was drafting concerned 
the conciliation commission and it had appeared 
that one way in which it could facilitate 
repatriation, etc., would be to consult with the 
appropriate agencies. However, he did not wish 
to press the point. 

l\ir. BEELEY (United Kingdom) said that he 
was concerned only with practical difficulties. 
He suggested adding to the Australian text the 
words, " and through him with the appropriate 
organs and agencies of the United Nations ", 

This formulation was accepted by Mr. HooD 
(Australia). 

Mr. Lm CHIEH (China) asked whether this 
addition was useful. It appeared to limit the 
scope of the commission's contacts and it might be 
desirable for the commission to be in direct 
contact with some agencies. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) doubted that 
the commission would experience in practice 
any difficulty in maintaining contacts through 
the intermediary of the Director of Relief. He 
thought it could be assumed that the subordinate 
organs it created would carry out their functions 
reasonably. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Guatemalan 
amendment (AJC.1/398JRev.2) to paragraph 11. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 37 votes to 7, with 
5 abstentions. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt) wished to sum up briefly, 
before paragraph 11 of the United Kingdom draft 
was put to the vote, his delegation's views 
concerning the principle of the question before 
them. A people who had lived in a country for 
thousands of years had been driven from their 
homes by outsiders. It was a clear case of practi
cally a whole nation being driven out. The 
security of civilized society was at stake. Some 
vague mention was made of compensation for 
property. There was, however, no compensatio.n 
for losses of family or for political losses. Nor was 
it clear how long the United Nations would 
permit these effects of aggression to continue. 
The fact that in Germany some German Jews 
had been persecuted by non-Jewish Germans had 
aroused sympathy. Now the lawful inhabitants 
of Palestine were being persecuted by outsiders 
of non-Palestinian origin. The United Nations 
should not confine itself to the protection of the 
Holy Places ; it should also protect the human 
beings who would worship there. The entire 
question of refugees needed to be deal with more 
amply for the principles of the United Nations 
were at stake. 

M. HooD (Australie) indique qu'il est bien au 
courant des instructions donnees au Directeur 
de !'Aide des Nations Unies aux refugies de 
Palestine. Les directives que la Commission est 
en train d'etablir concernent, elles, Ia commission 
de conciliation ; il est apparu que la seule fa<;on 
dont elle puisse faciliter le rapatriement, etc. 
serait de . consulter les organes appropries. 
M. Hood, toutefois, n'insiste pas sur ce point. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) se preoccupe 
uniquement des difficultes pratiques. II propose 
d'ajouter au texte existant les mots « et, par 
l'intermediaire de celui-ci, avec les organes et 
institutions appropries des Nations Unies n. 

M. HooD (IAustralie) accepte cette redaction. 

M. Lw CHIEH (Chine) demande si cette addition 
est bien utile. Elle semble limiter l'etendue des 
contacts que pourra prendre la commission ; il 
pourrait ctre souhaitable que la Commission prit 
directement contact avec certaines institutions. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) doute qu'en 
pratique la commission ait des difficultes a 
maintenir les contacts necessaires par l'inter
mediaire du Dirccteur de l'Aidc aux refugies. 
On a le droit de penser, dit-il, que les organes 
subsidiaires que creera la commission rempliront 
leurs fonctions en toute intelligence. 

Le Pm~SIDENT met aux voix I'amendement 
propose par Ia delegation du Guatemala (AJC.1/398 
Rev.2) au paragraphe 11. 

Il est procede au vote d main levee. Par 37 voix 
conlre 7, avec 5 abstentions, l' amendement est rejete 

F AWZI Bey (Egypte) tient a rappeler brievement, 
avant que le paragraphe 11 du pro jet du Royaume
Uni ne soit mis au.s. voix, les vues de sa delegation 
sur les principes qui sont en jeu dans la queston 
posee. La situation est la suivante : un peuple 
qui, durant des milliers d'annees, a habite un 
pays, a ete chasse de chez lui par des gens venus 
du dehors. On est Ia devant un exemple flagrant 
d'une nation qui se voit presque entierement . 
chassee de chez elle. La securite meme de la 
societe civilisee est en jeu. On parle vaguement 
de payer des indemnites a titre de compensation 
pour les dommages d'ordre materiel. Mais on ne 
parle pas de compenser les pertes subies sur le 
plan familial ni sur le plan politique. On ne 
precise pas non plus pendant combien de temps 
encore les Nations Unies permettront que ces 
effets de l'aaression continuent de se produire. 

0 • 

Le fait qu'en Allemagne des Juifs alleman~s ~1ent 
ete persecutes par des Allemands non. J mfs. ~ 
souleve Ia compassion generale. Ma1s vmc1 
maintenant un cas oil les habitants Iegitimes de la 
Palestine sont persecutes par des etrang~rs 
d'origine non palestinienne. Les Nations D_mes 
ne devraient pas se horner a proteger les Lreux 
saints, elles devraient egalement etendre l~ur 
protection aux etres hum~ins qui vont Y fmre 
leurs devotions. 11 faudrmt plus de largeur de 
vues dans la fa<;on dont on traite l'ense~bl~ de 
la question des refugies, car ce. sont les prmc1pes 
des Nations Unies qui sont en Jeu. 

912 



The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 11 of 
the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.1f394/ 
Rev.2) as amended orally by the representative 
of the United Kingdom. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. Paragraph 
11, as amended, was adopted by 29 votes to 6, with 
13 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote para
graph 12 of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. Paragraph 
12 was adopted by 29 votes to 6, with 10 abstentions. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) said that his 
delegation accepted the French amendment 
(A/C.1 /411) and asked the Committee to treat it 
as an additional sub-paragraph of paragraph 12. 

The CHAIRMAN read the text of the French 
amendment to paragraph 12, as follows. 

" The Conciliation Commission will have its 
official headquarters at Jerusalem. The author
ities responsible for maintaining order in Jeru
salem will be responsible for taking all measures 
necessary to ensure the security of the Commission. 
The Secretary-General will provide a limited 
number of guards for the protection of the staff 
and premises of the Commission ". 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The French 
amendment was adopted by 28 votes to 5, with 
16 abstentions. 

Mr. Hoob (Australia) said that the Australian 
proposal contained in document A/C.1/408/Rev.1 
to delete paragraph 13 of the United Kingdom 
draft had been consequent upon other amend
ments proposed by Australia which had been 
rejected. He therefore withdrew the Autralian 
amendment. However, Mr. Hood wished to ask 
why a provision was made for reports to the 
Security Council when the conciliation commission 
would be a subsidiary organ of the Assembly. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) said that the 
General Assembly had to assume that the Security 
Council would find it necessary to have a continu
ing interest in Palestine. The Council's docu
mentation should be complete and it should be 
aware of the activities of the conciliation 
commission. Moreover provision had been made 
for the commission to assume functions of the 
Mediator upon the request of the Security Council. 
The Council should be aware of the activities of the 
commission as well as those of the Mediator in 
order to be able to determine when the latter's 
functions should be transferred to the commission. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 13 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. Paragraphl3 
was adopted b'y 27 votes to 6, with 18 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 11 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni 
(A/C.1 j394/Rev.2), modifie oralement par le 
representant du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procCde au vote a main levee. Par 29 voix 
contre 6, avec 13 abstentions, le paragraphe 11 
amende est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix Ie 
paragraphe 12 du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 29 voix 
contre 6, avec 10 abstentions, le paragraphe 12 est 
ado pte. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni), au nom de sa 
delegation, declare accepter I'amendement de Ia 
France (AJC.1 /411) et demande a Ia Commission 
de le considerer comme un alinea a ajouter au 
paragraphe 12. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du t exte de 
I'amendement franc;ais au paragraphe 12, ainsi 
conc;u: 

'' La Commission de conciliation aura son siege 
officiel a Jerusalem. II appartiendra aux autorites 
responsables du maintien de I'ordre a Jerusalem 
de prendre toutes les mesures necessaires pour 
assurer la securite de Ia Commission. Le Secretaire 
general fournira un nomhre restreint de gardes 
pour Ia protection du personnel et des locaux de 
Ia Commission. >> 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 28 voix 
contre 5, avec 16 abstentions, l'amendement franr;ais 
est adopte. 

M. Hoon (Australie) fait observer que la 
proposition de sa delegation (A/C.1/408fRev.1) 
tendant a supprimer le paragraphe 13 du projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni constituait Ia 
suite logique d'autres amendements proposes 
par I' Australie, qui ont ete rejetes. II retire done 
cet amendement. Toutefois, il voudrait savoir 
pourquoi il a ete prevu que des rapports seraient 
presentes au Conseil de securite, alors que la 
commission serait un organe subsidiaire de 
l'Assemblee. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) repond que 
l' Assemblt~e generale do it se fonder sur le postulat 
que le Conseil de securite j ugera necessaire de 
continuer a s'intcresser a Ia question de Palestine. 
II faut done que le Conseil ait une documentation 
compli~te et so it au courant de l'activite de la 
commission. En outre, il a Cte prcvu, ala demande 
du Conseil de securite, que la commission 
assumerait les fonctions qu'exen;ait le Mediateur. 
II faut que le Conseil de securite soit t enu au 
courant de l'activite de Ia commission, comme 
il l'est de celle du Mediateur ; c'est ainsi qu'il 
pourra determiner a quel moment les fonctions 
de ce dernier devront etre transferees a la 
commission. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphc 13 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee. Par 27 voix 
contre 6, abec 18 abstentions, le paragraphe 13 est 
ado pte. 
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The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote 
paragraph 14 of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. Paragraph 14 
was adopted by 31 votes to 11, with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 15 
of the United Kingdom draft. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. Paragraph 
15 was adopted by 29 votes to 13, with 9 abstentions. 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) presented a further 
amendment (AfC.1/420) calling for the addition 
of the following final paragraph : " Decides that 
the three members of the Conciliation Commission 
shall be chosen by a committee of the Assembly 
consisting of the representatives of China, France, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Kingdom and United States of America". 

There seemed to him to be a need for such a 
provision in the resolution. They had decided 
that there should be a conciliation commission 
but had not stated how it should be appointed. 
The Canadian proposal in this regard followed 
the procedure which had been used for the 
appointment of the Mediator, and left the 
selection of the states, which would become 
members of the commission, to the Committee 
of the General Assembly composed of China, 
France, the United Kingdom, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States 
of America. 

There followed a brief discussion in which the 
representatives of Australia, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Syria, Canada and the 
United Kingdom participated. It was the 
general sense of their remarks that theve should be 
a further opportunity given to consider this 
new provision before voting upon it and also 
to examine the complete text of the United 
Kingdom draft resolution as amended before 
voting upon it as a whole. The Secretariat 
was instructed to circulate a complete text of 
the adopted paragraph of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution as amended. 

The meeting rose at 11.35 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
SEVENTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday 4 December 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

96. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE 
UNITED KINGDOM REVISED DRAFT RESOLUTION 
(AjC.1j394jRev.2) AND AMENDMENTS RELATING 
THE REO 
The CHAIRMAN stated that the Secretariat had 

prepared a working paper containing the various 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix lc paragraphe 14 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

ll est procede au vote a main levee. Par 31 voix 
contre 11, avec 9 abstentions, le paragraphe 14 
est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 15 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote a main leveE:. Par 29 voix 
contre 13, avec 9 abstentions, le paragraphe 15 
est adopte. 

M. PEARSON (Canada) presente un nouvel 
amendement (A/C.l/420) tendant a ajouter au 
projet de resolution un dernier paragraphe redige 
comme suit : « Decide que les trois Etats membres 
qui composeront la Commission de conciliation 
seront designes par un comite de l' Assemblee 
compose des representants des pays suivants : 
Chine, Etats-Unis d' Amerique, France, Royaume
Uni et Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques. » 

II estime qu'il faut qu'unc telle clause figure 
dans la resolution. On a decide de creer une 
commission de conciliation, mais sans preciser 
comment ses membres seront designes. La 
proposition du Canada est conforme ala methode 
qui a ete employee pour la designation du 
Mediateur. Elle tend a confier au meme Comite 
de l'Assemblee generale, compose de la Chine, 
de la France, du Royaume-Uni, de !'Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques et des Etats
Unis d'Amerique, le soin de choisir les Etats qui 
feront partie de la commission. 

Un bref echange de vues s'ensuit, auquel 
prennent part les representants de l'Australie, de 
!'Union des Republiques socialist es sovietiques, de 
la Syrie, du Canada et du Royaume-Uni. Il en 
ressort d'une fa<;on generale que la Commission 
devrait avoir la possibilite d'examiner a nouveau 
cette nouvelle disposition avant de se prononcer 
a son sujet, et devrait egalement pouvoir examiner 
le texte complet du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni tel qu'il a ete amende, avant de 
voter sur ce texte. Le Secretariat est invite a 
distribuer le texte complet des paragraphes 
adoptes du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni, 
tel qu'il a ete amende. 

La seance est levee a 23 h. 35. 

DEUX-CENT-VINGT-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 4 decembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

96. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des Natlons 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

SurTE DE L'EXAMEN nu PROJET REVISE DE 
RESOLUTION DU Ro'YAUME-UNI (AjC.l/394/ 
Rev.2) ET DES AMENDEMENTS s'Y RAPPORTANT 

Le PRESIDENT signale que le Secretariat a 
prepare un document de travail dans lequel sont 
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paragraphs of the United Kingdom draft resolu
tion (AJC.l/394/Rev.2) adopted after amendment. 
Before taking a vote on the amended United 
Kingdom text as a whole the First Committee 
must first take a decision on the amendment 
submitted by the Canadian delegation (A/C. 
1/420). 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) said that the aim of 
the text submitted by his delegation was to 
rectify an omission. Hence it was rather an 
addition than a real amendment. There were 
several possible methods of establishing an 
organ such as the conciliation commission : 
the members of the commission could be appointed 
by the President of the General Assembly, or, 
alternatively, by the First Committee itself
though the latter procedure might give rise to 
certain difficulties, especially in view of the 
fact that certain nominees would not have time 
to consult their Governments. On the other 
hand, the method proposed by the Canadian 
delegation would have a further advantage : 
it would mean that the conciliation commission 
would not only have the full weight of the 
General Assembly, but the special endorsement 
of the permanent members of the Security 
Council. 

The Canadian delegation was anxious to ensure 
that the conciliation commission had the best 
composition possible. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) said that, although 
he supported the Canadian amendment, he had 
certain reservations to make. The delegations 
which would be called upon to appoint the members 
of the conciliation commission were in fact the five 
permanent members of the Security Council. 
It was well known that those Powers had agreed 
at Yalta not to take any decisions except on the 
basis of an unanimous vote. The delegation 
of El Salvador therefore proposed that it should 
be stated that the members of the conciliation 
commission should be chosen " by simple majo
rity " by the Committee of the Assembly which 
the Canadian delegation proposed should be 
entrusted with that .task. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that, while it was 
true that the five Powers named by the Canadian 
amendment happened to be the five permanent 
members of the Security Council, the Committee 
was to be a General Assembly Committee. The 
question of the « veto » therefore did not arise. 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) declared that it had 
certainly not been in his mind that any other 
rule than that of a simple majority vote could be 
applied for the appointment of the conciliation 
commission. 

The addition proposed by the representative 
of El Salvador might create a regrettable precedent 
in that it might lead to the assumption that, 
unless it was specifically stated that decisions 
were to be taken by a simple majority, the rule 
of unanimity would apply. 

r~unis _les diflerents paragraphes du projet de 
resolutiOn du Royaume-Uni (A/C.lj394fRev.2) 
adoptes a pres amen dement. Avant que Ia 
Premiere Commission ne soit appelee a voter 
sur !'ensemble du texte britannique amende, Ia 
Commission doit toutefois se prononcer sur 
l'amendement soumis par Ia delegation du 
Canada (AJC.l /420). 

M. PEARSON (Canada) indique que le but du 
texte presente par sa delegation est de reparer 
une omission. II s'agit done d'un additif, plutt}t 
que d'un amendement proprement dit. Plusieurs 
procedures sont possibles pour Ia designation d'un 
organisme tel que la commission de conciliation. 
On pourrait en efiet concevoir que ce soit le 
President de I'Assemblee generale ou encore Ia 
Premiere Commission elle-meme qui nomme les 
membres de Ia commission de conciliation. 
Toutefois, cela souleverait certaines difficultes, du 
fait notamment que les delegations eventuellement 
designees pourraient ne pas avoir le temps 
necessaire pour consulter leur Gouvernement. 
D'autre part, Ia methode proposee par la delegation 
du Canada aurait un autre avantage ; elle 
permettrait a la commission de conciliation de 
disposer non seulement de toute l'autorite de 
l'Assemblee generale, mais encore d'avoir le 
parrainage du Conseil de securite. 

D'une maniere generale, la delegation du 
Canada ne s'est inspiree que du seul souci 
d'obtenir pour Ia commission de conciliation la 

. meilleure composition possible. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare que, tout en se 
ralliant a l'amendement du Canada, il eprouve 
un certain scrupule. En efiet, les delegations 
qui seraient appelees a choisir les membres de Ia 
commission de conciliation sont en realite les 
cinq membres permanents du Conseil de securite. 
Or, comme on le sait, ces Puissances se sont 
entendues a Yalta pour ne prendre leurs decisions 
que sur Ia base du principe de l'unanimite. 
La delegation du Salvador propose en consequence 
qu'il soit precise que les membres de Ia commission 
de conciliation seront designes « a la majorite 
simple » par Ia Commission de l'Assemblee a 
laquelle la delegation du Canada propose de 
confier cette tache. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que, s'il est vrai que les 
cinq Puissances nommement designees dans 
l'amendement du Canada se trouvent etre les 
cinq membres permanents du Conseil de securite, 
il s'agit en realite d'une commission de l'Assemblee 
generale. La question du veto ne se pose done 
nullement. 

M. PEARSON (Canada) declare qu'il n'avait 
jamais envisage qu'une autre regie que celle de 
la majorite simple put presider a la designation 
de Ia commission de conciliation. 

En ce qui concerne l'additif propose par le 
representant du Salvador, il risquerait d'etablir un 
precedent facheux en ce sens que l'on pourrait 
etre amene a croire qu'a defaut de mention 
explicite Ia regie de la majorite simple est 
applicable, ce serait Ia regie de l'unanimite qui 
s'appliquerait. 
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Mr. · CASTRO (El Salvador) said that he had 
feared that the committee of five might have 
some difficulty in knowing whether its decisions 
could be taken by a simple majority. In with
drawing its amendment, the delegation of 
El Salvador disclaimed all responsibility for any 
difficulties which might arise. 

The CHAIRMAN poiRtcd out that, in any case, 
the members of the committee envisaged by the 
Canadian delegation would be informed of the 
debate which had been held on the subject 
in the First Committee: 

Mr. EL-KHoum (Syria) thought the most 
important point was that the conciliation com
mission should enjoy the full confidence of 
the parties. At the time when the plan for the 
partition of Palestine was adopted by the General 
Assembly, ten delegations had abstained from 
voting. If, therefore, it were decided that the 
members of the future conciliation commission 
should be chosen from among those delegations, the 
parties would have the satisfaction of knowing 
that the commission was composed of members 
who were impartial, and had not voted for 
one side or the other. The Syrian delegation 
therefore proposed an amendment to that effect 
(A/C.l/421). In the event of that amendment 
not being adopted, the Syrian delegation would 
propose that two other delegations - the dele
gations of El Salvador and Mexico -should 
be associated with the five Powers already 
named (A/C.l/422). 

Mr. TsARA:PKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stressed that the decision to be taken 
on the composition of the conciliation commission 
was a very important <ome, not only for Palestine, 
but for the United Nations as well. The USSR 
delegation therefore considered that it would be 
more appropriate for the members of the conci
liation commission to be appointed not only 
by the five permanent members of the Security 
Council, but by that Council as a whole. The 
commission would then possess greater authority. 

Mr. Hooo (Australia) pointed out that the 
Canadian proposal raised questions of principle 
and of practice. The amendment was far 
from satisfactory from both points of view. 
There was no justification for it and furthermore, 
it would lead to undesirable results. The concilia
tion commission was to be a body of the General 
Assembly from which it would derive its authority. 
The present case could not be compared with 
that of the Mediator, some of whose functions 
were within the competence of the Security 
Council. Hence the only satisfactory procedure 
would be for the members of the conciliation 
commission to be appointed by the General 
Assembly itself. 

From the practical point of view, the Canadian 
representative had suggested that certain diffi
culties might arise if the three members of the 
commission were appointed by the General 
Assembly, and that the commission ~ould 
possess more authority if it were appomt~d 
by the five permanent members of the Counctl. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare qu'il avait craint 
que la commission des cinq n'eprouvat quelque 
difficulte sur le point de savoir si elle pouvait 
prendre ses decisions a majorite simple. En 
retirant son amendement, la delegation du 
Salvador decline done toute responsabilite pour 
les difficultes eventuelles. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que, de toute maniere, 
les membres de la commission dont la delegation 
du Canada propose la creation auront connaissance 
des debats qui ont eu lieu sur ce point au sein de 
Ia Premiere Commission. 

M. EL-KHouRr (Syrie) declare qu'il est avant 
tout necessaire que Ia commission de conciliation 
beneficie de l'entiere confiance des parties. Or, 
lorsque le plan de partage de la Palestine a ete 
ado pte par I' Assemblee generale, dix delegations 
se sont abstenues. Si done il etait precise que les 
membres de la future commission de conciliation 
seront choisis parmi ces delegations, les parties 
auraient Ia satisfaction de voir que la commission 
de conciliation est composee de membres 
impartiaux et qui ne se sont prononces en faveur 
d'aucune des deux parties. La delegation de Ia 
Syrie propose done un amendement dans ce sens 
(A/C.l/421). D'autre part, si cet amendement 
n'etait pas adopte, la delegation de Ia Syrie 
proposerait que deux autres delegations, a savoir 
les delegations du Salvador et du Mexique, 
fussent jointes aux cinq (A/C.l/422). 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
Iistes sovietiques) souligne !'importance de Ia 
decision qui sera prise relativement a Ia compo
sition de la commission de conciliation et ce, non 
seulement pour la Palestine mais pour 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies elle-meme. 
En consequence, la delegation de l'URSS considere 
qu'il serait plus approprie que les membres de Ia 
commission de conciliation fussent nommes non 
pas par les cinq membres permanents d~ Con~eil~ 
mais par le Conseil de securite tout entier. Ams1 
la commission disposerait d'une autorite bien plus 
grande. 

M. Hoo.o (Australie) indique que Ia prop_osition 
du Canada souleve a Ia fois une questiOn de 
principe et des problemes d'ordre pratique. Or, 
juge de ces deux points de vue, cet amendement 
est loin d'etre satisfaisant. Non seulement ce 
texte n'est nullement justifie mais il conduirait a 
des rcsultats tout a fait facheux. En effet, la 
commission de conciliation sera un organe de 
I' Assemblee generale dont elle recevra ses. pouv?irs. 
On ne pourrait comparer le cas ~ctuel _a ~elm du 
Mediateur, dont certaines fonctwns etaient du 
domaine du Conseil de securite. En l'occurrence, 
la seule procedure appropriee est done c~ll~ de la 
designation des membres de Ia commJssw~ de 
conciliation par I' Assemblee generate_ elle-meroe. 

Du point de vue pratique, le_ re~resentant d_u 
Canada a suggere que la nomm.a~IO~ des tro:s 
membres de la commission de concihati~n p~urra1t 
presenter certaines difficultes si elle etatt fatte ~ar 
I' Assemblee crenerale et que, d'autre part, l~di~e 

. "' . , •t · · lie etatt commissiOn aura1t plus d auton e si e d 
designee par les cinq membres permanents u 
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Past experience, however, did not lend any 
encouragement to the hope that an agreement 
would be reached by the five Powers on a question 
of that nature. 

The representative of El Salvador had suggested 
it should be made clear that the members of the 
commission would be appointed by simple 
majority. But that was not sufficient : the 
conciliation commission must be able to count 
on the backing of the General Assembly. 
According to the Canadian amendment, however, 
the task of the committee of five would not 
be to recommend the General Assembly to 
choose certain delegations, but to choose 
those delegations itself ; the result would be 
that the choice would be made by four or 
even three delegations, which would not be a 
satisfactory state of affairs. The only natural 
and satisfactory procedure would be to adhere 
to the usual practice, by which the appointment 
of bodies of that kind was made by the General 
Assembly itself at a plenary meeting. The 
Australian delegation was therefore categorically 
opposed to the Canadian amendment. 

Mr. Lm CHIEH (China) declared that the 
discussion which had just taken place had 
merely confirmed the wisdom of the Canadian 
amendment. As the conciliation commission 
would receive instructions both from the General 
Assembly and from the Security Council, it was 
essential that it should enjoy the confidence 
of both those bodies. Whereas the USSR 
favoured appointment by the Security Council, 
and Australia preferred appointment by the 
General Assembly, the Canadian proposal pre
served the balance between the two : it envisaged 
an appointments committee of the General 
Assembly, which would function in accordance 
with the rules of procedure of the General 
Assembly, and at the same time it would be 
composed of the five permanent members of 
the Security Council, whose will would be 
reflected in the choice that was made. 

Mr. BEEL'EY (United Kingdom) recalled that 
his delegation had accepted the Canadian amend
ment, which clearly filled a gap in the United 
Kingdom t ext. All be wished to do was to 
ensure that the meaning of the additional 
paragraph was absolutely clear. The difficulty 
raised by the representative of El Salvador had 
been cleared up by the statement of the 
Canadian representative that the General 
Assembly's rules of procedure would be applied 
by the appointments committee which would 
in fact be an organ of the General Assembly. 
In the voting procedure in that Committee, rule 
114 of the rules of procedure would naturally 
apply. 

Furthermore, contrary to the impression given 
by the Australian representative, the appoint
ments committee would be called upon to select 
not individuals, but States. Also, it was clearly 
indicated in paragraph 2 of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution that the conciliation commission 
would consist of " three States Members of the 
United Nations ". 

Conseil. Mais en realite, rien dans le passe n'a 
ete de nature a encourager l'espoir d'un accord 
entre les cinq grandes Puissances sur une decision 
de ce genre. · 

Le representant du Salvador a suggere qu'il fiit 
precise que la designation aurait lieu a la majorite 
simple. Mais cela n'est pas assez : il faut que la 
commission de conciliation puisse compter sur 
l'appui de !'ensemble de l'Assemblee generale. 
Or, selon l'amendement canadien, la tache de la 
commission des cinq serait non pas de recom
mander a l' Assemblee le choix de certaines 
delegations, mais de choisir elle-meme ces 
delegations. Cette selection serait done le fait de 
quatre, on peut-etre meme de trois delegations, 
ce qui ne serait pas un resultat bien satisfaisant. 
En fait, Ia seule procedure naturelle et satisfaisante 
consisterait a s'en tenir a la regie habituelle de Ia 
designation de semblables organismes par 
l' Assemblee generale elle-meme en seance pleniere. 
La delegation de l'Australie s'oppose done 
categoriquement a l'amendement canadien. 

M. Lm CHIEH (Chine) declare que le debat qu 
vient d'avoir lieu n'a fait que confirmer la sagesse 
de l'amendement canadien. En effet, la commission 
de conciliation recevra des instructions a la fois 
de I' Assemblee generale et du Conseil de securite : 
il est done necessaire qu'elle jouisse de la 
confiance de ces deux organismes. Tandis que 
l'URSS s'est prononcee en faveur d'une desi
gnation par le Conseil de securite et que l'Australie 
a exprime ses preferences pour I' Assemblee 
generale, la proposition canadienne est preci
sement de nature a maintenir l'equilibre ; il s'agit 
en effet d'une commission de designation de 
l' Assemblee generale qui fonctionnera confor
mement au reglement interieur de I' Assemblee 
generale, et en meme temps sera composee des 
cinq membres permanents du Conseil de securite 
dont les intentions se trouveront refletees dans le 
choix qui sera fait. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) rappelle que sa 
delegation a accepte l'amendement canadien, 
qui vient opportunement combler une lacune du 
texte du Royaume-Uni. II reste done a faire en 
sorte que !'addition soit operee de fa<;on parfai
tement claire. Or, la difficulte soulevee par le 
representant du Salvador a ete dissipee par ce 
qu'a dit le representant du Canada relativement 
a !'application du reglement interieur de 
l' Assemblee generale par la commission de 
designation, qui est en realite un organisme de 
I' Assemblee generale. En ce qui concerne particu
lierement la procedure du vote au sein de la 
Commission de designation, ce sera naturellement 
!'article 114 du reglement interieur qui sera 
appliquable. 

D'autre part, contrairement a ce qu'a semble 
faire entendre le representant de I' Australie, le 
choix de la commission de designation portera 
non pas sur des individus mais sur des Etats. 
D'ailleurs il est clairement indique au paragraphe 2 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni que Ia 
Commission de conciliation sera « composee de 
trois :Etats Membres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies JJ. 
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Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) asked the First Committee to realize 
what would happen if the Canadian amendment 
were adopted. The five members of the appoint
ment committee would include four delegations : 
China, France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, which had all supported the 
United Kingdom draft resolution, the main 
provisions of which, contained in paragraphs 2 (c), 
4, 5 and 10, had been rejected by the First 
Committee. Thus the majority of the First 
Committee had clearly opposed the essential 
paragraphs of the United Kingdom draft. If 
the Canadian amendment were adopted, the 
overwhelming majority of the appointments 
committee would consist of delegations which 
would undoubtedly favour a point of view which 
had been rejected by the First Committee, and 
which they themselves had supported. 

Mr. GARCiA GRANADOS (Guatemala) asked the 
Canadian representative whether the effect of 
his amendment was to make a distinction 
between delegations of the first category and 
delegations of the second category, who were 
considered not to have sufficient judgment 
to select the members of a subsidiary organ of 
the General Assembly. Such in fact seemed 
to have been the motive behind the proposal 
to appoint five great Power electors. 

Mr. PARODI (France) said that his Government 
was by no means anxious to assume fresh respon
sibilities in the Palestine question. Already, 
in an attempt to bring about a peaceful solution, 
his country had co-operated in administering 
the truce at great cost to itself, for Frenchmen 
who had been very valuable to their country 
had lost their lives. The remarks of the repre
sentative of Australia were, however, somewhat 
disturbing since they seemed to denote a tendency 
to create an artificial opposition between the 
General Assembly and the Security Council, 
an opposition which would be completely contrary 
to the spirit of the Charter and which, moreover, 
did not correspond to the facts. Those two 
organs of the United Nations had worked as a 
team both as a general rule and more particularly 
in the question of Palestine. 

His delegation would vote in favour of the 
Canadian amendment which seemed to him to 
lay down the only satisfactory procedure for 
choosing the members of the conciliation com
mission. Thus, the difficulties which would 
result either from the appointment of the members 
by the Assembly, or from their appointment by 
the Security Council alone would be avoided. 
In the case of the Security Council there were 
some unfortunate precedents, such as the question 
of the appointment of the Governor of Trieste 
and other similar cases. 

The Canadian amendment, instead of creating 
an opposition, would bring about a satisfactory 
collaboration between the two principal organs 
of the United Nations, a collaboration which 
would be all the more necessary as the conciliation 
commission would take over some of the functions 
of the Mediator and might receive additional 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) demande a la Premiere 
Commission de se representer clairement ce qui 
arriverait si l'amendement canadien venait a etre 
adopte. Parmi les cinq membres de Ia commission 
de designation figureraient quatre delegations, la 
Chine, la France, le Royaume-Uni et les Etats
Unis, qui ont appuye le projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, dont la Premiere Commission a 
rejete les dispositions essentielles, contenues dans 
les paragraphes 2, 4, 5 et 10 notamment. Ainsi, 
la majorite de la Premiere Commission s'est 
clairement prononcee contre les paragraphes qui 
formaient l'essentiel du projet britannique. 
L'amendement canadien aboutirait done a ce 
que la commission de designation flit, dans une 
proportion ecrasante, composee de delegations 
qui sans aucun doute favoriseraient un point de 
vue qui a ete rejete par la Premiere Commission, 
mais qu'elle-meme avait appuye. 

M. GARciA GRANADOS (Guatemala) demande 
au representant du Canada si son amendement 
n'aboutit pas, en fait, a operer une distinction 
entre des delegations de premiere categoric et 
des delegations de deuxieme categoric, dont le 
jugement ne serait pas assez sO.r pour qu'on put 
leur confier le choix des membres d'un organe 
subsidiaire de I' Assemblee generale. Tel est bien 
le motif qui semble avoir preside a une proposition 
relative a la creation de cinq grands electeurs. 

M. PARODI (France) declare que son Gouver
nement n'est nullement avide de nouvelles respon
sabilites dans la question de Palestine. Deja Ia 
France a, dans un but pacifique, coopere a !'appli
cation de Ia treve et cet effort lui a coute cher, 
puisque des Fran<;ais sont tombes, dont Ia vie etait 
infiniment precieuse a leur pays. Mais les obser
vations qu'a presentees le representant de 
l' Australie avaient un aspect inquietant, 
puisqu'elles semblaient denoter une tendance a 
creer une opposition factice entre l'Assemblee 
generale et le Conseil de securite, opposition qui 
serait absolument contraire a !'esprit de la Charte 
et qui, d'ailleurs, ne correspond nullement a Ia 
realite des faits. D'une maniere generale et plus 
particulierement dans Ia question de Pales~ine, 
les deux organismes de !'Organisation des Natwns 
Unies ont toujours combine leurs efforts. 

La delegation fran<;aise votera en faveur de 
l'amendement canadien, qui lui parait constituer 
Ia seule procedure satisfaisante pour le choix de 
Ia commission de conciliation. Ainsi se trouve
raient evitees les difficultes qui resulteraient aussi 
bien d'une designation des membres, de_ l.a 
commission de conciliation par l'Assemblee gene
rale que d'une intervention du seul C~nseil de 
securite, dont les precedents en Ia matle~e sont 
assez facheux, notamment dans Ia questiOn de 
Ia designation du Gouverneur de Trieste et d'autres 
cas semblables. 

Au contraire, l'amendement canadien amenerait 
une collaboration satisfaisante des deux o:ga
nismes principaux de !'Organisation, des ~atrons 
Unies, organisation d'autant plus necessmre .que 
Ia commission de conciliation heritera de certam~s 
des fonctions du Mediateur et pourra re~evorr 
des directives supplementaires du Conser! de 
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directives from the Security Council (paragraph 2 
(a) and (b) of the United Kingdom draft reso
lution). 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) said that it was possible 
that the procedure suggested by his delegation 
might have undesirable results, as suggested 
by the representative of Australia. But any 
procedure might have undesirable results and, 
indeed, the procedure suggested by the repre
sentative of Australia had not always proved 
very successful in the past. No doubt it was 
still possible to leave it to the General Assembly 
itself to appoint the members of the conciliation 
commission. But in that case, either the First 
~ommittee would have to make definite proposals 
m the matter, which would lead to obvious 
difficulties, or the decision would have to be 
taken by the General Assembly at a plenary 
meeting. In the latter case, the President 
would doubtless submit a list which would be 
put to the vote immediately, a procedure which 
had already given rise to criticism. 

The USSR representative had expressed the 
opinion that the procedure suggested in the 
Canadian amendment was not an objective 
method of solving the problem of the appointment 
of members to the conciliation commission, 
because four out of the five members suggested 
for the appointments committee had voted in 
favour of the original text of the United Kingdom 
proposal. That objection was groundless because 
the best method of ascertaining the attitude 
of delegations was to consider how they voted 
on the amended text arising out of the work 
of the First Committee, rather than how they 
had voted on the original text of the United 
Kingdom draft. 

Contrary to the statement of the representative 
of Guatemala, the Canadian amendment did not 
make any humiliating distinction between the 
great Powers and the others. Was it not true 
that the great Powers themselves had, in the 
past, been specifically excluded in similar cases ? 
The Canadian delegation had done its utmost 
to ensure the best possible membership for the 
future conciliation commission. H ence, it felt 
that the addition suggested by the Syrian 
delegation was undesirable because it would 
limit the possibilities too much. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) said he failed to under
stand how the Canadian delegation could have 
proposed so lightly that the General Assembly, 
a body of equal and sovereign Member States, 
should abandon its responsibility in a matter 
of such great importance. Indeed, the suggestion 
was not that the committee of the five great 
Powers should make a preliminary selection 
or recommendation on the members of the 
commission, but that it should choose them, 
leaving no distinction whatsoever in the hands 
of the General Assembly. It was, however, 
a matter of routine for the General Assembly 
to elect subsidiary bodies of varying importance. 
There was therefore no reason to depart from 
the normal procedure, whereby the General 
Assembly as a whole took part in a decision, 
in accordance with the rules of procedure. That 

securite (paragraphe 2, alinea a) et b) du projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni). 

M. PEARSON (Canada) declare qu'il est possible 
que la procedure que sa delegation suggere puisse 
entrainer des resultats Hi.cheux, comme le repre
sentant de l'Australie l'a predit. Mais toute proce
dure peut avoir des resultats facheux et, de fait, 
celle que propose le representant de l'Australie 
ne s'est pas toujours averee tres heureuse dans le 
passe. Sans doute, la possibilite subsistait-elle 
de 1aisser a l'Assemblee generale elle-meme le soin 
de designer les membres de la commission de 
conciliation. Mais alors, il eut fallu ou bien que la 
Premiere Commission fit des propositions precises 
a cet effet, ce qui aurait entraine des difficultes 
evidentes, ou bien que la decision fut laissee a 
I' Assemblee generale en seance pleniere. Dans ce 
dernier cas, le President aurait sans doute soumis 
une liste sur laquelle il eut ete immediate~ent 
procede a un vote, procedure qui s'est deja averee 
comme criticable. 

Le representant de l'URSS estime que la proce
dure proposee dans le texte canadien ne constitue 
pas une fa~on objective de resoudre le probleme 
de la designation de la commission de conciliation, 
parce que quatre des cinq membres de la 
commission de designation auraient vote en 
faveur du texte original de la proposition britan
nique. Cette objection manque de fondement, car 
la meilleure fa<;on de juger de }'attitude des dele
gations est de voir de quelle maniere elles ont vote, 
non pas sur le texte original du projet britannique, 
mais sur le texte amende resultant des travaux de 
la Premiere Commission. 

Contrairement a ce qu'a dit le representant du 
Guatemala, l'amendement canadien ne fait aucune 
distinction humiliante entre les grandes Puissances 
et les autres. N'est-il pas, en effet, deja arrive que 
les grandes Puissances elles-memes soient exclues 
nommement, dans des cas similaires ? La dele
gation du Canada s'est efforcee de donner a la 
future commission de conciliation la meilleure 
composition possible et, a cette fin, elle ne consi
dere pas que !'addition suggeree par la delegation 
de la Syrie soit souhaitable, car elle aboutirait a 
limiter a l'exces les possibilites en la matiere. 

M. HooD (Australie) declare qu'il est impossible 
de comprendre que la delegation du Canada ait si 
legerement propose que I' Assemblee generale, 
organisme compose d'Etats egaux et souverains, 
se decharge de ses responsabilites en un domaine 
aussi important. En effet, il ne s'agit pas, pour la 
Commission des cinq, d'operer une selection 
prealable ou de faire des recommandations, mais 
bien d'operer un choix veritable, sans qu'aucune 
latitude so it laissee a I' Assemblee generale. Or, 
cela fait partie du travail habitue} de l'Assemblee 
generale de designer des organismes subsidiaires 
de plus ou moins grande importance. II n'y a done 
aucune raison de deroger a Ja procedure habituelle 
en la matiere, qui comporte }'intervention de 
l'ensemble des membres de l'Assemblee gen·erale, 
conformement au reglement interieur. Si c'est la 
une procedure parfaitement democratique, ii ne 
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was a perfectly democratic procedure, but the 
same could not be said for the method proposed 
by the Canadian delegation. 

What were, in fact, the implications of the 
Canac~ian amendment ? The USSR represen
tative had shown what the results of its adoption 
might be. The USSR delegation would probably 
be placed in the position of a minority and its 
vote would count for nothing. \Vould that 
be fair ? Moreover, the USSR delegation might 
not be the only one to fmd itself in that position, 
as any combination of three members of the 
committee on appointments would be able to 
impose its views on the other members and, 
in all probability, that majority of three would, 
in fact, represent the wishes of only two members. 

What had actually happened during the 
present debate ? Two of the great Powers 
had made certain arrangements between them
selves and, if the First Committee were to 
acquiesce in the decision reached by the two 
members, the Assembly would no longer be 
acting in a democratic manner. The Canadian 
amendment was precisely a reflection of the 
point of view that anything agreed upon by a 
majority of the permanent members of the 
Security Council should receive special treatment. 
His delegation could not share that view and it 
would continue to protest against it whenever 
necessary. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) said that his delegation 
could not support the Canadian proposal because 
it did not seem to make sense. It could understand 
a procedure which entrusted the task of choosina 
the members of the conciliation commissio~ 
to the Security Council or to the General Assembly. 
There was, however, no reason why the five 
permanent members of the Security Council 
should be entrusted with the task. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) submitted two amend
ments on behalf of his delegation. The first 
of those amendments (A/C.l/421) provided, in 
order to ensure the complete impartiality of the 
conciliation commission, that its three members 
should be chosen from among the States which 
had abstained from voting on the resolution 
of 29 November 1947. If that first amendment 
were rejected, his delegation would submit a 
second amendment (A/C.1 /422) providing that 
the appointments committee should include 
the representatives of El Salvador and Mexico 
as well as the five permanent members of the 
Security Council. It should be noted, that, 
from among the five permanent members, the 
representatives of the United States and the 
USSR had made it clear that they still supported 
the principle set forth in the resolution of 29 No
vember 1947 and the representative of France 
had in practice also followed that course. As 
for the representative of the United Kingdom, 
h e favoured the conclusions reached by the 
Mediator, which were not acceptable to either 
of the parties concerned. Consequently, it would 
be fairer if the two above-mentioned States 
were added to the five permanent members of 
the Council. 

peut en etrc dit antant de la methode proposce 
par la delegation du Canada. 

En cfiet, qu'en est-il exactement de !'amen
dement canadien ? Le representant de l'URSS 
a evoque les possibilites qu'il ouvrirait. La dele
gation de l'URSS serait, selon toute vraisem
blance, mise en minorite et son vote ne compterait 
pour rien. Serait-ce equitable ? De plus, Ia dele
gation de l'URSS ne serait peut-etre pas la seule 
a se trouver dans ce cas, puisque toute combinaison 
de trois membres de la Commission de designation 
pourrait imposer ses vues et selon toute vraisem
blance cctte majorite de trois ne ferait que 
realiscr, au fond, les desirs de deux membres. 

En realite, que s'est-il passe au cours des debats 
actuels ? Certains arrangements ont ete conclus 
entre deux grandes Puissances et si la Premiere 
Commission devait s'incliner, I' esprit democratique 
serait chasse de l'Assemblee generale. Or, !'amen
dement canadien illustre precisement l'etat 
d'esprit scion lequel tout ce qu'a pu convenir une 
majorite des membres permanents du Conseil de 
securite bcneficie d'un statut tout special ; c'est 
une opinion que l'Australie ne peut partager et 
contre laquelle elle continuera a s'elever, chaque 
fois que cela sera necessaire. 

M. LANGE (Polognc) declare qu'il ne sera pas en 
mesure d'appuyer la proposition du Canada, qui 
deroge, sans aucune raison, aux regles de Ia 
logique. II serait normal, en efiet, que soit le 
Conseil de securite, soit l'Assemblee generale, 
soient charges de designer les membres qui feront 
partie de la commission de conciliation. Par 
contre, il n'y a aucun motif de charger les cinq 
membres permanents du Conseil de securite de 
cette mission. 

l\1. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) presente deux amen
dements de sa delegation. Le premier de c~s 
amendements (AJC.l/421) tend a ce que les trois 
membres de la Commission de conciliation soient 
choisis parmi les :Etats qui se sont abstenus lors 
du vote de la resolution du 29 novembre 1947, de 
maniere a assurer la parfaite impartialite de l~di~e 
Commission. Si ce premier amendement . eta1t 
rejete, la delegation de Ia Syrie presente;a1t un 
deuxieme amen dement (A JC.l/422) prevoyant 
que la Commission de designation ~omprenne le 
Salvador et le Mexique en plus des cmq membre~ 
permanents du Conseil de securite. En effet, parm1 
les cinq membres permanents, il _£aut co~stater 
que les representants des :Etats-Ums et de I ~~SS 
ont indique qu'ils s'en tenaient au prmc1pe 
exprime dans la resolution du 29 novem?re 194~ 
et le representant de la France s'est pr~t1quemen 
engage dans cette voie. Quant au represen~ant du 
Royaume-Uni, il est favorable aux conclusiOns du 
Mediateur, qui ne sont acceptables pour. aucu~~ 
des parties interessees. Par conseque~t,. 11 ~era~
equitable d'ajouter les deux :Etats mdiques ~i 
dessus aux cinq membres permanents du ConseJ. 
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Mr. DE ALBA (Mexico) recalled the fact that 
his delegation had not taken any position with 
regard to the plan for the partition of Palestine, 
either in November 1947 or at the special session 
held in May 1948. He regretted that he was 
unable to accept the Syrian proposal as it would 
place his delegation in a difficult position. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) proposed t hat, in view 
of the negative reply on the part of the represen
tative of Mexico, that country should be replaced 
by Burma in his amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Syrian 
amendment (A/C.1/421). 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 31 voles to 14, with 
9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Syrian 
amendment (A/C.l/422). 

A vole was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 25 votes to 16, with 
12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Canadian 
amendment (A/C.1 /420). 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The 
amendment was adopted by 24 votes to 21, with 
8 abstentions. 

At the request of Mr. PEARSON (Canada), 
the CHAIRMAN stated that the new paragraph 
would be inserted between paragraphs 2 and 3 
of the United Kingdom proposal. 

Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) said that 
although his delegation had supported many 
of the paragraphs of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution, it would have to abstain from voting 
on the resolution as a whole, because it could 
not accept the procedure for appointing the 
members of the conciliation commission. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) thought that it would 
be wise to set up a sub-committee to study all 
the provisions that had been adopted in order 
to put them into their logical order and to 
make sure that the resolution as a whole should 
accurately refl ect the ideas that had been 
expressed. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypt) said that his delegation 
could not support the draft resolution as a whole 
because it contained many paragraphs which 
were not acceptable, especially the paragraphs 
in which the principle of the partition of Palestine 
was mentioned. He also criticized the fact that 
in paragraph 2 (c) a distinction was drawn 
between the State of Israel and the Arabs of 
Palestine, although the Arabs of Palestine had 
formed a government which was recognized both 
de facto and de jure by several Members of the 
United Nations. Finally, the resolution was 
not balanced in that it contained several 
paragraphs which might prejudice the legitimate 
rights of the Arabs. The only paragraph which 
seemed, at first sight, to be in favour of the 
Arab displaced persons was paragraph 10. But, 
in reality, the benefits provided for in that 
paragraph were illusory because no mention 
was made of the source of the economic aid to 

M. DE ALBA (Mexique) rappelle que sa deh~
gation n'a pas pris position au sujet du plan de 
partage de Ia Palestine, ni en novembre 1947 ni a 
la session extraordinaire, en mai 1948. II regrette 
de ne pouvoir accepter la proposition syrienne, 
qui mettrait sa delegation dans une position 
difficile. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) propose, en raison de la 
reponse negative du representant du Mexique, 
de remplacer le Mexique par la Birmanie. 

Le PRJ~SIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
la Syrie (A/C.1 j421 ). 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Cet amendemenl est 
rejete par ' 31 voix conlre 14, avec 9 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
la Syrie (A/C.l/422). 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Cet amendement est 
rejele par 25 voix conlre 16, avec 12 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix I'amendement du 
Canada (A/C.1j420). 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Cet amendement est 
adople par 24 voix contre 21, avec 8 abstentions. 

A la demande de · M. PEARSON (Canada), le 
PRESIDENT declare que ce nouveau paragraphe 
sera insere entre les paragraphes 2 et 3 de la 
proposition du Royaume-Uni. 

M. GARCIA GRANADos (Guatemala) declare que, 
quoique sa delegation ait adopte un grand nombre 
de paragraphes du projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni, elle devra s'abstenir lors du vote 
sur l'ensemble de Ia proposition, car elle juge 
inacceptable Ia procedure de designation des 
membres de la commission de conciliation. 

M. HooD (Australie) estime qu'il serait sage 
qu'une sons-commission examine !'ensemble des 
dispositions qui ont ete adoptees, de fat;on a les 
presenter dans un ordre logique et a verifier que 
!'ensemble de Ia resolution reflete exactement les 
idees exprimees. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypte) declare que sa delegation 
ne pourra se prononcer en faveur de !'ensemble 
du projet de resolution, car cette derniere contient 
de nombreuses parties inacceptables, notamment 
les paragraphes mentionnant le principe du 
partage de Ia Palestine. II critique egalement le 
fait qu'a l'alinea 2 c), il soit fait une discrimination 
entre l'Etat d'Israel et les Arabes de Palestine, 
alors que les Arabes de Palestine ont forme un 
Gouvernement reconnu en fait et en droit par 
certains Etats Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. Enfin, Ia resolution manque d'equi
libre en ce qu'elle contient de nombreux papa
grophe prejudiciables aux droits legitimes des Ara
bes. Le seul paragraphe qui semble, a premiere vue, 
en faveur des Arabes deplaces est le paragraphe 10. 
Mais, ·en rea lite, les avantages envisages dans ce 
paragraphe sont illusoires, car ce paragraphe n'indi
que pas qui apporterait une aide cconomique aux 
Arabes; il n'y est pas fait mention non plus des droits 
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be given to the Arabs ; neither was there any 
mention of the political rights of the Arabs. 
The representative of Egypt pointed out that 
the statement of the representative of Israel 
to the effect that the return of the Arabs would 
be against the interests of the Jews of Palestine 
was without foundation, because it was perfectly 
understood that the return of the Arabs would 
take place under the guarantee of the United 
Nations. For all those reasons, the Egyptian 
delegation would vote against the United Kingdom 
proposal. In view of the numerous divergencies 
between the United Kingdom and Syrian draft 
resolutions, it would be more logical to discuss 
the Syrian draft resolution before proceeding 
to the vote on the United Kingdom draft reso
lution. His delegation therefore submitted a 
proposal to that effect (AfC.1f423). 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) asked the repre
sentative of Australia not to insist on the appoint
ment of a sub-committee. In his opinion, the 
Committee no longer had before it a proposal 
submitted by the United Kingdom, but the 
combination of all the texts it had already 
adopted. It was true that, in its present form, 
the draft resolution was a compromise which 
might not be perfect ; but there would be serious 
disadvantages if the solution of the problem 
were further delayed. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) thought that the draft 
resolution as a whole should be put to the vote 
immediately. The Polish delegation could not 
support the draft because, although the parts 
of the United Kingdom proposal which had been 
most open to criticism had been rejected, there 
still remained certain provisions which he could 
not accept. For example, the conclusions of 
the Mediator should not be imposed as directives 
on the conciliation commission, as was done in 
paragraphs 10 and 11 of the present text in 
connexion with Haifa and Lydda. Those ques
tions should be decided by tile parties themselves 
by means of direct negotiations. Moreover, 
paragraph 8 relating to Jerusalem was contrary 
to the resolution of 29 November 1947, which 
provided that the Trusteeship Council should 
establish a special statute for Jerusalem. All 
that remained to be done was to put that reso
lution into practice. He added that the terms 
of reference of the conciliation commission 
were not clearly defined ; it was not mentioned 
that the resolution of 29 November 1947 should 
serve as a basic text for that commission. It 
would therefore be quite free to enter into 
political manceuvres. He could not accept the 
composition of the commission or the procedure 
suggested for the appointment of its members. 
It would be impossible to ensure equitable 
geographical distribution in a commission of 
such limited membership. Finally, the system 
of selection did not make sense, either procedur
ally or as regards its merits, because it left the 
selection of the members of the conciliation 
commission in the hands of the countries which 
were in favour of the Bernadotte plan. The 
result would be that, although the First Committee 
had rejected the Mediator's recommendations, 
they would be re-introduced surreptitiously by 

politiques des Arabes. Le representant de l'Egypte 
fait remarquer que la declaration du representant 
d'Israel, suivant laquelle le retour des Arabes 
porterait prejudice aux Juifs de Palestine n'est pas 
fondee car il va de soi que ce retour s'effectuerait 
sur la garantie de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Pour toutes ces raisons, la delegation 
egyptienne votera contre la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni. Vu les nombreux points de contra
diction qui existent entre les projets de resolution 
britannique et syrien, il serait preferable, du 
point de vue logique, de discuter le projet syrien 
avant de passer au vote sur le projet britannique. 
La delegation egyptienne soumet une proposition 
en ce sens (A/C.1f423). 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) dernande au 
representant de l'Australie de ne pas insister sur 
la nomination d'une sous-comrnission. II estime 
qu'actuellement, la Commission n'a plus devant 
elle une proposition du Royaume-Uni, mais 
!'ensemble des textes qu'elle a adoptes. II est 
exact que, sous sa forme actuelle, le projet de 
resolution est un compromis qui n'est peut-etre 
pas parfait ; mais il y aurait de graves inconve
nients a retarder encore la solution de ce probleme. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) estime qu'il convient de 
voter sans retard sur !'ensemble du projet de 
resolution. La delegation polonaise ne pourra pas 
accorder son appui a ce projet car, si les parties 
les plus discutables de la proposition du Royaume
Uni ont ete rejetees, il subsiste cependant certaines 
dispositions inacceptables. On ne devrait pas 
imposer, par exemple, les conclusions du 
Mediateur comme directives a la commission de 
conciliation, ainsi qu'on le fait aux paragraphes 
10 et 11 du texte actuel, a propos de Haiffa et de 
Lydda. Ces questions devraient etre decidees par 
les parties elles-memes, par voie de negociatio~s 
directes. D'autre part, le paragraphe 8 relatif 
a Jerusalem va directement a l'encontre de la 
resolution du 29 novembre 1947, qui avait confie 
au Conseil de tutelle le soin d'etablir un statut 
special. 11 ne reste qu'a mettre cette resolution. a 
execution. II faut ajouter que le rnandat de la 
commission de conciliation n'est pas clairement 
defini ; on ne mentionne pas que la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947 devrait servir de texte de base 
a la commission de conciliation. Cette derniere 
aura done toute latitude pour se livre~ .a des 
manreuvres d'ordre politique. La composition de 
la commission de conciliation et Ia procedure selon 
laquelle ses membres seront nommes ne sont pas 
non plus acceptables. II est, en effet, impos~ibl_e 
d'assurer une representation geographique eqUI
table dans une commission aussi restreinte. Entin, 
le systeme de nomination n:a de se?-s, ni au point 
de vue de la procedure, m au pomt. de :vue du 
fond, puisqu'il consiste a laisser Ia .s~le~twn des 
membres de la commission de concilratwn entre 
les mains des pays qui se sont declares en faveur 
du plan Bernadotte. ~I . en resu~terait q~e ~es 
recommandations du Medmteur, bien que reJe~ees 
par la Premiere Commission, seraient reintrodwtes 
subrepticement, par le truchement d'une 
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means of a conciliation commission, whose 
political attitude would be contrary to that of 
the First Committee : 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) reminded represen
tatives that his delegation had submitted a 
draft resolution (A/C.l/402). That draft should 
be considered before the Committee proceeded 
to vote on the United Kingdom draft resolution. 
He pointed out that the latter draft made no 
mention of the United Nations observers. The 
United Kingdom representative should given his 
opinion on the question whether the observers 
should continue their functions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the draft 
resolution submitted by Egypt (A/C.l/423) which 
read as follows 

" The First Committee decides to have a 
debate on the draft resolution of Syria (AJC. 
1/402) before voting on the United Kingdom 
draft resolution. " 

A vole was taken by show of hands. The 
proposal was rejected by 23 votes to 15, with 
16 abstentions. 

Mr. Hooo (Australia) said that he would 
support the draft resolution of the United 
Kingdom resolution as a whole. As it was the 
result of lengthy discussion it should receive 
the support of the largest possible majority. 

Mr. Dmwo (Cuba) reminded the Committee 
that his delegation, basing itself on considerations 
of law and justice, had opposed the principle 
of partition. His delegation would have pre
ferred that the conciliation commission should 
not be bound by the principle of partition or 
by the Bernadotte plan. Since it had been decided 
otherwise, he would be forced to vote against 
the proposal. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) said that his dele
gation had supported the paragraphs concerning 
the conciliation commission, but could not agree 
to the mention of the partition plan. He would 
therefore abstain from voting on the resolution 
as a whole. 

Mr. PROTITCH (Committee Secretary) read the 
United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.l /394/ 
Rev.2), taking into account the amendments, 
deletions and additions adopted by the First 
Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United 
Kingdom draft resolution. 

A vole was taken by roll-call as follows. 
Poland, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 

was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: Sweden, Union of South Africa, 

United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Co
lombia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
France, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Panama; Paraguay, Peru. 

Against : Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkey, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republics, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 

commission de conciliation dont l'attitude poli
tique serait contraire a celle qui s'est manifestee 
a la Premiere Commission. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) rappeUe que sa delegation 
a presente un projet de resolution (AJC.l/402). 
Ce projet devrait etre examine avant que l'on 
passe au vote sur le projet de resolution du 
Royaume-Uni. II signale que ce dernier projet 
ne fait aucune mention des observateurs de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Devront-ils 
continuer leurs fonctions ? Le representant du 
Royaume-Uni devrait donner son point de vue 
ace sujet. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix Ie projet de reso
lution de l'Egypte (A/C.l /423) qui est redige 
comme suit: 

« La Premiere Commission decide de mettre en 
discussion le projet de resolution de Ia Syrie 
(AJC.l/402), avant de voter sur le projet de 
resolution du Royaume-Uni. >> 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. Le projet de resolution 
est rejete par 23 voix contre 15, avec 16 abstentions. 

M. Hooo (Australie) declare qu'il appuiera 
Ia proposition du Royaume-Uni dans son ensemble. 
:Etant donne qu'elle constitue le resultat des longs 
debats auxquels elle a donne lieu, il est utile 
qu'elle soit appuyee par Ia plus grande majorite 
possible. 

M. Dmwo (Cuba) rappelle que sa delegation, 
en se fondant sur des considerations de droit et de 
justice, s'est opposee au principe du partage. Elle 
aurait souhaite que la commission de conciliation 
ne ffrt pas liee par le principe de partage ou par 
le plan Bernadotte. Puisqu'il en a ete decide 
autrement, eUe se verra forcee de voter contre la 
proposition. 

M. CAsTRO (Salvador) declare que sa delegation 
a approuve Ies paragraphes concernant Ia 
commission de conciliation, mais ne peut accepter 
Ia mention du plan de partage. C'est pourquoi il 
s'abstiendra de voter sur !'ensemble de la reso
lution. 

M. PROTITCH (Secretaire de Ia Commission) 
donne lecture du projet de resolution britannique 
(AJC.l J394JRev.2) compte tenu des amendements, 
suppressions et additions votes par Ia Premiere 
Commission. 

Le PRE:smENT met aux voix la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni. 

Le vole a lieu par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par la Pologne doni le nom 

est lire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Suede, Union Sud-Africaine, 

Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Australie, 
Belgique, Bresil, Canada, Chine, Colombie, 
Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, 
France, Haiti, Honduras, Islande, Luxembourg, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, 
Panama, Paraguay, Perou. 

Volent contre : Pologne, Arabie Saoudite, Syrie, 
Turquie, Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 



Afghanistan, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Greece, India, Iraq, Iran, Lebanon, Pakistan. 

Abstaining : Siam, Venezuela, Bolivia, Chile, 
El Salvador, Guatemala, Liberia, Mexico, Phi
lippines. 

The proposal was adopted by 25 votes to 21, 
with 9 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
EIGHTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris 
on Saturday, 4 December 1948, at 3.30 p.m. 

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

97. Continuation of the discussion on the 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the authors 
of the draft resolutions still outstanding were 
prepared to withdraw them or insisted that they 
be voted upon. 

Mr HooD (Australia) and Mr. Gom (Colombia) 
withdrew the draft resolutions submitted by 
their respective delegations because all the 
provisions which they contained had been 
discussed and voted upon in connexi on with 
the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) also withdrew his dele
gation's resolution and gave his support to the 
USSR proposal regarding the withdrawal of 
all foreign military personnel from Palestine. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) stated that his 
Government was at present considering the 
implications of the Committee's action in adopting 
the United Kingdom draft resolution in a substan
tially modified form. When instructions had 
been received, the United Kingdom delegation 
would re-define its position in respect of the 
Palestine question before the General Assembly. 
Meanwhile, his delegation reserved its right to 
propose amendments to the Committee's reso
lution in the General Assembly. 

CoNSIDERATION oF THE USSR DRAFT RESOLUTION 
(A/C. /1/401) 

FAWZI Bey (Egypt) summarized the reason 
for his delegation's opposition to the USSR 
proposal. To begin with, he had received no 
satisfactory reply from the USSR and Polish 
representatives to his request for a definition 
of the term " foreign troops and foreign military 
personnel ". He considered that any proposal 
for the withdrawal of foreign troops from 
Palestine ought to apply to all who were not of , 

sovietiques, Yemen, Yougoslavie, Afghanistan, 
Birmanie, Republique socialiste sovietique de 
Bielorussie, Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, Egypte, 
Ethiopie, Grece, Inde, Irak, Iran, Liban, Pakistan. 

S' abstiennent : Siam, Venezuela, Bolivie, Chili 
Salvador, Guatemala, Liberia, Mexique, Philippines 

La proposition est adoptee par 25 voix contre 21, 
avec 9 abstentions. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-VINGT-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 4 decembre 1948, a 15 h. 30. 

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

97. Suite de la discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies pour la 
Palestine (A/648) 

Le PRESIDENT demande aux auteurs des 
projets de resolution dont la Commission est 
encore saisie s'ils sont disposes a les retirer ou 
s'ils desirent toujours qu'un vote ait lieu a leur 
sujet. 

M. Hoon (Australie) et M. Gom (Colombie) 
retirent leurs projets de resolutions car toutes les 
dispositions qui y etaient contenues ont fait 
!'objet de discussions et de votes lors de l'examen 
du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) retire egalement la reso
lution presentee par sa delegation et donne son 
appui a la proposition de l'URSS concernant le 
retrait de toutle personnel militaire etranger qui 
se trouve en Palestine. 

M. BEELEY (Royaume-Uni) declare que son 
Gouvernement examine quelles seraient les conse
quences de !'adoption, par la Commission, du 
projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni sous une 
forme sensiblement modifiee. Lorsqu'elle aura 
r e<,;u des instructions, Ia delegation du Royaume
Uni definira a nouveau son attitude vis-a-vis de 
Ia question palestinienne devant l'Assemblee 
generale. D'ici Ia, elle se reserve le droit de proposer 
des amendements a la resolution de la Com
mission, lorsque cette resolution viendra devant 
l'Assembh~e generale. 

EXAMEN DU PROJET DE RESOLUTION DE L'URSS 
(AJC.1j401) 

FA wz1 Bey (Egypte) expose brievement ~a 
raison pour laquelle sa delegation est oppos~e 
a la proposition de l'URSS. Tour d'abord, Il n a 
re<,;u des representants de l'URSS et de Ia. Polog~.e 
aucune reponsc satisfaisante a ]a question qu Il 
leur a posee quant a Ia definition des t~r~e.s : 
((troupes etrangeres et personnel miii~~Jre 
etrangcrs ''· II estime que toute p~oposi:IOn 
tendant au retrait des troupes etrangercs 



Palestinian nationality. It should therefore apply 
to a great number of the Jewish troops in Palestine, 
a high proportion of whom were Europeans 
who had entered Palestine recently, some of 
them only a few weeks previously. The Egyptian 
representative had also asked for a definition 
of the area to which the provision was intended 
to apply. In the view of the Egyptian dele
gation, Palestine meant the whole of the territory 
formerly under United Kingdom Mandate, with 
the exception of Transjordan. The USSR and 
Polish representatives had not, however, stated 
their agreement with that logical conclusion. 

The Egyptian delegation could not accept the 
view that resolution 181 (II) remained fully 
operative, in spite of what had happened since 
its adoption. He criticized the attitude of the 
USSR delegation and the Jewish representatives 
who behaved as if the Security Council had 
taken no action in respect of Palestine and as 
if there had not been a second special session of 
the Assembly to reconsider the political settlement. 
They were wrong in regarding the resolution 186 
(S-2) of 14 May as a development of the No
vember resolution when in fact, it constituted 
a departure from the Assembly's previous policy. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) thought that it was unnecessary 
to repeat his earlier explanations of the impor
tance which the USSR gave to its proposal 
for the withdrawal of foreign troops and military 
personnel from Palestine. The adoption of that 
proposal was essential if the Committee really 
desired to see a peaceful solution of the present 
situation in accordance with the November 1947 
resolution. If foreign troops were permitted to 
remain in the country there would be a constant 
danger that violence would break out again 
with added intensity. Failure by the Committee 
to adopt the USSR proposal would be proof 
that it did not seriously desire to re-establish 
normal peaceful conditions in the country. 

Mr. Tsarapkin doubted whether the Egyptian 
representative really misunderstood the USSR 
draft resolution because he had tried to interpret 
" foreign troops " as " foreign citizens ". The 
resolution was perfectly straightforward and 
referred only to troops or armed forces belonging 
to foreign States. There was no question of 
the nationality of the individuals involved. 
Mr. Tsarapkin thought that the Egyptian repre
sentative had raised that question in order to 
confuse the debate. 

The USSR representative urged the Committee 
to consider his delegation's proposal with all 
the seriousness which it deserved. He recalled 
that the Committee, at an earlier meeting. 
had adopted a resolution calling for the demili
tarization of Jerusalem. But the presence of 
Arab troops in the area surrounding Jerusalem 
when all military forces had been withdrawn 
from the city, would constitute a continuing 
menace for they could occupy Jerusalem at any 

stationnees en Palestine devrait s 'appliquer a 
toutes les troupes qui ne sont pas de nationalite 
palestinienne, done a une grande partie des 
troupes juives qui comptent une forte proportion 
d'Europeens entres en Palestine recemment, 
certains meme de puis quelques semaines seulement. 
Le representant de I'Egypte avait aussi demande, 
en vain, une delimitation de Ia region a laquelle 
on proposait d'appliquer cette mesure. Pour la 
delegation egyptienne, on entend par Palestine 
!'ensemble du territoire place auparavant sous le 
mandat du Royaume-Uni, la Transjordanie 
exceptee. Cependant, les representants de I'URSS 
et de la Pologne n'ont pas accepte cette conclusion 
logique. 

La delegation egyptienne ne pent partager le 
point de vue selon lequel la resolution 181 (II) 
demeurerait pleinement en vigueur, malgre ce qui 
s'est passe depuis son adoption. II critique 
!'attitude de la delegation de l'URSS et des 
representants d'Israel qui se comporte11t comme si 
le Conseil de securite n'avait pris aucune mesure 
a l'egard de la Palestine et comme s'il n'y avait 
pas eu une seconde session extraordinaire de 
l'Assemblee pour etudier a nouveau comment 
regler la question sur le plan politique. Ces deux 
delegations ont tort de voir dans la resolution 
186 (S-2) du 14 mai un corollaire de la resolution 
de novembre, alors qu'elle s'ecarte, en fait, de la 
politique suivie precedemment par l'Assemblee. 

l\1:. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
Iistes sovietiques) juge inutile d'expliquer a 
nouveau pourquoi I'URSS attache de !'impor
tance a sa proposition de retrait des troupes 
etrangeres et du personnel militaire stationnes 
en Palestine. II est indispensable que la Commis
sion adopte cette proposition si elle desire reelle
ment voir intervenir nne solution pacifique -
conforme a celle preconisee par la resolution de 
novembre 1947 - dans la situation actuelle. 
Si les troupes etrangeres sont autorisees a demeurer 
dans le pays, on courra le danger constant de 
voir eclater encore des actes de violence, d'une 
intensite accrue. Ne pas adopter la proposition 
de l'URSS constituerait la preuve que la Commis
sion ne desire pas serieusemcnt le retablissement 
du calme et de conditions normales dans le pays. 

l\1. Tsarapkine doute que le repre'>entant de 
I'Egypte ait reellement mal compris le projet 
de resolution de l'URSS Iorsqu'il a essaye d'inter
preter Ie terme «troupes etrangeres »par<< citoyens 
de pays etrangers ». La resolution est parfaitement 
claire et ne mentionne que des troupes ou des 
forces armees appartenant a des Etats etrangers. 
II n'est nullement question de la nationalite 
des individus engages dans l'aflaire. M. Tsarap
kine pense que le representant de l'Egypte a 
souleve cette question pour jeter la confusion 
dans le debat. 

Le representant de I'URSS prie instamment 
la Commission d'examiner la proposition de sa 
delegation avec tout le serieux qu'elle merite. 
II rappelle que la Commission, au cours d'une 
seance precedente, a adopte une resolution 
demandant que Jerusalem so it demilitarisee. 
Mais Ia presence de troupes arabes dans la region 
environnant Jerusalem, lorsque toutes les forc~s 
militaires auront ete retirees de la ville, consh
tuerait pour cette derniere nne menace constante, 
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time. Mr. Tsarapkin reiterated that the with
drawal of foreign troops was a basic prerequisite 
for any peaceful settlement in Palestine. 

Mr. PARODI (France) explained that although 
his delegation favoured the purposes of the 
USSR draft resolution and believed that the 
withdrawal of troops was a factor in the estab
lishment of peace in Palestine, he could not 
support it because the terms of the draft resolution 
ignored the wider aspects of the situation in 
Palestine. Mr. Parodi thought that the Com
mittee must take account of the procedure 
which the Security Council had initiated in 
respect of the truce and armistice negotiations 
and which already included the progressive 
withdrawal of the Arab armies. It must also 
take account of the fact that, so far as the Arab 
area was concerned, the Governments whose 
troops had entered Palestine could legitimately 
claim that they were acting in response to a 
request by the inhabitants. While the USSR 
proposal met one of the objectives regarding 
the progressive withdrawal of troops, it went 
too far. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypt) denied the suggestion 
advanced by the USSR representative that he 
had raised the question of the nationality of the 
Jewish troops in order to confuse the debate. 
The nationality of the Jewish troops, many 
of whom were foreigners to the country, was 
very pertinent to the issue. 

With regard to the French representative's 
remarks in respect of the truce system and the 
procedure adopted in respect of the previous 
cease-fire, Fawzi Bey pointed out that those 
measures had been based upon the concept of 
maintaining equilibrium between the two forces. 
As he understood the logic of the USSR proposal, 
it was that the troops of the Arab States should 
be withdrawn on the grounds that they were 
foreign, while the Jewish troops, who were 
almost entirely immigrants from Central and 
Eastern Europe, were to remain because they 
were not foreign at all, even though they had 
entered Palestine against the will of the great 
majority of its inhabitants. He hoped that the 
United Nations would not adopt such strange 
logic. 

Mr. GALAGAN (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) considered that the presence of foreign 
troops on Palestinian territory constituted a 
hindrance to the peaceful solution of the situation. 
It also impeded the development of the State of 
Israel and postponed to an indefinite future 
the establishment of the Arab State provided 
for in the November resolution. 

He did not believe that the opponents of the 
USSR draft resolution had adduced any serious 
arguments against its adoption. He did not 
agree with the French representative that the 
proposal was too simple and failed to take 
account of the complications of the situation. 
For his part, he found the draft resolution simple 
and clear-cut and, therefore, well calculated to 
assist in promoting a peaceful settlement. The 
delegation of the Ukrainian SSR would support 

car ces troupes pourraient occuper Jerusalem 
a tout moment. M. Tsarapkine affirme a nouveau 
que le retrait des troupes etrangeres est la condi
tion essentielle de tout reglement pacifique en 
Palestine. 

M. PARODI (France) approuve Ies buts du 
projet de resolution de l'URSS et estime, lui 
aussi, que le retablissement de Ia paix en Pales
tine ne va pas sans le retrait des troupes. Mais 
il ne pourra voter en faveur de cette resolution 
parce qu'elle neglige les aspects plus vastes de 
la situation en Palestine. M. Parodi pense que 
la Commission doit tenir compte de la procedure 
dans laquelle le Conseil de securite s'est engage 
avec Ia treve et les negociations d'armistice et 
qui comportait deja le retrait progressif des 
armees arabes. La Commission doit aussi tenir 
compte du fait que, pour autant qu'il s'agit de 
la region arabe, les Gouvernements rlont les 
troupes sont entrees en Palestine peuvent legiti
mement pretendre agir a Ia requete des habitants. 
Tout en repondant a l'un des objectifs qu'on se 
propose d'atteindre en ce qui concerne le retrait 
progressif des troupes, Ia proposition de l'URSS 
va trop loin. 

FAwzi Bey (Egypte) nie avoir, comme le 
pretend le representant de l'URSS, souleve Ia 
question de Ia nationalite des troupes juives pour 
jeter Ia confusion dans le debat. Poser Ia question 
de Ia nationalite des troupes juives, lesquelles 
comprennent beaucoup d'etrangers au pays, 
n'est pas du tout hors de propos. 

En ce qui concerne les observations du repre
sentant de Ia France au sujet de Ia treve et rle 
Ia procedure adoptee a Ia suite de l'ordre de 
cesser le feu donne precedemment, Fawzi Bey 
souligne que ces mesures reposaient sur le prin
cipe de l'equilibre entre les deux forces. La 
proposition de l'URSS revient logiquement a 
ceci : les troupes des Etats arabes seraient 
retirees parce qu'elles sont etrangeres, tandis 
que les troupes juives, qui sont presque entie
rement composees d'immigrants venus de !'Eu
rope centrale et orientale, demeureraient dans 
le pays parce qu'elles ne sont aucunement etran
geres, bien qu'elles soient entrees en Palestine 
contre le gre de Ia grande majorite des habitants. 
Fawzi Bey espere que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies ne suivra pas cet etrange raisonnement. 

M. GALAGAN (Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine) estime que la presence de troupes 
etrangeres en t erritoire palestinien constitue. un 
obstacle au reglement pacifique de Ia questwn. 
Elle empeche egalement Ie developpement de 
I'Etat d'Israel et retarde indefiniment I'etablis
sement de l'Etat arabe prevu dans Ia resolution 
de novembre. 

Les arguments avances par les ad~ersair~s du 
projet de resolution de l'URSS ne l:u paratssent 
pas serieux. M. Galagan n'est pas d accord a~e~ 
le representant de la France quand c~lut-ct 
pretend que Ia proposition est par trop simple, 
et qu'elle ne tient pas compte des aspect~ complexes 
de Ia situation. En ce qm le concerne, II trouve le 
projet de resolution simp!e et precis , et, par 
consequent, propre a contnbuer a un r~glem~nt 
pacifique. La del~gation rle Ia RSS d Ukrame 
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the draft resolution because it believed that 
the withdrawal of foreign troops was a basic 
condition for a peaceful settlement of the existing 
situation in Palestine. 

Mr. SANDLER (Sweden) said that he could 
not support the USSR draft resolution although 
he sympathized with its aim, because as yet, 
there had been no decision concerning the 
territory to which it would apply. He explained 
that if the General Assembly adopted the United 
Kingdom draft resolution in the form in which 
it had been approved by the First Committee, 
there would be further negotiations between 
the parties to determine the boundaries of the 
Jewish and Arab States. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) was surprised that the 
USSR draft resolution had encountered opposition 
because he considered it to be perfectly clear 
and straightforward. Unless the foreign troops 
at present occupying a large part of Palestine 
were withdrawn, it would not be possible to 
implement that part of the November resolution 
which provided for the creation of an Arab 
State. How could the inhabitants of the Arab 
area express their views freely as to the 
future political organization which they desired 
so long as they were subject to foreign military 
occupation ? At present, there were two rival 
claimants to sovereignty In the Arab area. 
On the one hand, the Arab Higher Committee 
in Gaza had pronounced itself to be the Govern
ment of Palestine, and on the other, the King 
of Transjordan had recently been proclaimed 
King of Palestine by certain people in the area 
occupied by his troops. In order for any initial 
step to be taken towards establishing an Arab 
Government representing the freely-expressed 
desires of the population, it was essential that all 
troops of foreign Governments should be with
drawn. 

The adoption of the USSR draft resolution 
was a prior condition both for the establishment 
of peace in Palestine and for the organization 
of the political life of the Arab population. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) could not understand the Swedish 
representative's doubts as to what constituted 
the territory of Palestine referred to in the 
draft resolution. The borders of Palestine were 
very clearly defined and contained the areas 
which the November resolution alloted to the 
Jewish State and the Arab State. 

On the question of the definition of foreign 
troops, he believed the terms of the draft reso
lution were perfectly clear. The term referred 
to the armed forces of the neighbouring Arab 
States which had invaded Palestine. No one 
would dispute the lawful right of the Government 
of Israel to maintain its army in Palestine to 
defend its country. 

He reiterated that the withdrawal of foreign 
troops was the first condition for any peaceful 
solution of the Palestine situation. If they 
were allowed to remain in Palestine, hostilities 
might break out at any time. The issue before 
the Committee was perfectly clear. Either it 
adopted the USSR proposal and made a peaceful 

votera le projet de resolution, parce qu'elle 
estime que Ie retrait de troupes etrangeres est 
Ia condition fondamentale d'un reglement paci
fique de Ia question. 

M. SANDLER (Suede), a qui Ie but du pro jet de 
resolution de l'URSS semble louable, ne pourra 
pas l'appuyer cependant, parce que, pour l'instant, 
Ia question rlu territoire auquel cette resolution 
s'appliquera n'est pas encore tranchee. De nou
velles negociations relatives aux frontieres, seraient 
necessaires entre l'Etat juif et l'Etat arabe si 
l'Assemblee generale adoptait le projet de reso
lution du Royaume-Uni dans Ia forme oil il a ete 
approuve par Ia Premiere Commission. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) est surpris de l'opposition 
que rencontre le projet de resolution de I'URSS, 
car, a son avis, il est parfaitement clair et simple. 
Tant que Ies troupes etrangeres, qui occupent en 
ce moment une grande partie de Ia Palestine, 
ne seront pas retirees, il ne sera pas possible 
d'executer Ia partie de Ia resolution de novembre 
qui prevoit Ia creation d'un Etat 3rabe. S'imagine
t-on que les habitants de Ia region arabe pourront 
exprimer librement leur opinion au sujet de 
!'organisation politique future qu'ils souhaitent, 
aussi longtemps qu'ils seront assujettis a une 
occupation militaire etrangere ? Actuellement 
deux rivaux se disputent Ia souverainete de la 
region arabe. D'une part, le Haut-Comite arabe 
a Gaza, qui s'est declare Gouvernement de Ia 
Palestine et, d'autre part, le Roi de Transjordanie, 
qui a ete recemment proclame Roi de Palestine 
par certains habitants de Ia zone occupee par ses 
troupes. II importe que toutes les troupes etran
gercs soient retirees, avant de prendre rles mesures 
preliminaires t endant a l'etablissement d'un 
Gouvernement arabe representant Ies vceux 
Iibrement exprimes de Ia population. 

L'adoption du projet de resolution sovietique 
constitue nne condition prealable, tant de l'eta
blissement de Ia paix en Palestine, que de }'orga
nisation de Ia vie politique de Ia population arabe 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) comprend mal Ies hesitations 
du representant de Ia Suede au sujet des limites 
territoriales de Ia Palestine, dont il est question 
dans le projet de resolution. Les frontieres de 
Ia Palestine sont nettement determinees et 
comprenncnt Ies regions que Ia resolution de 
novcmbre a attribuees a l'Etat juif et a l'Etat 
arabe. 

II croit que les termes du projet de resolution 
sont parfaitement clairs. Ils se rapportent aux 
forces armees des Etats arabes avoisinants qui 
ont envahi Ia Palestine. Personne ne contestera 
au Gouvernement d'Israel Ie droit legitime 
d'entretenir une armec en Palestine, pour defendre 
le pays. 

Le retrait des troupes etrangeres est Ia premiere 
condition de toute solution pacifique. Si on les 
tolcre en Palestine, Ies hostilites pourront 
reprendre a tout instant. La Commission est 
placee devant une alternative parfaitement claire: 
ou bien elle adoptera Ia proposition rle I'URSS 
et rendra ainsi possible une solution pacifique, 
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solution possible, or it allowed the situation to 
continue and thus prolonged the very condition 
which was hindering the peaceful solution. 

l\lr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) was surprised that 
the Committee was again discussing the ricrht 
of the Arab armies to be in Palestine. It was

0

an 
accepted principle that the United Nations 
was not justified in ordering or even discussing 
the withdrawal of foreign troops from any 
country if they were present at the express desire 
of the inhabitants. That principle had applied 
in the case of Iran, Syria and Lebanon, when 
the foreign troops had been withdrawn on request 
of the Governments of the States which they 
occupied. The Security Council had also applied 
that principle when it rejected the request of 
the Ukrainian SSR that foreign troops be with
drawn from Greece, on the grounds that they 
were present with the consent of the Greek 
people. In the case of Palestine, the Arab 
Higher Committee, which the Assembly recog
nized as representing the Arabs of Palestine, 
had declared that the troops of the neighbouring 
Arab States had entered the country upon the 
request of the population, and the latter stiH 
insisted that they remain. The Syrian dele
gation had already stated that it refused to 
recognize that the November resolution gave 
the Jewish community sovereignty over any part 
of Palestine. The Jews might well be asked 
what were the frontiers of the State which 
they claimed and whether there were foreign 
troops within those frontiers. Mr. El-Khouri 
saw no reason to discuss the USSR draft reso
lution further and asked that it be put to a vote 
immediately. 

Mr. EnAN (Provisional Government of Israel) 
did not consider that the definition of foreign 
troops presented any insuperable difficulty for 
the Committee. He agreed with the Polish 
representative that the issue was not the nation
ality of the individual troops concerned, but 
the right of the Arab Governments to conduct 
military operations on the territory of Palestine. 
However, since the representative of Egypt had 
raised the question of the nationality of the 
troops under Israeli Command, he explained 
that the overwhelming majority of the Israeli 
forces was born and bred in Palestine. The 
character of the Israeli army was shown by the 
fact that all the military commanders in the 
field were natives of the country. There was 
a small minority, consisting of immigrants 
who had come to Palestine with the purpose 
of assuming Israeli nationality. There was also 
an insicrnificant handful amounting to perhaps 
1 per ~ent of the Israeli army, consisting of 
volunteers from the United States, the British 
Dominions and \Vestern Europe, who had offered 
their services in defence of what they regarded 
as a liberal cause menaced by aggression. In 
addition there were some brigades composed 
of Druzds Circassians and Arab elements in the 
Israeli ar~y which had taken part in the defence 
of the northern territory of Israel.. T~e lat~er, 
however, were natives of the regwn m which 
they served. Consequently, there was no con-

ou bien elle laissera la situation actuelle subsister 
et maintiendra ainsi des conditions qui empechent 
une solution pacifique. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) est surpris de voir la 
Commission discuter de nouveau le droit des 
armees arabes de se trouver en Palestine. Suivant 
un principe admis, }'Organisation des Nations 
Unies ne saurait ordonner ni meme discuter le 
rctrait de troupes etrangeres d'un pays, lorsqu'elles 
y sont a la demande expresse des habitants. Ce 
principe a ete applique dans le cas de l'lran, de 
la Syrie et du Liban, d'ou les troupes etrangeres 
ont ete retirees a la demande des Gouvernements 
des Etats qu'elles occupaient. Le Conseil de 
securite a egalement applique ce principe lorsqu 'il 
a rejete la demande de la RSS d'Ukraine, tendant 
au retrait des troupes etrangeres de Grece, pour 
le motif qu'elles y etaient avec le consentcment 
du peuple grec. En ce qui concerne la Palestine, 
le Haut-Comite arabe, a qui l'Assemblee a reconnu 
la qualite de representant des Arabes en Palestine, 
a declare que les troupes des Etats arabes avoi
sinants ont penetre dans le pnys a la demandc 
de Ia population, et celle-ci desire encore qu'ellcs 
y restent. La delegation syrienne a deja dedare 
qu'elle refusait d'admettre que la resolution de 
novembre ait en pour eff·:t d'attriLuer a Ia com
mun:mte juivc la souveraincte d'une partie 
quclconque de la Palestine. On pourrait demander 
aux .Juifs queUes sont lcs frontieres de l'Etat 
qu'ils revendiquent et s'il y a des troupes etran
geres a l'interieur de ces frontieres. M. El-Khouri 
ne voit pas de raison de discutcr davantage le 
projet de resolution de l'URSS et demande un 
vote immediat. 

M. EBAN (Gouvernement provisoire d'Israel) 
estime que Ia Commission ne se heurtera pas a 
des difficultes insurmontables pour donner une 
definition des troupes etrangeres. Avec le repre
sentant de la Pologne, il estime que 1a question 
ne porte pas sur la nationalite des divers elements 
engages, mais sur le droit des Gouvernements 
arabes de se Iivrer a des operations militaires sur 
le territoire de la Palestine. Cependant, puisque 
Je representant de l'Egypte a souleve 1a question 
de Ia nationalite des troupes sous commandement 
israelien, il expose que l'immense majorite des 
combattants israeliens est nee et a etc elevee en 
Palestine. Le caractere national de l'armee israe
lienne est prouve par le fait que tous Jes com
mandants militaires en campagne sont originaires 
du pays. II y a egalement une petite mino~i~e 
d'immigrants, venus en Palestine avec le des~r 
d'acquerir la nationalite israelienne. Enfin, Il 
y a une poignee de volontaires, environ 1 po~r 
100 de l'armee israelienne, venus des Etats-Ums, 
des dominions britanniques et de !'Europe occi
dentale, qui ont offert leurs services pour def~ndr~ 
une cause qui leur apparait etre celle de Ia !Jber!e 
menacee par l'agression. En outre, I ar~ee 
israelienne comporte quelques brigades composees 
de Druses de Circassiens et d'eh~ments arabes, 
qui ont pa~ticipe a la defense de la regio~ septen
trionale d'Israel. Ces derniers, il y a lieu de le 
noter sont oricrinaires de la region oil ils servent. 

' o · • mment Par consequent, on ne v01t guere co 
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ceivable definition of the term " foreign troops " 
which could have substantial application to 
the army of Israel. 

As for the French representative's comment 
in respect of the armistice resolution adopted by 
the Security Council on 16 November (S/1080), 
Mr. Eban said that it was clearly the most 
important step which the Council had taken 
towards the restoration of peace since it had 
adopted the truce resolution of 15 July (S/902). 
If there was any real prospect that the resolution 
would be accepted by the parties and implemented, 
the Committee would be justified in hoping that 
it would lead to a progressive withdrawal of 
foreign armed forces. Unfortunately, there was 
no justification for such a hope. The Israeli 
Government, alone among the parties, had 
indicated its willingness to enter into the 
agreements envisaged in the Council's resolution. 
The Arab Governments had responded with an 
uncompromising negative. Mr. Eban believed 
that this was the fourth resolution of the Security 
Council which the Arab Members of the United 
Nations had flatly refused to implement. Their 
refusal to enter into armistice agreements was, 
he believed, the most important and certainly 
the most disquieting feature of the present 
situation. The delegation of Israel held the view 
that the General Assembly should bring to bear 
all its authority to make effective the measures 
which the Security Council had ordered without 
avail. 

Mr. JAco:\m-l\Ioscoso (Ecuador) asked for 
clarification as to who would assume responsi
bility for safeguarding the internal order and the 
defence of the Arab area in the interval between 
the withdrawal of foreign troops and the 
establishment of an independent Arab Government 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt) could not accept the 
statement of the Jewish representative regarding 
the composition of the Jewish forces. He still 
believed that the greater part of the Israeli 
Army was composed of foreigners and that a 
high percentage came from countries of Eastern 
Europe. If the Committee desired the true facts 
of the situation it could either consult the Acting 
Mediator, and the truce observers, or it could 
turn to the records of the Mandatory Power, 
CSP£cially in connexion with the Jews who had 
entered Palestine from Cyprus. According to 
the Mandatory Power, some 14,000 Jews had 
entered Palestine from Cyprus, of whom it was 
recognized that 11,000 were fighting personnel. 
Surely, the latter came under the definition of 
foreign military personnel in the USSR draft 
resolution. 

The Jewish representative had stated that 
the t roops of the Arab States constituted a danger 
to the peace in Palestine. But, it was their 
intervention, and not any action by the United 
Nations which had made it possible to safeguard 
at least a part of Palestine. Was it possible for 
the United Nations to adopt a resolution 
calling for their withdrawal and leaving the 
inhabitants of the area which they occupied 
a prey to terrorism by Jewish troops, most of 
whom came from Eastern Europe ? To do so 
would be almost as if the Assembly were to 

!'expression ((troupes etrangeres )) pourrait s'appli
quer aux formations de l'armee d'Israel. 

En ce qui coneerne les observations du repre
sentant de la France au sujet de la resolution sur 
!'armistice adoptee le 16 novembre par le Conseil 
de securite (S/1080), M. Eban declare que, de 
toute evidence, c'est la mesure Ia plus importante 
que le Conseil ait pris en vue du retablissement 
de Ia paix, depuis qu'il a adopte Ia resolution sur 
la treve en date du 15 juillet (S/902). S'il y avait 
reellement une chance que les parties aceeptent 
et appliquent cette resolution, la Commission 
aurait des raisons d'esperer Ie retrait progressif 
des forces arinees etrangeres en Palestine. Malheu
reusement, un tel espoir n'est pas perm.is. Le 
Gouvernement d'Israel seul a annonce qu'il 
voulait bien conelure les accords envisages dans 
la resolution du Conseil de securite. Les Gouver
nements arabes ont oppose un refus constant. 
M. Eban pense que cette resolution est la quatrieme 
resolution du Conseil de securitc que Ies Membres 
arabes de !'Organisation des Nations Unies out 
purement et simplement refuse d'appliquer. 
Leur refus de conelure des accords d'armistice 
constitue le trait le plus significatif et le plus 
inquietant de Ia situation actuelle. La delegation 
d'Israei estime que l'Assemblee generale devrait 
peser de toute son autoritc sur Ies parties pour 
rendre effectives les mesures que le Conseil de 
securite a ordonnees en pure perte. 

l\I. JACOME-Moscoso (Equateur) desire savoir 
qui assumera Ia responsabilite de maintenir 
l'ordre interieur et de defendre la zone arabe dans 
l'intervalle entre le retrait des troupes etrangeres 
et l'etablissement d'un Gouvernement arabe 
in dependant. 

Fawzi Bey (Egypte) ne pent accepter !'affir
mation du representant d'Israel en ce qui concerne 
Ia composition des forces juives. II continue a 
estimer que la plus grande partie de I'armee 
israelienne est composee d'etrangers et qu'un 
pourcentage important des effectifs vient des 
pays de !'Europe orientale. Si la Commission 
desire connai:tre Ia verite sur la situation, elle 
peut consulter le Mediateur par interim et les 
observateurs de Ia treve, ou se documenter aupres 
de Ia Puissance mandataire, particulierement en 
ce qui concerne les Juifs qui sont entres en 
Palestine en passant par Chypre. Selon Ia Puis
sance mandataire, le nombre de ces derniers 
atteint 14.000 environ, dont 11.000 combattants. 
Ces derniers devront surement etre consideres 
comme un personnel militaire etranger, aux 
termes du projet de resolution de l'URSS. 

Le representant israelien pretend que la presence 
des troupes des Etats arabes constitue un danger 
pour la paix en Palestine. Mais e'est gnice a 
leur intervention et non grace aux mesures prises 
par !'Organisation des Nations Unies que les 
troupes arabes ont pu garder au moins une JJartie 
de Ia Palestine. Est-il possible que !'Organisation 
adopte une resolution qui demande leur retrait 
et laisse Ies habitants de Ia region qu'elles occupent 
en proie aux actes terroristes des troupes juives, 
dont la plus grande partie vient d'Europe orien
tale? Une telle action de l'Assemblee equivaudrait 
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express its regret that the inhabitants of a part 
of Palestine had not been deprived of their 
homes. Fawzi Bey said that the large part of 
the world press was enquiring how many Security 
Council resolutions would be required to enable the 
Jews to occupy all Palestine. It was significant 
that after each resolution which the Security 
Council adopted, calling for a cessation of hosti
lities, the Jews, in spite of embargoes and in 
violation of the United Nations decisions, had 
been able to extend the area which they occupied. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the USSR draft 
resolution (A JC.l j401 ). 

A vole was taken by roll-call as follows. 
The Ukrainian SSR, having been drawn by 

lot by the Chairman, was called upon to vole first. 
In favour: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czecho
slovakia, Guatemala, Poland. 

Against: Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom, United States, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Canada, China, 
Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, 
Greece, Honduras, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, 
Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Siam, 
Sweden, Syria, Turkey. 

Abstaining: Venezuela, Australia, Costa Rica, 
India, Iran, Mexico, New Zealand, Philippines. 

The draft resolution was rejected by 33 voles 
to 7, with 8 abstentions. 

CoNSIDERATION oF THE SYRIAN 
DRAFT RESOLUTION (AjC.lj402) 

Mr. EL-KnouRI (Syria) said he would not 
speak at length as he had already explained 
his draft resolution. He wished to point out, 
however, that the resolution adopted that 
morning by the First Committee (A/C.l/394/ 
Rev.2) might fail to secure the necessary majority 
in the Assembly. He wished therefore to put 
forward his draft as an alternative inasmuch as 
it was not in contradiction to the other resolution. 
The Syrian draft indicated the possibility of the 
conciliation commission finding means of bringing 
about an agreement between the parties other 
than by continuing to follow the course laid 
down. The measure proposed would safeguard 
the interests of all parties and afford them an 
opportunity of developing their country co
operatively. This resolution would further the 
objectives of the United Nations and of the 
Assembly. It would bring peace to Palestine 
and assure protection and freedom of access to the 
Holy Places. 

The vole was taken by roll-call as follows. 
El Salvador, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: Ethiopia, Greece, India, Iran, Iraq, 

Lebanon, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkey, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Burma, Egypt. 

presque a exprimer son regret de voir que les 
habitants d'une partie de Palestine n'ont pas ete 
chasses de chez eux. La majeure partie de la 
presse mondiale demande combien il faudra 
de resolutions du Conseil de securite pour per
mettre aux Juifs d'occuper toute la Palestine ? 
On a remarque qu'apres chaque resolution adoptee 
par le Conseil de securite et ayant pour objet la 
cessation des hostilites, les J uifs ont pu, en depit 
des embargos et en violation des decisions de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, etendre Ia 
zone qu'ils occupent. 

Le PnE:smENT met aux voix le projet de reso
lution de l'URSS (AJC.l/401). 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par la RSS d'Ukraine, doni 

le nom a ete lire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Republique socialiste sovietique 

d'Ukraine, Union des Rcpubliques socialistes 
sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique socialiste 
sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, Gua
temala, Pologne. -

Volent contre: Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, Canada, Chine, 
Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, Republique Domi
nicaine, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, 
France, Grece, Honduras, Irak, Liban, Liberia, 
Pays-Bas, Norvege, Pakistan, Perou, Siam, Suede, 
Syrie, Turquie. 

S'absliennenl: Venezuela, Australie, Costa
Rica, Inde, Iran, Mexique, Nouvelle-Zelande, 
Philippines. 

Par 33 voix contre 7, avec 8 abstentions, le projet 
de resolution est rejete. 

EXAMEN DU PROJET DE RESOLUTION 
DE LA SYRIE (AjC.l /402) 

M. EL-Knouni (Syrie) precise qu'il ne parlera 
pas longtemps, car il a deja explique son projet 
de resolution. II tient a souligner cependant que 
Ia resolution approuvee au cours de Ia matinee 
par la Premiere Commission (AJC.lj394fR.ev:2~ 
ne reunira peut-etre pas a I' Assemblee Ia maJonte 
necessaire. l\L EI-Khouri tient done a preS€nter 
son projet comme une resolution de re?Ipla
cement, dans Ia mesure oil elle ne contred1t pas 
!'autre resolution. Le projet syrien precise que 
la commission de conciliation peut chercher 
d'autres moyens que ceux qui consistent a 
suivre Ia voie envisagee precedemment pour 
obtenir un accord entre les parties. La mesurc 
proposee sauvegarderait les interets ~e toutes l~s 
parties interessees et leur donneraJt Ia possJ
bilite de cooperer au developpement du ya~s. 
Cette resolution serait conforme aux obJeCtifs 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies et de l'~s
semblee. Elle apporterait la paix ~ la ~al;:>ti~e 
et assurerait la protection et la hberte d acces 
des Lieux saints. 

Il est procede au vole par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par le Salvador, doni le nom 

a ete tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Ethiopie, Grece, Inde,. Iran, Ira_k, 

Liban, Pakistan, Arabie saoudite, Syne, Turqme, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Birmanie, Egypte. 
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Against: France, Guatemala, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Poland, Sweden, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of South Africa, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Kingdom, United States of America, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador. 

Abstaining: El Salvador, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Peru, Philippines, Siam, China, Cuba. 

The draft resolution was rejected by 26 votes 
to 14, with 8 abstentions. 

CoNSIDERATION oF THE SYRIAN DRAFT 
RESOLUTION (A/C.l/405) 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) stated that one 
reason why his delegation did not vote for the 
Syrian draft resolution contained in document 
AJC.lj402 was that it was in contradiction with 
the proposal now before the Committee. By 
stating in the third paragraph that the General 
Assembly was not empowered by the Charter 
to make compulsory recommendations for splitting 
countries, it was in contradiction with the idea 
of consulting the International Court of Justice. 
The El Salvador delegation supported the present 
draft resolution. The International Court was 
a consultative body of great importance to the 
United Nations. When there was a question 
whether an Assembly resolution was contrary to 
the Charter, it was logical to refer to the Inter
national Court for an advisory opinion to clarify 
the doubtful points. The General Assembly had 
already agreed to urge organs of the United 
Nations to make more frequent use of their 
right to refer to the Court questions which 
concerned the substance of the Charter or public 
international law. In the present case, El 
Salvador had doubts as to the legality of the 
resolution of 29 November 1947 and accordingly 
supported the Syrian proposal. 

There was a point in the Syrian draft with 
which the El Salvador delegation did not agree. 
The first paragraph referred to the partition 
of Palestine " for the creation of a Jewish 
sovereign State against the wishes of the majority 
of the Palestine population ". This had not 
been the purpose of the resolution of 29 November 
1947. It had been intended to ensure peace 
in Palestine and settle its political future. The 
delegation of El Salvador therefore proposed 
that the phrase which had been quoted be deleted 
and be replaced by the phrase " without first 
obtaining the consent of the majority of the 
Palestine population ". If this amendment was 
accepted, his delegation would support the 
proposal. 

The representative of Syria had said that if 
the present resolution were accepted, all other 
decisions on Palestine should be suspended. The 
delegation of El Salvador reserved its opinion 
on this point because it felt that the International 
Court should be consulted in any event. No 
other delegation should have any scruples about 

Volent contre: France, Guatemala, Pays-Bas. 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Norvege, Pologne, Suede, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Ame
rique, Venezuela, Yougoslavie, Australie, Belgique, 
Bolivie, Bresil, Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie, Canada, Colombie, Costa-Rica, 
Tchecoslovaquie, Danemark, Republique Domi
nicaine, Equateur. 

S' abstiennent: Salvador, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Peron, Philippines, Siam, Chine, Cuba. 

Par 26 voix contre 14, avec 8 abstentions, le 
projet de resolution est rejete. 

ExAMEN DU PROJET DE RESOLUTION 
DE LA SYRIE (AjC.l /405) 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare que si sa dele
gation n'a pas vote pour le projet de resolution 
de la Syrie, contenue dans le document A/C.l/402, 
c'est que celui-ci est en contradiction avec Ia 
proposition dont est saisie actuellement la Com
mission. En declarant au troisieme paragraphe 
que l'Assemblee generale n'est pas habilitee par 
la Charte a formuler des recommandations obli
gatoires aux fins de diviser des pays, elle est en 
contradiction avec la solution qui consiste a 
consulter la Cour internationale de Justice. La 
delegation du Salvador appuie le projet de reso
lution tel qu'il est redige actuellement. La Cour 
internationale de Justice est un organc consul
tatif d'une grande importance pour !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies. Lorsqu'il s'agit de 
sa voir si un pro jet de resolution de 1' Assemblee 
est contraire a Ia Charte, il est logique de chercher 
avis consultatif aupres de Ia Cour internationale 
afin d'elucider les points douteux. L'Asscmblee 
generale a d'ores et deja demande aux organes 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies d'adresser 
plus sou vent a Ia Cour internationale des questions 
relatives a !'interpretation de la Charte ou au 
droit public international. En !'occurrence, le 
Salvador emct quelques doutcs sur Ia legalite 
du projet de resolution du 29 novembre 1947 et, 
en consequence, appuie Ia proposition. 

II est un point du projet de la Syrie que Ia 
deleg: tion du Salvador n'approuve pas. Le 
premier paragraphe fait allusion au partage de la 
Palestine qui aurait tendu a « creer un Etat juif 
souverain a l'encontre des desirs de la majorite 
de Ia population de Palestine n. En adoptant 
la resolution du 29 novembre 1947, l'Assemblee 
generalc n'a pas eu un tel dessein. Elle a vise a 
assurer Ia paix en Palestine et a reglcr son avenir 
politique. Aussi le representant du Salvador 
propose-t-il de supprimer la phrase qu'il a citee 
et de Ia remplacer par les mots « sans obtenir au 
prealable le consentement de Ia majoritc de Ia 
population de Palestine ll. Si cet amendement 
est accepte, sa delegation pourra appnyer Ia 
proposition. 

Le representant de Ia Syrie a declare que si 
le projet de resolution, dans sa redaction actuelle, 
est accepte, toutes les autres decisions relatives 
a Ia Palestine devront ctre laissees en suspens. 
La dc!Cgation du Salvador reserve son attitude 
sur ce point, cstimant qu'il conviendrait, en tout 
etat de cause, de consulter la Cour internationalc 
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supporting the proposal to consult the Court 
since such n procedure would either strengthen 
the legal basis of the resolution of 29 November 
19-17 or ensure that the Assembly acted in future 
in accordance with the Charter. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypt) said that the interests at 
stake in Palestine were of such importance that 
it would be proper to make clear the bases of the 
yarious rights and claims. The legal aspect of 
the question had been brought to the attention 
of the Assembly and of the Security Council 
previously and the idea of referral to the Court 
had nearly secured the necessary majority. In 
the Security Council there had been 6 votes in 
favour. At the second session of the Assembly, 
the proposal had been defeated by 21 votes 
against 20. This year a vote on the question 
had resulted in a tie. This indicated that a large 
number of delegations considered the legal aspect 
of the Palestine question to be so doubtful that 
it should be clarified by the Court. The Charter 
of the United Nations favoured such a procedure, 
as did a resolution approved by the General 
Assembly. Moreover, the eiTorts at mediation 
and conciliation were more likely to be ac·cepted 
if the parties knew the limits of their rights. 
The Egyptian delegation strongly supported the 
Syrian draft resolution. 

l\'Ir. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said he accepted the 
amendment proposed by the representative of 
El Salvador. With regard to the latter's other 
remarks, l\Ir. El-Khouri felt that his earlier 
statements had been misunderstood. He had 
not said that all activities of the Security Council 
and the Assembly should be suspended pending 
the receipt of an advisory opinion. He had 
claimed priority for the present draft resolution 
in the consideration and voting of the Committee. 

A vote was taken by roll-call on the Syrian draft 
resolution (AJC.l/405) as amended verbally by the 
representative of El Salvador, as follows. 

Siam, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 
was called upon to vote first. 

In favour : Siam, Syria, Turkey, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
China, Cuba, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
Greece, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Pakistan, Peru, 
Saudi Arabia. 

Against: Sweden, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of South Africa, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of 
America, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Australia, Byelo
russian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, 
France, Guatemala, Iceland, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Poland. 

Abstaining : United Kingdom, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, India. 

de Justice. Aucune delegation ne devrait hesiter 
a appuyer Ja proposition tendant a consulter Ia 
Cour, car nne telle procedure aura pour eiTet 
soit de renforcer le fondement legal de Ia reso
lution du 29 novemhre 1947, soit de garantir 
que les decisions que l'Assemblee generale sera 
amenee a prendre a l'avenir scront conformes 
a la Charte. 

FAwzr Bey (Egypte) declare que les interets 
en jeu en Palestine sont d'une telle importance 
qu'il conviendrait de preciser les fondements 
des divers droits et pretentious. La Commission 
a deja attire !'attention de l'Assemblee et du 
Conseil de secnrite sur l'aspect juridique de la 
question et la solution qui consiste a demander 
a la Cour un avis consultatif a failli obtenir la 
majorite necessaire. Au sein du Conseil de secu
ritc cette proposition a obtenu 6 voix, et, lors 
de la deuxieme session de l'Assemblee, ce n'est 
que par 21 voix contre 20 que la proposition a 
etc repoussee. Cette annee, le vote qui a porte 
sur cette question a donne lien a un partage des 
voix. Cela montre bien qu'un certain nombre 
de pays considerent que l'aspect juridique de 
la question de la Palestine souleve de tels doutes 
qu'il convient de demander a la Cour de les 
dissiper. La Charte des Nations Unies, ainsi qu'une 
resolution adoptee par l'Assemblee generale, 
encouragent !'adoption d'nne telle procedure. 
En outre, il est vraisemhlable que les parties 
accepteront plus volontiers les eiTorts accomplis 
en vue de la mediation et de la conciliation si 
elles connaissent exactement l'etendue de leurs 
droits. La delegation de l'Egypte appuic sans 
reserve le projet clc resolution de la Syrie. 

l\1. EL-Knounr (Syric) declare accepter !'amen
dement propose par le representant du Salvador. 
Quant aux autres observations cle ce dernier, 
l\1. El-Khouri cstime que les declarations qu'il 
a faites prccedemment ont ete mal interprctees. 
II n'a pas dit que le Conseil de securitc et l'Assem
blee generale devaient suspendre toute activitc 
en attendant que la Cour de Justice ait donne 
un avis consultatif. II avait seulement demande 
a la Commission d'accordcr la priorite a l'examen 
ct au vote du projct de resolution de la Syrie. 

Il esl procede azl vole par appel nominal sur le 
projet de resolution de la Syrie amende par le 
representant du Salvador (AjC.l /405). 

L'appel commence par le Siam, doni le nom a 
etc tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Siam, Syrie, Turquie, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, 
Chine, Cuba, Egyple, Salvador, Ethiopie, Grec~, 
Iran, Irak, Lilmn, Pnkistan, Perou, Arabte 
saoudite. 

Volent contre: Suede, Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union Sud-Africaine, Union 
des Rcpubliques socialistes sovietiques,_ Etats
Unis d'Amerique, Venezuela, Yougoslavw, ~.us
tralie, Republique socialiste sovietique de Bt~lo
russie, Canada, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Tchevo
sJovaquie, Danemark, France, Guatemala, Islande, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Norvege, , Polo~ne. 

S'abstiennent: Royaume-Uni, Repubhque 
Dominicaine, Eqnateur, Inde. 
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The draft resolution was rejected by 21 votes 
to 21, with 4 abstentions. 

The . CHAIRMAN expressed his appreciation to 
the members of the Committee for their co
operation in disposing of the Palestine problem. 
B~fore the discussion concluded he wished to pay 
tnbute to Count Folke-Bernadotte and Colonel 
Serot who had given their lives in the service of 
humanity. The Chairman was sure that all 
would join with him in this tribute and in the 
hope that their decision would bring peace to 
Palestine. 

When the Committee reconvened on Monday, 
it would deal with the problem of Korea. 

Mr. BEELEY (United Kingdom) said that his 
delegation reserved its position regarding the 
next item to be dealt with. It might wish to 
propose that the question of the Italian colonies 
be taken up before that of Korea. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that the agenda had 
been adopted and a formal motion would be 
required to make any change in it. 

:Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) stated that he reserved 
the right to re-submit his resolution concerning 
consultation of the International Court to the 
General Assembly and have it voted upon again. 

The meeting rose at 5.55 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY-NINTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on 2\1onday, 6 December 1948, at10.30 a.m. 

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

98. Consideration of the order of the 
agenda 

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) suggested that 
the Committee might consider the problem of 
the independence of Korea and the question of 
the disposal of the former Italian colonies 
concurrently by discussing them at alternate 
meetings. _ He said that he made the suggestion 
only in order that the Committee could use the 
time which remained to the best advantage and 
pointed out that if only one question were 
considered, the Committee might be faced with 
the same situation which had occurred during 
the discussion of the Palestinian question when 
it had wasted time because there were no speakers. 
If the procedure he suggested were adopted, it 
should be possible to complete a consideration 
of both questions before the adjournment of the 
General Assembly. He added, however, that he 
did not wish to make his proposal formal, and 
would not press it if there were any opposition 
to it. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) 
expressed regret that his delegation could not 
accept the suggestion of the United Kingdom 

Par 21 voix contre 21, avec 4 abstentions, le 
projet de resolution est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT remercie les membres de Ia 
Commission de la cooperation dont il ont fait 
preuve dans l'examen du probleme de Ia Palestine. 
Avant de clore la discussion, il tient a rendre 
hommage au comte Bernadotte et au colonel Serot, 
qui ont donne leur vie au service de I'humanite. 
Le President est convaincu que tous s'associeront 
a l'hommage rendu et formuleront avec lui le 
vceu que leur decision apportera Ia paix a Ja 
Palestine. 

La Commission se reunira a nouveau lundi, 
pour aborder Ie problcme de Ia Coree. 

l\1. BEELEY (Royaumc-Uni) declare que sa 
delegation r eserve son attitude au sujet de la 
question a examiner ensuite. Elle proposera, 
peut-etre, a Ia Commission d'examiner, avant Ia 
question de la Coree, celles des colonies italiennes. 

Le PRESIDENT observe que l'ordre du jour a 
etc adopte et que pour y apporter une modifi
cation il conviendrait de presenter une motion 
formelle. 

M. EL-KHoum (Syrie) declare qu'il se reserve 
le droit de soumettrc au vote de l'Assemblee 
generalc son projet de resolution tendant a solli
citer de Ia Cour internationale de Justice un avis 
consultatif. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 55. 

DEUX-CENT-VINGT-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE . 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le fundi 6 decembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

98. Ordre d'examen des points 
de l'ordre du jour 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) propose a la 
Commission de proceder simultanement, en 
alternant les seances, a l'examen du probleme de 
l'independance de la Coree et du sort des anciennes 
colonies italiennes. Cette proposition, dit-il, n'a 
pour but que de permettre a la Commission 
d'employer au mieux le temps qui lui reste, 
observant a ce sujet que si elle se bornait a 
examiner nne seule question, la Commission 
pourrait se trouver dans Ia meme situation qui 
s'est produite Iors de la discussion de Ia question 
de Ia Palestine, oil on a perdu du temps parce que 
personne ne demandait la parole. La procedure 
qu'il propose permettrait de terminer l'examen 
des deux questions avant Ia clOture de I'Assemblee 
generale. l\1. McNeil ajoute toutefois que cette 
proposition n'a rien d'officiel, car il reconnait 
qu'elle n'est pas reglementaire ; il n'insistera pas, 
s'il y a opposition. 

l\I. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique), au nom 
de sa delegation, regrette de ne pouvoir accepter 
Ia proposition du Royaume-Uni. A son avis, la 

933 



representative. He thought that the Committee 
must assume that the General Assembly would 
accept the recommendations of the General 
Committee to adjourn at the end of the week, in 
which case, an attempt to discuss both these 
items would result in no action on either item. 
If, however, the Committee concentrated on the 
question of Korea, it should be possible to 
complete consideration of the item before 
adjournment. The United States delegation 
attached great importance to constructive action 
on this question. He pointed out that the 
Committee had already dealt with two questions 
concerning the Mediterranean theatre and 
expressed the opinion that there would be 
unfortunate repercussions in the Far East if the 
question of Korea were not dealt with. He 
assured Mr. McNeil that if the Committee 
temporarily ran out of speakers on the Korean 
question, his delegation would ask that the 
United Kingdom delegation be allowed to speak 
on the question of the former Italian colonies. 

The CHAinMAN pointed out that the Committee 
might waste another meeting if the question of 
the order of items were discussed at length. He 
suggested that it might be better to agree to 
limit speeches to one half-hour for a first statement 
or ten minutes for a rebuttal, but said he would 
withdraw this suggestion if there were any 
objections. 

1\Ir. FERNANDEZ (Chile) regretted that he also 
must oppose the suggestion of the United 
Kingdom. He explained that the Government 
of Chile wished to help the Government of Italy in 
the question of the former Italian Colonies but 
would need time to discuss this question with 
other Foreign Offices. Therefore, be did not 
think the Assembly could take action on this 
question of the former Italian Colonies before 
adjournment. 

Mr. Jacob MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that since the question of the 
former Italian colonies had been fully discussed 
by the Council of Foreign Ministers and their 
deputies, it should not require much discussion 
and the Assembly might therefore be able to 
complete consideration of this question before 
its adjournment. On the other hand, the Korean 
question was very complicated, and the report of 
tl\e Temporary Commission (A/575, A/575 /Add.l, 
A/575/Add.2, A/575/Add.3) alone ran into 
thousands of pages. It would therefore require 
at least as much time for discussion as the 
Palestinian question which had been discussed 
for three weeks. He therefore suggested that 
the Committee begin consideration of the question 
of the former Italian Colonies and leave the 
Korean question until the second part of the 
session. He could not agree to the Chairman's 
suggestion for limiting speeches since it would be 
necessary to analyse the Korean situation at 
length, including the reports of the Temporary 
Commission and the Interim Committee. 

Mr. TsiANG (China) said he could not accept 
the suggestion of either the U~ited Kingdom 
delegation or the USSR delegation, and could 

Commission doit pour ses travaux, se metter 
dans I' hypothese oil I' Assemblee generale acceptera 
la recommandation de son bureau tendant a 
ajourner la session des Ia fin de la semaine en 
cours. En essayant de discuter les deux questions 
a Ia fois, on n'aboutira a rien ni sur l'une ni sur 
l'autre. Si par contre, la Commission se limitait 
a la question de Ia Coree, illui serait possible d'en 
terminer avant I'ajournement. La delegation des 
Etats-Unis attache une grande importance a 
ce qu'on arrive a des resultats tangibles en la 
matiere. M. Dulles fait observer que la Com
mission a deja traite de deux questions concernant 
des pays mediterraneens ; il estime que si la 
question de la Coree n'etait pas abordee, cela 
aurait en Extreme-Orient des repercussions 
f:ichettses. II donne a M. McNeil !'assurance que 
si, a quelque moment, il ne reste pas d'orateurs 
inscrits pour la question coreenne, sa delegation 
demandera a la Commission d'autoriscr la dele
gation du Royaume-Uni a parler de la question 
des anciennes colonies italiennes. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que la Commission 
risque de perdre une seance de plus si la discussion 
trainc en longueur sur cette question de l'ordre 
d'inscription a l'ordre du jour. Il suggere de 
limiter la dnree des interventions a une demi
henre pour une premiere declaration, et a 
10 minutes pour une replique, mais s'il y a des 
objections a cette suggestion ilia retirera. 

M. FERNANDEZ (Chili) regrette d'avoir a se 
prononcer cgalement contre Ia proposition du 
Royaume-Uni. Le Gouvernement du Chili, dit-il, 
est dcsireux de soutenir le Royaume-Uni dans la 
question des anciennes colonies italiennes, mais 
il aurait besoin de quelque temps pour en discuter 
avec d'autres Gouvernements. II ne pense done 
pas que I' Assemblee soit en mesure de se prononcer 
sur Ia question avant l'ajournement. 

M. Jacob l\IALIK (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovictiques) observe que la question 
des anciennes colonies italiennes a deja ete 
discutee en detail par le Conseil des ministres 
des Affaires etrangeres et par leurs suppleants, 
et ne saurait donner lieu a longue discussion. 
L' Assemblee devrait done etre en mesure d'en 
terminer l'examen avant de s'ajourner. Pour ce 
qui est de la Coree, Ia question est extremement 
compliquee et le rapport de la Commission 
temporaire a des milliers de pages (A/575, A/575/ 
Add.l, A/575/Add.2, Af575/Add.3). Sa discussion 
demandera done au moins autant de temps que 
celle de la question palestinienne, qui a dun\ trois 
semaines. Aussi M. Malik propose-t-il a la Com
mission de commencer par l'examen de la question 
des anciennes colonies italiennes et de remettre 
la question coreenne a Ia deuxieme par~i~ de la 
session. II ne peut accepter la propositiOn du 
President de limiter Ia duree des interventions, 
attendu ~u'il sera indispensable d'~n~lyse.r a 
fond la situation de la Coree, ce qUI rmphque 
l'etude des rapports de Ia Commission temporaire 
et de la Commission interimaire. 

M. TsiANG (Chine) ne peut accepter ni la 
proposition du Royaume-~~i ni celle ~e l'U~SS; 
il ne voit pas Ia necessrte de modrfier I ordre 
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see no need for changing the order of consideration 
of items. The Korean question was the only 
problem on the Assembly's agenda relating 
directly to the Far East and if its consideration 
was postponed, the Assembly could be accused 
of neglecting this area. Furthermore, if the 
Committee should try to consider both questions 
alternatelv, it would be able to finish neither 
of them." 

Mr. MEDHEN (Ethiopia) supported the 
suggestion of the United Kingdom representative. 
He said that his delegation felt that consideration 
of the question of the disposal of the former 
Italian colonies would take a relatively short time 
since it had been thoroughly studied and discussed 
and was now merely a question of taking a 
decision. 

Mr. ARCE (Argentina) expressed himself in 
favour of retaining the order of consideration of 
items as it stood. He did not think that the 
question of the former Italian colonies could be 
dealt with quickly although it had been 
thoroughly studied by the Foreign Ministers, since 
there were other Members of the United Nations 
interested in the question, who were not all 
thoroughly acquainted with its details. The 
views of the delegation of Ethiopia must be 
considered and consultation with the Trusteeship 
Council might be useful. That procedure would 
take considerable time. 

Mr. McNmL (United Kingdom) said that since 
the Committee was clearly divided on his 
suggestion, he would withdraw it. However, he 
supported the suggestion of the United States 
representative that he should speak on the 
question of the former Italian colonies if there 
were a pause in the debate on the Korean question. 

Mr. MANUILSK'Y (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that he saw a dangerous tendency 
in the statement of the United States repre
sentative to limit the discussion on the Korean 
question. The Temporary Commission on Korea 
had submitted voluminous material on which 
many delegations would have a number of 
comments. Furthermore, there had been a 
proposal by the Czechoslovak delegation some 
time ago to invite a representative of the Korean 
People's Democratic Republic to participate in 
the discussion. Now there was also a proposal 
by the Chinese delegation to invite a Dr. Chang 
of the so-called Government of the Republic of 
Korea, to participate in the debate. In regard to 
the proposal of the Chinese delegation, he could 
prove that there was no such thing as a 
Government of the Republic of Korea in southern 
Korea. He was opposed to any attempt to limit 
discussion on the Korean question and, therefore, 
he objected to the proposals of the United States 
delegation to proceed with the consideration of 
the Korean question without hearing the views of 
the true representatives of the Korean people, for 
it was obvious that some time would elapse 
before their arrival. He quoted a statement by 
the Chairman of the Temporary Commission on 
Korea to the effect that no government resulting 
from elections held in Southern Korea alone could 
be called a national Government, either from a 

d'inscription a l'ordre du jour. La question 
coreenne, dit-il, est Ia seule des questions a l'ordre 
du jour de l'Assemblee qui interesse directement 
I'Extreme-Orient, et si son examen etait ajourne, 
I' Assemblee pourrait etre accusee de ne pas 
s'interesser a cette region. Et d'autre part si la 
Commission tente d'examiner alternativement 
les deux questions, cUe ne pourra en terminer 
avec aucune. 

M. MEDHEN (Ethiopie) appuie la proposition 
du Royaume-Uni. Sa delegation estime que la 
question du sort des anciennes colonies italiennes 
peut etre relativement vite regiCe, car elle a etc 
etudice et discutec deja a fond et il ne reste plus 
qu'a prendre nne decision. · 

M. AncE (Argentine) se prononce en faveur 
du maintien de l'ordre d'inscription actuel sur 
l'ordrc du jour. II ne pense pas que la question 
des anciennes colonies italiennes puisse etre 
resolue rapidement, bien qu'elle ait ete etudiee 
a fond par les Ministres des Afiaires etrangeres, 
vu qu'elle interesse d'autres Membres de l'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies, qui n'ont pas a son 
sujet des elements d'information complets. Il 
faut, dit-il, tenir compte des vues de Ia delegation 
de l'Ethiopie et il serait utile de consulter le 
Conseil de tutelle. Tout cela demandera un 
certain temps. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) retire sa proposition, 
puisqu'evidemment il y a divergence a son sujet. 
Mais il reprend Ia proposition du representant 
des Etats-Unis, d'entamer la discussion sur le 
sort des anciennes colonies italiennes s'il y a un 
temps d'arret dans le debat sur Ia question 
coreenne. 

M. MANOUILSKY (Repulllique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine) decele des tendances 
dangereuses dans Ia proposition du representant 
des Etats-Unis tendant a limiter Ia discussion a 
la question coreenne. La Commission temporaire 
pour la Coree a depose un dossier volumineux, 
sur Icquel plusieurs delegations ont nombre 
d'observations a presenter. En outre, il y a quelque 
temps, Ia delegation tchecoslovaque a propose 
d'inviter le representant de la Republique demo
cratique populaire de Coree a participer a la 
discussion. Et voici qu'il y a une proposition de 
la delegation de Chine tendant a y inviter aussi 
un certain docteur Tchang, representant du 
pretendu Gouvernement de la Republique de 
Coree. Au sujet de cette proposition, M. Ma
nouilsky se fait fort de prouver qu'il n'y a rico 
en Coree du Sud qui ressemble a un Gouvernement 
de la Republique de Coree. Il s'eleve contre toute 
tentative d'etouiier la discussion sur Ia question 
coreenne et se prononce, par consequent, contre 
Ia proposition de la delegation des Etats-Unis 
tendant a ce que l'on examine la question de Ia 
Coree sans entendre les representants authen
tiques du peuple coreen, car, dit-il, illeur faudra 
evidemment un certain delai pour venir se 
presenter devant la Commission. M. Manouilsky 
cite nne declaration du President de Ia Commission 
temporaire des Nations Unies pour la Coree, 
selon laquellc aucun gouvernemcnt qui scrait 
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geographical or a political point of view. It was, 
in his opinion, essential that the true represen
tatives of the Korean people be invited to par
ticipate in the discussion, rather than a usurper. 
His delegation therefore insisted that the 
Committee deal first with the question of the 
former Italian colonies and then take immediate 
steps to invite the representatives of the Korean 
people to participate in the discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the USSR 
proposal to take up immediately the question of 
the disposal of the former Italian colonies. 

.:l vote was taken by show of hajzds. The 
proposal was rejected by 32 votes to 8, with 
9 abstentiolns. 

99. Discussion on the report of the Uni
ted Nations Te'mporary Co'mmission 
on Korea (A/575:, Aj575JAdd.1 and 
Af575/Add.2) and of the Interim 
Committee of the General Assembly 
(A/583) 

CoNSIDERATION OF THE CzECHOSLOVAK PROPOSAL 
TO INVITE THE DELEGATION OF THE KOREAN 
PEOPLE'S DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC TO PAR
TICIPATE IN Tl-IE DISCUSSION (AjC.l/367) 

Mr. Ho'uDEK (Czechoslovakia) recalled that the 
Czechoslovak delegation submitted for the con
sideration of the Committee a draft resolution 
(AfC.l /367), calling for the invitation of repre
sentatives of the Government of the Korean 
Peoples' R epublic to participate in the discussion 
on the Korean problem. He read excerpts from 
the cablegram dated 8 October from the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the Democratic People's 
Republic of Korea, to the Secretary-General 
(A/C.l/366), r equesting to be allowed to par
ticipate in the discussion of this question, on which 
the Czechoslovak proposal was based. He 
thought the Committee would agree on the 
necessity of considering all aspects of the problem, 
and since the representatives of South Korea were 
already in Paris and could be invited by the 
Committee, he thought the same opportunity 
should be given to representatives from North 
Korea. 

-:\fr. TsrANG (China) read resolution 112 (II) A, 
adopted at the Assembly's second session, 
concerning the participation of elected repre
sentatives of the Korean people in the con
sideration of the Korean question, and noted that 
the proposal of the Chinese delegation (A/C.1j386) 
to invite the delegation of the Government of the 
Republic of Korea was based on that resolution, 
Dr. Chang was an elected representative of the 
Korean National Assembly and had been 
appointed as the Chairman of the delegation by 
the Government of the Republic of Korea, 
which had taken office as a result of the election 

constitue a la suite d'elections tenues en Coree 
du Sud seulement ne pourrait etre considere 
comme un gouvernement national, ni du point de 
vue geographique, ni du point de vue politique. 
Selon M. Manouihky, il est indispensable que 
ce soient les veritables representants du peuple 
coreen, de preference a un usurpateur, qui soient 
invites a participer a la discussion. Sa delegation 
insiste par consequent pour que la Commission 
s'occupe d'abord du sort des anciennes colonies 
italiennes et prenne ensuite immediatement des 
rnesures pour inviter les representants du peuple 
coreen a participer a la discussion. 

Le PRI~SIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
de l'URSS tendant a passer immediatement a 
l'examen de la question du sort des anciennes 
colonies italiennes. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Par 32 voix contre 8, 
avec 9 abstentions, la proposition de l'URSS 
est rejetee. 

99. Discussion sur le rapport de la 
Commission temporaire des Nations 
Unies pour la Coree (A/575, A/575 
/Add.1 et A/575 JAdd.2) et de la 
Commission interimaire de 1' As
semb!ee generale (A /583) 

EXAliiEN DE LA PROPOSITIO~ DE LA TCHI~X:O
SLOVAQUIE, DEMANDANT QUE LA DELE:GATION 
DE LA REJ>UBLIQUE DEl\IOCRATIQUE POPULAIRE 
DE COREE SOIT INVITEE A PARTICIPER A LA 
DISCUSSION (AJC.l /367) 

M. HouDEK (Tchecoslovaquie) rappelle ]e 
pro jet de resolution (A/C.1 /367) dont sa delegation 
a saisi la Commission, demandant que les repre
sentants du Gouvernement de la Republique 
populaire de Coree soient invites a participer 
a la discussion de la question coreenne. II cite 
des passages d'un telegramme en date du 8 octobre 
1948, adresse an Sccretaire general par le 1viinistre 
des afiaires etrangeres de la Republique demo
cratique populaire de Coree (A/C.lj366), deman
dant d'etre admis a participer a cette discussion ; 
c'est sur ce telegramme que s'appuie la propo
sition de la Tchecoslovaquie. 1\L Houdek pense 
que la Commission sera d'accord pour reconnaitre 
qu'il est indispensable d'examiner le probleme 
sous toutes ses faces, et il cstime que, comme 
les representants de la Coree du Sud sont deja 
a Paris, prets a repondre a une invitation de la 
Commission, la meme possibilite devrait ~ etre 
assuree aux representants de la Coree du Nord. 

J\L TsrANG (Chine) lit la resolution 112 (II) A, 
adoptee a la deuxieme session de l'Assemblee, 
concernant la participation de representants elus 
du peuple coreen a l'examen de la question de 
la Coree, et fait observer que la proposition de 
la delegation chinoise (AJC.1 f386) demandant 
qu'on invite la delegation du Gouvernernent. de 
Ja Republique de Coree, procede de cette reso
lution. M. John M. Chang est un representant 
elu de l'Assemblee nationale corcenne et a etc 
nomme President de la delegation coreenne P.ar 
le Gouvernement de la Republique de Cor.ee, 
gouvernement issu des elections qui ont eu lieu 
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held pursuant to the Assembly's resolution. On 
the other hand, only the Czechoslovak delegation 
knew where and how the election of the repre
sentative of North Korea took place ; the United 
Nations Commission had not been able to observe 
it. Although many delegations would like to 
give a hearing to both parties in accordance with 
the normal democratic procedure, he would like 
to point out that such a procedure would not be 
in accord with the previous Assembly resolution 
and would not promote the cause of democracy. 
One region of Korea was co-operating with the 
United Nations while the other had opposed the 
United Nations from the very beginning and any 
recognitioh of the representative of North Korea 
might be misinterpreted in Korea with disastrous 
psychological reactions. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) speaking 
on a point of order, read from page 20 of the 
verbatim record of the 200th meeting of the 
Committee (15 November 1948) which he thought 
showed that the Czechoslovak draft resolution 
had been voted down and could not therefore 
be reconsidered unless the Committee so decided 
by a two-thirds vote. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the excerpt from 
the verbatim record quoted by Mr. Dulles did not 
accurately reflect what had happened. The 
Committee had merely decided not to consider 
the Czechoslovak proposal at that time and had 
not dealt with its substance. In this connexion, 
he quoted the official summary record (AJC.l/ 
SR.200) which, in his opinion, made this clear. 

Mr. ZEBROWSKI (Poland) expressed regret that 
the Czechoslovak proposal had been given such 
summary treatment when it had been introduced 
on 15 November. If it had been adopted at that 
time, the Committee would have saved valuable 
time and made a substantial contribution toward 
the proper solution of the Korean problem. He 
recalled that at the 89th and 90th meetings of 
the First Committee during the second session, 
the USSR delegation had submitted a proposal 
to invite elected representatives of the Korean 
people to participate in the discussion. As the 
Polish representative had stated at the time, 
it was obvious there was no party more closely 
connected with the problem of independence than 
the Korean people itself, but while many repre
sentatives paid tribute to the principle, only a 
few representatives were not afraid to listen to 
the views of the representatives of the Korean 
people. Other delegations attempted to drown 
the principle in a flood of technicalities and the 
United States delegation introduced a rider to 
the USSR proposal calling for a Temporary 
Commission on Korea, thus preventing the 
admission of representatives of Korea at the 
second session. 

While he would reserve his right to deal with 
the achievements of this Commission at a later 

a la suite de la resolution de I'Assemblee. Par 
contre Ia delegation tchCcoslovaque est seulc a 
savoir ou et comment a eu lieu }'election du 
representant de la Coree dn Nord ; la Commission 
temporaire des Nations Unies n'a pas ete a memc 
d'y jouer son role d'observateur. Tout en recon
naissant que plusieurs delegations aimeraient 
entendre les deux parties, selon la procedure 
democratique normale adoptee dans l'examen 
de toute contestation, l\L Tsiang tient a souligner 
qu'une telle procedure ne serait pas conforme a la 
precedente resolution de l' Assemblee, et ne 
servirait pas la cause de la democratic. La 
situation est celle-ci : nne region de Ia Coree 
coopere avec !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
tandis que !'autre a, des le debut, montre son 
hostilite a !'Organisation ; reconnaitre main
tenant, en quelque maniere, le representant de 
la Coree du Nord pourrait etre mal interprete 
en Coree et y provoquer des reactions psycho
Iogiques desastrcuses. 

M. DuLL'Es (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) soulev•2 
un point d'ordre; il lit un passage (page 20) du 
compte rendu stenographique de la deux-centieme 
seance de Ia Commission (15 novembre 1948), 
d'ou il ressort selon lui, que le pro jet de resolution 
de la Tchecoslovaquie a ete rejete ; la Commission 
ne peut done en tenir compte, a moins d'en decider 
autrement a la majorite des deux tiers. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que Ic passage du 
compte rendu stenographique que cite M. Dulles 
ne donne pas une image exacte de cc qui s'est 
passe, car la Commission a simplement decide de 
ne pas examiner alors Ia proposition de Ia Tcheco
slovaquie, et n'en a pas aborde le fond. II cite lc 
compte rendu analytique officiel (AJC.1JSR.200) 
qui, a son avis, pre::ise les faits. 

l\L ZEBROWSKI (Pologne) regrette que Ia propo
sition de la Tchecoslovaquie ait ete examinee 
aussi sommairement lorsqu'elle a ete presentee 
le 15 novcmbre, car, si elle avait etc adoptee a 
l'cpoque, la Commission aurait gagne un temps 
precieux ct aurait apporte a Ia juste solution 
du prob!Cme careen une contribution appreciable. 
Faisant l'historique de la situation, l\L Zebrowski 
rappelle qu'aux 89e et 9Qe seances de la Premiere 
Commission, pendant Ia seconde session, la 
delegation de l'URSS a presente une proposition 
tendant a inviter les representants elus du peuplc 
corecn a participer a la discussion. II est evident, 
ainsi que le representant de la Pologne l'a declare 
a l'epoque, que nul n 'est mieux place pour 
connaitre Ia question de l'independance de la 
Coree que le peuple corcen lui-meme ; c'est la 
un principe dont de nombreux representants 
reconnaissent la valeur, mais seuls quelques-uns 
d'entre eux ne craignent pas d'entendre les 
represcntants du peuple core~n. D'autres dele
gations ont essaye d'escamoter ce. principe sous 
nn tas de details de procedure, et la delegation des 
Etats-Unis a ajoute a la proRosition de l'URSS 
unc clause annexe demandant Ia creation d'une 
Commission temporaire des Nations Unies pour 
Ia Coree, empechant ainsi Ies representants de 
Ia Coree d'etre admis a participer aux travaux 
de la deuxieme session. 

Tout en se reservant le droit de traiter plus 
tard des resultats qu'a obtenus cette Commission, 
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stage, he wished to meet the objection of the 
United States representative, made when the 
Czechoslovak proposal was introduced on 
15 November, that the People's Democratic 
Republic had adopted a hostile attitude towards 
the Commission. It should be noted that all 
political parties and groups in the United States 
occupation zone in Korea had also boycotted 
the Commission, with the exception of the most 
reactionary and subservient political organizations. 
Nothing else could have been expected, for no 
nation could acquiesce to such outside inter
ference with its vital development, without at 
least having been previously consulted. Having 
prevented Korean representatives from attending 
the second session, the United States delegation 
could not complain that the People's Democratic 
Republic had not co-operated with the 
Commission. 

If the Committee now really wished to aid 
Korean independence, the Polish delegation 
called upon it to show its respect for the principle 
of democratic equality by voting for the Czecho
slovak proposal. It hardly seemed necessary to 
consider the many minor objections which were 
being raised. The decision must be based on a 
few simple facts. The Korean people had never 
co-operated with the enemies of the United 
Nations and had suffered much from their 
resistance to Japanese militarism. The 
Government of the Korean People's Democratic 
Hepublic was the direct descendant of the most 
ardent fighters and the continuation of a 
spontaneous movement of the Korean people to 
form their own representative democratic insti
tution, a movement which had unfortunately 
been suppressed in the United States zone of 
occupation. It was an orderly Government, 
elected not only by the people of North Korea 
but also by the majority of people in South Korea 
and even the Commission could not deny that it 
represented the true interests of the Korean 
people. For all these reasons the Polish dele
gation would vote for the Czechoslovak proposal, 
and he hoped that other delegations would not 
be sidetracked by irrelevant considerations. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) read 
the operative part of the Assembly's resolution 112 
(II) A of the second session concerning the 
participation of Korean representatives in the 
Assembly's discussion, interpreting it to mean 
that the Assembly had decided on representation 
for the Korean people and sent a credentials 
committee to Korea to ensure that real represen
tatives of the Korean people were chosen. The 
Temporary Commission on Korea had not been 
allowed to observe the election of representatives 
in North Korea. Now, those nations which 
were largely responsible for having refused the 
Commission access were saying that the Committee 
should hear representatives from North Korea 
without knowing whether they had been legally 
elected. He felt strongly that it would be 

M. Zebrowski tient a repondre a !'objection 
formulee par le representant des Etats-Unis 
lorsque la proposition de la Tchecoslovaquie a 
ete presentee le 15 novembre ; celui-ci a declare 
que Ia Republique democratique populaire avait 
adopte une attitude hostile a l'egard de Ia Com
mission ; ce qu'il faut ajouter c'est que tons le:: 
groupes et partis politiques existant dans la zone 
d'occupation americaine en Coree, a !'exception 
des organisations politiques les plus reactionnaires 
et les plus serviles, ont egalement boycotte la 
Commission. II ne fallait d'ailleurs pas s'attendre 
a autre chose car aucune nation ne pent admettre 
qu'on lui impose, sans l'avoir au moins consultee 
prealablement, pareille ingerence exterieure dans 
ce qui touche a son developpement vital. Ayant 
empeche les representants de Ia Coree d'assister 
a la seconde session, la delegation des Etats-Unis 
ne peut pas se plaindre que la Republique demo
cratique populaire n'ait pas coopere avec Ia 
Commission. 

Si Ia Commission desire sincerement contribuer 
a l'independance de Ia Coree, la delegation 
polonaise !'invite a fa ire preuve de son attachement 
au principe de l'cgalite democratique, en votant 
pour la proposition de la Tchecoslovaquie. II ne 
semble guere utile de s'arreter aux nombreuses 
objections, d'importance secondaire, qui ont 
ete soulevees. De simples faits, peu nombreux, 
doivent permettre a la Commission de prendre 
nne decision. La population de la Coree n'a 
jamais cooperc avec les ennemis de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, et la resistance au militarisme 
japonais l'a soumise a une dure epreuve. Le 
Gouvernement de la Republique democratique 
populairc de Coree descend en droite ligne des 
combattants les plus valcureux ; il est le prolon
gement d'un mouvement spontane du peuple 
coreen, dcsireux de se donner des institutions 
democratiques representatives, mouvement qui 
malheureusement a etc reprime dans la zone 
d'occupation des :Etats-Unis. Gouvernement elu 
regulierement, non seulement par la population 
de la Coree du Nord mais egalement par la 
majorite de cclle de la Coree du Sud, il represente, 
la Commission elle-me. . nc saurait le nier, les 
interets authentiques du peuple coreen. Pour 
toutes ces raisons la delegation de Ia Pologne 
votera pour la proposition de la Tchecoslovaquie. 
M. Zebrowski emet le vceu que d 'autres delegations 
ne se laissent pas distraire du vrai probleme par 
des considerations qui y sont etrangeres. 

l\L DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) donne 
lecture du dispositif de la resolution 112 (II) A, 
adoptee par I' Assemblee generale en sa deuxie~e 
session concernant la participation des repre
sentants du peuple coreen a l'examen pa.r 
l'Assemblee de la question coreenne. Po~r. ~lll, 
ce texte signifie que l'Assemblee a pris une dec1;10n 
sur Ia representation du peuple coreen e! qu :ne 
a envoye en Coree une commission de venficatwn 
des pouvoirs pour s'assurer que c'etai:nt de~ 
representants veritablcs du peuple coreen qm 
etaient elus. La commission temporaire pou~ la 
Coree n'a pas ete autorisee a surveiller les elect!O~S 
de representants dans la Coree du Nord; ~a1s 
aujourd'hui les Etats qui sont les pre;m.ers 
responsables du refus oppose a la Co~ffiiSSIOn 
de Ia laisser acccdcr a Ia Coree du Nord, pretendent 
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beneath the Assembly's dignity to give such a 
privilege to those who had defied the Assembly's 
commission in this matter. While he understood 
and subscribed to the strong desire to have all 
sides fully heard, he thought there was no doubt 
that the case of the regime in North Korea would 
be fully presented by the representatives of the 
occupying Power there. Therefore, the Czecho
slovak proposal would not really enlighten the 
Committee. Moreover, as it would have the 
effect of condoning the defiance of the will of the 
Assembly, the United States delegation would 
oppose it. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) urged the Committee to reject the 
Chinese draft resolution. He recalled how the 
Korean question had first come to the attention 
of the Assembly and that the USSR had submitted 
at that time a proposal for the withdrawal of all 
foreign troops from the country so that the 
Korean people could determine their own political 
future, free from any foreign interference. At 
that time, the United States had not wished to 
see a resolution adopted calling for the withdrawal 
of USSR and United States occupation troops 
from Korea, but it did not declare openly its 
unwillingness to debate the matter because it 
recognized that the proposal of the USSR was 
fully in accordance with the principles of the 
Charter. Hence it had endeavoured to conceal 
its negative attitude to that proposal under the 
pretext that it was a procedural question. The 
United States had put forward the argument 
that it was necessary for representatives of the 
Korean people to be present and that, as there 
were no elected representatives in South Korea, 
it was essential to set up a commission which 
would observe or supervise the election of the 
representatives, so that those elected could 
be invited to participate. It \vas with the same 
end in view that the United States was now 
pressing for the recognition of the representative 
of the South Korean Government as spokesman 
for the Korean people, despite the fact that the 
only body entitled to perform that role was the 
Government of the People's Democratic Republic. 

Mr. Manuilskysaid that there was ample evidence, 
including the testimony of unbiased eye-witnesses, 
which proved that the Government of South 
Korea had not been freely elected by the 
inhabitants of the United States zone. For 
example, the Syrian representative on the 
Temporary Commission, who could not be 
described as a supporter of the USSR, had 
stated at the 8th meeting of the Commission 
that the situation in the southern zone, where 
people were being thrown into prison for long 
periods without trial solely on the orders of the 
United States Military Government, and where 
the population was living in continuous fear, 
made it impossible to ensure free elections. 

que Ia Premiere Commission devrait entendre 
les representants de Ia Coree du Nord sans meme 
savoir s'ils out ete regulierement elus. M. Dulles 
a le sentiment profond qu'il serait contraire 
a Ia dignite de l'Assemblee d'accorder un tel 
privilege a ceux qui en cette circonstance ont 
brave !'intervention de l'organe cree par l'As
semblee. II comprend bien, et il juge tres legitime, 
que l'on veuille entendre toutes les parties ; mais 
il ne doute pas que les repn!sentants de la Puis
sance occupante en Coree du Nord donneront 
toutes precisions utiles sur le regime de cette 
partie de la Coree. L'adoption de la proposition 
de la Tchecoslovaquie n'apportera done aucune 
lumiere a Ia Commission : et comme, au surplus, 
cette proposition implique approbation d'un 
refus de s'incliner devant la volonte de 
l'Assemblee, exprimee precedemment, Ies Etats
Unis Ee prononceront contre son adoption. 

M. MANOUISKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) demande a Ia Commission de 
rejeter le projet de resolution de la Chine. II 
rappelle comment Ia question de Ia Coree est 
venue pour la premiere fois devant l'Assemblce 
et comment l'URSS, a l'epoque, a presente une 
proposition tendant au retrait de toutes les 
troupes etrangeres stationnees en Coree de 
maniere a permettre au peuple de Coree de 
decider librcment, hors tonte intervention etran
gere, de son avenir politique. Les Etats-Unis, 
alors, ne voulaient pas voir adopter nne resolution 
qui demandait le retrait des troupes d'occupation 
de l'URSS et des Etats-Unis stationnees en 
Coree, mais ils n'ont pas refuse ouvertement de 
discuter la question parce qu'ils reconnaissaient 
que la proposition de l'URSS etait parfaitement 
conforme aux principes de Ia Charte. lis out done 
cherche a deguiser leur attitude negative devant 
cette proposition, sous le pretexte qu'il s'agissait 
la d'une question de procedure. Les Etats-Unis 
out avance l'argument que Ia presence de repre
sentants du peuple careen etait indispensable 
et que Ia Coree du Sud n'ayant pas de repre
sentants elus, il fallait creer une Commission 
qui surveillerait et controlerait !'election des 
representants ; ceux-ci, nne fois elus, pourraient 
etre invites a participer a Ia discussion. C'est 
avec la meme idee en tete que les Etats-Unis 
insistent aujourd'hui pour que le representant 
du Gouvernement de Ia Coree du Sud soit reconnu 
comme le porte-parole du peuple de Coree, bien 
que le seul organe qui ait qualite pour cette 
fonction soit le Gouvernement de Ia Repnblique 
democratique populaire. 

II est abondamment prouve, dit l\1. l\Ianouilsky, 
en particulier par des temoignages de temoins 
oculaires irrecusables, que le Gouvernement de 
la Coree du Sud n'a pas ete elu librement par les 
habitants de la zone des Etats-Unis. C'est ainsi 
que le representant de Ia Syrie a Ia Commission 
temporaire pour Ia Coree qu'on ne saurait consi
derer comme un partisan de l'URSS, a declare 
a la huitieme seance de cette Commission que 
Ia situation en zone sud, ou les gens sont jetes 
en prison et y restent incarceres des mois sans 
aucun jugement et sur Ie seul ordre du Gouver
nement militaire des :Etats-Unis, ou la population 
vit dans une crainte perpetuelle, a rendu impossible 
qu'il y eut des elections Iibres. Les representants 
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That view had also been expressed by the Indian 
and Chinese representatives. 

On account of terrorism and widespread arrests, 
the Commission had decided that it was unable 
to hold elections. It had reversed that decision 
only on the instructions of the Interim Committee. 
J\lr. l\Ianuilsky drew attention to the statements 
of the Commission's Chairman and the Canadian 
representative contained in the record of the 
22nd meeting held on 30 March 1948. The 
Chairman had said that the Interim Committee's 
instructions came as a bombshell to the Com
mission and he doubted the wisdom of the 
Committee's action. The Canadian representative 
had voted against obeying the order of the 
Interim Committee and had stigmatized the 
Committee's decision as " inappropriate and 
unconstitutional ". 

~VIr. Manuilsky said that it was scandalous 
that the First Committee should now, in effect, 
be asked to endorse the Interim Committee's 
" unconstitutional " decision by permitting the 
representative of the South Korean Government 
to speak on behalf of the Korean people. The 
evidence proved beyond doubt that the 
Government whose election the Temporary Com
mission had supervised was not a representative 
one. It was certain that world public opinion 
would consider the elections in the southern 
zone to be as much a mockery . as the plebiscites 
which were held in Hitlerite Germany. 

On the other hand, there could be no doubt 
that the Government of the People's Democratic 
Republic could truly claim to represent the 
Korean peopie. That was demonstrated by the 
fact that nearly 99 per cent of the population of 
North Korea had participated in the vote and 
the USSR Government was already withdrawing 
its occupying forces from the northern zone. 
l\fr. Manuilsky therefore appealed to the Com
mittee to reject the Chinese proposal in favour 
of the draft resolution submitted by Czecho
slovakia. 

Mr. KISELEv (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Hepublic) also ~pposed the Chinese draft resolution 
because he considered that it was the People's 
Democratic Republic which truly represented the 
Korean people. He found it difficult to 
understand how the Chinese representative could 
say that he was not aware of any elections which 
had been held in Northern Korea because they 
had been freely reported in the world Press. 
l\fr. Kiselev assured the Chinese representati~e 
that the elections which had been held m 
August 1948, unlike those which had led to the 
establishment of the Government of South Korea, 
had been perfectly free and unhamper_ed. ~he 
Government of the Democratic Repubhc, wh1ch 
had been established by the National Assembly 
held in Pyongyang, had received the support ?f 
85 per cent of the Korean people not only m 
'r th Korea but also in the south zone. 
~,or h Ch" Mr. J{iselev asked whether t e mese repre-

de l'Inde et de Ia Chine ont, eux aussi, cxprime 
une opinion analogue. 

C'est pourquoi, en presence du terrorisme qui 
rcgne et des arrestations qui se multiplient, la 
Commission temporaire pour la Coree a decide 
qu'elle n'etait pas en mesure d'organiser des 
elections. Si elle a pris ensuitc une decision en 
sens contraire, cela n'a cte que sur les instructions 
de Ia Commission interimairc de l'Assemblee 
generale. l\1. Manouilsky attire !'attention de ses 
collegl}.es sur les declarations du President de 1a 
Commission temporaire et du representant du 
Canada, consignees au proce5-verbal de la 
22e seance du 30 mars 1948. Le President a dit 
que lcs instnctions de la Commission interimairc 
de l'Assemblee avaient produit au sein de la 
Commission temporairc l'efiet d'une bombe et 
il a cxprimc des doutes sur la sagessc de cette 
intervention. Le representant du Canada a vote 
contre Ia decision prise pour obeir aux instructions 
de la Commission interimaire la qualifiant d'inop
portnne et anticonstitutionnelle. 

Il est scandaleux, dit }l. :\Ianouilsky, 
qu'aujourd'hui la Premiere Commission soit en 
fait invitee :i enteriner la decision prise « anti
constitutionnellement n par la Commission inte
rimaire en permettant aux representants du 
Gouvcrnement de la Coree du Sud de parler au 
nom du peuple de Coree. Pour lui, il est prouve 
d'une maniere irrefutable que le Gouvernement 
dont la Commission temporaire a surveillc 
!'election n'est pas un Gouvernement repre
sentatif. Sans aucun doute }'opinion publique 
mondiale jugera que les elections de Ia zone 
du Sud sont aussi cterisoires que les plt:\biscites 
qui se sont tenus dans l'Allemagne d'Hitler. 

On ne saurait douter, par contre, que le Gouver
nement de Ia Republique democratique populaire 
so it bien fonde a pretendre qu 'il represente ]e 
peuple de Coree. Ce qui le montre bien, c'est 
que 99 pour 100 des habitants de la Coree du Nord 
ont participe au vote et que Je Gouvernement 
de l'URSS, des maintenant, retire de Ia Coree 
du Nord ses forces d'occupation. :\1. J\1anouilsky 
demande done a Ia Commission de rejeter 1e 
proj et de resolution de la Chine et d'adopter le 
projet de resolution presentc par la Tcheco
slovaquie. 

J\L KisSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de BiClorussie) s'oppose egalement a !'adoption 
du projet de resolution de la Chine ; il estim~ en 
efiet que c'est la Republique democratrque 
populaire qui repre:;;ente vraiment le peuple 
coreen. lllui est difficilc de comprendre comment 
le representant de Ia Chine pent affirmer ignorer 
que des elections aient eu lieu en Coree du Nord, 
car Je compte rendu de ces elections a ete donne 
par la presse mondiale. Les elections d'aout 19~8, 
ala difference de celles qui out precede la formatiOn 
du Gouvernement de la Coree du Sud, se sont 
deroulees dans une atmosphere de liberte absolue 
et en !'absence de toute contrainte. Le Gouver
nement de Ia Republique demo~ratique de Coree, 
etabli par l'Assemblce nationale rennie a 
Pyongyang, a etc approuve par 85 p~ur 100 ~e l~ 
population coreenne appartenant a Ia fms a 
la Coree! du Nord et a Ia Coree du Sud. 
M. Kisselev demande si le representant de la 
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sentativc wished to deny those figures which were 
official and had been published in the world's Press. 

The representative of the Byelorussian SSR 
thought that when the United States repre
sentative had tried to show that the Czechoslovak 
draft resolution had already been rejected, he 
had done so as a man~uvre designed to prevent 
its acceptance. Now that the manamvre had 
failed because the Chairman had shown that the 
draft resolution had not been rejected, Mr. Dulles 
was endeavouring to attain the same objective 
by casting doubts on the legitimacy of the 
Government of the People's Democratic Republic. 
He had based his argument on the fact that the 
Temporary Commission had not been permitted 
to enter the USSR occupation zone in order to 
observe the election there. However, that did 
not change the fact that the elections had been 
held under conditions of complete freedom un
like the earlier election in the southern zone 
which had taken place in an atmosphere of 
terror, as could be seen from the documents of 
the Commission itself. The majority of the 
democratic parties, including all shades of opinion, 
with the exception of the extreme right wing 
led by Mr. Synghman Rhee, had protested against 
holding a separate election in the United States 
zone. Their protest was a demonstration of 
majority public opinion throughout the land. 
The Korean people did not want its land to be 
artificially divided under two Governments. 
What it wanted was a single election throughout 
Korea and it was for that purpose that the 
democratic parties had united in appealing for 
the withdrawal of all occupation troops. It was 
therefore quite incorrect for Mr. Dulles to say 
that the Government of South Korea had been 
established in accordance with the desires of the 
Korean people. The fact was that the govern
ment was being supported by the United States 
occupation forces. Mr. Kiselev added that, for 
its part, the USSR was acting in accordance with 
majority public opinion in Korea by withdrawing 
its troops from the northern zone. 

In view of those facts, Mr. Kiselev urged the 
Committee to adopt the Czechoslovak draft 
resolution and to admit the delegation from 
Northern Korea to speak on behalf of the Korean 
people. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) regretted that the 
preceding speakers who favoured the admission 
of the delegation of the People's Democratic 
Republic had failed to adduce any concrete 
evidence to show that it really represented the 
Korean people. It was not enough to assert 
that the Government of South Korea had been 
elected in an atmosphere of terror. Denunciations 
and diatribes could not take the place of 
evidence. \Vhat the New Zealand delegation desired 
was proof that the Government of the People's 
Democratic Republic had been elected under fair 
conditions and truly represented the people over 
whom it claimed authority. Mr. Fraser asked when 
the elections which had led to its establishment had 
been held and who had supervised them in order 
to ensure that no pressure was brought to hear 
on the electorate. 

Chine conteste ce chifTre qui est officiel et a etc 
public par la presse mondiale. 

II estime qu'en essayant de prouver que le 
projet de resolution tchccoslovaque a deja etc 
rejete, le representant des Etats-Unis a cherche 
par une manceuvre detournee a empecher 
!'adoption de ce projet. Cette tentative est restee 
sans succes, car lc President a demontre que le 
projet de resolution n'avait pas etc rejete ; 
M. Dulles s'efTorce done a present d'arriver a ses 
fins en mettant en doute la h~gitimite du Gouver
nement de la Republique democratique populaire. 
II a etaye sa these sur Ie fait que la Commission 
temporaire n'a pas ete autorisee a penetrer dans 
la zone occupee par l'URSS pour observer les 
elections. Cependant, il n'en est pas moins vrai 
que les elections se sont deroulees dans une 
atmosphere d'entiere liberte. Elles n'ont pas 
ressemble aux elections qui avaient precedemment 
eu lieu en Coree meridionale et qui s'etaient 
deroulees dans une ambiance de terreur, ainsi 
qu'en temoignent les documents de la Commission 
elle-meme. La majorite des partis democratiques, 
oil toutes les nuances d'opinion se trouvent 
representees, a !'exception de celles de !'extreme 
droite dirigee par M. Synghman Rhee, s'est 
elevee contre le principe d' elections separees en 
zone americaine. Cette protestation est l'expres~ion 
de !'opinion publique de la majorite du peuple 
coreen. Le peuple coreen ne veut pas voir son 
pays divise de maniere artificielle et regi par 
deux Gouvernement difTerents. Il desire voir 
proceder a des elections generales su:r: toute 
l'etendue du territoire et c'est dans ce but que 
les partis democratiques se sont unis pour 
demander le retrait de toutes les troupes d'occu
pation. M. Dulles a done bien tort d'affirmer que 
la formation du Gouvernement de Coree du Sud 
a repondu au desir du peuple coreen. En realite, 
ce Gouvernement est soutenu par les forces 
d'occupation des Etats-Unis. M. Kisselev ajoute 
que l'URSS se conformant a !'opinion publique 
de la majorite du peuple coreen, procede mt 
retrait de ses troupes de la Coree du Nord. 

Pour toutes ces raisons, l\L Kisselev invite 1::1 
Commission a adopter le projet de resolution 
tchCcoslovaque. et a permettre a la delegation 
de la Coree du Nord de prendre la parole au nom 
du peuple coreen. 

l\1. FRASER (~ouvelle-Zelande) deplore que 
les orateurs qui viennent de demander qu'on 

Permette a la deleaation de la Republique demo-o . 
cratique populaire de prendre la parole, n'ment 
pu prouver de fa<;on concrete que cette Republique 
represente efTectivcment le peuple coreen. II ne 
suffit pas d'affirmer que les elections du Gouver
nement de la Coree du Sud se sont dcroulees dans 
une atmosphere de tcrreur. Les accusations ct 
les diatribes ne peuvent faire office de preuves. 
La delegation de la Nouvelle-zelande desire 
obtenir la preuve formelle que les elections du 
Gouvernement de la Republique democratique 
populaire ont eu lieu dans une atmosphere d_e 
Iiberte et que ce Gouvernement est le repr~
sentant authentique du peuple snr lequel Jl 
affirme avoir autorite. M. Fraser demande a queUe 
epoque ont eu lieu ces elections et qui en a ~ssure 
le controle et a veille a ce qu'aucunc presswn ne 
s'excrce sur le corps electoral. 
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Furthermore, before the Committee could 
agree to recognize the Government of the People's 
Democratic Republic, it was essential that it 
should formally state that it respected the 
authority of the United Nations and the General 
Assembly. The United Nations might just as 
well abandon its attempts to promote peaceful 
co-operation if it was prepared to recognize a 
Government which flouted its decisions. If satis
factory evidence were adduced to prove that the 
Government was truly representative and if the 
latter formally accepted the authority of the 
United Nations, the New Zealand delegation 
would not oppose the participation of the North 
Korean representative in the Committee's debate. 
It was notable however that the supporters of 
the People's Democratic Republic, far from 
denying that it had flouted the General Assembly's 
decision, had endeavoured to justify that attitude. 

Preceding speakers had also made allegations 
against the Government of South Korea. Here 
again, Mr. Fraser asked for proof. The USSR 
representative had stated that the United 
States military authorities had arrested indi
viduals for political reasons. That was scarcely 
evidence of terrorism, for all military governments 
of occupation maintained their authority by 
political arrests. Political arrests were a regret
table but inevitable consequence of military 
occupation. In the absence of any other concrete 
evidence, the First Committee must be bound by 
the statements of the Temporary Commission 
that the elections in the southern zone were held 
under fair conditions. Mr. Fraser thought that 
the rhetorical nature of the preceding statements 
showed that there was no evidence to the contrary 
and that diatribes were intended to take the 
place of proof. His delegation was quite 
convinced of the legitimacy of the Government 
of South Korea. It was, however, waiting to be 
convinced that the same was true of the People's 
Democratic Republic. 

FAWZI Bey (Egypt) said that his delegation 
would have been quite prepared to support the 
Czechoslovak draft resolution had the elections 
in North Korea not been conducted in defiance 
of the General Assembly's desire. Nothing would 
have been more pleasing to the Egyptian dele
gation than to have seen Korea united under a 
single government. However, in the circum
stances, Egypt would vote against the Czecho
slovak draft resolution. 

l\Ir. CIC?.HL (Yugoslavia) warmly supported 
the Czechoslovak draft resolution because the 
Government of the People's Democratic Republic 
of Korea had been elected by 99 per cent of the 
population of the northern zone and 72 per cent 
of the inhabitants of the southern zone and was 
therefore fully representative of the Korean 
people. He stated that the .People's Democrat~c 
Republic had been recogmzed by Yugoslavia 
together with other Powers. 

En outre, avant que la Commission reconna:isse 
le Gouvernement de Ia Republique democratique 
populaire, il est indispensable que ce Gouver
nement declare de fa<;on formelle qu'il respecte 
l'autorite de !'Organisation des Nations Unies et 
de I' Assemblee generale. Si !'Organisation est 
disposee a reconnaitre un Gouvernement qui 
bafoue son autorite, elle ferait aussi bien de 
renoncer aux efforts qu'elle accomplit pour 
developper Ia cooperation pacifique. Si !'on 
prouve de favon convaincante que le Gouver
nement de Ia Republique democratique populaire 
est vraiment representatif et si celui-ci accepte 
de reconnaitre l'autorite de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, Ia delegation de la Nouvelle
Zelande ne s'opposera pas a Ia participation du 
representant de Ia Coree du Nord aux debats 
de la Commission. II faut remarquer cependant 
que, bien loin de se defendre d'avoir bafoue 
l'autorite de l'Assemblee generale, les partisans 
de Ia Republique democratique populaire se sont 
efiorces de justifier leur attitude. 

· Les orateurs precedents ont egalement porte 
des accusations contre le Gouvernement de Ja 
Coree du Sud. La encore, l\L Fraser demande des 
preuves. Le representant de l'URSS a declare 
que les autorites militaires des Etats-Unis ont 
arrete certains individus pour des raisons poli
tiques, mais on ne pent dire que ce soit Ht un 
acte de terrorisme, car tous les gouvernements 
militaires d'occupation sont obliges de maintenir 
leur autorite en procedant a des arrestations 
d'ordre politique. Ces arrestations sont nne 
consequence regrettable, mais inevitable, de 
!'occupation militaire. En !'absence de toute 
autre preuve concrete, la Premiere Commission 
doit s'en tenir aux declarations de la Commission 
temporaire, suivant lesquelles les elections en 
Coree du Sud se sont deroulees de fa<;on loyale. 
M. Fraser estime que Ia rhetorique deployee 
dans les precedentes declarations prouve qu'il 
n'y a pas de preuve du contraire et qu'on cherche 
tout simplement a rem placer ces preuves par des 
discours. M. Fraser declare que sa delegation est 
absolument convaincue de Ia legitimite du Gouver
nement de la Coree du Sud. Il attend, par contre, 
d'etre convaincu de la legitimite de la Republique 
democratique populaire. 

FA wz1 Bey (Egypte) declare que sa dele
gation aurait volontiers soutenu le projet. de 
resolution de la Tchecoslovaquie si les electiOnS 
en Coree du Nord n'avaient pas ete organisees 
au mepris du desir de I' Assemblee general e. Rien 
n'aurait ete plus agreable a la delegation de 
l'Egypte que de voir une Core~ unifiee sous 
l'autoritc d'un gouvernement umque. Malheu
reusement, etant donne la situation, I'Egypte 
votera contre le projet de resolution de la 
Tchecoslovaquie. 

M. CICMIL (Yougoslavie) appuie .chal_eu
reusement le projet de resolution de Ia fcheco
slovaquie parce que le Gouvernement de ~a 
Republique democratique populaire de . Coree 
a ete elu par 99 pour 100 de Ia populatiOn de 
la Coree du Nord et 72 pour 100 des habitants 
de la Coree du Sud. II represente done legale~ent 
le peuple coreen. M. Cicmil declare 9n.e Ia Repu
blique democratique populaire a etc .reconnue 
par Ia Yougoslavie et par d'autres Pmssances. 
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Mr. Jacob MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that he would do his best to 
satisfy the New Zealand representative's request 
for concrete evidence which would enable him 
to .support the admission of the delegation of 
the Government of the People's Democratic 
Republic. 

To begin with, however, it was necessary to 
comment on the attempt of the United States 
representative to show that the Czechoslovak draft 
resolution had already been rejected and should 
not be discussed. The fact was that the previous 
decision of the Committee had related only to 
the question of whether or not the Czechoslovak 
proposal should be considered before the Com
mittee opened its debate on the substance of 
the Korean question. The Committee had 
decided not to examine the proposal at that time. 
It was true that the Journal of the General 
Assembly of 16 November 1948 erroneously 
stated that the draft resolution had been rejected, 
but there had been a corrigendum in the following 
issue. However, Mr. Dulles, dealing with the 
first report, did not refer to the corrigendum and 
asserted that the Czechoslovak proposal was 
rejected. Mr. Malik asked the Secretariat for 
an explanation of the original error. 

Turning to the question of the elections in 
South Korea, Mr. Malik said that perusal of the 
Temporary Commission's records, and especially 
of the records of Sub-Committee 2 which dealt 
with public opinion, showed that the overwhelming 
majority of all the political parties and social 
organizations in South Korea had been opposed 
to a separate election in the southern zone. It 
was also a fact that many rightist leaders had 
boycotted the elections in that zone as an 
expression of their disapproval. Two such leaders 
of right-wing parties, Messrs. Kim Koo and 
Kim Kiusic, had submitted a plan to the Com
mission for convening a conference of political 
parties which would pave the way for the estab
lishment of a single Korean government. The 
plan had called for the withdrawal of foreign 
troops as a prerequisite for the government's 
establishment. At first the Commission had 
been sympathetic towards the plan which had 
the support of all Korean public opinion. 
However, the Commission had failed to 
implement it. 

Subsequently an all-Korean Conference had 
been held in the northern zone in which 56 political 
parties and social organizations took part. The 
only organizations which did not participate 
were two extreme rightist reactionary groups, 
the so-called Bangkok party which was supported 
by the United States administration and a 
certain militarist clique. The Conference adopted 
three resolutions. The first was a declaration 
on behalf of the Korean people objecting to the 
carrying out of separate elections in the two 
zones. The second was an appeal to the USSR 
and the United States to withdraw their armies 
of occupation. The third resolution dealt with 
the political situation in Korea. It was as a 
consequence of the second resolution that the 
USSR decided to withdraw its troops from 
North Korea by 1 January 1949. Mr. Malik 
considered that the failure of the United States 

M. Jacob MALIK (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) declare qu'il fera de son 
mieux pour fournir au representant de la Nouvelle
Zelande les preuves qu'il demande pour lui 
permettre d'appuyer !'invitation adressee a Ia 
delegation du Gouvernement de Ia Republique 
democratique populaire. . 

Mais il est necessaire, d'abord, de commenter 
la tentative faite par le representant des 
E.tats-Unis de prouver que le projet de resolution 
de la Tchecoslovaquie a ete deja rejete et ne 
saurait, par consequent, etre discute. Le fait est 
que la precedente decision de la Commission 
ne se rapportait qu'a la question de savoir si Ia 
proposition de Ia Tchecoslovaquie devrait ou 
non etre examinee par la Commission avant 
qu'elle n'ouvre le debat sur le fond de Ia question 
de la Coree. La Commission avait decide, a ce 
moment, de ne pas discuter Ia proposition. Il est 
exact que le Journal de l'Assembtee generale 
du 16 novembre 1948 a indique par erreur que 
le projet de resolution avait ete rejete, mais un 
rectificatif a ete publie dans le numero suivant. 
M. Dulles, faisant neanmoins etat de Ia premiere 
information, ne tient pas compte du rectificatif et 
affirme que Ia proposition de Ia Tchecoslovaquie 
a ete rejetee. M. Malik demande au Secretariat des 
explications sur J'erreur qui a etc commise. 

Passant a Ia question des elections en Coree 
du Sud, M. Malik declare que I'examen des 
rapports de la Commission temporaire, et parti
culierement des rapports de la Sons-Commission 2, 
montre que I'ecrasante majorite de tousles partis 
politiques et des organisations sociales en Coree 
du Sud s'est declaree . opposee a des elections 
separees en Coree du Sud. C'est un fait egalement 
que de nombreux chefs des partis de droite ont 
boycotte les elections en Coree du Sud pour 
exprimer leur desapprobation. Deux des chefs 
de ces partis de droite, MM. Kim Koo et Kim 
Kiusic, avaient Soumis a Ia Commission un projet 
de convocation d'une conference des partis 
politiques, qui ouvrirait Ia voie a I'etablissement 
d'un Gouvernement unique de la Coree. Ce projet 
prevoyait le retrait des troupes d'occupation 
comme condition preliminaire a I'etablissement 
du gouvernement. La Commission avait d'abord 
accueilli favorablement ce plan qui etait appuye 
par !'opinion publique coreenne. Mais elle ne I'a 
pas mis a execution. 

Par Ia suite, une Conference generale de toute 
Ia Coree s'est tenue en Coree du Nord ; 56 partis 
politiques et organisations sociales y ont pris 
part. Les seules organisations qui n'aient pas 
participe a cette conference sont deux groupes 
reactionnaires d'extreme droite : le parti Bangkok, 
qui est soutenu par les Etats-Unis, et une clique 
militariste. La Conference a adopte trois reso
lutions. La premiere est une declaration faite 
au nom du peuple careen, s'opposant a ce que 
des elections separees se tiennent dans les deux 
zones. La seconde est un appel lance a I'URSS et 
aux Etats-Unis en vue du retrait des troupes 
d'occupation. La troisieme resolution concerne 
Ia situation politique en Coree. C'est pour repondre 
a la seconde resolution que I'URSS a decide de 
retirer ses troupes de Ia Coree du Nord le 1 er janvier 
1949. M. Malik estime que si les Etats-Unis 
n'ont pas pris le meme engagement, c'est qu'ib 
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to do likewise resulted from its desire to hold 
South Korea as a springboard for possible 
military action in Asia and to allow its commercial 
monopolies freedom to operate in the area. 

Later, towards the end of April, another 
conference was held, this time representing 
33 political parties and social organizations. It 
was at that conference that the declaration 
of 30 April was drawn up by Messrs. Kim Koo 
and Kim Kiusic. It provided for a political 
programme as follows. First, all foreign troops 
were to be withdrawn from Korea. Then, an 
all-Korean Congress was to be convened to 
establish a temporary government and to institute 
elections for a legislative organ on the basis of 
direct universal suffrage and a secret ballot. 
The legislative organ thus elected was to have 
the task of drawing up a constitution on the 
basis of which a permanent government would 
be established. 

Despite the fact that the programme clearly 
expressed the will of the whole Korean people, 
the United States had insisted on the elections 
being held in the southern zone as a result of 
which the Government of the zone was entrusted 
to the Hangkok party. The Temporary Com
mission, which had agreed to the all-Korean 
Conference found itself subjected to a three
fold pressure by those of its members which 
desired to please the United States, by the Interim 
Committee, and by the United States Military 
Government. That pressure induced the Com
mission to ignore the desires of the Korean 
people, as expressed by "the conference, and to 
agree to observe the elections in the southern 
zone. Mr. Malik noted that the Indian repre
sentative on the Commission had stated that 
he was voting in favour of holding the elections 
in South Korea, although he was actually 
opposed to the measure, because of the instructions 
received from the Interim Committee. Mr. Malik 
considered that the decision to hold elections, 
taken as it was by a simple majority, was a 
violation of all normal rules of procedure. 

The USSR representative also cited the 
statement of the United States Military 
Commander in South Korea that he considered 
it impossible to guarantee free elections in the 
zone. That statement of General Hodges was 
contained on page 34, volume III, part I of the 
Commission's report (A/575/Add.2). Mr. Malik 
asked whether the New Zealand representative 
would describe the Temporary Commission's 
action in permitting elections to be carried out 
after having heard such a statement as calculated 
to maintain the prestige of the United Nations. 
For his part, Mr. Malik believed that such an 
action was itself a violation of the General 
Assembly resolution on the Korean question 
and dealt a blow to the authority of the United 
Nations. 

It was only to be expected that the political 
parties which took part in the two preceding 
all-Korean conferences should take appropriate 
measures to counter the United States action. At 
another aU-Korean Congress, they decided to 
hold a second election throughout both the zones. 
In North Korea that election took place, unham-

veulent conserver la Coree du Sud comme un 
tremplin pour une action militaire eventuelle 
en Asie et pour donner toute liberte d'action a 
ses monopoles commerciaux. 

Plus tard, vers la fin du mois d'avril, une autre 
conference s'est tenue, comprenant cette fois 
33 partis politiques et organisations sociales. 
C'est au cours de cette conference que la decla
ration du 30 avril a ete rcdigee par MM. Kim Koo 
et Kim Kiusik. Elle prevoyait un programme 
d'action politique sur les bases suivantes : en 
premier lieu, toutes les troupes d'occupation 
devaient etre retirees de la Coree. Ensuite, un 
congres pour toute Ia Coree doit etre convoque 
pour ctablir un gouvernement temporaire, aux 
fins de proceder a des elections qui institueraient 
un organe legislatif sur la base du suffrage universe! 
direct et du scrntin secret. Cet organe legislatif 
ainsi elu devait avolr pour tache de rediger une 
constitution, sur Ia base de laquelle un gouver
nement permanent pourrait etre etabli. 

Bien que le programme exprimat clairement 
la volonte du peuple coreen tout entier, les 
Etats-Unis ont exige des elections en zone sud. 
A Ia suite de ces elections le Gouvernement de 
cette zone a etc confic au parti Hangkok. La 
Commission ternporaire, qui avait approuve la 
conference pour toute la Coree, s'est trouvec 
soumise a une triple pression, exercee a la fois 
par ceux de ses membrcs qui desiraient satisfaire 
les Etats-Unis, par la Commission interimaire et 
par le Gouvernement militairc des Etats-Unis. 
Cedant a cette pression, la Commission n'a tenu 
aucun compte des dcsirs que le peuple coreen 
avait exprirnes a la conference, et a consenti a 
controler les elections en zone sud. M. Malik 
releve que le representant de l' In de a la Com
mission temporaire a declare voter en faveur 
des elections en Coree du Sud bien qu'il fut, en 
realite, hostile a cette mesure, pour se conformer 
aux instructions rec;ues de la Commission inte
rimaire. M. Malik considere qu'en decidant a Ia 
majorite simple d'organiser les elections·, Ia 
Commission a violc toutes les regles normales de 
procedure. 

Le representant de l'URSS cite egalement Ia 
declaration du commandant des troupes d'occu
pation des Etats-Unis en Coree du Sud, qui a 
reconnu l'impossibilitc de garantir la liberte des 
elections dans cette zone. Cette declaration du 
general Hodges figure dans la premiere partie du 
rapport de la Commission, volume 3, page 34 
(Aj575/Add.2). M. Malik se demande si le repn!
sentant de la Nouvelle-Zelande estime que Ia 
Commission temporaire qui, apres avoir entendn 
une telle declaration, a neanmoins autorise les 
elections, a pris la une mesure de nature a 
maintenir le prestige de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Pour sa part, M. Malik est convaincu que 
cette mesure constitue une violation de la reso
lution de 1' Assemblee generale concernant Ia 
question de Ia Coree, et .qu'elle port.c un c~up 
a l'autorite de l'Organisatwn des Natwns Umes. 

II faut esperer que les partis politi~~es qui 
ont participe aux deux conferences precedentes 
pour toute la Coree prendront . des m~ures 
appropriees pour contrecarrer l'actwn des E~ts: 
Unis. Un congres tenu en Coree. du ~ud a dec1de 
que de nouvelles ele~tions aurm~nt heu dans les 
deux zones a Ia fms. En Coree du Nord. ces 
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pered, while in South Korea the United States 
attempted to prevent it from being carried out. 
However, in spite of the efforts of the United 
States, indirect elections were held in the southern 
zone and the Congress of Popular Repre
sentatives which met in Chaisu in August truly 
represented the Korean people. Of the delegates 
to that Congress 1,002 came from South Korea, 
48 were arrested by the United States authorities 
and others died on the way. On 25 August, 
the Congress elected 360 delegates from South 
Korea to the Supreme Popular Assembly. On 
the same day direct elections were held in North 
Korea by secret ballot and on the basis of universal 
franchise. Of all the electors in the northern 
zone 99,7 per cent took part in the voting, while 
77,52 per cent participated in the southern zone. 
In all, 85,2 per cent of the Korean people took 
part in the elections. 

Thus, the Korean people, freely and enthu
siastically recorded their protest against the 
separate elections which had been held by the 
United States administration. The elections 
showed the indomitable will of the Korean 
people for a united and independent nation. The 
Supreme Assembly of all-Korea, which they 
elected, was the only genuine legislative organ 
for the whole country. As evidence of the 
democratic and representative composition of 
the Assembly, Mr. Malik explained that of the 
572 deputies, 120 were labourers, 194 peasants, 
152 clerical workers, 33 intellectuals, and 22 trades 
people. Among the deputies, 69 of whom were 
women, 287 had participated in the resistance 
against Japanese agression. The deputies carne 
from all social classes and political parties 
throughout Korea. Mr. Malik thought that the 
composition of the Assembly should in itself 
satisfy the New Zealand delegation's doubts as 
to its representative character. 

The fact that the Temporary Commission 
did not observe the elections of the Government 
of the People's Democratic Republic could not 
conceivably be proof that they were not held 
under fair conditions. Similarly the existence of 
a government in the southern zone only proved 
that the United States had been successful in 
inducing the Commission to accept its policy. The 
Commission had given way to United States 
pressure although many members had realized 
that the election in South Korea was illegal 
and violated the General Assembly's resolution. 

Mr. PROTITCH (Secretariat) gave an explanation 
of the error in the Journal of the General Assembly 
with regard to the Czechoslovak draft resolution. 
He said that the significance of the decision 
taken at the 200th meeting was ambiguous in 
both the French and English verbatim records. 
In fact, the verbatim records were not official and 
the Secretariat of the Committee was not respon
sible for them. The only official record of the 
meeting was the summary record (A/C.1/SR.200) 
which stated perfectly clearly on page 6 that 
the " vote was taken on the proposal to consider 
the Czechoslovak draft resolution at that time " 
and the proposal " was rejected by 38 votes to 6, 
with 6 abstentions ". Mr. Protitch pointed out 
that the error in the Journal, which again was 

elections ont eu li~u librernent, tandis qu'en 
Coree du Sud, les Etats-Unis ont essaye de les 
ernpecher. Cependant, en depit de leurs efforts, 
des elections au suffrage indirect ont eu lieu en 
zone sud et Ie congres des representants du 
peuple qui s'est reuni a Chaisu en aout repre
sentait fidelernent le peuple coreen. Parmi les 
representants envoyes au congres, 1.002 venaient 
de la Coree du Sud, 48 ont ete arretes par les 
autorites des Etats-Unis et d'autres sont morts 
en route. Le 25 aout,le congres a elu a l'Assernblee 
supreme populaire 360 representants de la Coree 
du Sud. Le rnerne jour, des elections au suffrage 
direct secret et universe! ont eu lieu en Coree 
du Nord. En Coree du Nord, 99,7 pour 100 des 
electeurs ont vote, alors qu'en Coree du Sud, 
77,52 pour 100 seulement ont exprime leurs 
suffrages. Dans !'ensemble, 85,2 pour 100 de la 
population de la Coree a pris part au vote. 

Ainsi, le peuple de la Coree a exprirne en toute 
liberte et avec enthousiasrne sa protestation 
contre les elections separees qui avaient ete 
organisees par !'administration des Etats-Unis. 
Ces nouvelles elections manifestent la volonte 
indomptable du peuple coreen de former une 
nation unie et independante. L'Assernblee supreme 
pour toute Ia Coree qui fut ainsi elue, est le seul 
organe Iegislatif authentique representant tout 
le pays. Pour prouver le caractere dernocratique 
et representatif de I' Assemblee, M. Malik precise 
que sur 572 deputes, il y avait 120 ouvriers, 
194 paysans, 152 employes de bureau, 33 intel
lectuels et 22 cornmen;ants. Parmi les deputes, 
dont 69 sont des femmes, 287 ont pris part a la 

. resistance contre l'agression japonaise. Ces deputes 
representent toutes les classes sociales et tons les 
partis politiques de la Coree. l\L Malik pense que 
la composition de l'Assernbiee doit suffire a 
dissiper Ies doutes du delegue de la Nouvelle
Zelande quant a son caractere representatif. 

Le fait que les elections destinees a constituer 
le Gouvernernent de la Republique dernocratique 
populaire n'ont pas ete controlees par la 
Commission ternporaire, ne saurait en aucun cas 
prouver qu'elles n'ont pas eu lieu dans des 
conditions regulieres. De merne, !'existence d'un 
Gouvernement en zone sud prouve seulement que 
les Etats-Unis out reussi a persuader Ia Commission 
d'accepter leur politique. La Commission a cede 
a Ia pression des Etats-Unis, bien qu'une grande 
partie de ses rnernbres ne se soit pas dissirnule 
que les elections en Coree du Sud etaient illegales 
et violaient la resolution de l'Assemblee. 

M. PROTITCH (Secretariat) explique l'erreur 
qui s'est glissee dans le Journal de l'Assemb!Ce 
generale au sujet du projet de resolution de la 
Tchecoslovaquie. Il declare que le sens de la 
decision prise a la 200e seance est arnbigu dans 
les cornptes rendus in extenso, aussi bien frant;ais 
qu'anglais. En fait, les comptes rendus in extenso 
ne sont pas officiels et le Secretariat de la Com
mission n'en est pas responsable. Le seul compte 
rendu officiel de la seance est le compte rendu 
analytique (A/C.1JSR.200) qui dit a la page 6, 
en terrnes parfaitement clairs : << II est procede au 
vote a main levee sur la proposition tendant a 
l'examen imrnediat du projet de resolution de la 
Tchecoslovaquie. Par 38 voix contre 6, avec 
6 abstentions, cette proposition est rejetee ». 

945 
60 



not an official record, had been corrected in the 
following issue of 17 November, as soon as the 
Secretariat had discovered the inaccuracy. 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED. AND THIRTIETH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 6 December 1948, atp.m. 

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

100. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the United Nations 
Temporary Commission on Korea 
(A/575, AJ575JAdd.1 and A/575/ 
Add.2) and of the Interim Com
mittee of the General Assembly 
(A/583) 

Mr. Jacob MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled that he had given figures at 
the previous meeting to illustrate the circum
stances i.1 which the Parliament of the People's 
Republic of Korea had been elected and a 
government set up. He then read to the 
Committee an appeal from the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of that government, referring to the 
general elections of August 1948, which he had 
described as a free expression of the Korean· 
people's desire to establish a unitary democratic 
State. An absolute majority of the population 
of the South and the North had taken part in the 
elections and the government had drawn up a 
democratic programme. In addition, the govern
ment of the People's Republic of Korea had 
requested the USSR and the United States to 
withdraw their occupation forces from the entire 
territory of Korea. 

The USSR delegation, Mr. Malik continued, 
had stated in November 1947 that the problem 
of Korean independence was a matter for the 
Korean people themselves, and that it could not 
be solved without an expression of opinion by the 
representatives of that people. The view 
expressed by the USSR delegation had been 
reflected in the preamble of resolution 112 (II) 
adopted by the Assembly on 14 November 1947. 
The delegation of the USSR was still of the same 
opinion and proposed that delegates of the 
People's Republic of Korea should be invited to 
take part in the discussion. The USSR delegation 
therefore supported the Czechoslovak proposal 
(A/C.l f367). 

The Chinese proposal (A/C.1/395) that repre
sentatives of South Korea should be invited 
to take part in the Committee's deliberations was 
not acceptable, because the establishment of the 
Government of South Korea was not the result 
of free elections. The Temporary Commission 
of the United Nations, in its decision regarding 
the elections in South Korea, had not paid 
sufficient attention to the facts, which were, 
however, plainly se~ f.orth in the r~cords of the 
Commission contammg the evidence and 

M. Protitch fait observer que l'erreur du 
Journal (qui, il le repete, ne donne pas un compte 
rendu officiel), a ete rectifiee dans le numero 
suivant, du 17 novembre, aussitot que le Secre
tariat a decouvert cette inexactitude. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 10. 

DEUX-CENT-TRENTIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 6 decembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

100. Suite de la discussion sur les 
rapports de la Commission tempo
raire des Nations Unies pour 
la Coree (A/575, Aj575/Add.1 et 
Aj575JAdd.2) et de la Commission 
interimaire de l'Assemblee gene
rale (A/5:83) 

M. Jacob MALIK (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle que, ala seance prece
dente, il a donne des chiffres indiquant les circons
tances dans lesquelles le Parlement de la Repu
blique populaire de Coree a ete elu et un gouver- . 
nement etabli. II donne ensuite lecture d'un appel 
du Ministre des affaires Etrangeres de ce Gouver
nement, faisant allusion aux elections generales 
du mois d'aout 1948 qui ont exprime, selon lui, 
la libre volonte du peuple de Coree pour la creation 
d'un Etat democratique unitaire. Une majorite 
absolue de Ia population du Sud et du Nord a pris 
part a ces elections et le Gouvernement a prepare 
un programme democratique. De plus, le Gouver
nement de la Republique populaire de Coree a 
demande a l'URSS et aux Etats-Unis de retirer 
leurs troupes d'occupation de tout le territore 
de la Coree. 

M. Malik ajoute que, en novembre 1947, ia 
delegation avait declare que le probleme de 
l'independance de la Coree dependait du peuple 
coreen lui-meme et ne pouvait etre resolu sans 
que les representants de ce peuple expriment leur 
point de vue. Cette opinion de Ia delegation de 
l'URSS se trouvait refletee dans le preambule de Ia 
resolution 112 (II) adoptee le 14 novembre 1947 
par 1' Assemblee. La delegation de l'URSS est 
toujours de cette opinion et propose que des 
delegues de la Republique populaire de Coree 
soient invites a participer a la discussion. Elle 
appuie done la proposition tchecoslovaque (A/C. l I 
367). 

Quant ala proposition chinoise (A/C.1f395), qui 
prevoit que des representants de la Coree du Sud 
seront invites a participer aux debats de Ia 
Commission, elle n'est pas acceptable parce que 
Ia creation du Gouvernement de Ia Coree du Sud 
n'est pas le resultat d'elections libres. La 
Commission temporaire des Nations Unies,. dans 
sa decision concernant les elections en Coree du 
Sud, n'a pas suffisamment tenu compte des faits 
eux-memes qui se degagent, cependant, des 
proces-verbaux de cette Commission contenant 
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statements of Korean politicians. The Supreme 
Judge of South Korea, Mr. Kim Koo, Mr. Kim 
Kiusic and other political figures had informed 
the Temporary Commission that the holding 
of free elections in South Korea was out of the 
question. South Korea was a police State 
under the control of the United States of America. 
Fifty-three per cent of the police officers had 
collaborated with the Japanese occupying forces 
and had taken part in repressive measures 
against democratic organizations. The chief of 
police of South Korea, who was connected with 
the clique of Syngman Rhee and with the 
allegedly democratic party of Hangkok, had 
contributed to the falsification of the elections 
cf 10 May. The other political parties had 
moreover boycotted those elections. The repre
sentative of Canada had observed that the Seoul 
Assembly, though it included a number of so
called independents, was solely represented by the 
parties of Hangkok and Syngman Rhee. For 
his part, General Hodge had himself stated that 
the conditions were not such as to allow the 
holding of free elections. Finally, in a memo
randum dated 2 July 1948, addressed to the 
secretary of the United Nations Temporary 
Commission, the chief of the United States police 
in South Korea had admitted that between 
7 February and 14 May, 758 persons had been 
injured and 416 killed and that, during the four 
days following the elections of 10 May, 137 persons 
had been injured and 128 killed. That was 
surely an adm!ssion that the elections had not 
been free, but had taken place under a system of 
police terrorism. 

Mr. Malik referred to the claim made by the 
United Nations Commission that the elections 
had been held in an atmosphere of freedom. 
Four members of the Commission - El Salvador, 
India, Canada and Australia - had however 
declared before the elections that the estab
lishment of a Government of South Korea would 
not be in conformity with the recommendation 
of the General Assembly. It was only by four 
votes, with one abstention, that the Temporary 
Commission, which consisted of nine members, 
had decided to hold elections and decided the 
fate of South Korea, contrary to the recommen
dation of the General Assembly. The documents 
reproduced by the Commission established the 
fact that the elections had not been held in a 
democratic atmosphere, that the results had 
been falsified and, finally, that the present 
Government of South Korea was not a legal 
government. For those reasons, the delegation 
of the USSR was opposed to inviting represen
tatives of the Seoul Government to take part 
in the deliberations of the First Committee, 
since, far from representing the people of Korea 
as a whole, they did not even represent the 
people of South Korea. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) pointed out that the 
Chinese proposal was that a delegation from 
South Korea should be invited to take part in 
the Committee's discussions without the right 
to vote, the Government of South Korea having 
been set up under the auspices of the United 
Nations. The Czechoslovak proposal, on the 
contrary, denied the legality of that government 

des temoignages et declarations d'hommes poli
tiques careens. M. Kim Koo, juge supreme de Ia 
Coree du Sud, ainsi queM. Kim Kiusik, et d'autres 
hommes politiques, ont dit a Ia Commission 
temporaire qu'il n'etait pas possible que des 
elections libres aient lieu en Coree du Sud. En 
effet, la Coree du Sud est un Etat policier sous le 
contr6le des Etats-Unis d'Amerique. Cinquante
trois pour cent des officiers de police ont collabore 
avec les occupants japonais et ont participe a la 
repression contre les organisations democratiques. 
Le chef de la police de la Coree du Sud, lie avec 
la clique de Syngman Rhee et avec le parti dit 
democratique Hangkok, a contribue a la falsifi
cation des elections du 10 mai. Les autres partis 
politiques ont d'ailleurs boycotte ces elections. 
Le representant du Canada a fait remarquer que 
I' Assemblee de Seoul, bien que certains soi-disant 
independants y siegent, est composee uniquement 
de representants du parti Bangkok et du parti de 
Syngman Rhee. De son cOte, le general Hodge 
a declare lui-meme que les conditions n'etaient 
pas reunies pour que les elections se passent 
librement. Entin, dans un memorandum du 
2 juillet 1948 au secretaire de la Commission 
temporaire des Nations Unies, le chef de Ia police 
des Etats-Unis en Coree du Sud a reconnu que, 
du 7 fevrier au 14 mai, il y a eu 758 blesses et 
416 tues et que, pendant les quatre jours qui ont 
suivi les elections du 10 mai, il y eut 137 blesses 
et 128 tues. N'est-ce pas un aveu que les elections 
n'ont pas ete libres, mais se sont deroulees sous un 
regime de terreur policiere ? 

Le representant de l'URSS constate que Ia 
Commission des Nations Unies a pretendu que les 
elections s'etaient deroulees librement. Cependant, 
quatre membres de Ia Commission - le Salvador, 
l' In de, le Canada et l' Australie - ont declare 
avant ces elections que la creation d'un gouver
nement de la Coree du Sud ne serait pas conforme 
a Ia recommandation de l'Assemblee generale. 
Ce n'est que par quatre voix, avec une abstention, 
que Ia Commission temporaire, composee de neuf 
membres, decida, contrairement a Ia recomman
dation de l'Assemblee generale, d'organiser des 
elections et determina le destin de la Coree du Sud. 
Les documents reproduits par la Commission 
permettent d'etablir que les elections n'ont pas ete 
effectuees democratiquement, qu'elles ont ete 
falsifiees et, enfin, que le Gouvernement actuel 
de Ia Coree du Sud n'est pas un gouvernement 
legal. Pour ces raisons, la delegation de l'URSS 
s'oppose ace qu'on invite a participer aux debats 
de Ia Premiere Commission des representants du 
Gouvernement de Seoul qui, loin de representer 
le peuple de toute Ia Coree, ne represente meme 
pas celui de la Coree du Sud. 

M. CAST;RO (Salvador) fait remarquer que la 
proposition chinoise tend a inviter une delegation 
de Ia Coree du Sud a participer aux debats, sans 
droit de vote, le Gouvernement de Ia Coree du 
Sud ayant ete cree sous les auspices de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies. La proposition tcheco
slovaque, par contre, nie la h~galite de ce Gouver
nement et pretend que le Gouvernement de Ia 
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and maintained that the Goverqment of North 
Korea represented the Korean nation as a whole. 
It was not difficult to form an opinion on those 
two proposals in view of the fact that the occu
pation forces of the USSR had refused the 
Temporary Commission all access to the territory 
of North Korea and that there was no trustworthy 
report on the situation there. 

Mr. PEARSON (Canada) considered the 
Czechoslovak proposal unacceptable. He 
informed Mr. Manuilsky that the Canadian 
delegation to the United Nations Temporary 
Commission on Korea had not always voted 
with the delegation of the United States. He 
added, however, that when the Canadian dele
gation had been in a minority, it had accepted 
the views of the majority after the vote. It was 
true that the Canadian delegation had opposed 
elections in South Korea for the reason that the 
USSR had prevented elections in Korea as a 
whole. In any event, after the elecl ions had been 
held in South Korea, the Canadian delegation had 
noted that they had been carried through 
normally and had expressed the wishes of the 
population. It had therefore accepted the report 
of the Temporary Commission. On the contrary, 
the United Nations had been given no information 
on events in North Korea. How had the 
representatives of the People's Republic been 
selected? Whom did they represent? No 
verification of the answers given to those questions 
was possible. It was therefore natural to conclude 
that the elections in that part of Korea had not 
been held in a democratic manner. For that 
reason it was quite impossible to accord the 
representatives of North Korea the same status 
as the representatives of South Korea. The 
delegation of Canada would vote against the 
Czechoslovak proposal. 

Mr. ZEBROWSKI (Poland) regretted that his 
speech at the previous meeting had roused such 
indignation in the representative of New Zealand. 
He thought, however, that such indignation 
would have been more appropriately directed 
against those who by-passed the opinion of the 
United Nations, overlooked the right of peoples 
to self-determination and misused the United 
Nations by creating organs which favoured the 
selfish interests of certain States. He pointed 
out 1 hat his speech had not been a call for 
anarchy but had merely stressed the tendency 
to domination shown by certain . delegations. 
Why was it necessary to establish a United 
Nations commission to confirm the democratic 
nature of the regime in North Korea ? Such a step 
was no more necessary in North Korea than 
in New Zealand, for example. The delegations 
of Poland and of the USSR had furnished 
evidence and data on the subject. The truth 
was that certain delegations feared the facts, 
and if representatives of Korea had been invited 
to take part in the deliberations of the Assembly 
in 1947, they would certainly have requested 
the withdrawal of the occupation forces, as the 
delegation of the USSR had proposed. 

l\fr. LoPEZ (Philippines) held that, if the 
Committee adopted the proposal that the repre-

Coree du Nord represcnte toute Ia nation con\enne. 
Il n'est pas difficile de se faire une, opinion 
concernant ces deux propositions, si l'on tient 
compte du fait que la Commission temporaire 
des Nations Unies s'est vu refuser tout acces du 
territoire de la Coree du Nord par les forces d'occu
pation de l'URSS et qu'il n'existe aucun rapport 
digne de foi sur la situation en Coree du Nord. 

M. PEARSON (Canada) estime que Ia proposition 
tchecoslovaque est inacceptable. Il fait remarquer 
a M. Manouilsky que la delegation du Canada a Ia 
Commission temporaire des Nations Unies en 
Coree n'a pas toujours vote comme la del!\gation 
des Etats-Unis. Il ajoute, toutefois, que lorsque 
la delegation du Canada est mise en minorite elle 
se rallie, apres le vote, au point de vue de Ia 
majorite. Il est exact que la delegation du Canada, 
s'etait opposee a des elections en Coree du Sud, 
etant donne que l'URSS avait empeche que des 
elections aient lieu sur I' ensemble du terri to ire 
coreen. Toutefois, apres que ces elections eurent 
lieu en Coree du Sud, la dr.legation du Canada a 
constate qu'elles avaient ete accomplies norma
Iement et qu'elles etaient !'expression des vreux 
de Ia population. C'est pourquoi elle a accepte le 
rapport de la Commission temporaire. Par contre 
}'Organisation des Nations Unies n'est pas 
informee de ce qui se passe en Coree du Nord. 
Comment ont ete choisis les representants de la 
Republique populaire ? Qui representent-~s ? 
Aucune verification de ces faits n'est posstble. 
Des lors, il est normal de conclure que les elections 
dans cette partie de la Coree n' ont pu etre efiec: 
tuees d'une maniere democratique. C'est pourquot 
les representants de Ia Coree du Nord ne 
pourraient, en aucune fac;on, avoir un statut 
semblable a celui des representants de Ia Coree du 
Sud. La delegation du Canada votera contre la 
proposition tchecoslovaque. 

M. ZEBROWSKI (Pologne) regrette que son 
intervention a Ia seance precectente ait provoque 
une telle indignation de la part du representant 
de Ia Nouvelle-Zelande. Il estime, cependant, que 
cette indignation aurait du s'appliquer a ceux qui 
eludent le point de vue de !'Organisation d~s 
Nations Unies; qui ignorent le principe du drOit 
des peuples a disposer d'eux-memes, et qui ab~sent 
de !'Organisation en creant des organes favonsa~t 
Ies interets egoi:stes de certains Etats. I~ fa~t 
remarquer que son intervention ne. constltuatt 
pas un appel a I'anarchie, mais metta1t seulement 
I' accent sur une ten dance a la domination montree 
par certaines delegations. Pourquoi . faudrait~il 
creer une Commission des Nations Umes chargee 
d' etablir que le regime de la Coree, du ~ ord est 
democratique ? Cela n'est pas plus necessaire dans 
Ie cas de ce pays que dans le cas de Ia Nouvelle
Zelande par exemple. La delegation ~e la Pologne 
et Ia delegation de l'URSS ont do~ne des pr~u~e.s 
et ont indique des faits a ce sujet .. En re~hte, 
certaines delegations craignent ces f~1t~ ~t, .st, de~ 
representants de la Coree avaient et~ mvtt~s a 
prendre part a l'Assemblee en 1947, 1ls au~ment 
certainement demande que les tro.upes d o~cu
pation soient retirees, comme l'ava1t propose la 
delegation de l'URSS. 

M. LoPEZ (Philippines) estime . q~e .si l'on 
adoptait la proposition tendant a mvtter les 
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sentatives of North Korea should be invited as 
representing the only legal Korean government, 
it would be virtually granting recognition to that 
government, which would be contrary to the 
will of the Assembly. It was rather surprising 
that representatives who had refused to appear 
before the Temporary Commission should now 
be willing to appear before the First Committee. 
If, however, their wish to be given a hearing was 
made in good faith, they should be heard in 
accordance with the normal procedure in such 
cases. 

He was further surprised that only those 
delegations which had voted against the principle 
of the Temporary Commission and which had 
refused to take part in its work were giving their 
support to the representatives of North Korea. 
His delegation was unable to accept the 
Czechoslovak proposal. 

Mr. WoLD (Norway) opposed the Czechoslovak 
proposal because there was no proof that the 
representatives of North Korea had been freely 
elected and had not simply been appointed by the 
military authorities. The United Nations Tempo
rary Commission had not been authorized to 
find out whether those representatives had been 
freely elected. Moreover, to invite represen
tatives of North Korea would be to confer on 
that so-called State a status incompatible with 
the Charter of the United Nations. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that the representative of the 
USSR had submitted incontrovertible facts to 
prove that elections had taken place in North 
Korea and that 66 per cent of the population 
had taken part. No speaker had been able 
to deny those facts. It had, however, been 
asserted that the representatives of Korea could 
not be heard inasmuch as the United Nations 
Temporary Commission had not been granted 
access to the territory of North Korea. It was 
known that the Commission did not represent 
all the United Nations, but merely served as a 
spring board from which the United States might 
impose its expansionist policy on the people of 
Korea. No Article of the Charter provided that 
an organ established by a group of Members 
of the United Nations could be regarded as an 
organ of the United Nations. Furthermore, the 
first question with which the Committee had found 
itself faced was that of its own legality. On 
4 February (summary record of the 8th meeting 
of the Commission) the representative of the 
Philippines had stated that the General Assembly 
had created a legal fiction by its adoption of the 
resolution of 14 November : it had decided that 
elections should be held throughout Korea, 
although it was well aware that elections could 
not be held in North Korea. Was there in the 
circumstances any cause for surprise that the 
United Nations Temporary Commission, a simple 
legal fiction, should not have been admitted to 
North Korea ? Those who supported the 
contrary thesis wished to create an atmosphere 
of confusion in order to prevent the representatives 
of North Korea from obtaining a hearing. 

The representative of the Ukraine also recalled 
Mr. Fraser's claim that South Korea had a 

representants de la Coree du Nord comme repre
sentants du seul Gouvernement legal de Coree, on 
reconnai:trait virtuellement ce Gouvernement, ce 
qui irait a l'encontre de Ia volonte de l'Assemblee. 
II est pour le moins surprenant que ces repre
sentants, qui ont refuse de comparaitre devant la 
Commission temporaire, veuillent maintenant etre 
entendus par Ia Premiere Commission. Mais s'ils 
veulent, de bonne foi, .. etre entendus, qu'ils le soient 
selon la procedure d'usage en pareil cas. 

M. LOPEZ s'etonne, en outre, que seules les 
delegations qui ont vote contre Ie principe de Ia 
Commission temporaire et qui se sont abstenues 
d'y participer donnent leur appui aux repre
sentants de Ia Coree du Nord. Sa delegation ne 
peut accepter Ia proposition tchecoslovaque. 

M. WoLD (Norvege) s'oppose a Ia proposition 
tchecoslovaque car il n'y a aucune preuve que 
les representants de Ia Coree du Nord ont ete 
elus librement et n'ont pas simplement ete 
nommes par les autorites militaires. En effet, 
Ia Commission des Nations Unies n'a pas ete 
autorisee a s'assurer que ces representants avaient 
ete elus librement. De plus, l'envoi d'une invi
tation aux representants de Ia Coree du Nord 
confererait a ce pretendu Etat un statut en 
contradiction avec Ia Charte des Nations Unies. 

M. MANOUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) fait remarquer que le repre
sentant de l'URSS a presente des faits incontes
tables prouvant que des elections ont eu lieu en 
Coree du Nord, et que 66 pour 100 de Ia popu
lation de Coree du Sud ont pris part a ces elections. 
Aucun orateur n'a pu nier ces faits. Toutefois, 
on a pretendu que des representants de Ia Coree 
ne pouvaient etre entendus, car Ia Commission 
temporaire des Nations Unies n'avait pas eu 
acces au territoire de Ia Coree du Nord. On sait, 
a ce sujet, que cette Commission ne representait 
pas toutes !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
mais servait seulement de tremplin aux Etats
Unis pour imposer au peuple de Coree sa poli
tique expansionniste. Aucun Article de la Charte 
ne prevoit qu'un organe etabli par un groupe de 
Membres de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
puisse etre considere comme un organe des 
Nations Unies. D'ailleurs, Ia premiere question 
que s'est posee Ia Commission fut d'examiner sa 
legalite. Le representant des Philippines declara 
a ce sujet, le 4 fevrier (proces-verbal n° 8 des 
seances de la Commission) que l' Assemblee gene
rale, en adoptant la resolution du 14 novembre, 
avait cree une fiction juridique : elle decidait que 
des elections devaient avoir lieu dans toute la 
Coree, alors qu'il etait sur qu'il serait impossible 
de proceder a des elections en Coree du Nord. 
Comment s'etonner, des lors, que Ia Commission 
temporaire des Nations Unies, simple fiction 
juridique, ne flit pas admise en Coree du Nord ? 
Ceux qui soutiennent la these contraire veulent 
faire regner Ia confusion pour empecher les 
representants de Ia Coree du Nord d'etre entendus. 

Le representant de Ia RSS d'Ukraine rappelle 
en outre que M. Fraser a pretendu que Ia Coree 
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democratic regime. In that connexion he quoted 
the record of the Temporary Commission's 
examination of the chief of police of Seoul 
(first part of the report of the United Nations 
Temporary Commission on Korea, volume III, 
annexes IX to XII inclusive, page 116), from 
which it appeared that the official in question 
had been appointed by the United States General 
Hodge and that he had then been responsible to 
General Dean, Military Governor of South Korea. 
Dozens of similar examples could be given in 
proof of the anti-democratic character of the 
regime in South Korea. 

Mr. Manuilsky went on to emphasize the 
contempt for the Korean people displayed in a 
statement made by General Hodge to the 
Temporary Commission. General Hodge had 
declared that the people of Korea were a decadent 
nation without the slightest concept of political 
life and without any idea of the responsibilities 
they bore in exercising freedom. Was it to 
be expected, in the circumstances, that the 
Korean people would receive any guarantees ? 
The philosophy of racial superiority proclaimed 
by General Hodge was reflected in the result of 
the falsified elections held in South Korea. There 
was thus ample proof that the Government of 
South Korea did not represent the free will of the 
population. It would be an insult to the Korean 
people to refuse to give it a hearing. It was not 
possible to trifle with a people that was moving 
forward. The delegation of the Ukrainian SSR 
supported the Czechoslovak proposal, which was 
both just and reasonable. 

Mr. EL-KHOURI (Syria) observed that the 
Chinese and Czechoslovak proposals were not 
necessarily contradictory. The existence of a 
national assembly and of a regular Government 
in South Korea was proved by the evidence of the 
United States occupying authorities and by the 
report of the United Nations Temporary 
Commission. The existence of a national 
Assembly and of a regular government in North 
Korea was similarly supported by proof submitted 
by the USSR whose military forces had occupied 
the region. Such proofs could not be regarded 
as valueless because the United States and the 
USSR had agreed to divide Korea and to 
administer one part each. 

If the General Assembly had not set up the 
United Nations Commission in 1947, that evidence 
would have been sufficient, since the testimony 
of the Government charged with the adminis
tration of a territory was generally regarded 
as conclusive. The Assembly had nevertheless 
set up the Commission and all its members had 
made every effort to ensure the full application 
of the Assembly's resolution, in conformity with 
the desire of the population. It was obvious 
that the Koreans did not wish to be divided. 
The partition had not been made in their interest, 
but solely in the interest of other Powers. There 
were at present unfortunately [two governments 
in Korea, both of which claimed authority over 
the whole country. In fact, the two parts of the 
country were not in disag:~ement •. but were kept 
down by foreign authontJes wh1ch held them 

du Sud avait un regime democratique. A ce sujet, 
il donne lecture d'un interrogatoire du chef de 
Ia police de Seoul par Ia Commission temporaire 
(premiere partie du rapport de Ia Commission 
temporaire, volume III, annexes IX a XII, 
page 116 du texte anglais1), duquel il ressort que 
ce fonctionnaire avait ete nomme par le general 
americain Hodge et qu'i1 etait alors responsable 
devant le general americain Dean, gouverneur 
militaire de Ia Coree du Sud. Des dizaines 
d'exemples analogues pourraient etre donnes, 
prouvant le caractere anti-democratique du 
regime de Ia Coree du Sud. 

l\1. Manouilsky souligne ensuite le caractere 
meprisant a l'egard du peuple coreen d'une decla
ration faite par le general Hodge devant la 
Commission temporaire. Le general Hodge n'a-t-il 
pas dit que le peuple careen etait degrade et 
n'avait aucune connaissance de la vie politique, 
ni de Ia responsabilite qu'entraine l'exercice des 
libertes fondamentales? Peut-on s'attendre, dans 
ces conditions, a ce que le peuple coreen trouve 
des garanties ? La philosophic de la race supe
rieure exprimee par le general Hodge s'est refletee 
dans le resultat des elections falsifiees qui ont eu 
lieu en Coree du Sud. Ainsi, il existe beaucoup 
de preuves que le Gouvernement de la Coree du 
Sud ne represente pas la libre volonte de la popu
lation. Ce serait une insulte au peuple coreen 
que sa voix ne soit pas entendue. On ne peut 
plaisanter avec ce peuple qui est en marche. La 
delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine appuiera la propo
sition tchecoslovaque qui est a la fois juste et 
raisonnable. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) fait remarquer que les 
propositions chinoise et tchecoslovaque ne sont 
pas necessairement contradictoires. L'existence 
d'une assemblee nationale et d'un Gouvernement 
regulier en Coree du Sud est prouve par le temoi
gnage des autorites d'occupation americaines et 
celui que fournit le rapport de Ia Commission 
temporaire des Nations Unies. L'existence d'une 
assemblee nationale et d'un Gouvernement regu
lier en Coree du Nord est appuyee par des preuves 
fournies par l'URSS, qui occupait militairement 
cette region. Ces preuves ne peuvent etre consi
derees comme sans valeur, car les Etats-Unis 
et l'URSS avaient ete d'accord pour diviser la 
Coree et pour en administrer chacune des parties. 

Si 1' Assemblee generale n'avait pas cree Ia 
Commission des Nations Unies, en 1947, ces 
temoignages aussent ete suffisants car en general 
le temoignage d'un Gouvernement charge de 
}'administration d'un territoire a force probante. 
Toutefois, l' Assemblee a cree cette commission 
et tous ses membres firent en sorte que la reso
lution de I' Assemblee generale fllt appliquee 
pleinernent, conformement au desir de la popu
lation. II va de soi que les Careens ne veulent pas 
etre divises. Le partage n'a pas ete fait dans leur 
interet, mais uniquement dans l'interet d'autres 
Puissances. Actuellement, il y a malheureusement 
en Coree deux Gouvernements, qui pretendent 
tous deux exercer leur autorite sur toute Ia Coree. 
En fait, les deux parties du pays ne sont pas en 
desaccord, mais elles sont etouffees par les auto
rites etrangeres qui les tiennent sous leur controle. 

1 Document en francais non paru. 
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under their control. To invite both parties 
to take part in discussions on the question would 
not facilitate any rapprochement. The unification 
of Korea could only take place if the occupying 
Powers withdrew their forces of occupation. 
Those Powers had committed an error in occupying 
parts of Korea. It was another error to 
prevent the United Nations Temporary 
Commission from entering the northern part of 
the country in order to ascertain the situation 
there. For that reason it was now difficult to 
intervene in the question except in the case of 
South Korea, which the Commission had been 
able to visit and on which it had submitted a 
report. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) said that one of the 
excerpts just quoted by Mr. Manuilsky was 
likely to mislead the Committee. That quotation 
implied that the United States authorities still 
ex~rcised absolute military control in South 
Korea. However, it was stated on page 13 in 
volume I of the second part of the report that 
" the government established by the elected 
representatives has assumed the functions 
previously exercised by the Military Government 
of the United States Armed Forces in Korea, 
and a progressive and orderly transfer of 
these functions is reaching its final stage ". 
Mr. Manuilsky would have been wiser to refer 
to the report dated 15 October 1948 than to a 
text issued several months earlier. 

Was there any evidence to support the belief 
that the elections in South Korea had not been 
held in accordance with democratic procedure ? 
Mr. Manuilsky had no doubt tried to prove that 
General Hodge had allowed acts of terrorism to 
be committed, but there again the meaning of a 
quotation had been distorted, for, in view of 
certain autside interference General Hodge could 
obviously not guarantee in advance that the 
elections would be held in an atmosphere of 
absolute freedom. Nevertheless, he had said 
neither that the elections should not take place, 
nor that they would be held in an atmosphere 
of terror. In fact, he had neglected nothing 
to make an atmosphere of freedom prevail, and 
he had accomplished his task splendidly. On 
the other hand, that did not signify in any way 
that holding new elections and strengthening 
the Government might nor further improve the 
situation. It would, however, be incorrect to 
assert that the authority of the Government 
of South Korea extended to North Korea. 
What was certain was that South Korea was run 
by a democratically elected government. Could 
the same be said of North Korea ? It was true 
that Mr. Malik had given some assurances to 
that effect, but no one could be certain of what 
went on in North Korea since its government, 
as well as that of the USSR, had most repre
hensibly refused access to an organ of the United 
Nations. 

Thus, in spite of the assurances given by 
Mr. Malik that the elections were held by secret 
ballot and on the basis of universal suffrage, there 
were doubts concerning the situation in North 
Korea. Moreover, Mr. Malik had not gone so 
far as to assert that the population of South 
Korea, which had allegedly participated in the 

L'invitation a chacune des parties de participer 
aux debats sur Ia question ne faciliterait pas un 
rapprochement. L'unification de la Coree ne 
pourrait avoir lieu que si les Puissances occu
pantes retiraient leurs forces armees. Ces Puis
sances etrangeres commirent une faute en occu
pant les differentes parties de la Coree. Ce fut 
une autre faute que d'empecher Ia Commission 
des Nations Unies de se rendre dans Ia partie 
nord du pays a fin d'etablir quelle etait la situation. 
C'est pourquoi, il est maintenant difficile d'inter
venir dans Ia question, sanf pour Ia Coree du Sud 
que la commission a pu visiter et au sujet de 
laquelle elle a soumis un rapport. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) declare qu'une 
des citations faites par M. Manouilsky il y a 
quelques instants est de nature a egarer la Com
mission. En effet, cette citation donnait a penser 
que le controle militaire des autorites ameri
caines etait toujours absolu en Coree du Sud. Or, 
l'on pent lire au volume premier de Ia deuxieme 
partie du rapport (page 14) que« le Gouvernement 
etabli par les representants elus a repris les 
fonctions exercees precedemment par le gouver
nement militaire des Etats-Unis en Coree, et le 
transfert progressif et ordonne de ces fonctions 
en arrive a son stade final ». M. Manouilsky aurait 
done ete mieux inspire de se referer au rapport 
date du 15 octobre 1948 plutot qu'a un texte de 
plusieurs mois plus ancien. 

y a-t-il en realite des temoignages permettant 
de croire que les elections en Coree du Sud n'ont 
pas ete faites selon une procedure democratique ? 
Sans doute, M. Manouilsky s'est efforce de prouver 
que le general Hodge avait permis des activites 
terroristes. Mais, en realite, ici encore, on a dena
ture le sens d'une citation ; si le general Hodge 
ne pouvait evidemment pas garantir a I'avance 
que les elections auraient lieu dans une atmosphere 
de liberte parfaite, du fait de certaines interven
tions du dehors, il n'a nullement declare que les 
elections ne devaient pas avoir lieu, ni qu'elles 
auraient lieu dans une atmosphere de terreur. 
Et, de fait, ii n'a rien epargne pour faire prevaloir 
une atmosphere de liberte et il a magnifiquement 
accompli sa tache. Cela ne signifie d'ailleurs 
nullement que de nouvelles elections et un elar
gissement du Gouvernement ne permettraient 
pas d'ameliorer encore les choses. D'autre part, 
il serait faux de dire que l'autorite du Gouver
nement de Ia Coree du Sud s'etend a Ia Coree du 
Nord. Mais, ce qui est certain, c'est que Ia Coree 
du Sud a un Gouvernement democratiquement 
elu. Or, pourrait-on en dire autant de la Coree 
du Nord ? Sans doute, M. Malik a-t-il donne 
certaines assurances a ce sujet, mais personne ne 
sait ce qui se passe en Coree du Nord, dont le 
Gouvernement, ainsi que celui de l'URSS, ont 
commis un acte des plus condamnables en refusant 
l'acces a un organisme des Nations Unies. 

Aussi, le doute plane-t-il sur Ia situation dans 
Ia Coree du Nord, malgre les assurances donnees 
par M. Malik au sujet d'elections au suffrage 
universe! et au scrutin secret. De plus, ce dernier 
n'a pas ete jusqu'a indiquer que Ia population 
de Ia Coree du Sud, qui aurait pretendument 
pris part aux elections dans la Coree du Nord, 
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elections in the North, had done so individually 
and by secret ballot ; on the contrary, Mr. Malik 
had stated that the people of South Korea had 
participated through the intermediary of represen
tatives who had, it seemed, attended a conference 
on its behalf. But by whom had those represen
tatives of South Korea been elected ? Did they 
represent the whole of the population of South 
Korea ? Regardless of the confidence one might 
have in Mr. :Malik, that was not the correct way 
to proceed in electing the representatives of a 
whole people. Instead of claiming that certain 
organizations in North Korea were equally 
representative of the South, it would b e better 
to confine oneself to giving valid proof at least 
as regards North Korea. It would be better also 
if the authorities of North Korea gave assurances 
concerning the respect that was due the United 
Nations and its organs. 

Concerning 1\Ir. Malik's quotation of a statement 
of Mr. Kim Koo (page 66 of the first part of the 
report, volume III), if his intention had been 
to prove that a democratic government existed 
in North Korea, he had fallen far short of the 
mark. Mr. Kim Koo had stated that, in his 
opinion, the elections held in North Korea had 
not been free, because they had been held under 
pressure by the Russians and because the voters 
had had no possibility of choosing from among 
several parties. In South Korea, on the contrary, 
the Commission had been able to observe that 
the procedure followed had been fair and that 
the elected authorities were gradually assuming 
various administrative functions, including that 
of the police. In conclusion, the New Zealand 
delegation was ready to vote either way, according 
to the evidence which would be furnish ed ; but 
what it did not wish, was to see the authority 
of the United Nations flouted. 

Mr. WALKER (United Kingdom) said that his 
delegation would vote against the draft resolution 
submitted by Czechoslovakia, but not because 
it believed that everything in South Korea was 
perfect and everything in North Korea monstrous. 
As the representative of Syria had pointed out, 
one could feel nothing but sympathy for the 
people of North Korea. 

The essential difference, however, was that, 
thanks to the United Nations Temporary 
Commission, the position in South Korea, at 
least, was known. The representative of New 
Zealand was justified in asking for evidence 
concerning North Korea. Undoubtedly, evidence 
in such matters was difficult to come by, but that 
merely confirmed the wisdom of the decision 
relating to the appointment of a Commission 
which was originally supposed to ensure fair 
elections in the whole of the country. The 
speech of the USSR representative about the 
elections, the all-Korean Parliament and the 
conference of the organizations representing 
North Korea, inevitably made one think of the 
methods used by the Communist Party in the 

l'aurait fait individuellement, au scrutin secret. 
Au contraire, M. Malik a dit que Ia population 
de la Coree du Sud avait pris part aux elections 
du Nord, en y participant par le truchement 
de representants qui auraient assiste en son nom 
a une conference. Mais qui a elu ces representants 
de la Coree du Sud ? Representaient-ils toute 
Ia population de Ia Coree du Sud ? Quelle que 
soit Ia conftance que I' on puisse avoir en M. Malik, 
ce n'est pas ainsi que l'on procede a des elections 
destinees a designer les representants de tout un 
peuple. Au lieu done de pretendre que certaines 
organisations de Coree septentrionale representent 
egalement la Coree du Sud, mieux vaudrait se 
horner a fournir des preuves valables au moins 
pour la Coree du Nord. Mieux vaudrait aussi 
que ces autorites de Coree du Nord donnent des 
assurances relatives au respect qu'il convient 
d'accorder a !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
et a ses organes. 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, Ja citation 
que M. Malik a faite d'une declaration de M. Kim 
Koo (premiere partie du rapport - Volume III, 
page 661 du texte anglais), si le but poursuivi 
etait de demontrer qu'un gouvernement demo
cratique existait en Coree du Nord, ce resultat 
est loin d'avoir etc atteint. En effet, M. Kim Koo 
a declare que selon lui, les elections auxquelles 
on avait procede en Coree du Nord n'etaient pas 
des elections libres, parce qu'elles avaient eu lieu 
sous la pression des Russes et que les electeurs 
n'avaient pas eu le choix entre plusieurs partis. 
En ce qui concerne, par contre, Ia Coree du Sud, 
la Commission a pu constater que la procedure 
suivie avait etc loyale et que les autorites clues 
etaient en train de se voir transferer les differentes 
fonctions ad.ministratives, police comprise. En 
conclusion, la delegation de la Nouvelle-Zelande 
est prete a voter dans un sens ou dans l'autre, 
selon les elements de preuve qui seront fournis ; 
mais, en tout cas, ce qu'elle ne desire pas, c'est 
de voir bafouer l'autorite de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M, WALKER (Royaume-Uni) declare que sa 
delegation votera contre le projet de resolution 
de la Tchecoslovaquie, non qu'elle considere que 
tout so it pour le mieux dans le meilleur des mondes 
en Coree du Sud, ni que tout soit abominable 
en Coree du Nord. Comme le representant de Ia 
Syrie l'a indique, on ne peut avoir que de la 
sympathie pour Ia population de Coree du Nord: 

Mais la difference essentielle, c'est que, en ce qm 
concerne Ia Coree du Sud, on sait au moins a quoi 
s'en t enir arace a la Commission des Nations 
Unies ; et c\st a juste titre que le representant 
de Ia Nouvelle-Zelande a demande des preuves 
relatives a la Coree du Nord. Sans doute, Ia 
preuve est-elle delicate en cette matiere •. ~ais 
cela ne fait que con firmer la sagesse del~ ~ecisiO~ 
relative a la nomination d'une CommiSSIOn qm 
devait a l'origine s'assurer de Ia correction des 
elections dans l'ensemble du pays. Or, lorsque le 
representant de l'URSS vient aujourd'hui parler 
des elections, du parlement et de la confe~ence 
des organisations representatives de la Coree. d.u 
Nord, J'on songe irresistiblem: nt aux procedes 
employes par Ie parti commumste, par exemple 

t Document non paru en fran!(ais. 

952 



United Kingdom, where the Labour Party 
had succeeded in reducing the communists to 
complete insignificance. For in the United 
Kingdom, as in North Korea, the communists 
carried on propaganda concerning delegations 
which supposedly represented all but one or two 
parties of the country ; the exceptions were 
scornfully qualified as reactionary, but in reality 
they were backed by all the democratic forces of 
the country. 

The only way the United Nations could have 
found out !he true situation in North Korea 
was by sending a Commission there ; it had been 
denied that possibility by the USSR. And 
now the Czechoslovak and the USSR draft 
resolutions offered the members of the First 
Committee the alternatives of either standing 
by the United Nations Commission, or ignoring 
its conclusions. The United Kingdom delegation 
would consequently vote against the Czechoslovak 
proposal. 

Mr. UGoN (Uruguay) stated that his delegation 
would vote against the Czechoslovak draft 
resolution to invite a would-be government of 
the Korean People's Republic. There must, of 
course, be valid reasons for making an exception 
to the principle that interested parties should 
be heard. In the present case, however, the 
exception was justified because one of the parties 
had flouted the authority of the United Nations. 
That had occurred in the question of Greece as 
well as in that of Korea. 

The Charter itself stipulated that a non
member State which asked to be heard must 
undertake to comply with its principles. It could 
therefore be concluded that whoever did not 
recognize the authority of the United Nations 
could not claim the right to be heard. 

There were other reasons why the Czechoslovak 
proposal should be rejected : to accept it would 
be to go against a decision taken by a two-thirds 
majority in the General Assembly. In accordance 
with the resolution of 14 November 1947, a 
United Nations Commission had gone to Korea. 
What had happened then ? While the autho
rities in one of the zones I1ad refused entry to the 
United Nations Commission, which consequently 
could not carry out its instructions, elections 
had taken place in the other zone where the people, 
that is two-thirds of the Korean population, had 
freely expressed their will. Consequently if the 
United Nations wished to be consistent, it could 
only invite the representatives of that part of 
Korea where free elections had been held. On 
the other hand, the principle according to which 
matters of concern to a nation should be discussed 
in the presence of its representatives could not 
hold in the case of the would-be representatives 
of the Korean People's Democratic Republic. 
Since the elections in North Korea had been held 
without any supervision, there was no way of 
knowing what those persons really represented. 
As a matter of fact, that was the very difficulty 
which the appointment of a United Nations 
Commission was to have obviated. In conclusion, 
the delegation of Uruguay considered that the 
General , Assembly could not go back on its 

au Royaume-Uni, oil le parti travailliste a reussi 
a empecher les communistes d'etre autre chose 
qu 'une quantite negligeable. Car dans le Royaume
Uni, comme en Coree du Nord, les communistes 
font de Ia propagande au sujet des delegations 
censees representer toutes les organisations du 
pays ... a !'exception d'un ou deux partis que l'on 
qualifie negligemment de reactionnaires et qui ont, 
en realite, pour eux toutes les forces democratiques 
du pays. 

Le seul moyen de connaitre la situation veri
table en Coree du Nord etait pour !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies d'y envoyer une Commission : 
or I'URSS lui a refuse cette possibilite. Et voici 
qu'aujourd'hui les projets de resolution de 
l'URSS et de la Tchecoslovaquie placent les 
membres de la Premiere Commission devant 
!'alternative suivante : faire cause commune avec 
la Commission des Nations Unies ou ignorer ses 
conclusions. En consequence, la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni votera contre la proposition de la 
Tchecoslovaquie. 

M. UGoN (Uruguay) declare que sa delegation 
votera contre le projet de resolution de Ia 
Tchecoslovaquie relatif a !'envoi d'une invitation 
d'un pretendu Gouvernement de la Republique 
populaire de Coree. Sans doute, doit-il y avoir 
des motifs positifs pour que l'on fasse exception 
au principe de !'audition des parties. Mais c'est 
precisement le cas lorsque I 'une des parties a 
bafoue l'autorite de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, comme cela est arrive aussi bien dans 
!'affaire grecque que dans la question de Coree. 

La Charte elle-meme exige d'un Etat non 
membre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies qui 
demande a etre entendu, !'engagement de se 
conformer aux principes de Ia Charte. On peut 
done en conclure que quiconque ne reconnait 
pas l'autorite de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
ne saurait pretendre au droit de comparaitre. 

11 existe encore d'autres motifs qui commandent 
de rejeter Ia proposition de Ia Tchecoslovaquie, 
car !'accepter serait aller a l'encontre d'une decision 
prise par l' Assemblee Generale a Ia majorite des 
deux tiers. Conformement a Ia resolution du 
14 novembre 1947, une commission de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies s'est rendue en Coree. 
Que s'est-il done alors passe? Tandis que, dans 
l'une des zones, les autorites ne permettaient pas 
!'entree de la Commission des Nations Unies qui 
par suite ne pouvait remplir son mandat, dans 
!'autre zone des elections avaient lieu dans 
lesquelles s'exprimait Ia libre volonte des habitants 
de cette region, c'est-a-dire des deux tiers de 
!'ensemble de Ia population coreenne. En conse
quence, si !'Organisation des Nations Unies veut 
etre logique avec elle-meme, elle ne peut qu'inviter 
les representants de cette partie de Coree oil il a 
ete procede a des elections libres. En ce qui 
concerne au contraire les pretendus representants 
de Ia Republique democratique populairc de 
Coree, le principe qui veut que les afiaires d'une 
nation soient discutees en presence de ses repre
sentants ne saurait jouer. E.tant donne que les 
elections en Coree du Nord se sont passees hors 
de tout controle, il n'existe aucun moyen de savoir 
ce que representent veritablement ces personnes. 
C'est d'ailleurs precisement cette difficulte que 
l'on avait voulu eviter en nommant une Com-

953 



decision of the previous year, nor could it favour 
those who had scorned its authority over those 
who had respected it. 

Mr. Jacob MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), referring to the recent speech of the 
Philippines representative, quoted a statement 
made by the Chairman of the Temporary 
Commission on Korea upon his return from Lake 
Success, in which he had expressed doubts 
concerning the possibility of holding free elections 
in South Korea. How could there be any talk 
of civil liberty in South Korea when the parties of 
Mr. Kim Koo and Mr. Kim Kiusic, to cite specific 
instances, had not participated in the elections ? 

In connexion with the fact that the authorities 
in North Korea had denied the United Nations 
Commission access to their territory, certain 
points should be noted. Fifty-six political and 
social organizations of North and South Korea 
had called a conference with the authorization of 
the United Nations Commission. At the end 
of the conference it was announced that agreement 
had been reached on various matters : (a) the 
immediate and simultaneous withdrawal of the 
United States and USSR forces was the only 
possible solution, and an appeal to that effect 
would be made to the United States and the 
USSR; (b) once the foreign forces had been 
withdrawn, the Korean people would not allow 
civil war to break out ; (c) the different parties 
and organizations would set up a democratic 
government representing! all Korean organizations 
with the primary task of organizing free and 
direct elections on the basis of universal suffrage 
and a secret ballot, in order to draft a constitution. 

Two Korean political leaders, Messrs. Kim Koo 
and Kim Sung Soo, representing the North and 
the South respectively, and consequently the 
spokesmen of the general opinion of the Korean 
people, had expressed their opposition to the 
setting up of separate governments. The United 
Nations Temporary Commission had, however, 
ignored their declarations and had proceeded 
to arrange separate elections in South Korea, an 
action which was likely to injure the prestige 
of the United Nations. Thus there had been no 
single election for the whole of Korea. Those 
were the reasons why the authorities in North 
Korea had refused to let the Commission enter 
that part of the country. In doing that, the 
authorities of North Korea had been working 
for the liberation of the Korean people. 

In regard to the situation in South Korea 
which, according to the United Kingdom repre
sentative, was excellent, he would merely point 
out that a person belonging to the Right like 
Mr. Kim Koo had told the Press, upon his return 
from North Korea, that the latter was making 
progress and that the same could not be said of 
the South. Since Mr. Kim Koo could not be 
suspected of communist leanings, his statement 
needed no comment.-

Furthermore, the representative . of New 
Zealand, in speaking of the two zones m Korea, 

1ssrwon des Nations Unies. En conclusion, la 
deiegation de !'Uruguay considere que l'Assemblee 
generale ne peut enfreindre sa decision de l'an 
passe ni, d'autre part, avantager ceux qui l'ont 
bafouee par rapport a ceux qui ont respecte son 
autorite. 

M. Jacob MALIK (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) se refere a la recente 
intervention du representant des Philippines et 
cite ace propos la declaration faite par le President 
de la Commission pour la Coree lors de son retour 
de Lake Success et dans laquelle il exprimait ses 
doutes sur la possibilite de proceder a de libres 
elections en Coree du Sud. Comment a-t-on pu 
parler de liberte civile en Coree du Sud, alors que 
notamment les groupes de MM. Kim Koo et 
Kim Kiusic n 'ont pas participe aux elections ? 

En ce qui concerne d'autre part, le fait que les 
autorites de la Coree du Nord n'ont pas permis 
a la Commission des Nations Unies de penetrer 
sur leur territoire, il convient de noter les faits 
suivants : cinquante-six organisations politiques 
et sociales de Coree du Nord et du Sud ont 
convoque une conference avec l'autorisation de la 
Commission des Nations Unies. A !'issue de cette 
conference, il etait annonce qu'un accord etait 
intervenu sur les points suivants : a) le retrait 
immediat et simultane des forces militaires 
americaines et sovietiques constitue la seule 
solution possible et un appel a cet effet serait 
adresse aux Etats-Unis et a l'URSS ; b) une fois 
les troupes etrangeres retirees, les Careens ne 
permettraient pas qu'eclatat une guerre fratricide; 
c) les partis et les organisations etabliraient un 
gouvernement democratique representant toutes 
les organisations coreennes et dont la premiere 
tache serait de proceder a des elections libres et 
directes sur la base du scrutin universe! et secret, 
afin d'etablir une constitution. 

Deux leaders politiques coreens, MM. Kim Koo 
et Kim Sung Soo, representant le Nord et le Sud 
et, par consequent, interpretant !'opinion de 
!'ensemble du peuple coreen, se sont, en outre, 
declares hostiles a la constitution de gouver
nements separes. Mais la Commission temporaire 
des Nations Unies ignora leurs declarations et 
I'on proceda a des elections separes en Coree du 
Sud, ce qui tendait a mettre en peril le prestige 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. Ainsi, 
n'y a-t-il pas eu de vote s'etendant a !'ensemble 
du pays. C'est pour ces raisons que les autorites 
du Nord de la Coree ont refuse de permettre ala 
Commission de se rendre dans cette partie du pays. 
Ce faisant, les autorites de la Coree du Nord 
travaillaient a la libe.ration du peuple coreen. 

Quant a la situation en Coree du Sud qui, 
d'apres le representant du Royaume-Uni, serait 
des plus resplendissantes, il est a noter qu'une 
personnalite de droite comme M. Kim Koo, a 
son retour de Coree du Nord, a declare ala presse 
que la Coree du Nord etait en progres et que I'or~ 
ne pouvait en dire autant du Sud. Etant donne 
que l\1. Kim Koo ne saurait etre soupyonne d'etre 
pro-communiste, cette declaration se passe de 
commentaire. 

D'autre part, le representant de_ la Nouvelle
Zelande, dans ses declarations relatives aux deux 
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had seemed to forget what his Government had 
said on that subject the previous year. 

Those were the facts which must be taken into 
account if there was a desire to see the Korean 
people really represented before the First 
Committee, and compared with those facts the 
procedural quibbles of the representative of 
Uruguay had very little weight. Fifty-six 
political parties, representing ten million members, 
had stated their wishes. How then could anyone 
refuse to listen ? The basic principle of the 
United Nations was the liberty and independence 
of peoples who must be given the opportunity to 
settlE their own affairs. If his conscience allowed 
him, the representative of Uruguay was free to 
refuse to hear the representatives of the Korean 
People's Democratic Republic, but the delegation 
of the USSR would not, by its vote, deny a 
hearing to those representatives. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the draft 
resolution submitted by Czechoslovakia (A/C.l f 
367). 

Upon the request of the representative of Czecho
slovakia, a vote by roll-call was taken as follows. 

Saudi Arabia, having been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, was called upon to vote first. 

In favour : Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czecho
slovakia, Poland. 

Against: Siam, Turkey, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Uruguay, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, 
Honduras, India, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines. 

Abstaining: Sweden, Syria, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Burma, Iran, Iraq. 

The proposal was rejected by 34 votes to 6, with 
8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMA.N put to the vote the Chinese 
draft resolution (AJC.l j395). 

Mr. PLIMSOLL (Australia) said that his dele
gation would suggest that the following words 
should be added after the word " delegation " 
in the second paragraph of the Chinese draft 
resolution : " of the Government of the Republic 
of Korea ". 

Mr. TSIANG (China) on behalf of his delegation, 
accepted the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Chinese 
draft resolution as amended by the Australian 
delegation. 

A vole was taken by show of hands. The 
proposal was adopted by 39 voles to 6, with one 
abstention. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Committee 
would have to consider whether to ask the 

zones de Coree, a paru oublier ce que son Gouver
nement disait a ce sujet l'an dernier. 

Tels sont les faits dont il faut tenir compte 
si l'on veut que le peuple de Coree soit equita
blement represente devant Ia Premiere Com
mission, consideration aupres de laquelle les 
arguties de procedure soulevees par le representant 
de !'Uruguay sont de bien peu de poids. En effet, 
cinquante-six partis politiques representant dix 
millions de membres ont exprime leur volonte. 
Comment done refuser de les ecouter? Le principe 
essentiel sur lequel repose !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies est celui de Ia liberte et de l'inde
pendance des peuples, qui doivent avoir Ia possi
bilite de prendre leurs affaires en mains. Sans 
doute appartient-il au representant de !'Uruguay 
de refuser d'entendre les representants de Ia 
Republique democratique populaire de Coree, si 
sa conscience le lui permet, mais Ia delegation de 
l'URSS ne s'opposera pas par son vote a !'audition 
des representants de la Republique democratique 
populaire de Coree. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le projet de Reso
lution de la Tchecoslovaquie (AJC.l/367). 

Sur la demande du representant de la Tcheco
slovaquie, il est pro cede au vote par appel nominal. 

L'appel commence par l'Arabie saoudite, doni le 
nom est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour : Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique socialistc 
sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Pologne. 

Volent contre: Siam, Turquie, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
Uruguay, Australie, Belgique, Bresil, Canada, 
Chili, Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, 
Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Egyptc, 
Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Haiti, 
Honduras, lnde, Liberia, Luxembourg, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Norvege, Pakistan, Paraguay, 
Perou, Philippines. 

S'abstienneni: Suede, Syrie, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Birmanie, Iran, lrak. 

Par 34 voix conire 6, avec 8 abstentions, la 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix Ie projet de 
resolution de la Chine (A/C.lj395). 

M. PLIMSOLL (Australie) indique que sa dele
gation propose un amendement au projet de 
resolution de la Chine, tendait a inserer au 
deuxieme paragraphe les mots : « du Gouver
nement de la Republique populaire de Coree )) 
apres le mot « delegation n. 

M. TsiANG (Chine) declare que sa delegation 
accepte cet amendement. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux Yoix le projet de 
resolution de la Chine amende par la delegation 
de l'Australie. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. Par 39 voix conlre 6, 
avec une abstention, la proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que la Commission 
aurait a examiner si elle demanderait au 
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Rapporteur of the United Nations Temporary 
Commission on Korea himself to submit his 
report. 

It was so decided. 

The meeting rose at 5.55 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND THIRTY -FIRST 
MEETING 

H eld at the Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 7 December 1948, at 11 a.m. 

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

101. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the United Nations 
Temporary Commission on Korea 
(A/575, A/575/Add.t and A/575/ 
Add.2) and of the Interim Com
mittee of the General Assembly 
(A/583) 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the Committee 
could devote only six more meetings to discussion 
of the Korean problem. He therefore asked the 
speakers to be brief. 

Mr. Lru (China), Rapporteur of the United 
Nations Temporary Commission on Korea, said 
that the Commission's report consisted of two 
parts : one covering the period of 12 January 
1948 to 24 May 1948 inclusive; the other the 
period of 25 May 1948 to 14 October 1948 inclusive. 

According to its terms of reference as defined 
by resolution 112 (II) of 14 November 1947, the 
Temporary Commission had three main tasks : to 
observe events, to consult with the Korean autho
rities, and to submit a report to the General 
Assembly. The purpose of the resolution of 
14 November 1947 was to secure the indepen
dence of Korea by the concerted efforts of the 
United Nations and the Korean people. To that 
end, the Commission was to ensure that the elec
tions proceeded normally, and that the Korean 
representatives were chosen freely by the people 
themselves, and not appointed by the military 
authorities. The Commission was further to 
establish contact with the elected representatives 
of Korea, and place itself at the disposal of the 
Korean Government in a consultative capacity. 
Ever since the first meeting, held at Seoul on 
12 January 1948, the Commission had sought 
to co-operate with the authorities of North 
Korea. On 26 February, however, the Com
mission decided, in view of the refusal of the 
North Korean authorities to co-operate, to apply 
the decision taken by the General Assembly on 
14 November to those parts of Korea to whichit 
had access. 

The Rapporteur stated that the Temporary 
Commission had observed the progress of the 
elections which were held in South Korea on 
10 May 1948, and had reached th~ conclusio? that 
those elections represented a vahd expressiOn of 
the free will of the people of South Korea, who 
formed two-thirds of the population of the whole 
of Korea. The Commission had also observed the 

rapporteur de la Commissin temporaire des 
Nations Unies pour Ia Coree de soumettre Iui
meme son rapport. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 55. 

DEUX-CENT .... TRENTE ET UNIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 7 decembre 1948, a 11 heures. 

President: l\1. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgique). 

101. Suite de la discussion sur les 
rapports de la Co'mmission tempo
raire des Nations U,nies pour la 
Coree (A/575, Aj575/Add.1 et 
Aj575/Add,2) et de la Commission 
interimaire de 1' Assemblee gene
rale (A/583) 

Le Pm~SIDENT fait remarquer que Ia Commission 
ne pourra plus consacrer que six seances a l'examen 
du probleme de la Coree. Il invite, en consequence, 
les orateurs a etre brefs. 

M. Lm (Chine), Rapporteur de la Commission 
temporaire des Nations Unies pour la Coree, 
declare que le rapport de Ia Commission se 
compose de deux parties couvrant respectivement 
les periodes du 12 janvier au 24 mai 1948 et du 
25 mai au 14 octobre 1948. 

Conformement a son mandat, resultant de Ia 
resolution 112 (II) du 14 novembre 1947, Ia 
Commission t emporaire avait trois taches essen
tielles a remplir : observer les faits, se mettre 
a la disposition des autorites con\ennes pour 
consultation et faire rapport a l'Assemblee. 
La resolution du 14 novembre 1947 avait pour 
objet de realiser l'independance de Ia Coree 
par des efforts concertes entre !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies et le peuple coreen. Pour 
realiser ce but, la Commission dcvait veiller a ce 
que les elections se deroulent normalement et 
a ce que les repn\sentants careens soient non pas 
designes par les autorites militaires, mais elus 
librement par le peuple. Elle devait, en outre, 
entrer en relations avec les representants elus 
de Ia Coree et se mettre a Ja disposition du 
Gouvernement coreen, a titre consultatif. Des 
sa premiere seance, tenuc a Seoul le 12 janvier 
1948, la Commission rechercha la cooperation 
des autorites de la Coree du Nord. Toutefois, 
elle decida, le 26 fevrier, qu'en raison du refus 
·de cooperation de ces dernieres, elle appliquerait 
la decision de l'Assemblee generale du 14 novembre 
dans les parties du territoire coreen qui lui 
etaicnt accessibles. 

Le Rapporteur declare que la Commission 
temporaire a observe le deroulement des e]~ctions 
qui ont eu lieu en Coree ~u Sud le !0 ~a1 1948 
et a conclu que ces electwns consbtument une 
expression valable d~ la libre vol_onte ?e Ia 
population de la Coree ?u Sud,, qlll representc 
deux tiers de la population de 1 ensemble de la 
Coree. De plus, la Commission a observe le 
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development of the situation in Korea since the 
elections, and had held consultations with the 
government which !had been set up. Finally, the 
Commission had submitted its report to the 
General Assembly, as instructed. 

Mr. Liu said that, in a general way, the Tempor
ary Commission had studied the situation of the 
whole of Korea. The Commission regretted 
that it had been refused access to North Korea, 
and considered that, for the good of the Korean 
people, the whole of Korea should be unified. 
On the other hand, it must be pointed out that 
two-thirds of the population of Korea had elected 
their representatives under the supervision of 
the Temporary Commission and had formed a 
National Assembly and a government, to which 
the United States forces of occupation had gra
dually transferred governmental and adminis
trative functions. It was the opinion of the 
Temporary Commission that, when the transfer 
of authority was completed, and a Korean secu
rity force had been formed, the support of the 
Korean people for that government would be 
such as to allow it to fulfil its mission. A repre
sentative government had in fact been estab
lished in Korea. The Commission had taken 
note of that fact in its report, and had discussed 
all the factors in support of the claim of the 
government to represent the whole of Korea. 
That was however a question for the First Com
mittee to discuss and settle. Finally, the Tem
porary Commission regretted to have to state 
that it had not been able to complete all the tasks 
conferred on it by the General Assembly reso
lution of 14 November 1947. The First Com
mittee would have to decide whether the pro
gramme laid down by the General Assembly in 
the preceding year should be completed, and if so, 
by what body. The Temporary Commission 
had decided not to make any recommendation 
which might prejudice the position of the General 
Assembly. The Commission was of course at the 
disposal of the Assembly and was ready to help 
that body to find a solution for outstanding 
questions. 

General RoMuLO (Philippines) stated that the 
real problem before the Assembly was that of the 
unification of Korea. The partition of Korea, 
which was unnatural and which, moreover, was 
contrary to the declarations made by the great 
Powers in Cairo and in Moscow, was the result 
of circumstances which were preventing Korea 
from being free and independent. The continued 
occupation of a country which should be free was 
unjustified, especially as Korea had become the 
scene of conflict between the policies of the two 
occupying Powers. The United States, having 
failed to reach an agreement with the USSR to 
give the Korean people liberty and independence, 
had appealed to the United Nations to settle the 
problem. 

It would be remembered that after the adoption 
of the General Assembly resolution of 14 No
vember 1947, the USSR had refused to co-operate 
with the Temporary Commission ; the Ukrainian 
SSR which was elected a member of the Com
mission, had refused to send a representative ; 
and the USSR occupation forces had refused to , 

developpement de Ia situation en Coree du Sud 
depuis les elections et a accorde des consultations 
au Gouvernement etabli. Enfin, Ia Commission 
a soumis son rapport a l'Assemblce generale 
comme elle en avait !'obligation. 

M. Liu fait remarquer que, d'une fa<;on generale, 
Ia Commission temporaire s'est preoccupee de 
!'ensemble de Ia Coree. Elle a exprime ses regrets 
que l'acces de la Coree du Nord lui fut refuse 
et estime que le bien-etre du peuple careen exige 
!'unification du territoire. D'autre part, il faut 
signaler que deux tiers de Ia population de Ia 
Coree ont elu des representants sous le controle 
de la Commission temporaire et ont cree une 
assemblee nationale ainsi qu'un gouvernement. 
Lcs forces d'occupation des Etats-Unis ont 
transfere progressivement les fonctions gouverne
mentales et administratives a ce gouvernement 
careen. La Commission temporaire estime que 
lorsque ce transfert d'autorite sera acheve et 
qu'une force de securite coreenne aura etc creee, 
l'appui du peuple corcen permettra au Gouver
nement d'accomplir sa mission. En effet, un 
Gouvernement representatif de Ia Coree a etc 
constitue. La Commission a pris note de ce fait 
dans son rapport et a examine tous les facteurs 
a l'appui de Ia pretention de ce Gouvernement 
de representer !'ensemble de Ia Coree. Mais 
il appartiendra a Ia Premiere Commission 
d'examiner et de resoudre ce probleme. Enfin, 
la Commission temporaire regrette de devoir 
constater qu'elle n'a pu conduire a bonne fin 
toutes les taches que lui a confiees I' Assemblee 
generale par sa decision du 14 novembre 1947. 
La Premiere Commission devra decider si le 
programme d'action fixe par l'Assemblee generale 
l'an dernier doit etre complete et, en cas de 
reponse affirmative, par quel organe. La 
Commission temporaire a decide de ne faire 
aucune recommandation qui puisse prejuger 
les intentions de l'Assemblee generale. Elle se 
tient naturellement a: la disposition de celle-ci 
pour l'aider a trouver unc solution aux problemes 
qui restent a resoudre. 

Le general RoMuLO (Philippines) declare que 
le vrai probleme que l'Assemblee doit resoudre 
est avant tout celui de !'unification de la Coree. 
Le partage anti-nature] de la Coree, contrai
rement aux declarations des grandes Puissances 
faites au Caire et a Moscou, resulte de contin
gences qui ont empeche que la Coree ne soit 
libre et independantc. Il est certain que 
!'occupation prolongee d'un territoire qui devait 
etre libre est d'autant plus injustifice qu'il est 
devenu le champ de bataille des politiques des 
deux Puissances occupantes. Les Etats-Unis, 
n'ayant pu se mettre rl'accord avec l'URSS 
pour permettre au peuple coreen de conquerir 
la liberte et l'independance, firent appel a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies pour qu'elle 
s'occupe de Ia question. 

On sait que l'URSS, a la suite de Ia resolution 
du 14 novembre 1947 de l'Assemblee generate, 
refusa de cooperer avec cette Commission. La 
RSS d'Ukraine, eluc membre de Ia Commission, 
refusa d'y envoyer un representant ; en outre, 
cette Commission sc vit refuser, par les autorites 
militaires sovietiques d'occupation, l'acccs au 
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allow the Commission to enter the territory of 
North~rn. Korea. . As a result, the Temporary 
Comm1sswn, convmced that it would never be 
able to carry out its mandate in full, had asked 
the Interim Committee of the General Assembly 
whether the terms of reference which it had 
received under the General Assembly resolution 
allowed or empowered it to carry out its task in 
South Korea, and whether, if the reply to the 
first question was negative, the Temporary Com
mission should nevertheless observe the elections 
of Korean representatives and see that they were 
held in an atmosphere of freedom. The Interim 
Committee of the General Assembly had in
structed the Temporary Commission to fulfil its 
mandate in those parts of Korea to which it had 
access, and to observe the elections taking place 
there. In acting thus, the Interim Committee of 
the General Assembly had merely applied the 
directives of the resolution of 14 November 1947, 
the purpose of which was to find a way out of the 
impasse into which the negative attitude assumed 
by the USSR had brought the problem of the 
independence of Korea. 

General Romulo pointed out that the conclu
sions of the Temporary Commission showed clearly 
that the elections of 10 May had been held in 
conditions which, in the circumstances, must be 
regarded as satisfactory : 75 per cent of the 
electorate went to the polls in an atmosphere of 
enthusiasm, despite isolated cases of threats and 
coercion. On the basis of its observations, the 
Temporary Commission had concluded that in 
South Korea, both before and during the elections, 
there had been a fair degree of freedom of speech, 
Press and assembly, and that the results of the 
elections were the expression of the free will of the 
electorate of South Korea, which represented 
about two-thirds of the total electorate of all 
Korea. In the second part of its report, the 
Temporary Commission maintained, in reply to 
complaints which had been submitted, that the 
elections had taken place in normal conditions. 
The Temporary Commission while recognizing the 
right of the elected representatives of South Korea 
to form a national assembly had however not 
expressed any opinion as to whether the Seoul 
Government could be regarded as the government 
of Korea, as contemplated by resolution 112 (II) A 
of the General Assembly, for the Commission felt 
that it was for the General Assembly to take a 
decision on that point. It was not certain whether 
the assembly elected in South Korea could be 
regarded as a national assembly, as neither the 
inhabitants of North Korea nor the members of 
certain political parties in South Korea had taken 
part in the voting. At the same time, the Govern
ment had been established on the basis of majo
rity rule. In short, it was for the present General 
Assembly to decide whether the Korean govern
ment set up on 5 August 1948 could be considered 
as the government of the whole of Ko:ea. That 
was the political aspect of the questiOn of the 
unification of Korea. 

In view of the fact that the National Assembly 
had been elected under the superyision of. the 
Temporary Commission of the Umted Natwns, 

territoire de la Coree du Nord. En consequence, 
la Commission temporaire, se rendant compte 
qu'elle ne pourrait accomplir son mandat 
jusqu'au bout, demanda a Ia Commission inte
rimaire de I' Assemblee generale si Ie mandat 
que lui avait con fie l' Assemblee generale lui 
permettait ou lui enjoignait d'executer sa 
mission en Coree du Sud et, d'autre part, en cas 
de reponse negative a Ia premiere question, si 
neanmoins Ia Commission temporaire devait 
observer les elections des representants careens, 
pour autant que ces elections se deroulent dans 
une atmosphere de liberte. La Commission 
interimaire de l'Assemblee generale enjoignit 
a la Commission temporaire de s'acquitter de 
son mandat dans les territoires de la Coree qui 
lui etaient accessibles et d'observer les elections 
qui y prendraient place. En agissant ainsi, Ia 
Commission interimaire de I' Assemblee generale 
se conformait aux directives de la resolution 
de novembre 1947, dont le but etait de sortir 
de !'impasse dans laquelle !'attitude negative 
de l'URSS avait mis le probleme de I'inde
pendance de la Coree. 

Le general Romulo fait remarquer que les 
conclusions de Ia Commission temporaire 
indiquent clairement que les elections du 10 mai 
se sont deroulees dans des conditions que l'on 
peut considerer comme satisfaisantes, compte 
tenu des circonstances, puisque 75 pour 100 du 
corps electoral se rendit aux urnes dans une 
atmosphere d'enthousiasme, malgre des cas isoles 
de menaces ou mesures de coercition. Sur la base 
de ses observations, la Commission temporaire 
a conclu qu'il regnait en Coree du Sud avant 
et pendant les elections un degre suffisant de 
liberte de parole, de presse et d'association et 
que les resultats des elections constituent 
!'expression de la libre volonte de l'electorat 
qui atteint pour la Coree du Sud environ deux 
tiers de !'ensemble de la population coreenne. 
Dans la secondc partie du rapport, la Commission 
temporaire a etabli, en reponse aux plaintes 
qui avaient ete presentees, que les elections 
se sont passees regulierement. La Commission 
temporaire, tout en admettant le droit des 
representants elus de la Coree du Sud de se 
constituer en assemblee deliberante, ne se prononce 
pas sur le point de savoir si Ie Gouvernement 
de Seoul correspond au gouvernement de Ia 
Coree, tel qu'il avait ete envisage par la reso
lution 112 (II) A de l'Assemblee generale car 
elle estime que c'est a l'Assemblee de se prononcer 
sur ce point. II n'est pas certain que l'Assemblee 
elue en Coree du Sud puisse etre consideree 
comme une assemblee nationale, car les habitants 
de la Coree du Nord n'ont pas pris part au vote, 
pas plus que certains partis politiques de Ia 
Coree du Sud. Cep ;ndant le Gouvernement 
a ete etabli en application du principe d~ Ia 
regie de la majorite. En resume, i1 apparhent 
a la presente AssembJee generale de se prononcer 
sur le point de savoir si le Gouvernement ~e, I~ 
Coree etabli le 5 aout 1948 peut etre cons1dere 
comme le gouvernement de toute 1~ Coree. ~·~t 
la !'aspect politique de Ia questiOn de 1 um
fication de la Coree. 

Le representant des Philippines, constatant 
que I' Assemblee nationale a ete elue sou~ Ie 
controle de Ia Commission temporaire des Natwns 
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and that the occupying Power - the United 
States of America - had handed over the admin
nistrative functions to the Korean Government, 
the President of the Philippines had on 19 August 
1948, virtually accorded de jure recognition to the 
Government of Korea. Four days later, the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Philippines had 
made a public statement to the effect that in its 
view the Government of the Korean Republic 
should be recognized as the Government of Korea 
in accordance with the terms of the General 
Assembly resolution of 14 November 1947. 

The problem now was therefore no longer that 
of the independence of Korea, but of the unifi
cation of Korea. South and North Korea formed 
a single economic unit. A political division of the 
country would create an untenable economic 
situation. The Korean leaders had made supreme 
efforts to avoid accentuating the division of the 
country, by inviting North Korea also to hold free 
elections and to send her freely elected represen
tatives to occupy the seats reserved for them in 
the Korean National Assembly. 

In the meantime, progress had been made in 
connexion with the formation of local security 
forces and the transfer of the government 
functions from the occupation authorities to the 
Korean Government. There was however still 
much to be done in order to bring about the uni
fication of Korea. 

The Philippines delegation supported the draft 
resolution submitted by Australia, China and the 
United States (A/C.1j426). The Philippines dele
gation had taken part in the work of the 
Temporary Commission because it wished to 
help the Korean people to realize their national 
aspirations. The Philippines delegation appealed 
to the United Nations to give the Korean people 
the possibility of establishing a regime of freedom 
and justice. 

Mr. PLIMSOLL (Australia) pointed out that the 
Korean questions was primarily of concern to the 
countries of the Far East. It was in that part 
of the world that the most important political 
and social changes were taking place. It was 
essential that those changes should be made 
peacefully and should promote individual freedom 
and the principles of democracy. The Potsdam 
and Moscow Declarations had made it possible 
to contemplate the establishment of an inde
pendent Korean State. The fact that the question 
of the unification of Korea had arisen later was 
due to the artificial and temporary partition of the 
country between the United States and the USSR. 
That division was incompatible with the geogra
phical, economic, and ethnical unity of Korea. 

The United Nations Temporary Commission 
appointed by the General Assembly in 1947 had 
been able to observe the situation in South Korea 
and to co-operate with the United States which 
exercised authority there. But it had not been 
able to verify what was happening in North 
Korea ; it had no information, although certain 
delegations were now alleging, without however, 
offering any proof, that the government of that 
part of Korea represented the entire Korean 

Unies et que les pouvoirs d'administration ont 
ete transferes au Gouvernement coreen par 
Ia Puissance occupante - les Etats-Unis 
d'Amerique - indique que le representant des 
Philippines a virtuellement reconnu de jure Ie 
Gouvernement de Ia Coree, le 19 aout 1948. 
Quatre jours plus tard, le Ministere des affaires 
etrangeres des Philippines annonl(a publiquement 
que, a son avis, le Gouvernement de Ia Repu
blique coreenne devait etre reconnu dans le 
Gouvernement de Ia Coree, conformement aux 
termes de Ia resolution de l'Assemblee generale 
du 14 novembre 1947. 

Le probleme actuel qui se pose n'est plus 
celui de l'independance, mais celui de !'uni
fication de Ia Coree. La Coree du Sud et Ia Coree 
du Nord forment une unite economique. Une 
division politique du pays creerait une situation 
economique intenable. Les chefs de Ia Coree 
ont tente !'impossible pour ne pas accentuer 
Ia scission en invitant Ia Coree du Nord a proceder 
egalement a des elections libres et a envoyer 
ses representants librement elus occuper les 
sieges qui leur avaient ete reserves a I' Assemblee 
nationale de Ia Coree. 

Entre temps, des progres out ete accomplis 
en ce qui concerne Ia formation de forces locales 
de securite et le transfert des fonctions gouverne
mentales des autorites d'occupation au Gouver
nement de Ia Coree; cependant, il reste encore 
beaucoup a faire pour realiser !'unification de 
Ia Coree. 

La delegation des Philippines appuie le projet 
de resolution de l'Australie, de Ia Chine et des 
Etats-Unis (AjC.1f426). La delegation des Philip
pines a participe aux travaux de Ia Commission 
temporaire dans le but de permettre au peuple 
coreen de realiser ses aspirations nationales. 
Elle fait appel a !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
pour que ce peuple ait !'occasion de jouir d'un 
regime de liberte et de justice. 

M. PLIMSOLL (Australie) fait remarquer que 
la question de Ia Coree interesse au premier 
plan les pays d'Extreme-Orient. C'est dans 
cette partie du monde que se produisent actuel
lement les changements politiques et sociaux 
les plus importants. II est indispensable que ces 
modifications s'accomplissent pacifiquement en 
favorisant la liberte personnelle et les principes 
de democratic. II signale, en outre, que les 
declarations de Potsdam et de Moscou avaient 
permis d'envisager Ia creation d'un Etat coreen 
independant. Si Ie probleme de !'unification de 
Ia Coree s'est pose par Ia suite, c'est a cause de 
Ia division artificielle et temporaire du pays 
entre les Etats-Unis et l'URSS qui defie !'unite 
geographique, economique et ethnique de la 
Coree. 

La Commission temporaire des Nations Unies, 
creee par l'Assemblee generale en 1947 a pu 
observer la situation en Coree du Sud et a pu 
cooperer avec les Etats-Unis qui detenaient 
l'autorite. Par contre, la Commission n'a pu 
verifier queUe etait Ia situation en Coree du 
Nord ; elle ne possede aucune information, 
bien que, actuellement, certaines delegations 
pretendent, sans le prouver, que le Gouvernement 
de cette partie de Ia Coree represente le peuple 
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people. Those same delegations had used the 
Temporary Commission's report to claim that 
the regime in South Korea was not democratic. 
That proved only that the Commission had been 
objective and gave so much more weight to its 
conclusions, which had been adopted unanimously. 

The Australian representative went on to point 
out that the statement of the USSR represen
tative to the effect that the South Korean elections 
had not been free was based on remarks made by 
certain members of the Temporary Commission 
during the first few weeks of its existence. That 
fact alone showed that the members of the Tempo
rary Commission had not been the instrument of 
any Power, that they had had no preconceived 
ideas and that they had begun their work with 
an open mind. Furthermore, the Committee 
should bear in mind that the Commission had 
decided unanimously that the elections had been 
free, that there had been no interference on the 
part of the military authorities of the occupying 
Power and that the elected government repre
sented the freely-expressed will of the Korean 
people. In addition, the Temporary Commission 
had made every effort to see that a greater degree 
of liberty prevailed before the elections and to 
quicken the democratization process in South 
Korea. The second part of the report of the 
Commission showed that the measures taken in 
South Korea had improved the situation and had 
removed the causes for criticism. 

It was true the General Assembly resolution 
112 (II) of 14 November had not resulted in the 
unification of Korea. But information had been 
collected and a democratic government had been 
formed in South Korea. The Australian dele
gation wished to pay tribute to the officials of the 
Korean Government who, in spite of 40 years of 
Japanese dictatorship, had been able to bring 
about the independence of their country in a 
remarkable manner. 

According to the Australian, Chinese and United 
States joint draft resolution (A/C.1/426) the 
Government of South Korea should be considered 
as the only free government and the Government 
of North Korea could in no way be considered to 
have jurisdiction over South Korea. Further
more, a United Nations Commission should 
continue the work begun by the Temporary 
Commission in South Korea. The draft reso
lution of the three Powers left the way open for 
the unification of Korea by providing for a 
withdrawal of the armies of occupation. In 
short, that resolution would promote the estab
lishment of the independence of a democratic 
and unified Korea. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) remind
ed the Committee that five years previously the 
victorious Powers had promised independence to 
the 30 million inhabitants of Korea. As they had 
not been able to keep their promise, the United 
Nations had been forced to deal with the question. 
In 1947, the Assembly had decided by 43 votes to 
none, with 6 abstentions, to set up the Temporary 
Commission to consult with the elected represen
tatives of the Korean people, to see that those 
representatives were really elec~~d by the p~ople 
and not just appointed by the m1htary authontles. 1 

coreen tout entier. Ces memes delegations ont 
fait etat du rapport de la Commission temporaire 
pour pretendre que le regime de Ia Coree du Sud 
n'etait pas democratique. Cela prouve seulement 
que la Commission a ete objective et cela donne 
d'autant plus de poids a ses conclusions, adoptees 
a l'unanimite. 

L'orateur fait remarquer que !'affirmation 
du representant de l'URSS selon laquelle les 
elections n'ont pas ete libres en Coree du Sud, 
sont fondees sur des declarations faites par 
certains membres de la Commission temporaire 
au cours de ses premieres semaines d'existence. 
Ce seul fait montre que les membres de la 
Commission temporaire n'etaient !'instrument 
d'aucune Puissance, n'avaient aucune idee 
preconc;ue et qu'ils ont aborde leurs travaux 
avec un esprit unique. D'ailleurs, il ne. faut pas 
perdre de vue que la Commission a conclu a 
l'unanimite que les elections s'etaient deroulees 
librement, qu'il n'y avait eu aucune immixion 
de la part des autorites militaires d'occupation 
et que le Gouvernement elu representait la 
volonte librement exprimee du peuple careen. 
Au surplus la Commission t emporaire s'est 
efiorcee de faire regner un plus grand degre 
de liberte avant I' election et d'activer le processus 
de democratisation de la Coree du Sud. La 
seconde partie du rapport de la Commission 
etablit que les mesures prises en Coree du Sud 
ont ameliore la situation, ont relache la censure. 

Sans doute, la resolution 112 (II) du 
14 novembre 1947 de l'Assemblee generale n'a 
pas permis !'unification de la Coree. Toutefois, 
des informations ont ete recueillies et un Gouver
nement democratique a ete forme en Coree du Sud. 
La delegation de l' Australie tient a rendre 
hommagc aux fonctionnaires du Gouvernement 
de la Coree qui, malgre quarante ans de dictature 
japonaise, ont su remarquablement realiser 
l'inctependance de leur pays. 

D'apres le projet commun de res~lution ~e 
l' Australie, de la Chine et des Etats-Ums 
(AfC.l/426) le Gouvernement de la Coree du Sud 
devrait etre considere comme Ie seul Gouver
nement libre et le Gouvernement de la Coree 
du Nord ne pourrait en aucune fac;on avoir 
juridiction sur Ia Coree du Sud. D'autre par~, 
une Commission des Nations Unies devra1t 
continuer la tache commencee par la Commission 
temporaire en Coree du Sud. Cette propo~i~i?~ 
des trois Puissances laisse ouverte la poss1b1hte 
d'unification de la Coree en prevoyant un retrait 
des armees d'occupation. En resume, cette 
resolution favoriserait la formation de l'inde
pendance de la Coree democratique et unifiee. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) rappelle 
qu'il y a cinq ans, les Puissances v1ctor~e~ses 
avaient promis l'independance aux 30 millions 
d'habitants de la Coree. Comme elles n'ont pu 
realiser leurs promesses, !'Organisation des Nati.ons 
Unies a ete forcee de s'occuper de Ia questwn. 
En 1947, l'Assemblee vota par 43 voix con~re. 0, 
avec 6 abstentions la creation de la Commission 
temporaire charge~ d'entrer en consultati_on avec 
les representants elus du peuRle de, Coree et, de 
verifier que ces representants s01ent reellement ~l~s 
par le peuple et non pas nommes par les autontes 
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The Commission was also to verify whether the 
regularly elected National Assembly was going to 
~et up a national government. The government, 
m turn, was to organize forces to maintain national 
security, dissolve other military or semi-military 
groups, gradually take over the functions of 
government and make arrangements with the 
occupying Powers for the withdrawal of their 
armed forces. 

It was regrettable that the Commission had 
not been able to visit North Korea which was 
occupied by the USSR. That had meant that 
the United Nations had not been able to make sure 
that the elections which had been held in that 
part of Korea had been free and that the people 
had participated in the formation of a national 
Government. It seemed, on the contrary, that 
North Korea was dominated by a communist 
regime which was attempting to govern the whole 
of Korea and threatened to carry out its efforts 
by force. That regime had already perpetrated 
acts of terrorism. It had, however, already been 
recognized by the USSR, Czechoslovakia and 
Poland and was assured, it would seem, of the 
moral and material support of the forces of the 
USSR in North Korea. It was regrettable that 
the Korean people, after 40 years of Japanese 
oppression, should again be threatened by acts 
of terrorism from the north. It was also a serious 
matter for the United Nations that one of the 
General Assembly recommendations, adopted by 
43 votes to none, should be nullified by some 
of its Members. 

The United States representative pointed out, 
however, that in South Korea, the Commission 
had had all the necessary means to carry out its 
mission. The elections which had been held under 
the supervision of the Commission were striking 
proof of the ability of the Korean people to 
establish a representative and responsible 
government. Almost 80 per cent of the elector
ate had voted and 95 per cent of the ballots had 
been valid. The result of the elections was a 
balanced assembly which reflected the will of the 
people. The government appointed by that 
Assembly was now in power and was maintaining 
law and order despite the efforts of certain sub
versive elements. In short, a legal government 
controlled the most populous part of Korea. 
Based on elections considered as a valid expression 
of the free will of the electorate, it was the only 
such Government in Korea. 

Mr. Dulles predicted that, as had happened the 
previous year, glowing statements would be made 
about the wonders of North Korea. But the 
Committee could not take any account of such 
statements, because the Temporary Commission 
had been refused access to the territory of North 
Korea. 

The representative of the United States thought, 
moreover, that the United Nations should 
fulfil its task of assuring independence and 
unity for Korea. The Government of the 
Republic of Korea should be recognized so that, 
stamped with the seal of legitimacy, it could 
maintain its prestige and authority in Korea and 
throughout the rest of the world. Furthermore, 
the United Nations should send a commission to 
Korea to assist the new Government to end the 

militaires. La Commission devait egalement verifier 
si l'Assemblee nationale regulierement elue allait 
constituer un Gouvernement national. Ce Gouver
nement, a son tour, devait etablir des forces de 
securite, dissoudre les formations militaires ou 
semi-militaires, acceder petit a petit aux fonctions 
gouvernementales et s'arranger avec les Puis
sances d'occupation pour qu'elles effectuent le 
retrait de leurs forces armees. 

Il faut regretter que la Commission n'ait pu 
se rendre dans la Coree du Nord, occupce par 
l'URSS. De cette fa<;on, !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies n'a pas pu s'assurer que les 
elections qui eurent lieu dans cette partie de la 
Coree furent libres et que le peuple y a participe 
a la formation d'un Gouvernement national. 
Il semble, au contraire, que la Coree du Nord 
est dominee par un regime communiste qui 
veut gouverner toute la Coree et qui menace 
de realiser ses pretentious par la force. Ce 
regime est deja a l'origine d'actes de terrorisme. 
II a deja cependant ete reconnu par l'URSS, 
la Tchecoslovaquie et la Pologne et est assure, 
semble-t-il, de l'appui moral et materiel des 
forces de l'URSS en Coree du Nord. II est lamen
table que le peuple coreen, apres 40 ans 
d'oppression japonaise, soit a nouveau menace 
d'actes de terrorisme venant du nord. II est 
grave aussi pour !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
qu'une recommandation de I' Assemblee, adoptee 
par 43 voix contre zero, soit reduite a neant par 
certains de ses membres. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis fait remarquer, 
cependant, que, en Coree du Sud, la Commission 
eut toutes les facilites pour mener a bien sa 
mission. Les elections qui eurent lieu sous le 
controle de cette Commission sont une preuve 
remarquable de la capacite du peuple coreen 
de creer un Gouvernement representatif et 
responsable. Pres de 80 pour 100 des electeurs 
participerent au vote et 95 pour 100 de ceux-ci 
deposerent des bulletins valables. Le resultat 
de ces elections est une assemblee equilibree 
refletant la volonte du peuple. Le Gouvernement 
nomme par cette Assemblee exerce effectivement 
le pouvoir et maintient 1' ordre et la loi malgre 
les efforts d'elements subversifs. En resume, 
ce Gouvernement legal controle la partie de la 
Coree la plus peuplee. Fonde sur des elections 
considerees comme une expression valable de Ia 
libre volonte du corps electoral, il est le seul 
Gouvernement de cette espece en Coree. 

M. Dulles prevoit que, comme l'an dernier, 
des declarations seront faites sur les beautes 
de la Coree du Nord. Il indique, cependant, 
que la Commission ne peut pas tenir compte 
de ces declarations, etant donne que la 
Commission temporaire s'est vu refuser l'acces 
sur le terri to ire de la Coree du Nord. 

Le representant des :Etats-Unis estime, en 
outre, que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
doit completer sa tache tendant a assurer a la 
Coree l'independance et !'unite. Le Gouver
nement de la Republique de Coree doit etre 
reconnu de fa<;on a ce qu'ainsi revetu du sceau 
de la Iegalite, il puisse maintenir son prestige 
et son autorite en Coree et devant le reste du 
monde. De plus, !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies devrait envoyer une commission en Coree 
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wartime military occupation. The forces of 
occupation should be withdrawn as soon as 
possible and that withdrawal should be such 
that the Korean people would really be masters 
in their own house and would not be terrorized 
by groups receiving their orders from a foreign 
country. Finally, the United Nations Commission 
should help the Korean people toward unity and 
the elimination of economic barriers and fears of 
civil war from which they suffered. Just as in 
Greece, the communists were trying to impose 
their will by force with the support of neigh
bouring communist elements. The presence of a 
United Nations Commission in Korea would make 
it possible to ensure that the people of North and 
South Korea practised tolerance and lived in 
peace with their neighbours. By its good offices, 
the Commission could break down the barrier 
which was obstructing friendly relations between 
North and South Korea. 

The draft resolution proposed by Australia, 
China and the United States would allow the 
United Nations to achieve its objectives. That 
draft resolution should be adopted by an over
whelming majority because the principle behind it 
was of concern not only to Korea but also to all 
non-communists States threatened by violence, 
terrorism and internal division. Against that 
danger there was one basic defence and that was 
to show, through the United Nations, that other 
States offered moral support to those who were 
the object of such measures of violence in vio
lation of the United Nations Charter. 

The communist States were not hated because 
they were communist but because they used 
methods of coercion, of terrorism and of violence 
and because members of the Party were taught to 
use such methods. The greatest service which 
the United Nations could render in that respect 
was to demonstrate that whenever those methods 
were used on an international plane, the other 
States of the world would close their ranks and 
prevent such methods from succeeding by using 
all the pacific means put at their disposal by the 
Charter. In that way it would perhaps finally 
be realized that the use of violence or terrorism to 
achieve certain international objectives provoked 
such consequences that it was preferable to 
abandon all such methods. 

In conclusion, Mr. Dulles said that in the inter
est of the Korean people, and in the interest of 
each of the Members of the United Nations 
desirous of defending its independence, it was 
important to give some token of solidarity to the 
Government of the Republic of Korea, which, 
although newly formed, was already being 
threatened. 

Mr. MuNIZ (Brazil) stated that, although his 
Government had no direct interest in Korea, it 
considered it unfortunate and very disquieting 
that the recommendations of the United Nations 
had not been observed by Members of the United 
Nations. The United Nations now had only 

pour aider le nouveau Gouvernement a liquider 
l'occupation militaire du temps de guerre. 
Aussitot que possible, les forces d'occupation 
devraient se retirer, et ce retrait devrait etre 
tel que le peuple coreen soit reellement maitre 
chez lui et ne soit pas terrorise par des elements 
qui prennent leurs ordres a I'etranger. Enfin, 
la commission des Nations Unies devrait aider 
Ie peuple careen a s'unifier et a supprimer les 
barrieres economiques et Jes craintes de guerre 
civile qu'il eprouve. Comme en Grece, les commu
nistes essaient d'imposer leur volonte par la 
force, avec l'appui d'elements communistes 
voisins. La presence d'une Commission des 
Nations Unies en Coree permettrait d'assurer 
que le peuple du Nord et du Sud de la Coree 
pratique la tolerance et vive en paix avec ses 
voisins. P ar ses bons offices, la Commission 
pourrait briser la barriere qui s'oppose aux 
rapports amicaux entre le Nord et le Sud de la 
Coree. 

Le projet de resolution propose par l'Australie, 
la Chine et les Etats-Unis permettrait a !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies de realiser les objectifs 
precites. Cette proposition devrait etre adoptee 
par une majorite ecrasante, car le principe dont 
elle s'inspire concerne, non seulement la Coree, 
mais encore tons les Etats non communistes 
qui sont menaces par Ia violence, le terrorisme 
et la division interne. II v a, contre ce danger, 
un moyen de defense el~mentaire qui consiste 
a montrer, par l'intermediaire de l'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, que l'on est solidaire mora
lement de ceux qui, contrairement aux principes 
de la Charte, sont !'objet de pareilles mesures 
de violence. 

Les Etats communistes ne sont pas hais parce 
qu'ils sont communistes, mais parce qu'ils 
emploient des methodes de coercition, de terro
risme et de violence, et que ces methodes sont 
conseillees aux membres du Parti. Le plus grand 
service que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
puisse rendre a cet egard est de demontrer 
que, chaque fois que ces methodes sont 
employees dans le domaine international, le 
reste des Etats du monde serre ses rangs et 
empeche ces methodes de reussir, en se ser.vant 
de tous les moyens pacifiques mis a leur dispo
sition par Ja Charte des Nations Unies. De ce~te 
fa~on, il est permis d'esperer que l'on ftmra 
par se rendre compte que l'emploi de Ia viole~ce 
ou du terrorisme, en vue de n~aliser certams 
objectifs internationaux, provoque de telles 
consequences qu'il est preferable d'abandonner 
des methodes de ce genre. 

En conclusion, M. Dulles declare que, dans 
!'interet du peuple careen et dans !'interet de 
chacun des Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies qui veut defendre son indepen?an?e: 
il importe de donner des marqu~s de sohdar~te 
au Gouvernement de la Republique de Coree, 
a peine forme et deja menace. 

M. MuNIZ (Bresil) declare que, quo~que son 
Gouvernement n'ait pas d'interet drrect en 
Coree, il estime regrettable que l~s reco~
mandations de !'Organisation des Nat_rons. ~mes 
aient ete meprisees et, ce qui_ es~ mqu~etant, 
par des Membres de l'Organrsatwn. L Orga-
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mo~al. authority. If decisions taken by the 
m~Jonty were scorned by the minority, the very 
existence of the Organization would be threatened. 

In the case of Korea, the action of the United 
Nations was perfectly justified ; the Temporary 
Commission had carried out its task to ensure 
respect for the decisions of the Assembly. Conse
quently the First Committee had no choice : it 
should apply the conclusions of the Temporary 
Commission, and put an end to the division of 
Korea which had become the battlefield for two 
ideologies. 

The representative of Brazil added that the 
assertions made on the subject of conditions in 
North Korea were not acceptable because they 
had not been proved, especially in so far as con
cerned the very high percentage of the population 
which, according to the representative of the 
USSR, had participated in the elections. Such 
assertions would have been more convincing if the 
Temporary Commission had been able to take 
note of the facts on the spot. The Brazilian 
delegation considered that, in the circumstances, it 
was strange that North Korea had been recognized 
by some Members of the United Nations. 

The proposal made by Australia, China and 
the United States was reasonable. The Brazilian 
delegation supported that draft resolution and 
hoped that the new commission would receive the 
support of all the Members of the United Nations 
in an effort to bring about the unification of 
Korea. 

The meeting rose at 1.05 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND THIRTY
SECOND MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 7 December 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

102. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the United Nations 
Temporary Commission on Korea 
(A/575, AJ575JAdd.1 and A/575/ 
Add.2) and of the Interim Com
mittee of the General Assembly 
(A/583) 

Mr. CHANG (Government of the Republic of 
Korea) said that he was honoured to speak before 
the United Nations on behalf of justice and liberty 
for the Korean people, who regarded the United 
Nations as their greatest hope. Throughout 
unbearable years of bondage, the Korean people 
had kept alive their deep longing for the resto
ration of their sovereign independence, but 
although the Japanese enemy had been defeated 
more than three years previously, the freedom 
of Korea remained incomplete. 

Korea had an ancient civilization, an ancient 
history of sovereignty and independence, a 
common language, complete racial homogeneity, 
and clearly recognized frontiers. Its people 
were devoted to the cause of their national 

nisation n'a actuellement qu'une autorite morale. 
Si ses decisions, prises a la majorite, sont 
meprisees par la minorite, !'Organisation sera 
menacee dans son existence meme. 

Dans le cas de la Coree, l'action de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies est parfaitement 
justifiee ; la Commission temporaire s'est 
acquittee de sa tache pour assurer le respect 
des decisions de l' Assemblee. Des lors, la Premiere 
Commission n'a pas le choix; elle doit appliquer 
les conclusions de la Commission temporaire 
et mettre fin a la division de la Coree, qui est 
devenue le champ de bataille de deux ideologies. 

Le representant du Bresil ajoute que les 
assertions au sujet des conditions en Coree du 
Nord ne sont pas acceptables car elles ne sont 
pas prouvees, notamment en ce qui concerne 
le pourcentage tres eleve de la population qui, 
selon le representant de l'URSS, aurait pris 
part au vote. De tel!es assertions eussent ete 
plus convaincantes si la Commission temporaire 
avait pu se rendre compte des faits sur place. 
La delegation bresilienne estime que, dans ces 
conditions, il est etrange que la Coree du Nord 
ait ete reconnue par certains Membres de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. 

La proposition presentee par I' Australie, la 
Chine et les Etats-Unis est raisonnable. La 
delegation du Bresil appuie ce projet de reso
lution et espere que la nouvelle commission 
recevra l'appui de tous pour mener a bien 
!'unification de la Coree. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 05. 

DEUX-CENT-TRENTE-DEUXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 7 decembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

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

102. Suite de la discussion sur les 
rapports de la Commission tempo
raire des Nations Unies pour la 
Coree ( A/575, Aj575JAdd.1 et 
Aj575/Add.2) et de la Commission 
interimaire de 1 'Assemblee gene
rale (A/583) 

M. CHANG (Gouvernement de 1a Repuhlique 
de Coree) dit quel grand honneur c'est pour lui 
de soutenir devant !'Organisation des Xations 
Unies la cause de la justice et de la liberte du 
peuple de Coree, qui place en elle taus ses espoirs. 
Durant des annees d'intolerable servitude, le 
peuple coreen a toujours garde vivant en lui 
le desir passionne de recouvrer son independance 
nationale, mais la liberte de la Coree reste encore 
incom.plete, bien que l'ennemi japonais ait cte 
defait depuis trois ans et plus. 

La Coree possede une civilisation :mcienne, 
un long passe de souverainete et d'independance, 
nne langue commune, une homogeneite racialc 
parfaite et des frontieres bien reconnucs, et 
son pcuple est profonclement attachC i la came 
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independence. \Vhile, like many other free 
nations, Korea had its fifth columnists, they were 
few in number and exercised their power through 
the military assistance of a foreign Government 
against the will of the overwhelming mass of the 
Korean p2ople. During the 40 years of Japanese 
domination, which had begun for Korea long 
before the Nazi and Japanese blitzkriegs had 
Prupted over Europe and Asia, an active 
movement for independence had been maintained 
at home and abroad. 

The present circumstances of the Republic of 
Korea were far from perfect ; but surely the 
Assembly would not fail to approve the Republic, 
which had been established in conformity with 
the Assembly's will, because one Power had 
defied the Assembly's clear mandate. The inter
national pledges for Korean independence and 
sovereignty, such as those at Cairo in 1943 and 
at Potsdam in July 1915, were so numerous 
that no one contested Korea's rights in principle. 
When the war with Japan had ended, the Korean 
people welcomed the Americans and the Russians 
as liberators, but few then thought that they 
would stay on indefinitely. However, a military 
clh,iding line was arbitrarily established at the 
:~8th parallel, a line without political, topo
graphical or economic meaning which swiftly 
froze into a barrier to the flow of commerce, 
of persons, of railway and highway traffic of 
every kind. The Korean people had had no 
part in this monstrous division of their country 
and still suffered from its many evils. It was 
only fair to say that once it had become a party 
to this division, the United States Government 
had done everything within its power to lift 
the barrier, both by direct appeals from its 
Commanding General in Korea and in several 
conferences. The Russians, on the other hand, 
refused to consider any political unification which 
would not in efiect establish the communist 
party in control and failing a political agreement, 
they would not even discuss relaxation of the 
economic barricade. 

The obvious injustices clone to the Korean 
people caused the General Assembly to adopt 
its two resolutions, 112 (II) A and B, concerning 
Korea of 14 November 1947. However, the 
USSR Government bovcotted the Temporary 
Commission established· by one of those reso
lutions and refused to permit any member of 
the Commission to enter North Korea or to 
receive its communications. Never theless, with 
the permission of the Interim Committee, the 
Temporary Commission proceeded with its. work 
and reported that the result of the electiOn of 
10 May 1948 was a valid expression of the free 
will of the electorate in those parts of Korea 
which were accessible to the Commission. 

Should the government established by more 
than two-thirds of the Korean people go unre
coanized because a foreign Po·wer had arbitrarily 
refused to permit the other third to join in the 

de I'independance nationale. Si la Coree, comme 
d'autres nations libres, a sa cinquieme colonne, 
celle-ci est peu nombreuse et n'exerce son 
influence que grace a !'assistance militaire d'un 
Gouvernement etranger, contre les vmux de 
!'immense majorite du peuple coreen. Pendant 
les 40 annees de la domination japonaise, qui 
a commence pour la Coree bien avant que la 
guerre-eclair (des nazis et des Japonais ait 
eclate en Europe et en Asie, un mouvement 
actif en faveur de l'independance s'est maintenu, 
tant a l'interieur du pays qu'a l'etranger. 

La situation actuelle de la Republique de 
Coree est loin d'etre parfaite, mais, l'Assemblee, 
certainement, ne refusera pas parce qu'une 
certaine Puissance aura passe outre a cette 
volonte clairement exprimee de l'Assemblee, 
de reconnaitre la Republique, etablie confor
mement a cette volonte. Les engagements interna
tionaux qui ont ete pris en faveur de l'inde
pendance et de la souverainete de la Coree, tels 
que ceux qui ont ete signes au Caire, en 1943, 
et a Potsdam, en 1945, sont si nombreux que 
personne ne conteste en principe les droits de 
la Coree. Lorsque la guerre avec le Japon fut 
terminee, les Careens accueillirent en liberateurs 
les Americains et les Russes qui pensait-on ne 
resteraient pas indefiniment. Cependant, une 
ligne de demarcation militaire a ete arbitrairement 
etablie le long du 38e parallele, ligne qui ne 
repond a aucune raison politique, topographique 
ou economique, et qui s'est rapidement 
transformee en une barriere rigide empechant 
toute espece de circulation commerciale, ferro
viaire et routiere, ainsi que le mouvement des 
personnes. Le peuple coreen n'est pour rien dans 
cette monstrueuse scission de son pays et il 
continue a souffrir de ses nombreux mefaits. II 
n'est que juste de dire, cependant, que le Gouver
nement des Etats-Unis qui avait participe a cette 
mesure, a fait neanmoins tous ses efforts pour que 
cette barriere fut levee soit par les demandes qu'a 
faites directement le Commandant en chef en 
Coree, soit au cours de plusieurs conferences. Les 
Russes, par contre, ont refuse d'admettre une 
unification politique quelconque qui n'aurait pas 
pour efiet d'assurer une situation dominante au 
parti communiste. lis n'ont meme pas voulu, a 
defaut d'un accord politique, discuter d'un assou
plissement de la reglementation qui barre les 
echanges. 

L'injustice flagrante qui a ainsi ete infligee 
au peuple coreen, a incite l'Assemblee generale 
a prendre ses deux resolutions (112 (II) A et B) 
du 14 novembre 1947 sur Ia Coree. Mais, Je Gouver
nement de I'URSS a boycotte Ja Commission 
temporaire instituee aux termes de l'une de 
ces resolutions, et a refuse d'autoriser aucun de 
ses membres a penetrer en Coree du Nord ; il 
a meme refuse de recevoir ses communications. 
Neanmoins, forte de l'autorisation de la 
Commission interimaire, la Commission temporaire 
a assume sa tache et a pu constater que les 
resultats des elections du 10 mai 1948 exprimaient 
valablemcnt la libre volonte des electeurs, dans 
les parties de Ia Coree accessibles a la Commi~sion: 

Est-il admissible qu'un gouvernement etabh 
par la volonte de plus de deux ti~rs du pcuple 
careen ne soit pas reconnu parce qu une pmssa?ce 
etrangere, arbitrairement, a refuse au tiers 



elections ? Although the Korean people had 
never before participated in popular elections, 
approximately 80 per cent of the potential 
electorate registered and over 95 per cent of 
the registered electorate cast their ballots in 
complete freedom and absolute secrecy, despite 
the foul means attempted by the communists 
to disrupt the elections. 

The elected representatives, among which 
he himself and his alternate representative were 
included, convened on 31 May 1948 at the Korean 
National Assembly and adopted the constitution 
of the Republic of Korea. Under this consti
tution a President and a Vice-President were 
elected, and a government formed and inau
gurated on 15 August 1948 to which governmental 
powers had been conferred by United States 
military authorities. It was the aim of this 
government to secure Ia similar transference of 
powers from the occupation authorities north 
of the 38th parallel. The Korean people well 
knew that mere residence north of an artificial 
line had not made aliens and communists of 
the patriotic Korean people. Consequently, they 
were holding vacant approximately one-third 
of the seats in the National Assembly until 
such time as elections could be held in North 
Korea. This urgent desire of the Assembly for 
national unity was clearly expressed in a resolution 
of 12 June 1948 which had been widely publizited. 

Mr. Chang traced the establishment of what 
he called a communist dictatorship under USSR 
sponsorship which had its headquarters in the 
northern city of Pyongyang, and was supported 
by Russian-trained military forces. He said 
that a small group of Korean communists had 
organized an administrative committee, re-named 
the communist party, and created numerous 
other organizations under communist control. 
They had then conducted a so called election 
by placing their own names on a ballot and 
requiring all citizens to indicate their favour 
or disapproval of this single list by placing it 
either in a white or a black box. Fear of 
reprisals was such that few persons dared to 
drop the list in the black box, yet this procedure 
had been referred to by some representatives 
to the General Assembly as the holding of 
democratic elections. The previous July, the 
self-appointed communist leaders had declared 
in force a Soviet type of constitution and had 
designated 25 August as the date for further 
elections. It was now claimed that those elections 
were also held in South Korea and that the 
new Communist Government was representative 
of Nortl1 and South Korea. Such statements 
were extraordinary departures from truth. The 
Temporary Commission, the consular officials of 
the United Kingdom, China, France and the 
United States, the civilian and military officials 
of the United States occupation force and he 
himself were all in Korea in August 1948 and 
witnessed no elections. Despite this independent 
testimony it was claimed that 77.52 per cent 
of the people living south of the 38th parallel, 

restant le droit de participer aux elections? 
Bien que ce fussent les premieres elections popu
laires en Coree, plus de 95 pour 100 des electeurs 
inscrits, soit pres de 80 pour 100 du pays legal, 
ont vote en toute liberte et dans le secret absolu, 
malgre toutes sortes de procedes douteux dont 
les communistes ont use pour faire echouer les 
elections. 

Les representants elus, dont ::\I. Chang lui-meme 
et son suppleant, se sont reunis le 31 mai 1948 
en Assemblee nationale coreenne et ont adopte 
Ia constitution de la Republique de Coree. Confor
mement a cette constitution, ont etc elliS Ull 

president et un vice-president, et a etc forme un 
gouvernement, proclame le 15 aout 1948, auquel 
les autorites militaires americaines ont reconnu 
les pouvoirs gouvernementaux. Ce que ce gouver
nement desire, c'est obtenir un transfort analogue 
des pouvoirs de la part des autorites d'occupation 
au nord du 38e parallele. Le peuple de Coree 
sait fort bien que des patriotes coreens ne sont 
pas devenus des etrangers a leur patrie et des 
communistes parce qu'ils resident au nord d'une 
ligne artificiellement tracee ; un tiers environ 
des sieges a l'Assemblee nationale reste reserve 
jusqu'au moment ou il sera possible de proceder 
a des elections dans le nord. Ce desir imperieux 
de I'Assemblee de retablir l'unite nationale, 
est nettement exprime dans sa resolution du 
12 juin 1948, qui a re<;u la publicite la plus etendue. 

M. Chang rappelle comment s'est etabli, sous 
le patronage de l'URSS, un regime qu'il qualifie 
de dictature communiste, qui a son centre a 
Pyongyang, ville de la zone Nord et qui s'appuie 
sur des forces militaires instruites par les Russes. 
Un petit groupe de communistes coreens a mis 
sur pied une commission administrative, change 
le nom du parti communiste, et creede nombreuses 
autres organisations sous controle communiste. 
Les communistes ont procede a de pretendues 
elections, ou les bulletins portaient les noms 
de leurs candidats, et oi1 il etait demande aux 
citoyens d'indiquer, en deposant leur bulletin 
soit dans nne urne blanche, soit dans nne urne 
noire, s'ils etaient ou non en faveur de cette liste 
unique. La crainte des represailles etait telle 
que peu de personnes ont ose deposer leur bulletin 
dans l'urne noire. Certains representants a 
l' As~mblee generale ont cependant qualifie de 
democratique eette procedure electorale. En 
juillet dernier, les chefs communistes, qui tenaient 
d'eux-memes leur designation, ont declare en 
vigueur nne constitution de type sovietique, 
et ont fixe au 20 aout la date d'Clections nouvelles. 
On pretend actuellement que ces elections ont 
eu lieu egalement en Coree du Sud et que k 
nouveau Gouvernement communiste exerce son 
autorite sur la Coree du Sud aussi bien que sur 
celle du Nord, mais ce sont la d'extravagantes 
contre-verites. Les membres de la Commission 
temporaire, les fonctionnaires consulaires du 
Royaumc-Uni, de la Chine, de la France et des 
Etats-Unis les fonctionnaires et les officiers des 
forces d'o~cupation americaines, et J\I. Chan.g 
lui-mcme, se trouvaient tous en Coree au mms 
d'aout 19-18, et n'y ont pas vu d'elections: En 
depit de ce temoignage independant, on pretend 
que 77,52 pour 100 de la population qui ':'i~ au 
sud du 38e parallele, soit plus de six m!llwns 
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that is, over six million people, went to the 
polls to vote, secretly and unseen by anyone. 

The essential facts of the present situation 
were that the Government of the Republic of 
Korea had been established as a result of the 
election of 10 May 1948, was based on consti
tutional safeguards of civil liberty and public 
participation in government, had the essential 
bases for economic stability and maintenance 
of public peace, and had already received the 
provisional recognition of the United States, 
China and the Philippines. Following its 
approval by the General Assembly, this Govern
ment looked forward to the establishment of 
normal diplomatic relations with most of the 
nations of the world and to formal membership 
in the United Nations. 

As a result of the conduct of the USSR military 
forces and of Korean communists acting under 
their directions, several millions of Korean 
citizens from every stratum of society had been 
displaced from their homes and forced to take 
refuge south of the 38th parallel. The Korean 
people sympathized deeply with those refugees 
and some of them were participating in the 
Government, but they caused a serious economic 
dislocation. 

Some time must elapse before the Republic 
of Korea could train properly and equip an 
adequate military force for its defence. The 
United States Army in Korea had begun the 
organization of a small constabulary which was 
now being expanded and trained as a regular 
military body, but was still in the early stages 
of training. On the other hand, very large 
military forces had been trained and equipped 
by the USSR army for over three years in the 
northern part of Korea. Military weakness in 
the Republic would be an invitation to the 
northern leaders to use their well-trained forces 
as they had threatened. It seemed reasonable, 
therefore, that the General Assembly should 
give friendly consideration to the Republic's 
desire to have adequate time to train its security 
forces. The National Assembly and the Govern
ment of the Republic had requested the United 
States to retain a small tactical force in Korea 
to serve as instructors and to give the necessary 
moral backing to Korean troops during their 
training period. While this question primarily 
concerned the Governments of the Republic 
and of the United States, the Republic of Korea 
would not wish to act in this manner without 
the moral support of the free nations. He 
therefore urged the General Assembly to continue 
to interest itself in this problem. 

Mr. Chang said that his delegation considered 
the joint resolution submitted by the delegations 
of Australia, China and United States (A/C.l/426) 
as a possible measure for the solution of Kon~an 
problems, but wished to make several spectfic 
comments. Referring to paragraph 2, he 
expressed the desire that suitable change~ be 
made to confirm the claim of the Republic of 
Korea that it was in effect the Government 

de personnes, sont allees secretement aux urnes. 
sans etre vues de qui que ce flit. 

La situation actuelle est essentiellement carac
terisee par les faits suivants : la creation du 
Gouvernement de la Republique de Coree decoule 
de !'election du 10 mai 1948. Il est fonde sur les 
garanties de libertes civiques que la constitution 
accorde et sur le principe de la participation des 
masses au gouvernement ; il n\unit les conditions 
indispensables a la stabilite economique et au 
maintien de l'ordre public. II a deja ete reconnu 
provisoirement par les :Etats-Unis, Ia Chine et 
les Philippines. Des qu'il aura !'approbation 
de I' Assemblee generale, ce Gouvernement envi
sagera d'etablir des relations diplomatiques 
normales avec la plupart des nations du monde 
et de demander officiellement a etre admis au 
sein de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Du fait de l'activite des forces militaires de 
l'URSS, ainsi que des communistes careens qui 
agissent d'apres leurs directives, plusieurs millions 
de citoyens careens, appartenant a toutes les 
couches de la societe, ont du quitter leurs foyers 
et chercher refuge au sud du 38° parallele. Le 
peuple careen a une profonde sympathie pour 
ces refugh~s. dont quelques-uns participent au 
Gouvernement, mais leur presence desorganise 
l'economie du pays. 

II faudra quelque temps a la Republique de 
Coree pour entrainer convenablement et pour 
equiper les effectifs militaires dont elle a besoin 
pour sa defense. L'armee des Etats-Unis 
stationnee en Coree a commence a organiser un 
corps de police peu nombreux, qui est en train 
de se renforcer et de s'entrainer comme formation 
militaire, mais cet entrainement n'en est encore 
qu'a ses debuts. Dans le nord de Ia Coree, par 
contre, de tres importantes forces militaires 
sont, depuis plus de trois ans, entrainees et 
equipees par I'armee de l'URSS. Le peu de 
forces militaires dont la Republique dispose 
risque d'inciter les dirigeants du nord, comme 
ils en ont d'ailleurs fait la menace, a se servir 
de leurs troupes qui soot bien entrainees. Il 
semblerait done raisonnable que l'Assemblee 
accorde un accueil favorable au desir qu'exprime 
Ia Republique d'avoir le temps d'entrainer les 
forces necessaires a sa securite. L' Assemblee 
nationale et le Gouvernement de Ia Republique 
ont demande aux .Etats-Unis de maintenir en 
Coree une formation, tactique peu nombreuse, 
pour instruire les troupes coreennes et leur donner 
le soutien moral dont elles ont besoin pendant 
leur periode d'entrainement. Bien que ce soit 
la une question qui concerne essentiellement 
le Gouvernement de la Republique et celui des 
:Etats-Unis, ils ne voudraient pas agir ainsi sans 
etre moralement soutenus par les nations libres ; 
M. Chang demande done instamment a 1' Assemblee 
generale de ne pas se departir de !'interet qu'elle 
porte a cette question. 

M. Chang indique que .sa deleg~tion t;ouv~ 
dans le projet commun de resolutiOn prese1_1te 
par les delegations de l'Australie, de la Chm: 
et des :Etats-Unis (AfC.1f426), les _moyens _qm 
permettront de resoudre le probleme . coreen, 
mais il tient a faire quelques observatw_n~ sur 
certains points precis de ee projet. Se referant 
au paragraphe 2, il e":~rime le . desir que ~es 
modifications appropnees y sment apportees, 
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envisaged in the Assembly's resolution of 14 No
vember 1947, that it was prevented from 
exercising its jurisdiction over all Korea only 
by force, and that the sovereignty of the entire 
Korean nation resided in it. He asked that 
paragraph 3 should be amended by the addition 
of the words : " bearing in mind the completion 
of the training and equipment of an adequate 
security force for the Government of the Republic 
of Korea ". 

He said that his delegation understood sub
paragraph 4 (c) to apply to the population north 
of the 38th parallel as soon as the Commission 
would find it possible to intervene in that area, 
but that in the meantime, the Korean people 
had a representative Government in the 
Government of the Republic of Korea, based 
upon the freely expressed will of the people 
and with a democratic constitution, as the 
Temporary Commission had indicated in its 
reports. 

His delegation understood paragraph 8 to 
mean that Member States should refrain from 
any acts prejudicial to the results achieved by 
the United Nations in assisting in the creation 
of the Republic of Korea, and to any further 
results which the Commission might achieve 
in bringing independence to the people in North 
Korea, so that they might unite with South 
Korea in one nation. 

He expressed regret that paragraph 9 did 
not use more precise language in calling for 
recognition of the Government of the Republic 
of Korea by Member States, but interpreted 
that to be the meaning of the paragraph. 

Mr. Chang thought that the greatest aid to 
unification of Korea would be the approval 
by the General Assembly of the Government 
of the Republic of Korea and its subsequent 
recognition by all Member States. Such recog
nition would attract the loyal adherence of 
millions of men and women in North Korea. 
ln the meantime, it would be unfair to reproach 
the Korean people for a geographical division 
imposed upon by them without their consent, 
.and even more unfair not to establish normal 
diplomatic relations with the Republic simply 
because one Member of the United Nations had 
defied the rest. For the General Assembly to 
fail to accept the Government of the Republic 
of Korea as that contemplated in its resolution 
-of 14 November 1947 because the USSR Govern
ment had boycotted the Temporary Commission 
.and because a self-appointed regime had been 
established in the north, would be to reward 
the guilty and punish the innocent ; it would 
be an admission that the defiant political group 
.at Pyongang enjoyed the Assembly's support. 
The Korean people had complied with the 
Assembly's mandates and would maintain their 
independence and sovereignty against any 
.challenge. 

Mr. MuGHIR (Syria) recalled briefly the periods 
-of Japanese domination and of liberation by the 

pour confirmer que la Republique de Coree 
est bien, comme elle le soutient, Ie Gouvernement 
qu'envisageait la resolution de l'Assemblee 
generale du 14 novembre 1947; que ce Gouver
nement n'est empeche que par la force d'exercer 
sa juridiction sur !'ensemble de la Coree et 
qu'il est !'expression de la souverainete de toute 
la nation coreenne. 11 demande que les mots 
suivants soient ajoutes au paragraphe 3 : « sans 
perdre de vue que les forces necessaires a la 
securite du Gouvernement de la Republique de 
Coree ont a parfaire leur entrainement et leur 
equipement )), 

M. Chang precise que sa delegation interprete 
l'alinea 4 c) comme devant s'appliquer ala popu
lation du nord du 38 e parallele quand Ia 
Commission aura la possibilite d'intervenir dans 
cette region, mais que, des a present, le peuple 
coreen a, dans le Gouvernement de la Republique 
de Coree, un Gouvernement qui le represente, 
qui s'appuie sur sa volonte librement exprimee 
et sur une constitution democratique, comme en 
temoignent les rapports de la Commission 
temporaire. 

II ajoute que, selon sa delegation, le paragraphe 
8 signifie que les Etats Membres doivent s'abstenir 
de tout acte prejudiciable aux resultats qu'a 
obtenus !'Organisation des Nations Unies en 
aidant a l'avenement de la Republique de Coree, 
et aux resu.ltats que la Commission pourra obtenir 
dans la suite, en donnant I'independance a la 
Coree du Nord afin qu'elle puisse s'unir a Ia 
Coree du Sud en une seule nation. 

Il regrette qu'il ne soit pas dit de fa~on 
plus precise au paragraphe 9 qu'il est recommande 
aux Etats Membres de reconnaitre le Gouver
nement de la Republique de Coree, mais il precise 
que c'est ainsi qu'il interprete ce paragraphe. 

M. Chang pense que ce qui contribuerait le 
plus a !'unification de la Coree, serait que 
l'Assemblt~e generale donnat son approbation au 
Gouvernement de Ia Republique de Coree, et 
qu'ensuite ce Gouvernement fllt reconnu par 
!'ensemble des Etats, car cette reconnaissance 
lui assurerait !'adhesion loyale de millions 
d'hommes et de femmes de la Coree du Nord. 
Mais, en attendant, il serait injuste de maintenir, 
contre !'interet du peuple coreen, une division 
geographique qui lui a ete imposee sans qu'on 
e)lt demande son consentement, et plus injuste 
encore de ne pas etablir des relations diploma
tiques avec la Coree uniquement parce qu'un 
Membre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
a jete aux autres un defi. Si l'Assemblee generale 
ne donnait pas son approbation au Gouvernement 
de la Republique de Coree, comme gouvernement 
tel que l'envisageait la resolution du 14 novembre 
1947, parce que le Gouvernement de l'URSS a 
boycotte la Commission, et qu'il y a dans le 
nord un regime qui s'est investi lui-meme du 
pouvoir, ce serait de la part de l'Assemblee 
recompenser le coupable et punir l'inn?c.ent, 
et admettre qu'elle soutient le groupe pohtique 
de Pyongyang quila defie. Le peuple coreen s'est 
conforme aux directives de l' Assemblee et 
maintiendra son independance et sa souverainete 
contre tout deft qu'on pourrait lui lancer. 

M. MuGHIR (Syrie) rappelle brievement_I'~poque 
de la domination japonaise et celle de la hberatwn 
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United States and USSR forces in order to 
point out that Korea in 1948 was no better 
ofT than it had been before the Japanese surren
dered ; in fact, it now faced the new difficulty 
of division at the 38th parallel. In view of 
this difficulty, the urge for unity had been so 
compelling that when it became clear to the 
United Nations Temporary Commission that its 
work would have to be confmed to one part 
of Korea, several members had expressed reluc
tance to proceed with the implementation of 
the Assembly's resolution of 14 November 1947. 
In support of this fact, he cited a statement 
of the Chairman of the Temporary Commission 
to the Interim Committee that a separate 
government in South Korea could not be a 
national government as defined in the Assembly's 
resolution (112 (II)), the objections of the Canadian 
representative on the Interim Committee to 
a1y election confined to one part of Korea, and 
the criticism by the Australian representative 
on the Temporary Commission of the Interim 
Committee's resolution (A/583). He also quoted 
the explanation of the Syrian representative 
on the Commission of his abstention from voting 
on the Interim Committee's resolution of 
26 February 1948, pointing out the dangers 
involved in any scheme of partition of Korea, 
and his s· atement at a later meeting that oppo
sition to any work of the Commission would 
mean that the present situation would remain 
as it was. He added that the Syrian Government 
had had bitter experience with partition in 
Palestine and did not wish the same fate to 
overtake Korea. 

The economic consequences of the division 
could not be over emphasized, for the agri
cultural south and the industrial north were 
interdependent. Thus neither could enjoy 
economic stability and independence without 
substantial foreign aid. Politically and socially 
the division had also been most disastrous. 
These considerations had induced the Syrian 
delegation to the Temporary Commission on 
Korea to advocate a cautious course of action and 
the linking of the question of independence 
with that of unity. The division was the result 
of power politics, self-interest and foreign inter
vention. In this connexion he quoted the 
statement of a well-known Korean personality 
before Sub-Committee 2 of the Commission to 
the efTect that the Korean problem was a 
reflection of the natural antagonism between 
the USSR and the United States. The negative 
attitude of the USSR to the Assembly's resolution 
of November 1947 had therefore put the 
Commission in a very precarious situation. In 
the circumstances, the Syrian delegation had 
chosen to co-operate with the Commission to 
the fullest extent possible, but only on the 
explicit condition that a free atmosphere _for 
elections should be assured before any observatwn 
of elections took place. 

qu'ont apportee a la Con~e Ies armees des :Etats
Unis et de l'URSS ; il veut ainsi montrer que, 
en 1948, Ia Coree n'est pas en meilleure situation 
qu'au moment de la capitulation japonaise, et 
qu'elle se trouve en realite aux prises avec des 
difficultes nouvelles provenant de la division 
instituee au niveau du 33e parallele. Ces 
difficultes ont rendu pour elle si imperieux le 
besoin d'unite que, quand la Commission 
temporaire des Nations Unies pour la Coree a 
compris que son activite se Iimitait necessai
rement a une partie de Ia Coree, plusieurs de se5 
membres ont montre quelque reticence a s'associer 
a la mise en reuvre de la resolution de I' Assemblee 
generale du 14 novembre 1947. A l'appui de cette 
affirmation, M. Mughir cite une declaration que 
le President de la Commission a faite a la 
Commission interimaire, disant qu'un Gouver
nement distinct en Coree du Sud ne saurait 
etre un Gouvernement national au sens ou 
l'entendait la resolution (112 (II)) de l'Assemblee ; 
il fait etat egalement des objections que le repre
sentant du Canada a la Commission interimairc 
a elevces contre toutes elections qui seraient 
limitees a une partie de la Coree ; il rappelle la 
critique formulee au sein de Ia Commission par 
le representant de l' Australie sur la resolution 
de la Commission interimaire (A/583). Il cite en 
outre les explications donnees a Ia Commission 
par le representant de la Syrie, indiquant pourquoi 
il s'ctait abstenu dans le vote sur la resolution de 
la Commission interimaire en date du 26 fevricr 
1948, et soulignant Ies dangers que presentait 
tout projet de partage de la Coree. Il rappelle 
enfin que le meme representant, dans une seance 
ultcrieure, a declare que si l'on enlevait a la 
Commission toute possibilitc d'agir, la situat ion 
resterait telle qu'elle etait. II ajoute que le Gouver
nement de Ia Syrie, pour lequel le partage de la 
Palestine a ete une experience amere, ne souhaite 
pas a la Coree le meme sort. 

On ne saurait trop souligner, dit-il, les conse
quences economiques qu'entraine la division de ]a 
Coree, dont le sud, region agricole, et le nord, 
region industrielle, dependent etroitement l'un 
de l'autre. Aucune des deux regions ne pent avoir, 
sans une aide substanticlle de l'etranger, ni la 
stabilite, ni l'independance economique ; et sur 
le plan politique et social, la division a des effets 
desastreux aussi. Ce sont ces considerations qui 
ont incite la delegation de la Syrie a la Commission 
des Nations Unies pour la Con~e a lui recommander 
d'etre tres prudente et de lier la question de 
l'independance a celle de !'unite. La division 
est le resultat de la politique de puissance, de 
l'egoisme et de !'intervention etrangere. A l'appui 
de cette affirmation, M. Mughir cite la declaration 
qu'a faite devant la Sous-Commission 2 de Ia 
Commission une personnalite coreenne bien 
connue, disant que Ia situation en Coree refletait 
l'antagonisme naturel qui oppose l'URSS et les 
Etats-Unis. Par !'attitude negative qu'elle a 
adoptee a l'eaard de la resolution de l'Assemblce 
du 14 nov~mbre 19·17, l'URSS a mis la 
Commission dans une position tres precaire ; dans 
ces conditions, la delegation de la Syrie a decide 
de cooperer avec la Commission ~~ns toute Ia 
mesure du possible, mais a la condition expresse 
que, avant de proceder a un controle q~elco~que 
des elections, on creerait un climat de hberte. 
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The need for this free atmosphere was acknow
ledged by the Commission in its resolution of 
12 March in which it decided to accept the 
advice of the Interim Committee to hold elections 
in South Korea only. It calculated that a 
free election in the south might induce the 
people in the north to adhere to the programme 
of the United Nations and reconsider the possi
bility of joining the South Korean Government. 
The United States military authorities had done 
their best to correct existing conditions in the 
south and to secure free and unfettered elections. 
Undoubtedly, the election had not been perfect ; 
however, it must be borne in mind that this 
was the first election in Korea and that a perfect 
election was practically impossible even in the 
most democratic societies. The Syrian Govern
ment subscribed to the conclusion reached by 
the Commission that " there existed a reasonable 
degree of free atmosphere wherein the democratic ' 
rights of freedom of speech, thought and assembly 
were respected ". 

As a result of this election, a Korean 
Government was established and the legal grounds 
for its claims to be the government for the whole 
of Korea had been explained. The advice of 
the Interim Committee, the findings of the 
Commission on the results of the elections, and 
its readiness to enter into consultation with 
the Korean National Assembly were grounds 
for the claim that the government in South 
Korea had been legally established for the whole 
of Korea. Since this government had been 
established in accordance with the Assembly's 
resolution of 14 November 1947, it deserved 
the support and the assistance of the Assembly, 
although it was not yet an effective government 
for the whole of Korea. It would serve as 
the basis for further efforts towards the uni
fication of Korea. Syria advocated extending 
help and recognition to this government for 
practical and moral considerations as well as 
for legal reasons. This government had acquired 
all the prerequisites of an accepted government 
and its constitution stressed the paramount 
importance of the consolidation of national 
unity " by justice, humanity, brotherly love 
and the elimination of all kinds of social evils ". 

The Syrian delegation did not ·wish to question 
the legality of the government which had repor
tedly been established in North Korea and 
to which some Governments had already given 
full de jure recognition, nor to raise doubts 
concerning the way in which the elections for 
this government had been held. But it could 
not help asking why the leaders in the north, 
if they were certain that they commanded the 
majority of the Korean people, had opposed 
any compromise with the southern leaders under 
the auspices of the United Nations Commission. 
Furthermore, why did certain Members of the 
United Nations not only boycott the Commission 
but deny it access to territories which they 

La Commission a reconnu la necessite de cc 
climat de Iiberte dans sa resolution du 12 mars, 
par laquelle elle decide de suivre I'avis de Ia 
Commission interimaire et de n'organiscr 
d't~lections que dans la Coree du Sud. Elle a pens<' 
que des elections libres dans le sud inciteraient 
peut-etre Ia population du nord a donner son 
adhesion au programme de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies et a examiner a nouveau la possi
bilite de se ranger sous l'autorite du Gouvernement 
de Ia Coree du Sud. Les autorites militaires des 
Etats-Unis n'ont rien neglige pour ameliorer Ia 
situation dans le sud et pour assurer des elections 
libres et sans entraves. Sans doute les elections 
ne se sont-elles pas deroulees dans des conditions 
parfaites. Mais il faut tenir compte de ce que 
c'etait la premiere fois que des elections avaient 
lieu en Coree et que d'ailleurs meme dans les 
societes les plus democratiques, on ne saurait 
pratiquement concevoir d' elections irreprochables. 
Aussi le Gouvernement de Ia Syrie a-t-il souscrit 
a Ia conclusion a laquelle est arrivce la Commission, 
scion laquelle « il existe, dans une mesure raison
nable, un climat de liberte, au les droits democrn
tiques a la liberte d'expression, de pensee et de 
reunion sont respectes. )) 

A la suite de ces elections, un Gouvernement 
careen a etc cree. On a indique sur quoi se fondait 
juridiquement sa revendication, suivant laquelle 
il etait le gouvernement de tout !'ensemble de la 
Coree. L'avis de Ia Commission interimaire, les 
conclusions de I'enquete que la Commission a 
menee sur les resultats des elections, et le fait 
meme que le Gouvernement de la Coree du Sud 
so it pret a entrer en consultation avec I' Assemblee 
nationale coreenne viennent a l'appui de Ia reven
dication de ce Gouvernement soutenant qu'il a etc 
legalement constitue pour !'ensemble de Ia Coree. 
Etabli conformement a Ia resolution du 
14 novembre 1947 de l'Assembiee generale, ce 
gouvernement merite l'appui et !'aide de 
l'Assemblee, bien que son autorite ne s'etende pas 
encore en fait a tout le territoire careen. Il le 
merite car il fournit une base a de nouveaux. 
efforts en vue de !'unification de la Coree, et Ia 
Syrie demande maintenant que, pour des raisons 
d'ordre moral et des raisons d'ordre politiquc 
autant que pour des raisons d'ordre juridique, 
on lui accorde nne aide et qu'on le reconnaissc. 
Ce gouvernement remplit toutes les conditions 
qu'on exige d'un gouvernement reconnu, et sa 
constitution souligne !'importance essentielle qu'il 
y a a consolider l'unite nationale dans Ia justice, 
l'humanite, la fraternite et Ia suppression drs 
fleaux sociaux de toute sorte. 

La delegation de Ia Syrie ne veut ni mettre en 
doute la Iegalite du gouvernement qui aurait etc 
etabli dans la Coree du Nord et que certains 
Gouvernements ont d'ores et deja consenti a 
reconnaitre de jure, ni clever de doutes sur la 
maniere dont se sont tenues les elections qui lui 
ont donne naissance. Mais elle ne peut s'empecher 
de demander pourquoi les gouvernants du nord, 
s'ils ont Ia certitude que leur autorite s'etend a 
Ia majorite du peuple careen, se sont opposes it 
tout compromis avec les gouvernants d~ sue\ s?us 
les auspices de Ia Commission ~es NatiOns L·mes 
En outre, pourquoi certains Etats l\Iembres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, non contents 
de boycotter Ia Commission, lui refusent-ils acccs 
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occupied when they had been so enthusiastic 
in the defence of another Assembly resolution 
adopted hastily by a weak and artificial majority ? 
\Vhatever the considerations, the Government 
of ~he Repu~lic of Korea was the one authority 
wlucll constituted a basis for the unification 
of Korea and for the formation of a government 
as envisaged in the Assembly's resolution of 
1-1 :November 1947. However, recognition of 
this government should be conditional upon its 
cfiorts for unification of the country by peaceful 
m eans. The United Nations should remain 
seized of the problem. In the final analysis, 
ho>wver, its solution was possible only by 
agreement between the United States and the 
USSR. Dr. Kim Kiusic, a well-known leader, 
of moderate leanings, had suggested in a Sub
Committee of the Temporary Commission on 
Korea that the United Nations should request 
either the USSR or the United States and the 
USSR together to solve the problem which 
they had created. The Syrian delegation 
endorsed this request. 

l\Ir. TsrANG (China) said that the two funda
mental factors in the Korean question were 
the universal recognition that Korea should be 
united and independent and the insistence of 
the Korean people that this should come about 
as soon as possible. The 38th parallel, which 
had become an iron curtain between North 
and South Korea and was the symbol of the 
differences between the United States and the 
USSR, had become a bar to Korean unity and 
independence. In the circumstances, the United 
States had, quite properly, brought the question 
to the General Assembly, recognizing it as the 
final court of appeal in the post-war world. 
By its resolution of 14 November 1947 the 
Assembly had decided on the only possible 
course : that the Korean people themselves 
should decide their own fate by holding elections ; 
by the same resolution it had sent a Temporary 
Commission to Korea with the duty of observing 
those elections. 

The report of the Temporary Commission 
.(A/57'5 and Add. 1 and 2) stated that 75 per cent 
of the potential electorate in South Korea took 
part in the elections and that the population 
in this area represented approximately two
thirds of the population of Korea. The Com
mission unanimously recorded its judgment that 
the eJections were a valid expression of the 
free will of the electorate in the area. The 
report demonstrated beyond any doubt that the 
members of the Commission were devoted to 
.democratic aims and procedures and spared no 
effort in seeing that they were scrupulously 
observed. The Commission rightly assumed that 
the election laws and regulations were of basic 
importance and in volume II, annex 4, of the 
first part of the report, there were 36 recom
mendations, many of which were further sub
divided calling for amendments to the draft 
elector;! law. To show the spirit and method 
,
0
f work of the Commission, Mr. Tsiang called 

sur des territoires qu'ils occupent, alors qu'ils ont 
montre tant d'enthousiasme a defendre une autre 
resolution de l'Assemblee, resolution adoptee 
hativement a une majorite aussi faible qu'arti
ficielle? Quoi qu'on en puisse dire, le Gouver
nement de la Republique de Coree est la seule 
autorite qui fournisse une base a !'unification 
de la Coree eta la constitution d'un Gouvernement 
tel que l'envisageait la resolution de l'Assemblee 
du 14 novembre 1947; mais la reconnaissance de 
ce Gouvernement devrait etre soumise a la 
condition qu'il s'efforce, par des moyens pacifiques, 
d'unifier le pays. L'Organisation des Nations 
Unies doit rester saisie du probleme mais celui-ci, 
en derniere analyse, ne saurait etre resolu que 
par accord entre les Etats-Unis et l'URSS. Au 
cours d'une seance d'une sons-commission de la 
Commission des Nations Unies pour la Coree, 
M. Kim Kiusic, personnalite politique bien connue, 
de tendances moderees, a avance l'idee que !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies devrait inviter soit 
l'URSS, soit les Etats-Unis et l'URSS ensemble 
a rechercher une solution au probleme qu'ils ont 
fait surgir. La delegation syrienne fait sienne cette 
proposition. 

M. TSIANG (Chine) dit que les deux elements 
fondamentaux de la question coreenne sont le 
principe, universellement admis, de !'unite et de 
l'independance de la Coree, et le desir, exprime 
par le peuple coreen, que cette unite et cette 
independance soient realisees le plus tt>t possible. 
Le 38e parallele, qui est devenu un rideau de fer 
entre la Coree du Nord et la Coree du Sud et qui 
symbolise Ies differends qui separent Ies :Etats
Unis de I'URSS, est un obstacle a l'unite et a 
l'inctependance de la Coree. Dans ces conditions, 
Ies Etats-Unis ont, a juste titre, porte la question 
devant I'Assemblee generale, qu'elle considere 
comme le tribunal supreme du monde d'apres
guerre. Par sa resolution du 14 novembre 1947, 
l'Assemblee a declare que Ia seule solution possible 
etait que le peuple coreen decide lui-meme de son 
destin en procedant a des elections; par la meme 
resolution, elle a decide d'envoyer en Coree une 
Commission temporaire ayant pour mission de 
controler les operations electorales. 

Le rapport de Ia Commission temporaire 
(A/575 et add. 1 et 2) etablit que 75 pour 100 des 
electeurs inscrits en Coree du Sud ont pris part 
aux elections et que la population de cette zone 
represente approximativement les deux tiers de 
la population totale de la Coree. La Commission 
a exprime unanimement I' opinion que les elections 
qui se sont deroulees sont !'expression valable 
de la libre volonte des electeurs de la Coree du Sud. 
Le rapport de la Commission prouve, d'une 
maniere incontestable, que ses membres . sont 
devoues a !'ideal et aux methodes democratiques 
et qu'ils n'ont epargne aucun effort pour s'assu~er 
que ces principes soient scrupuleusement respe~tes. 
La Commission a pense avec raison que les lois et 
reglements electoraux etaient d'une importance 
capitale ; dans le volume II, annexe 4, de la 
premiere partie de son rapport, figurent 36 re~om
mandations dont certaines comprennent plus1eurs 
parties ; la Commission y demande ~~tamment 
certaines modifications au projet de lo1 elect?r~Ie. 
Pour montrer !'esprit dans lequella Comm1ss!on 
a travaille et les methodes qu'elle a employees, 
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attention to a number of recommendations of 
the Commission which he had singled out at 
random. 

The Temporary Commission had been well 
aware that a good electoral law was not itself 
a sufficient guarantee of a free election and 
it had devoted much of its efforts to ensuring 
what it called a "free atmosphere". One of 
its main concerns in that respect had been to 
ensure against any possible interference by the 
police. To achieve that end the Commission 
had provided that the police should not be 
permitted inside the polling offices except when 
expressly called upon by the Chairman of the 
Election Committee to maintain order. The 
Commission had also forbidden the police to 
make any arrests under the election law without 
a court writ, except in cases of emergency. 

The Commission had, moreover, been worried 
by the Korean people's lack of experience in 
the matter of general elections in view of the 
fact that these were the first elections to be 
held in the country. In particular, it had been 
worried lest the traditional respect for age in 
Korea should permit the heads of families and 
village elders to exercise an undue influence 
on those under their authority. The Commission 
had realized that the solution lay partly in legal 
and administrative measures and partly in an 
educational programme. 

In connexion with the latter, the United 
States occupation authorities had clone valuable 
work. Mr. Tsiang quoted from the record of 
the meeting of Sub-Committee 1 on 1 February 
1948 at which the representative of General 
Hodge had informed the Committee that the 
United States authorities had already prepared 
a comprehensive programme to familiarize the 
population with the purposes and procedures 
of the election, utilizing for this purpose the 
Press, radio talks and leaflets to be dropped by 
airplanes. The Commission had been told that 
the United States authorities had supervised 
the preparation, by Koreans, of a film which 
would be shown in every town and village before 
the election. The United States military spokes
man had invited the Commission to examine 
the film and to suggest any changes which it 
deemed desirable. Commenting on the 
spokesman's statement, the Chairman of the 
Commission had said that he was very much 
encouraged by the United States attitude of 
co-operation. Mr. Tsiang added that General 
Hodge himself declared before the Commission 
that he was particularly interested in ensuring 
that the election should be held under conditions 
of complete freedom. To achieve that end, the 
United States authorities had carefully studied 
the experience gained during the Nicaraguan 
plebiscite in 1930 and the Saar plebiscite of 1935. 
After reading the Commission's report, Mr. Tsiang 
was convinced that the United States authorities 
had co-operated to the greatest possible extent. 

The report of the Temporary Commission 
showed that the Commission had based its 
conclusions that the election results fully 
expressed the free will of the Korean population 
on the mo3t careful observations. The Com-

M. Tsiang signale un certain nombre de recom
mandations faites par cette Commission et qu'il a 
relevees au hasard. 

La Commission temporaire n'ignorait pas qu'une 
bonne loi electorale n'est pas suffisante pour 
assurer des elections libres et elle a consacre une 
grande partie de ses efforts pour que soit assuree 
ce qu'elle a appele une << atmosphere de liberte n. 

L'une de ses principales preoccupations, a cet 
egard, a ete d'empecher toute intervention de 
la police. Pour cela, 1a Commission avait decide 
que la police ne serait pas autorisee a penetrer 
a l'interieur des bureaux de vote, sauf lorsqu'elle 
en aurait ete priee par le President du bureau 
electoral, pour assurer l' ordre. La Commission 
a egalement interdit a la police de proceder a des 
arrestations en vertu de la loi electorale sans un 
mandat d'arret, sauf dans les cas d'urgence. 

L'inexperience du peuple coreen en matiere 
d'elections generales inquietait egalement la 
Commission, car c'est la premiere fois que des 
elections generales avaient lieu en Coree. En parti
culier, la Commission craignait que le respect 
traditionnel des Coreens pour les vieillards, ne 
permit aux chefs de families et aux personnes les 
plus agees des villages d'exercer une pression sur 
ceux qui etaient places sous leur autorite. La 
Commission a compris que la solution de cette 
question residait, en partie dans des mesures a 
prendre dans le domaine legal et dans le domaine 
administratif, et en partie dans la mise au point 
d'un programme d'education civique. 

Sur ce point, les autorites d'occupation ameri
caines ont fait ceuvre utile. M. Tsiang cite le 
compte rendu de la seance que le Comite I a tenue 
le 1 er fevrier 1948, au cours de laquelle le repre
sentant du general Hodge a informe la Commission 
que les autorites americaines avaient deja prepare 
un plan complet pour faire connaltre a la popu
lation le but et le fonctionnement des operations 
electorales en utilisant, a cet effet, les journaux, 
la radio et les tracts lances par avion. La 
Commission a ete informee que les autorites 
americaines avaient patronne un film tourne par 
des Coreens, qui serait projete dans chaque ville 
et dans chaque village avant les elections. Le 
porte-parole des autorites militaires americaines 
a invite la Commission a voir ce film et a proposer 
les modifications qu'elle estimait desirable d'y 
apporter. A la suite de !'audition du porte-parole 
americain, le President de la Commission a declare 
qu'il se felicitait de !'esprit de cooperation des 
autorites americaines. M. Tsiang ajoute que le 
general Hodge lui-meme a declare devant la 
Commission qu'il attachait une importance parti
culiere a ce que les elections se deroulent dans des 
conditions de liberte totale. Pour atteindre ce but, 
les autorites des Etats-Unis ont etudie avec 
attention les enseignements du plebiscite de 1930 
du Nicaragua et du plebiscite de 1935 dans la 
Sarre. A pres avoir lu le rapport de la Commission, 
M. Tsiang est convaincu que les autorites des 
Etats-Unis ont apporte, dans toute la mesure du 
possible, leur concours a la Commission. 

Le rapport de la Commission temporaire montre 
que Ia Commission a base ses conclusions - a 
savoir que les elections ont librement exprif!le 
la volonte du peuple coreen -- sur des fmts 
oigneusement controles. La Commission s'est 



mission divided itself into small groups to 
observe first th e regi stration of voters, then the 
registration of candidates and finally the plebiscite 
which was held on 10 May. The Commission 
certified that the National Assembly, which 
resulted from the election, was not dominated 
by any party or combination of parties. In 
fact, the majority of the Assembly's members 
were either independents or representatives 
of minor political groups. The B angkok 
Democratic Party which had nominated a 100 
candidates had succeeded in having only 28 
elected. The National Association for the Rapid 
Healization of Korean Independence, led by 
Mr. Syghman Rhee, the President of the Govern
ment, out of a total of 247 candidates had only 
55 members elected to the Assembly. 

In conclusion, Mr. Tsiang said that the Govern
ment of South Korea was a representative and 
democratic government, and that the National 
Assembly was equally representative. He 
thought that the United Nations could be proud 
of its part in the establishment of that government 
and t hat the Temporary Commission deserved 
the thanks of the General Assembly. The 
work, however, was not yet complete and 
Mr. Tsiang hoped that the Committee would 
approve the joint draft resolution (A/C.1 /426) 
by a large majority. 

Mr. SETALVAD (India) said that his delegation 
was interested in the Korean question not only 
because India had been a member of the Tempor
ary Commission but also because it felt a deep 
concern for the fate of an Asiatic country which 
possessed an ancient and rich civilization. 

In explaining his delegation's attitude towards 
the Korean problem, Mr. Setalvad reviewed the 
events which had followed the Assembly's 
resolution of 14 November 1947. The Temporary 
Commission's mandate had been to supervise 
elections throughout the whole of Korea. 
However, soon after its arrival in Seoul, 
the Commission had realized that it could not 
carry out its task in respect of the northern 
zone and, through the intermediary of the 
Chairman, who, at that time, was the Indian 
representative, had placed the whole issue before 
the Interim Committee with a request for 
instructions on its future course of action. 

The Chairman had explained to the Interim 
Committee that the Commission, while unanimous 
in thinking that no real national government, 
as envisaged in the Assembly's resolution, could 
possibly be creat ed on the basis of an election 
in the southern zone alone, nevertheless believed 
that it should continue its efforts so long as 
there was any hope that a national government 
could eventually be established as a result of 
conciliation. In reply, the Interim Committee 
had instructed the Commission to carry on its 
t ask in those areas to which it was able to gain 
admission in the hope that the representatives 
elected to the National Assembly from the 
southern zone 'vould be able to establish contact 
with the political parties of the .north er? zone 
and induce them to co-operate m formmg an 

divisee en petits groupes d'observateurs qui 
avaient pour mission tout d 'abord de controler 
l'inscri ption des electeurs, puis celle des candidats, 
enfin les operations electorales elles-memes, qui 
se sont deroulees le 10 mai. La Commission est 
convaincue que I' Assemblee nationale issue des 
elections n'est dominee par aucun parti polit iquc 
ni par aucune alliance de partis. En fait, la 
majorite des membres de l'Assembh~e est consti
tuee, soit par des membres independants, soit 
par les representants des groupes politiques de la 
minorite. Le parti democratique Hankook, qui 
avait presente 100 candidats, n'a eu que 28 elus. 
L' Association nationale pour Ia realisation rapide 
de l'independance coreenne, dont le chef est 
M. Syngman Rhee, President du Gouvernement, 
n'a eu que 55 elus sur 247 candidats. 

Pour conclure, M. Tsiang declare que le Gouver
nement de la Coree du Sud est bien un Gouver
nement representatif et democratique, et que 
I' Assemblee nationale represente bien, egalement, 
la nation coreenne. II estime que !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies peut etre fiere de la part 
qu'elle a prise dans l' etablissement de ce Gouver
nemcnt et que Ia Commission t emporaire merite 
bien de recevoir les remerciements de l'Assemblee 
generale. L'ceuvre, toutefois, n'est pas achevee 
et M. Tsiang espere que la Commission approuvera, 
a une large rnajorite, le projet de resolution 
comrnun (A JC.l/426). 

M. SETALVAD (Inde) declare que sa delegation 
s'interesse particulierement a la question de la 
Coree, non seulement parce que I' In de est membrc 
de la Commission temporaire, mais aussi parce 
qu'elle cprouve une vive inquietude pour Je destin 
de ce pays d'Asie, qui a derriere lui une riche et 
vieille civilisation. 

Expliquant !'attitude de sa delegation a l'egard 
du probleme coreen, M. Setalvad passe en revue 
les evcnements qui ont suivi la resolution de 
l'Assemblee du 14 novemhre 1947. La Commission 
temporaire a regu le mandat de controler les 
operations electorales dans toute la Coree. 
Toutcfois, peu apres son arrivee a Seoul, la 
Commission a constate qu'elle ne pouvait 
s'acquitter de sa t~che en Coree du Nord. Par
l'intermectiaire de son President, qui a cette 
epoque etait le representant ctc l'Inde, elle a saisi 
la Commission interimaire ct lui a demande des 
instructions. 

Le President a explique a la Commission interi
rnaire que la Commission temporaire etait unanimc 
a penser qu'il n'et ait pas possible d'etablir le 
veritable Gouvernement national pn~vu par la 
resolution de l' Assemblee generale sur la base 
d'elections tenues dans Ja seu1e Coree du Sud, 
mais elle pensait qu'clle devait neanm?ins 
poursuivre ses efforts aussi longtemps qu 'rl ? 
aurait un espoir d'etablir par la voie de la ~oncr
liation un Gouvernement national. A la smte de 
cet expose, la Commission interimaire a ~lonn e 
pour instructions a Ia Commission te~pormr~ ~c 
poursuivre sa t ache dans la zone ou e~le a\'art 
liberte d'acces. en esperant que les represe~tants 
de la Coree du Sud elus a l'As5emblee natrona~l' 
pourraient entrer en con tact avec les part.t; 
polit iques de la Coree du Nord et les amener a 
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all-Korean Government. In other words, the 
Interim Committee had been anxious to ensure 
that all possible means of persuasion should 
be employed to bring about Korean unity. 

Mr. Setalvad explained that the Indian dele
gation had supported the Interim Committee's 
decision, which was transmitted in a letter to 
the Chairman of the Commission, for reasons 
similar to those outlined above. While it did 
not believe that any government created as a 
result of the elections held in the southern zone 
could possibly be regarded as _;1 national govern
ment of all Korea, it hoped that the authority 
which would be elected would be able to enter 
into relations with the regime in the northern 
zone so that the two might finally be merged 
to form the real national government. The 
Indian representative on the Commission had 
stated his belief that the Commission was 
perfectly free to call a halt in its work whenever 
it found that it could go no further in 
implementing the 14 November resolution. 
Mr. Setalvad regretted that the objective of 
the Indian delegation had not been reached. 
Between the election of the National Assembly 
on _31 May and the formation, in the southern 
zone, of the government which claimed to 
represent the whole of Korea, no real effort 
appeared to have been made to bring into the 
government any of the major parties in the 
south which had refused to participate in the 
election. Moreover, except for a general appeal by 
radio to the people of North Korea, no attempts 
had been made to bring about a rapprochment 
or reconciliation with the northern regime. 

That was the background against which the 
Temporary Commission had had to consider the 
southern government's request that the Com
mission recognize it as the National Government 
of Korea and authorize it to take over the 
functions of administration as envisaged in 
paragraph 4 of the 1"1 November resolution. 
The Indian representative on the Commission 
had voted against such action and had urged 
the Commission to abandon any further imple
mentation of the General Assembly's resolution 
because he had believed that the recognition 
of the new regime as the national government 
was too grave a step for the Commission to 
take without first giving the Assembly an oppor
tunity to reconsider the y,-i1ole Korean question. 
Mr. Setalvad explained that the attitude taken 
by his delegation did not arise from any doubt 
concerning the democratic character of the 
southern government or the efficiency with 
which the Commission had done its work. The 
Indian delegation had voted to suspend the 
work because the Commission had from the 
first been placed under a serious handicap by 
reason of its inability to visit North Korea and 
to undertake direct conciliation between the 
political parties in the two zones and because 
the establishment of two regimes had confronted 
it with a fail accompli. 

The problem had therefore been thrown back 
into the lap of the General Assembly and the 
latter had to decide what future action it should 
take. In reaching its decision the Assembly 
should be guided hy three considerations : first, 

s'unir a eux pour constituer un Gouvernement 
national de la Coree. En d'autres termes, la 
Commission interimaire a fait tout son possible 
pour que tons les moyens de persuasion soient 
employes pour realiser l'unite de la Coree. 

M. Setalvad explique que la delegation de 
l'Inde avait, pour des raisons analogues a celles 
qu'il a expo sees tout a l'heure, approuve la decision 
de la Commission interimaire, transmise par lcttre 
au President de la Commission. Tout en estimant 
que Ie Gouvernement constitue a la suite des 
elections en zone sud ne pourrait etre considere 
comme le Gouvernement national de toute Ia 
Coree, la Commission avait exprime l'espoir que 
l'organe elu serait en mesure d'entrer en relations 
avec le Gouvernement de la zone nord, afin que 
tous deux puissent finalement fusionner pour 
former le veritable Gouvernement national. Le 
representant de l'Inde a la Commission avait 
exprime Ia conviction que celle-ci etait parfai
tement libre d'interrompre ses travaux a tout 
moment, si elle estimait qu'elle ne pouvait 
continuer a mettre a execution Ia resolution du 
14 novembre. M. Setalvad regrette que l'objectif 
de la delegation de l'Inde n'ait pas ete atteint. 
Entre Ia date des elections a I' Assemblee nationale 
(31 mai) et la formation, en zone sud, du Gouver
nement qui pretend representer !'ensemble de Ia 
Coree, aucun effort veritable ne semble avoir ete 
fait pour admettre au sein du Gouvernement un 
seul des grands partis du Sud qui avaient refuse 
de participer aux elections. En outre, a part un 
appel general adresse par radio a la population 
de la Coree du Nord, rien n'a ete tente en vue 
d'un rapprochement ou d'une reconciliation avec 
le Gouvernement du Nord. 

Tel est le cadre dans lequel la Commission 
temporaire a du examiner Ia requete du Gouver
nernent du Sud, qui demandait a etre reconnu 
par elle comme Gouvernement national de Ia 
Coree, et a etre autorise a assumer les fonctions 
d'administration enoncees au paragraphe 4 de la 
resolution du 14 novembre. Le representant de 
l'Inde a Ia Commission a vote contre cette recon
naissance et insiste pour que la Commission 
renonce a executer la resolution de l'Assemblee 
generale, car la reconnaissance du nouveau 
Gouvernement comme Gouvernement national 
etait une mesure trop grave pour que la 
Commission Ia prenne sans laisser tout d'abord 
a l'Assemblee la possibilite d'examiner a nouveau 
!'ensemble de la question coreenne. 1\1. Setalvad 
explique que si sa delegation a adopte cette 
position, ce n'est pas qu'elle doute du caractere 
democratique du Gouvernement du Sud, ni de 
l'efficacite du travail de la Commission. Si le 
representant de l'Inde a vote en faveur de la 
suspension des travaux de la Commission,. ~·est 
parce que son activite a ete, des le debut, scneu
sement entravee par l'impossibilite ou elle se 
trouvait de travailler a une entente directe entre 
les partis politiqucs des deux zones, ct a~ssi parce 
que Ia creation des deux regimes l'a placcc devant 
un fait accompli. 

C'est pourquoi le prohleme est revenu devant 
l' Assemblee generale, qui do it decid~r des me~ures 
a prendre dans l'avenir. L'Assemblec d~vr_a, a_ cet 
effet, tenir compte de trois consrderatw~s 
premierement, l'independance de toute la Coree 
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the independence of the whole of Korea must 
be achieved with the least possible delay ; second, 
independence must be granted to Korea as an 
integral unit, and the Assembly should not 
approve any arrangement which might weaken 
the prospects of realizing that aim ; third, the 
Assembly should lend the fullest support to 
ensure that every effort was made for conciliation 
between the peoples of the two zones. In the 
light of those considerations, the Indian delegation 
believed that the Assembly should determine 
its action with the greatest possible care. It 
was necessary that nothing should be done, 
either directly or indirectly, which might streng
then the unnatural gulf between the two zones. 

In that connexion, Mr. Setalvad observed 
that the Commission had emphasized the urgency 
for instituting peaceful negotiations before the 
forces of occupation were evacuated from Korea. 
If negotiations were not begun before the eva
cuation, Korea might become a centre of 

· internecine strife between rival political regimes. 
In conclusion Mr. Setalvad said that the 

independence of Korea was long overdue and 
the Government of India, which feared lest 
the artificial division of Korea might jeopardize 
stability in the Far East, was prepared to support 
any proposal which would bring peace to Korea 
on the basis of national unity. It was for that 
reason that India supported the substance of 
the joint draft resolution. It had, however, 
some reservations in respect of paragraph 2 
because it felt that the paragraph might be 
interpreted to imply recognition of the southern 
government as the national government envisaged 
in the 14 November resolution. 

Mr. DE LA TouRNELLE (France) expressed 
the French delegation's deep regret that it had 
not been possible for representatives of the 
people of North Korea to participate in the 
Committee's debates. However, their absence 
was not the fault of the Committee or of the 
Temporary Commission. Mr. de la Tournelle 
considered that the elections which had taken 
place in North Korea constituted a challenge 
to the authority of the United Nations. The 
assertion that 99.7 per cent of the voters had 
participated in the election could scarcely serve 
to reassure the peoples of democratic States. 
The result might have been more acceptable 
if only 80 per cent or 90 per cent had taken part. 
Mr. de la Tournelle said that the world had 
already seen elections in Berlin where the local 
authority, which was supported unanimously at 
one meeting, was next day rejected by the 
freely expressed will of the Berlin people. It 
had been asserted that the election in North 
Korea took place under conditions of complete 
freedom but the fact remained that it had been 
held under a pall of secrecy and the Commission 
had been carefully prevented from observing it. 

The French representative rejected the accu
sations which had been made against the 
Temporary Commission. Previous speakers had 
based their criticism of it on the testimony of 
those members of the Commission who had 
disarrreed with their colleagues on certain points. 
But 'he very fact that members of the Commission 

doit etre realisee dans le plus brcf delai ; deuxie
mement, l'independance ne peut etre garantie 
qu'a une Coree unifiee, et l'Assemblee ne devra 
approuver aucun arrangement susceptible de 
compromettre la realisation de ce but ; troisie
mement, l' Assemblee devra user de toute son 
influence pour que tous les efforts soient tentes 
en vue de parvenir a une entente entre les popu
lations des deux zones. C'est ala lumiere de toutes 
ces considerations que l'Assemblee devra fixer 
soigneusement la politique a suivre. II importe en 
effet de ne prendre, directement ou indirectement, 
aucune mesure susceptible d'elargir encore l'ah1me 
artificiellement cree entre les deux zones. 

A ce propos, l\I. Setalvad fait observer que la 
Commission a souligne la necessite d'entreprendre 
rapidement des negociations pacifique~. avant 
que les forces d'occupation aient evacue la Coree ; 
sinon, celle-d pourrait devenir le theatre d'une 
lutte a mort entre deux regimes rivaux. 

l\1. Setalvad conclut en declarant que 1 'inde
pendance de la Coree aurait du etre reallsee depuis 
longtemps. Le Gouvernement de l'Inde, dans la 
crainte que la division artificielle de ce pays ne 
vienne a compromettre la stabilite en Extreme
Orient, est pret a donner son appui a toute 
proposition susceptible de ramener la paix en 
Coree, sur la base de !'unite nationale. C'est 
pourquoi l' In de approuve, quant au fond, le 
projet de resolution commun. Cependant, elle 
fait quelques reserves au sujet du paragraphe 2, 
car elle estime qu'il pourrait etre interprete 
comme impliquant que le Gouvernement du 
Sud est reconnu comme le Gouvernement national 
dont il est question dans la resolution du 
14 novembre. 

M. DE LA TouRNELLE (France) dedare que la 
delegation de la France regrette vivement qu'il 
n'ait pas ete possible aux representants du peuple 
de la Coree du Nord de participer aux debats de 
la Commission. Cependant, ni celle-ci, ni la 
Commission temporaire ne sont responsables de 
cette absence. M. de la Tournelle considere que 
les elections qui ont eu lieu en Coree du Nord 
constituent un defi a l'autorite des Nations Unies. 
L'affirmation selon laquelle 99,7 pour 100 des 
electeurs ont pris part au vote ne saurait rassurer 
les peuples des Etats democratiques. Le resultat 
aurait ete sans doute plus acceptable si le pourcen
tage des votants n'avait ete que 80 ou 90 pour 
100. M. de la Tournelle rappelle que le monde 
a deja vu a Berlin, par e~emple, des elections .oil 
les autorites locales, qui avaient une approbatiOn 
unanime au cours d'une seance, etaient desavouees 
le lendemain par la volonte librement exprimee 
de Ia population berlinoise. On a pretendu que 
les elections en Coree du Nord avaient eu lieu 
librement, mais il demeure qu'elles se . s~nt 
effectuees dans le secret et que Ia Comnusswn 
a ete soigneusement empechee de les controler. 

Le representant de la France refu.te .ensuite les 
accusations portees contre la Commtsswn te':lP?
raire. Les orateurs qui l'ont precede ont, d1t-l1, 
fonde leurs critiques sur le temoignage de membres 
de la Commission qui n'etaient pas d'ac~ord av~c 
leurs colletiues sur certains poin ts; ma1s le. fmt 
meme que ~es membres ont eu la Iiberte d'exprnner 
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had been free to express their own opinions 
and to criticize the work which was being done 
was excellent proof of the Commission's demo
cratic nature. Mr. de la Tournelle considered 
that the Commission should be congratulated 
upon the work which it had done. 

It was true that the French delegation consi
dered that the Commission had failed in so far 
as it had been unable to carry out the task of 
creating a unified independent Korea as the 
Assembly had intended. But that was not the 
Commission's fault, for no Assembly resolution 
had any value unless it was accepted by the 
parties concerned, no matter how large a majority 
voted in its favour. The refusal of the USSR 
to co-operate with the Commission was nothing 
less than a projection into the Assembly of the 
veto which had so greatly impaired the effec
tiveness of the Security Council. If the 
Assembly admitted the right of any member 
to veto its recommendations, that would consti
tute a violation of the Charter. 

The consequences of the refusal to accept 
the Assembly's decision had been tragic for the 
people of Korea as the representative of South 
Korea had so eloquently shown. It was sad 
that the Korean people, who had endured the 
Japanese yoke, should find that their will to 
national unity was not respected by their 
liberators. 

Mr. de la Tournelle said that his delegation 
would support the joint draft resolution because 
it was compatible not only with the Charter 
and the 14 November resolution, but also with 
the recommendations of the Temporary 
Commission. However, if the new commission 
which it was proposed to create was faced with 
the same lack of co-operation as the previous 
body, then the French delegation feared that 
it would not be successful. Mr. de la Tournelle 
hoped that his fears would prove groundless 
and that if there were a minority which opposed 
the' resolution, the latter would respect the will 
of the majority in accordance with the Charter. 

Mr. BERGSTRO\vr (Sweden) said that, in line 
with the course of action which it had taken 
in earlier debates on the Korean question, the 
Swedish delegation would abstain from voting 
on the joint draft resolution because the subject 
with which it dealt was closely linked with the 
peace settlements. In doing so, however, the 
Swedish delegation reserved its right to make 
known its views on jfuture problems of a similar 
character if it deemed it desirable or necessary 
to intervene. Mr. Bergstrom added that his 
delegation's abstention in the forthcoming vote 
should not be taken to mean that it did not 
hold any views on the Korean question. He 
thought it was deplorable that the authorities 
in North Korea had refused to co-operate with 
the Temporary Commission. The Swedish dele
gation could not approve such treatment of 
a United Nations organ. 

U PE Kr'N (Burma) expressed his nation's 
sympathy with the Korean people who were 
suffering as a result of a situation which was 
not of their own making. While he did not 
wish to recapitulate the series of events which 
had followed the adoption of the 14 November 

leur propre opinion et de critiquer ce qui a etc fait 
est une excellente preuve du caractere democra
tique de la Commission temporaire. M. de la 
Tournelle estime que celle-ci est en droit de se 
feliciter de la tache qu'elle a accomplie. 

La delegation de la France considere, il est 
vrai, que Ia Commission temporaire a echouc 
jusqu'ici, dans la mesure oil elle a ete incapable · 
de creer une Coree independante et unifice, 
com mel' Assemblee le desirait. Mais la Commission 
n'est pas responsable de cet echec, car les reso
lutions de I' Assemblee, quelle que so it l'import::mce 
de la majorite qui a vote en leur faveur, n'ont de 
valeur que si elles sont acceptees par les parties 
interessees. Le refus de l'URSS de cooperer avec 
la Commission temporaire revient a introdui:-e, a 
l'Assemblee, le veto qui a si gravement compromis 
l'efficacitc du Conseil de securite. L'assemblee 
ne pent, sans violer la Charte, reconnaitrc a l'un 
quelconque de ses Mcmbres le droit d'opposcr 
son veto a ses recommandations. 

Les consequences de ce refus d'accepter Ja 
decision de l'Assemblee ont ete tragiqucs pour 
le peuple coreen, ainsi que le representant de 1a 
Coree du Sud l'a montre avec tant d'eloauence. 
II est navrant que ce peuple, apres avoir s~pporte 
le joug clu Japon, voie sa volonte de rea.liser 
!'unite nationale meconnue par ses liberateurs. 

M. de la Tournelle declare que sa delegation 
approuvera le projet commun de resolution, parce 
qu'il est conforme non seulement a la Charte et 
a la resolution du 14 novembre, mais aussi aux 
recommandations de la Commission temporaire. 
Cependant, si la nouvelle commission qu'on se 
prepare a creer rencontre le meme manque de 
cooperation que l'organe precedent, la delegation 
de la France craint qu'elle n'aboutisse a un echec. 
M. de la Tournelle espere que ses craintes seront 
vaines et que, si une minorite s'oppose a la 
resolution, elle respectera la volonte de la majorite, 
conformement a la Charte. 

M. BERGSTROM (Suede) fait remarquer que Ja 
delegation de la Suede tient a rester, en ce qui 
concerne la question de la Coree, sur les positions 
qu'elle a adoptees au cours des debats precedents. 
Elle s'abstiendra done lors du vote sur le projet 
commun de resolution, car il est etroitement lie 
a la question des traites de paix. Mais tout en 
agissant ainsi, la delegation de la Suede se reserve 
le droit de faire connaltre ses vues sur tout 
probleme analogue qui surgirait eventuellement 
lorsqu'elle jugera necessaire ou utile d'intervenir. 
1\1. Bergstrom ajoute que l'on ne doit pas inter
preter !'abstention de sa delegation dans le vote 
qui va avoir lieu comme provenant d'une absence 
d'avis sur la question de la Coree. II deplore que 
Jes autorites de la Coree du Nord aient refuse de 
cooperer avec la Commission temporaire. La dele
gation de la Suede ne peut approuver une telle 
attitude a l'egard d'un organe des Nations Unies. 

U PEKIN (Birmanie) exprime la sympathie de 
son pays a l'egard du peuple de Coree qui supporte 
les consequences d'une situation qu'il n'a pas 
creee lui-meme. Le representant de la Birmanic 
ne tient pas a revenir sur les evenements qui ont 
suivi la resolution du 14 novembre. Le reprc-
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resolution and which had already been adequate
ly described by the representative of the 
Philippines, he felt bound to state that his 
delegation considered that it was extremely 
unfortunate that the authorities in the northern 
zone of Korea had refused to co-operate with 
the Temporary Commission, thus preyenting 
a satisfactory solution. 

U Pe Kin said that his delegation was extremely 
perturbed at the tendency among certain Powers 
to take the easiest course in solving a difficult 
situation like that in Korea, by proposing the 
partition of a country into separate zones. The 
Burmese delegation had noted with anxiety the 
enthusiasm with which some delegations had 
favoured partitioning Palestine and he hoped 
that that decision would not be taken as a 
precedent in the case of Korea, especially since 
the Committee had just heard the representative 
of the southern government deploring the artificial 
division of his country. U Pe Kin wondered 
whether the omission of any reference in 
paragraph 2 of the joint draft resolution to the 
northern zone of Korea was not a sign that 
the division might become permanent. 

It was because the Burmese delegation opposed 
any measure which might increase the division 
between North and South Korea that it had 
abstained from voting on the Czechoslovak 
proposal (A/C.l /367) to invite a representative 
of the northern zone. The Burmese delegation 
had not been convinced by the arguments adduced 
by either side in the Committee. It did not 
agree with the argument that the Assembly 
could not admit representatives of a regime 
which had flouted the authority of the United 
Nations and refused to co-operate with the 
Temporary Commission, for had not the Assembly 
done precisely that when it admitted the repre
sentatives of Bulgaria and Albania in the Greek 
case and the Jews and the Arabs in connexion 
with Palestine ? Nobody would deny that they 
had all flouted the authority of the United 
Nations at one time or another. The Burmese 
delegation had also abstained because the refusal 
to admit the Temporary Commission to North 
Korea had made it impossible to obtain sufficient 
data to form a satisfactory opinion on the 
conditions prevailing in that area. 

U Pe Kin desired nothing more than to see 
Korea united. But he believed that the only 
solution which could bring about such unity 
was the withdrawal of all the forces of occupation. 
He fervently hoped that the two great Powers 
concerned would make an effort to compose 
their differences at the earliest possible date 
so that their troops might be withdrawn, leaving 
the Korean people free to determine their own 
destiny. 

The Burmese representative approved of the 
substance of the joint draft resolution, in par
ticular the proposal for a new body to carry on 
the work of the Temporary Commission. However, 
he reserved his right to speak again on paragraph 
') and he stated that the Burmese delegation 
~vould abstain from voting on that paragraph if 
the Committee decided to vote each paragraph 
!ieparately. 

scntant des Philippines en a fort bien fait l'histo
rique. Mais il se voit oblige de declarer, au nom 
de sa delegation, que le refus des autorites de la 
zone septentrionale de la Coree de cooperer avec 
Ia Commission temporaire est extremement regret
table et empeche une solution satisfaisante. 

L'orateur declare que sa delegation s'inquiete 
beaucoup de la tendance de certaines Puissances 
a choisir une solution de facilite pour un probleme 
difficile comme celui de la Coree, en proposant le 
partage du pays en deux zones distinctes. La 
delegation de Ia Birmanie a remarque avec inquie
tude l'enthousiasme avec lequel certaines dele
gations se sont prononcees en faveur du partage 
de la Palestine. II espere que cette decision ne 
servira pas de precedent dans le cas de la Coree, 
d'autant plus que la Commission vient d'entendre 
le representant du Gouvernement du Sud de la 
Coree deplorer la division artificielle de son pays. 
II se demande s'il ne doit pas voir, dans I' omission 
de toute mention de la Coree septentrionale dans 
Ie paragraphe 2 du projet commun de resolution, 
le signe que la division du pays sera permanente. 

C'est pour s'opposer a toute mesure qui pourrait 
avoir pour effet d'accentuer la division entre le 
sud et le nord de la Coree que la delegation 
birmane s'est abstenue lors du vote sur la propo
sition de I a Tchecoslovaquie (AJC.l J367) tendant 
a inviter un representant de la Coree du Nord. 
Elle n'a pas ete convaincue par les arguments 
invoques de part et d'autre au sein de la 
Commission. Elle rejette le principe selon lequel 
l'Assemblee ne peut admettre a ses debats les 
representants d'un regime qui a bafoue l'autorite 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies et qui a 
refuse sa cooperation a la Commission ; car 
l'Assemblee n'a-t-elle pas invite les representants 
de la Bulgarie et de l'Albanie dans le cas de la 
Grece et les representants des Juifs et des Arabes 
a propos de la question palestinienne? Personne 
ne peut nier que tous ces pays ont bafoue l'autorite 
de !'Organisation a un moment ou a un autre. 
La delegation de la Birmanie s'est egalement 
abstenue, parce que le refus de laisser la 
Commission temporaire enqueter en Coree du 
Nord l'a empechee d'obtenir des preciSions 
suffisantes pour que I' on puisse se faire une opinion 
juste sur les conditions existant dans cette region. 

L'orateur ne desire rien d'autre que !'unification 
de la Coree. Mais il estime que la seule fa<;on de 
rcaliser !'unite du pays consisterait a retirer 
toutes les forces d'occupation. II espere vivement 
que les deux grandes Puissances interessees fer_ont 
un effort pour aplanir leurs divergences auss1tot 
que possible ; de cette fa<;on, elles pourr~nt 
retirer leurs troupes et laisser le peuple coreen 
maitre de son destin. 

Le representant de la Birmanie appro~ve . ~e 
projet commun de resolution, et plus partJculle
rement la proposition qui tend a creer un nouvel 
oraane charge de poursuivre les travaux de ~a 
C;mmission temporaire. Il se reserve toutef?lS 
le droit de prendre a nouveau la p~role au s~~et 
du paragraphe 2 et precise que, ~~ la Prem1ere 
Commission decide de voter ce proJet parawaphe 
par paragraphe, la delegation birmane s'abst1endra 
lors du vote du paragraphe 2. 
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Mr. SNoucK ~URGRONJE (Netherlands) said 
that the Temporary Commission's report gave 
a very clear picture of what had happened since 
the adoption of the 14 November resolution. 
He deeply regretted that it had not been possible 
to realize the aim of unifying the two zones 
owing to the absence of co-operation by the 
authorities of North Korea. He considered 
that the measures taken by the Commission 
to observe the elections in the southern zone 
were completely satisfactory because the elections 
had been free and democratic. 

The Netherlands delegation would support 
the joint draft resolution and in particular, 
the terms of reference of the proposed commission 
which were contained in paragraph 4. However, 
Mr. Snouck Hurgronje had some doubt as to 
whether it was right to refer to the southern 
government as " the Government of the Korean 
Republic ". He hoped that after the occupying 
armies had been withdrawn, the people of North 
Korea would be able to express their wishes 
freely in elections supervised by the Commission 
so that unification of Korea could be achieved. 

Mr. Snouck Hurgronje also said that his 
delegation would prefer a larger Commission 
than that proposed in the draft resolution. He 
suggested that nine or 11 members would be 
appropriate. 

Mr. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) contrasted 
the situation in Korea with that in Greece. 
Here for the first time was a recommendation 
for troop withdrawal which neither of the States 
concerned could reject on the grounds that the 
other's troops would be allowed to remain. 
It was a test of the sincerity of the USSR's 
appeal for the withdrawal of all national occu
pation forces. Acceptance would mean that the 
inhabitants of both zones of Korea would be 
left free to determine their own political future. 

Mr. Balaguer earnestly hoped that this would 
be achieved for the Korean people deserved 
their freedom after having so long endured the 
Japanese yoke. He hoped also that the regime 
which had been set up in North Korea would 
not endeavour to impose its own political system 
on the country against the will of the majority 
of Koreans. 

The meeting rose at 5.45 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND THIRTY
THIRD MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 7 December 1948, at 8.30p.m. 

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

103. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the United Nations 
Temporary Commissio·n on Korea 
(A/575, Aj575jAdd.1 and A/575/ 
Add.2) and of the Interim Com
mittee of the General Assembly 
(A/583) 

Mr. KovALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) stated that, at the second regular 

M. SNOUCK HuRGRONJE (Pays-Bas) estime que 
le rapport de la Commission temporaire donne 
une image fidele de ce qui s'est passe depuis 
!'adoption de la resolution du 14 novembre. 
Le representant des Pays-Bas regrette vivement 
que I' on n'ait pas pu realiser ]'unification des deux 
zones parce que les autorites du Nord de Ia Coree 
ont refuse leur cooperation. Il se declare satisfait 
des mesures prises par la Commission pour 
observer les elections dans la zone meridionale 
de la Coree, car ces dernieres ont ete Iibres et 
democratiques. 

La delegation des Pays-Bas donne son appui 
au projet commun de resolution et approuve en 
particulier les dispositions du paragraphe 4, 
concernant le mandat de la future Commission. 
Toutefois, le representant des Pays-Bas se 
demande jusqu'a quel point on a raison, en parlant 
du Gouvernement de la zone meridionale, de 
qualifier ce dernier de cc Gouvernement de la 
Republique de Coree ». Il espere qu'apres le 
retrait des troupes d'occupation le peuple de la 
Coree du Nord pourra exprimer librement sa 
volonte par des elections controlees par la 
Commission. De cette fac;on, la Coree pourra 
retrouver son unite. 

La delegation des Pays-Bas prefererait que la 
commission comprenne plus de membres que ne le 
propose le pro jet de resolution. Le chiffre de neuf 
ou de onze membres conviendrait mieux. 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) 
compare la situation de la Coree a celle de la 
Grece. Pour la Coree, on se trouve pour la premiere 
fois en presence d'une recommandation de retrait 
des troupes occupantes, qu'aucun des Etats 
interesses ne peut rejeter en pretextant que les 
troupes de I'autre pourraient rester. On pourra 
ainsi mesurer la sincerite de I'appel lance par 
l'URSS en faveur du retrait de toutes les armees 
nationales d'occupation. Si l'on accepte cette 
recommandation, les habitants des deux zones 
de Ia Coree seront libres de choisir eux-memes 
leur avenir politique. M. Balaguer espere vivement 
que l'on pourra realiser ce retrait, car le peuple 
de Coree merite de recouvrer sa liberte apres avoir 
subi si longtemps le joug japonais. M. Balaguer 
espere egalement que le Gouvernement etabli en 
Coree septentrionale ne cherchera pas a imposer 
au pays son propre regime politique contre la 
volonte de la majorite des Careens. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 45. 

DEUX-CENT-TRENTE-TROISIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 7 decembre 1948, a 20 h. 30 

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

103. Suite de la discussio;n s;ur les 
rapports de la Commission tempo
raire des Nations Unies pour la 
Coree (A/575, A/575 Add:1 . et 
A/575 Add.2) et de Ia Comm1ss10n 
interi:maire de l'Assemblee gene
rale (A/583) 

M. Kov ALENKO (Republique soci~liste so~Ie
tique d'Ukraine) declare qu'a la deux1eme sessiOn 
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session of the General Assembly, the United ' 
Kingdom and the United States had brought 
pressure to bear on the United Nations to induce 
it, by a further violation of the Charter, to 
examine the question of Korea. Apart from the 
fact that the attention of the United Nations 
was in that way diverted from more important 
problems, the examination by the United Nations 
of a question outside its competence was bound 
to cause discord. 

The United States representatives, having 
succeeded in getting the question put on the 
agenda, had tried to prevent it from being 
dealt with adequately. Taking advantage of the 
majority they mustered, they had hastened to 
obtain a decision of substance in the guise of a 
procedural decision, and the rights of the Korean 
people had been outrageously disregarded. 

···That mechanical majority, faithful to the 
United States, had also, during the same session, 
rejected the USSR proposal and had adopted an 
United States proposal to enable the United 
States, by organizing elections at the point of 
the bayonet, to set up a puppet Korean Govern
ment and postpone indefinitely the withdrawal 
of its troops, which had been provided for by 
the USSR proposal. 

United States policy was aimed solely at 
abrogating the Moscow agreement on Korea, 
which was thus sacrificed to American strategic 
interests. As that policy of disregard for the 
Korean people had, however, to be camouflaged, 
a United Nations Temporary Commission had 
been set up as a result of Anglo-American pressure. 
On 2 November 1947, even a right-wing Korean 
paper had published a declaration by the Korean 
Centre Labour Party to the effect that the 
submission of the Korean question to the United 
Nations had been designed merely to postpone 
the establishment of Korean independence. As 
regards the dispatch of a Commission to Korea, 
the Centre Labour Party could only regret that 
that method had been adopted, instead of 
representatives of the country participating 
directly in the solution of the Korean problem. 
The Party had added that, though the United 
Nations, with United States and USSR co
operation, was doubtless capable of settling the 
Korean question, it would be preferable for it 
to be solved by a truly national authority. 

Unfortunately, the General Assembly, at its 
second session, had decided not to hear the 
representatives of the Korean people, but had 
set up a Temporary Commission to assume 
full responsibility for the policy of the American 
military authorities in South Korea, which 
consisted in the organization of the elections, 
the designation of a government of hirel~ngs 
and the indefinite extension of the Amencan 
occupation. 

For those reasons, the Ukrainian SSR had 
refused to participate in the work of the Tem
porary Commission. The Ukrainian SSR had 
not wished its name to be used to ?over 3:nd 
camouflage the United States coloma! pohcy 

or dina ire de I' Assemblee generale, le Royaume
Uni et les Etats-Unis ont fait pression sur !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies pour que, par une 
nouvelle violation de Ia Charte, elle examine la 
question de Coree. Outre qu'il s'agissait d'une 
diversion destinee a detourner !'attention de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies de problemes 
plus importants, l'examen par !'Organisation 
d'une question qu'elle n'etait pas competente 
pour aborder devait constituer un sujet de discord e. 

Une fois Ia question mise a l'ordre du jour, Ies 
Etats-Unis ont essaye d'eviter qu'elle flit examinee 
d'une maniere adequate et se sont hates d'obtenir, 
grace a la majorite qu'ils commandent, une 
decision de fond sous le couvert d'une decision 
de procedure, et les droits du peuple coreen ont 
etc outrageusement meconnus. 

La majorite, composee d'automates et fidele 
aux Etats-Unis, a rejete a cette meme session la 
proposition de l'URSS et a adopte une proposition 
americaine tendant a permettre aux Etats-Unis, 
en organisant un vote a la pointe des baionnettes, 
de designer un Gouvernement coreen a leur 
devotion et de retarder indefiniment !'evacuation 
de leurs troupes, prevue dans la proposition de 
l'URSS. 

La politique des Etats-Unis ne visait en effet 
qu'a I'annulation de !'accord de Moscou relatif 
a Ja Coree, · sacrifie aux interets strategiques 
americains. Mais comme il fallait camoufler cette 
politique de mepris du peuple coreen, une Com
mission temporaire des Nations Unies etait creee 
a la suite de la pression anglo-americaine. Un 
journal de droite coreen publiait lui-meme, le 
2 novembre 1947, une declaration du parti du 
centre travailliste coreen, selon laquelle le renvoi 
de la question coreenne devant !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies avait pour but de retarder Ja 
date de l'independance coreenne ; quant a !'envoi 
d'une Commission en Coree, le peuple coreen ne 
pouvait, selon ce parti, que regretter la substi
tution d'une telle methode a celle de la partici
pation directe des representants du pays a la 
solution du probleme coreen. Ce parti ajoutait 
que !'Organisation des Nations Unies etait sans 
doute capable de resoudre ]a question coreenne 
avec Ja cooperation des Etats-Unis et de I'URSS; 
mais qu'il vaudrait mieux que ce flit une autorite 
vraiment nationale qui reglat le probleme. 

Par malheur, l'AssembJee generale, a sa 
deuxieme session, decida de ne pas entendre les 
representants du peuple coreen et crea une 
Commission temporaire chargee d'endosser toutes 
les responsabilites de la politique des autorites 
militaires americaines en Coree du Sud : organi
sation des elections, nomination d'un Gouver
nement de mercenaires, prolongation indefinie 
de !'occupation americaine. 

Toutes ces raisons expliquent pourquoi la 
RSS d'Ukraine refusa de participer .aux travau.x 
de la Commission temporaire. L'Ukrame ne vo~la1t 
pas qu'on se serve de son n?m pour couvnr t;t 
camoufler Ia politique colomale des Etats-Ums 
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in South Korea. Moreover, the Temporary 
Commission had itself, on arrival in Seoul, 
expressed serious doubts regarding its right to 
implement the General Assembly decision in 
South Korea alone and regarding the possibility, 
in view of existing conditions, of holding free 
elections in South Korea. The Indian repre
sentative in particular had declared that a 
government established on the basis of elections 
held in South Korea could not be described as 
a national government in the sense of the General 
Assembly resolution, and he had recalled the 
statement by Mr. Syngman Rhee before the 
Temporary Commission that, if a government 
were set up in South Korea, it would always 
need the support of American troops. A govern
ment thus propped up by the bayonets of the 
United States, or perhaps of the United Nations, 
could be nothing else than a government in 
tutelage. 

Similar views were expressed by the represen
tatives of Australia, Syria, Canada and El 
Salvador, and the last-named proposed that the 
work of the Commission should be suspended. 
Similarly the representatives of India, Syria and 
China had declared that it had been impossible 
to create an atmosphere of freedom in which 
to hold the elections. 

The Interim Committee, on being consulted 
by the Temporary Commission, took a decision 
without hearing the representatives of the 
Korean people or even the members of the 
Temporary Commission, which amounted to a 
veritable abrogation of the General Assembly's 
decisions ; it requested the Temporary Commis
sion to implement, in South Korea, a decision 
which had been meant to apply to the whole of 
Korea. Again United States pressure was respon
sible for this new legal fiction. 

It should be noted that the decisions of the 
Temporary Commission with respect to consulting 
the Interim Committee and implementing the 
latter's decision had been taken by an affirmative 
vote of only four out of nine members, owing 
to the fact that the members of the Temporary 
Commission had felt that they did not have the 
right to implement the resolution of the General 
Assembly in respect of South Korea alone, and 
that they had seriously doubted the possibility 
of holding free elections. In fact the repre
sentatives of Canada and Australia had stated 
that the decision of the Interim Committee was 
irregular and illegal. 

What had happened ? What had caused the 
Commission to change its views ? It had three 
sources of information : Korean organizations 
and private persons ; its own observations ; and, 
lastly, the United States authorities. The an<>wer 
was to be found in the documents of the Temporary 
Commission. 

From the very first day of occupation, the 
United States authorities had launched an anti
democratic campaign. They had refused to 
recognize the Government of the People's 
Republic, elected on 6 September 1945 by an 

en Coree du Sud. D'ailleurs, la Commission tempo
raire, elle-meme, des son arrivee a Seoul exprimait 
des doutes serieux sur le droit de la Commission 
d'executer la decision de l'Assemblee generale 
en Coree du Sud seule, ainsi que sur la possibilite 
de proceder a des elections libres en Coree du Sud, 
etant donne les conditions qui prevalaient. En 
particulier, le representant de l'lnde declarait 
qu'un gouvernement etabli a la suite d'elections 
en Coree du Sud ne saurait etre un gouvernement 
national au sens oil l'entendait la resolution de 
I' Assemblee generale ; et il rappelait que le 
Docteur Syngman Rhee avait declare devant la 
Commission temporaire que, si l'on etablissait 
un gouvernement en Coree du Sud, celui-ci aurait 
toujours besoin de l'appui des troupes americaines. 
Que serait-ce done qu'un gouvernement ainsi 
soutenu par les bai:onnettes des Etats-Unis ou 
peut-etre de !'Organisation des Nations Unies : 
ne serait-ce pas une veritable tutelle ? 

Des points de vue analogues furent exprimes 
par les representants de I' Australie, de la Syrie, 
du Canada et par celui du Salvador, qui proposa 
que la Commission interrompit ses travaux. 
De meme, les representants de l'lnde, de la Syrie 
et de la Chine declarerent qu'il etait impossible 
de faire prevaloir une atmosphere de liberte pour 
la tenue des elections. 

Or, la Commission interimaire, consultee par 
la Commission temporaire, sans entendre ni les 
representants du peuple coreen, ni meme les 
membres de la Commission temporaire, prit une 
decision qui equivalait a une veritable abrogation 
des decisions de l'Assemblee generale puisqu'elle 
demandait ala Commission temporaire d'executer 
en Coree du Sud une decision qui etait destinee 
a s'appliquer a !'ensemble de la Coree. lei encore, 
c'etait la pression des :Etats-Unis qui etait a 
l'origine de cette nouvelle fiction juridique. 

II est a noter que la Commission temporaire 
n'avait pris ses decisions, relatives a la consul
tation de la Commission interimaire et a !'exe
cution de la decision de cette derniere, que par 
un vote affirmatif de quatre membres sur neuf, 
tant il est vrai que Jes membres de la Commission 
temporaire consideraient qu'ils n'avaient pas le 
droit d' executer les decisions de I' Assemblee 
generale dans la seule Coree du Sud et qu'ils 
doutaient serieusement de la possibilite de proceder 
a des elections libres. C'est ainsi, en particulier, 
que les representants du Canada et de I' Australie 
declaraient la decision de la Commission inte
rimaire irreguliere et illegale. 

Qu'est-il done arrive ? Comment la Commission 
a-t-elle ete amenee a faire volte face ? Elle avait 
trois sources d'information : personnes physiques 
et morales coreennes, ses propres observations et 
enfin les autorites americaines. Examinons done 
les documents de la Commission temporaire. 

Des le premier jour de I' occupation, les autorit~s 
americaines declencherent une campagne anti
democratique. Elles refusaient de reconnaltre 
le gouvernement de la Republique populaire elu 
le 6 septembre 1945 au cours d'une reunion des 
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assembly of delegates of national committees 
of democratic parties and of social organizations. 
l\Iorc than that, the Americans had suppressed 
the democratic popular movement which had 
arisen as a result of the defeat of Japan, and had 
supported pro-Japanese elements. They had 
set up an advisory council headed by Kim Suk 
Soo, former secretary of the League of National 
Mobilization, a reactionary pro-Japanese party 
which had incited Korean youth to murder 
American and British nationals. Moreover, the 
statistics of December 1947 showed that the 
Americans were maintaining the Japanese admin
istrative machinery : 20 per cent of those holding 
high posts in the Korean administration had 
occupied the same posts under the Japanese 
regime ; 83 per cent of the members of the 
Interim Legislative Assembly, 53 per cent of the 
police officials, and 79 per cent of the magistrates 
were former collaborators. The situation as 
regards the police force was especially significant 
because it was an independent force responsible 
solely to the American Military Command. 
Its chief, Chough Pyung Oh, had held a high 
post in one of the principal pro-Japanese or
ganizations. It was quite natural, therefore, that 
he should have asked the United Nations Com
mission to re-establish, in South Korea, the 
situation which had prevailed prior to the 
liberation - and that state of affairs had been 
faithfully preserved. 

Besides the all-powerful police, consisting of 
traitors, the United States authorities had 
protected terrorist organizations headed by Mr. 
Syngman Rhee and others. It was true that they 
called themselves youth or athletic organizations. 
In point of fact, however, they engaged in 
murdering true Korean patriots. Yet the Deputy 
United States Commander had said in 1947 
that those very youth organizations constituted 
an official branch of the activity of the United 
States and were designed to prepare young 
people between 18 and 35 for' participation in the 
administration and the democratic government 
of their country. The youth organization, which 
had its own training school, had 300,000 members, 
while the police and the constabulary numbered 
30,000 and 23,000 respectively ; the Americans 
used the same police and administrative machinery 
as their Japanese predecessors and the same 
mercenaries. 

Furthermore, economic exploitation took the 
same forms as under the Japanese : thus the 
former Company for the Development of the 
Far East had merely changed its name and the 
New Korean Company controlled 70 per cent of 
the mines, 70 per cent of the industry and more 
than one-eighth of the arable land, including 
one-sixth of the rice fields. Finally, in South 
Korea the great land-owners held 63 per cent 
of the land, while 83 per cent of the farmers 
were actually sharecroppers or day labourers.· 

Moreover, the Americans were perpetuating 
the miserable status of office employees. The 
Americans considered Korea merely as a market : 
trade had revived to the extent of only 27 per 
cent, and only 5 per cent of the enterprises 

delegues de comites nationaux de partis democra
tiques et d' organisations sociales. Bien plus, les 
Americains etouffaient le mouvement democra
tique populaire issu de la defaite japonaise et, au 
contraire, appuyaient les dements projaponais. 
Ils nommerent un Conseil consultatif preside par 
M. Kim Suk Soo, ancien secretaire de la Ligue 
de mobilisation nationale, parti reactionnaire 
projaponais, qui avait incite la jeunesse coreenne 
au massacre des Americains et des Britanniques. 
D'autre part, il resulte des statistiques de 
decembre 194 7, que les Americains maintiennent 
en place les rouages administratifs japonais : 
20 pour 100 de ceux qui occupaient alors des pastes 
cleves dans !'administration coreenne avaient 
occupe les memes pastes sous le regime japonais, 
83 pour 100 des membres de l'Assemblee legis
lative temporaire, 53 pour 100 des fonctionnaires 
de la police et 79 pour 100 des magistrats etaient 
d'anciens collaborateurs. Ces faits sont d'autant 
plus revelateurs en ce qui concerne la police que 
celle-ci est une force independante soumise au 
seul commandement militaire americain. Or, son 
chef, Chough Pyung Oh, avait occupe un poste 
important dans l'une des principales organi
sations projaponaises. Il a done, tout naturel
lement, demande a la Commission des Nations 
Unies de retablir en Coree du Sud la situation 
anterieure a la liberation, et en Coree du Sud cet 
etat de chases a ete fidelement preserve. 

En dehors de la police, toute puissante et 
composee de traitres des organisations terroristes 
dirigees notamment par M. Syngman Rhee ont 
ete protegees par les autorites americaines. II 
est vrai qu'elles s'intitulent « organisations 
sportives ou de la jeunesse ». Mais en fait, ella 
assassinent les vrais patriotes careens. C'est a 
propos de ces organisations de jeunesse que 
!'adjoint au commandant en chef americain a 
declare en 1947, qu'elles constituaient une branche 
de l'activite officielle des Etats-Unis et qu'elles 
etaient destinees a preparer les jeunes gens et 
les hommes de 18 a 35 ans a prendre part a 
!'administration et au gouvernement democra
tique de leur pays. En fait, cette organisation 
de jeunesse, qui a son ecole de formation, comprend 
300.000 membres, cependant que la police et la 
gendarmerie groupent respectivement 30.000 et 
23.000 hommes : les Americains, recourent au 
meme appareil policier et administratif que leurs 
predecesseurs japonais et emploient Ies memes 
mercenaires. 

En outre, !'exploitation economique a garde la 
meme forme que du temps des Japonais : c'est 
ainsi que l'ancienne « Compagnie pour le develop
pement de !'Extreme-Orient » n'a fait que changer 
de nom et que la « NouveJle compagnie coreenne » 
controle 70 pour 100 des mines, 70 pour 100 ~e 
l'industrie, plus d'un huitieme des terre~ ~~ti
vables et notamment un sixieme des nzteres. 
Enfin,' en Coree du Sud, les grands proprietaires 
possedent 63 pour 100 des terres et 83 pour _100 
des fermiers sont en realite des metayers ou meme 
de simples journahers. , 

D'autre par t, Ies Americains perpet~ent, le 
statut miserable des employes. La Coree n est 
qu'un marche pour les Americains : le commerce 
n'a repris qu'a concurrence de 27 p_our 100 
et seulement 5 pour 100 des entrepnses qui 
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operating in 1937 were still in existence. The 
workers were in miserable circumstances and 
inflation was constantly increasing. From the 
cultural point of view, the region had reverted 
to the dark ages ; the so-called National University 
was attended only by those who were prepared 
to support the American military authorities. 

As regards the political situation, democratic 
parties and organizations which had had six 
million members had been driven underground. 
Among them were the Workers Party, the 
Confederation of Labour and the Peasants 
Union. The Korean National Union of Youth, 
which had comprised 800,000 members, had been 
dissolved by the police. The leaders of those 
democratic organizations had been arrested or 
exiled. The Press had been subjected to perse
cution and such democratic newspapers as the 
Toiling Masses, the Cultural News and the 
International News had been suppressed. 

At the moment, according to certain newspapers 
there were 30,000 political prisoners in South 
Korea, including the heads of the Labour Party, 
the Popular Republican Party and the Democratic 
Peasants Union. Generally speaking, the people 
of South Korea were being subjected to arrest, 
torture and murder. Terrorists were wrecking 
the headquarters of democratic organizations ; 
terror, instigated by Mr. Syngman Rhee and his 
henchmen, reigned in South Korea, as was 
clear from the documents of the Temporary 
Commission itself, and in particular from the 
figures supplied by the Democratic Popular 
Front. 

In order to cover up that situation, the United 
States had submitted the Korean question to 
the United Nations. Thirteen Korean parties 
of the right and the centre had, on 17 November 
1947, violently criticized the decision taken by 
the General Assembly without the participation 
of the people of Korea. They had stated they 
would not take part in elections controlled by 
foreign authorities. In conclusion, the 13 Korean 
parties had declared that the interference of 
the Temporary Commission diminished the chances 
of agreement between the great Powers and 
could not but aggravate the division between 
North and South Korea. That was precisely 
the aim pursued by the United States, as was 
evident from the fact that, while the joint USSR
United States Commission was still operating, 
the United States Military Command had been 
preparing the establishment of a separate gov
ernment in South Korea. The United States 
military authorities had, since 1946, encouraged 
the Korean reactionaries and had, in 1947, set 
up a Central Committee to control the elections. 
However, the elections had been delayed until the 
decision of the General Assembly had resulted in 
placing the sham plebiscite under the auspices 
of the United Nations. 

Neither the opinions of political parties, nor 
the complaints which had been made, were 
taken into consideration by the Temporary 
Commission or the occupying authorities, as the 
report on Korean public opinion, contained in 
a document of the Commission itself (A/575/ 
Add.l), had shown. That document had indicated 
that, of ten parties and organizations extending 

fonctionnaient en 1937 sont aujourd'hui en 
activite. Les ouvriers sont miserables ct !'inflation 
bat son plein. Du point de vue culture! c'est le 
retour a la barbaric ; et a la pretendue cc Univer
site nationale » on n'instruit que ceux qui sont 
decides a appuyer ]es autorites militaires ameri
caines. 

Politiquement, les partis et les organisations 
democratiques, qui comptaient six millions de 
membres, ont ete rejetes dans la clandestinite, 
notamment le Parti des travailleurs, la Confede
ration du travail et !'Union paysanne. L'Union 
nationale coreenne de la jeunesse, groupant 
800.000 adherents, a ete dissoute par la police. 
Les dirigeants de ces organisations democratiques 
ont ete arretes ou bannis. Quant a la presse, elle 
est persecutee et lcs organes democratiques 
comme les Masses laborieuses (Toiling masses), 
les Nouvelles culturelles (Cultural New), les 
Nouvelles internationales (International News) on 
ete interdites. 

Il y a actuellement, selon certains journaux, 
30.000 prisonniers politiques en Coree du Sud et 
parmi eux le chef du parti travailliste, le 
chef du Parti republicain populaire, le chef de 
l'Union democratique paysanne. D'une maniere 
generale, le peuple de la Coree du Sud est soumis 
a une vague d'arrestations, de tortures et de 
meurtres. Des terroristes saccagent le siege social 
des organisations democratiques et, sous !'insti
gation de Syngman Rhee et de ses hommes, la 
terreur regne sur la Coree du Sud, comme il ressort 
des documents memes de Ia Commission tempo
raire et en particulier des chiffres donnes par le 
Front populaire democratique. 

Pour masquer cette situation, les Etats-Unis 
ont soumis la question coreenne a !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. Or, treize partis coreens de 
droite et du centre ont, le 17 novembre 1947, 
critique violemment la decision de l' Assemblee 
generale, prise sans la participation du peuple 
coreen. Ils declarent qu'ils ne prendraient pas 
part a des elections controlees par des autorites 
etrangeres. En conclusion, ces treize partis coreens 
declaraient que !'intervention de la Commission 
temporaire, en diminuant les chances d'un accord 
entre les grandes Puissances, ne pouvait 
qu'aggraver la division entre le Nord et le Sud. 
Or, c'est precisement le but poursuivi par les 
Etats-Unis, comme le montre le fait que, alors que 
la Commission mixte sovieto-americaine fonc
tionnait encore, le haut commandement ame
ricain preparait deja l'etablissement d'un gouver
nement separe en Coree du Sud. Les autorites 
militaires americaines encourageaient, des 1946, 
les reactionnaires coreens et creaient, en 194 7' 
une Commission centrale chargee de controler 
les elections. Celles-ci furent, toutefois, retardees 
jusqu'a ce que la decision de l'Assemblee generale 
eut abouti a placer la falsification de la 
consultation populaire sous le patronage de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Les vues des partis politiques et leurs doleances 
ne furent prises en consideration ni par la Com
mission temporaire, ni par les autorites d'occu
pation, comme le montre !'etude de !'opinion 
publique coreenne contenue dans un document 
de Ia Commission elle-meme (Aj575/Add.1). Ce 
document indique que, sur dix partis et organi
sations allant de la droite a la gauche, seuls 
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from the right to the left, only two parties of the 
extreme right had been in favour of separate 
elections in South Korea and had stated that 
free elections were possible. The Commission 
had not taken that verdict into account ; he 
wondered whether its own observations had 
enabled it to state that the views of those two 
parties of the extreme right were justified. 
The documents of the Commission and the 
reports of the observation groups did, however, 
show that police and terrorist organizations 
had not hesitated to exert pressure on the voters 
from the moment registration had started. 
Thus Observer Group no. 3 had reported the 
complaints of the inhabitants of Seoul who 
were being forced to register or have their ration 
cards, confiscated. That was only one of many 
examples. Moreover, members of terrorist organi
zations were forcing Koreans to go to the 
registration offices. The whole electoral campaign 
had been carried out in an atmosphere of terror. 
Mr. Kim Kiusik had told the Commission that 
the election had been faked beforehand by the 
manner in which the campaign had been conducted 
and by the fact that the police had chosen before
hand the candidates to be elected. The voters 
had, therefore, only to approve the choice made 
by the police automatically. 

The Commission had merely transmitted those 
complaints to the United States Command 
which had replied that it did not have adequate 
staff to carry out the necessary enquiries ; that 
the complaints were in most cases imaginary 
or had been made by communists, and that 
in that event it was not necessary to undertake 
any enquiries. The whole affair had therefore 
been in the hands of pro-Japanese elements. 

As the date of the elections drew near, in 1948, 
the situation had become more serious. On 
9 May, according to a Reuters cable, a police 
force of 60,000 men had invaded towns and 
villages to supervise the elections and some 
hundreds of thousands of volunteers had helped 
the police to carry out mass arrests. A few 
uprisings had been quickly suppressed. The 
voters themselves had stated that there had 
been no real secret ballot. Thus in a great 
many cases the ballots had been numbered 
to enable the voters to be identified. Moreover, 
United States troops, police agents and youth 
organizations had dragged voters by force to 
the polling booths and had closely watched 
their movements. Finally, electoral corruption 
had taken place on a large scale. 

It was not surprising then that a Chinese 
newspaper had reported that the elections in 
South Korea were undemocratic, since only 
one-third of a population of 21 millions had 
been given the right to vote. Moreover, the 
elections had taken place under the watchful 
eye of police forces numberinl? 60,000 and of. a 
million volunteers. Messrs. Kim Koo and Kim 
Kiusik had been opposed to the elections, in 
which only two groups of any importance had 
taken part, including that of Mr. Syngham 
Rhee. In those circumstances, even if South 
Korea had been able to hold free elections, it 
would only have been able to choose between 
the Syngham Rhee group and the pro-Japanese 
Kim Sung Soo group. The particulars he had 

deux partis d'extreme-droite se sont prononces 
pour des elections separees en Coree du Sud et ont 
declare qu'il etait possible de proceder a de libres 
elections. Or, la Commission ne tint pas compte 
de ce verdict : etait-ce qu'elle avait pu, par ses 
propres observations, constater que c'etait les 
deux partis d'extreme-droite qui avaient raison? 
Mais les documents de la Commission, les rapports 
de ses groupes d'observation montrent que la 
police et les organisations terroristes n'ont pas 
hesite a faire pression sur !es electeurs des que 
ceux-ci ont commence a s'inscrire. C'est ainsi que 
le groupe d'observation no 3 signalait les plaintes 
des habitants de Seoul, que l'on forc;ait a s'inscrire 
sous peine de confiscation des cartes d'alimen
tation. Ce n'est la qu'un exemple parmi d'autres. 
De plus, des membres d'organisations terroristes 
conduisaient par la force les Coreens aux bureaux 
d'inscription. Toute la campagne electorale s'est 
deroulee dans une atmosphere de terreur. M. Kim 
Kiusik a declare ala Commission que les elections 
avaient ete faussees a l'avance par la mani{~re dont 
la campagne s'etait deroulee et par le fait que la 
police avait choisi d'avance les candidats qui 
devaient etre elus. II ne restait done plus aux 
electeurs qu'a approuver mecaniquement le choix 
fait par la police. 

La Commission se contentait de transmettre 
ces plaintcs au commandant americain qui 
repondait qu'il ne disposait pas du personnel 
suffisant pour effectuer les enquetes necessaires 
et que, au surplus, ces plaintes etaient genera
lement, fantaisistes ou emanaient de communistes 
et que, dans ce dernier cas, il n'etait pas neces
saire de proceder a des enquetes. Les pro
japonais ont done mene toute !'affaire. 

A !'approche des elections, en 1948, la situation 
s'est encore aggravee. Le 9 mai, selon une depeche 
Reuter, une force de police de 60.000 hommes 
envahissait villes et villages pour surveiller les 
elections et des centaines de milliers de volontaires 
aidaient les forces de police a proceder a des 
arrestations en masse ; quelques soulevements 
furent rapidement reprimes. De !'avis meme des 
electeurs, le scrutin n'a pas ete veritablement 
secret. C 'est ainsi que dans de nombreux cas, les 
bulletins etaient numerotes pour permettre d'iden
tifier les votes. D'autre part, on a pu constater que 
les forces americaines, la police et les organisations 
de jeunesse trainaient de force les electeurs 
jusqu'au bureau de vote et surveillaient et~oi
tement leurs mouvements. Enfin, la corruptiOn 
electorale prit des proportions considerables. 

II n'est done pas etonnant de lire dans un journal 
chinois que les elections en Coree du Sud ont ete 
depourvues de tout caractere democr~t~que 
puisque, sur une population de 21 m!Ilw~s 
d'habitants un tiers seulement avait revu le drmt 
de vote. D~ plus, les elections furent surveillees 
par des forces de police de 60.000 ho~mes, et par 
un million de volontaires. MM. Kim Koo et 
Kim Kiusik etaient d'ailleurs opposes aux elections 
auxquelles seuls deux groupes de quelque impor
tance, y compris celui de M. Syngman ~hee, o~t 
participe. Dans ces conditions, meme si la, Cor~e 
du Sud avait pu voter librement, elle. ? aurait 
pas eu d'autre liberte que celle de cholSlr entre 
le groupe de Syngman Rhee et le gro~pe pro
japonais de Kim Sung Soo. Tout cela resulte des 
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given were taken from the Ccmmission'F documents 
or were facts known to the Commission. The 
elections in South Korea had been falsified and 
had taken place in an atmosphere of terror. 
The government established as a result of those 
elections could not therefore be considered as 
representing South Korea, and still less the 
people of Korea as a whole. 

Nevertheless, the Temporary Commission had 
not hesitat ed, in defiance of common sense and of 
the facts before it, suddenly to turn right-about 
face. It was not the freedom of the Korean 
people that had been helped by its activities, 
but the United States. 

Those were the views of the Ukrainian SSR 
regarding the elections in South Korea and the 
activities of the Temporary Commission on 
Korea. The Ukrainian SSR reserved the right 
to speak later on the various proposals submitted 
to the First Committee. 

Mr. ZEBROWSKI (Poland) recalled that at the 
second regular session he had raised the question 
whether the United States, in bringing the 
question of Korea before the United Nations, 
had really had in view the interest s of the Korean 
people. Shortly before the beginning of the 
second session, the representative of the United 
States had in fact declared at a Press conference 
that the people of Korea had not been previously 
consulted. It was known to all that, until the 
end of the Second World \Var, very few Americans 
had taken any interest in Korea. The United 
States had " discovered " Korea when its troops 
had entered that country on 7 and 8 September 
1945, well after the surrender of the J apanese 
forces. · 

What was the situation in Korea at that 
time ? A national administration and a national 
government were already at work. The Koreans 
undoubtedly hailed the United Stat es troops 
as friends, but the Americans had believed that 
they were b eing greeted as conquerors. It 
was true that the Japanese and the collaborators 
had hoped for something quite definite from the 
Americans : that they should save them from 
the punishment they deserved. 

When the Americans arrived, people's com
mittees had been set up in 145,000 villages, 
and on 6 September 600 delegates had taken 
part in a national assembly at Seoul for the 
purpose of establishing a central authority. 
General Hodge had announced from the start 
that independence could not be granted to 
Korea, and that in order to avoid what he called 
chaos he would temporarily retain in office the 
Japanese, including the Governor-General. Colla
borators and Japanese officials had been immedi
ately reinstated, and power had been restored 
to the Japanese police. A few days later, when 
the Koreans acclaimed the United States troops 
as they landed, the Japanese police had opened 
fire on the crowd. 

Moreover, the local government organizations 
set up after the surrender of the Japanese had 
been dissolved, freedom of party politics had 
been restricted, and the trade unions themselves 
no longer had the right to organize freely. All 
power was centralized around the United States 

documents de la Commission et des faits connus 
d'elle. Les elections en Coree du Sud ont ete 
falsifiees et ont eu lieu dans une atmosphere de 
terreur. Aussi, le Gouvernement etabli a la suite 
de ces elections ne peut-il etre considere comme 
representatif de la Coree du Sud ni, a fortiori, de 
!'ensemble du peuple coreen. 

Pourtant, la Commission temporaire n'a pas 
craint, en depit du bon sens et des faits eux-memes, 
d'operer une subite volte-face. Ses activites ont 
beneficie non pas a la liberte du peuple coreen, 
mais ala politique des Etats-Unis. 

Telles sont les vues de la RSS d'Ukraine sur le 
sujet des elections en Coree du Sud, et des acti
vites de la Commission t emporairc pour la Coree. 
La delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine se r eserve de 
traiter ulterieurement les differentes propositions 
soumises a la Premiere Commission. 

M. ZEBROWSKI (Pologne) rappelle que a la 
deuxieme session ordinaire, il avait pose la question 
de sa voir si, en portant la question coreenne devant 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, les Etats-Unis 
avaient ete veritablement guides par !'interet du 
peuple coreen ; de fait, peu de temps avant lc 
debut de la seconde session, le representant des 
Etats-Unis avait deja declare, lors d'une confe
rence de presse, que lc peuple coreen n'avait pas 
ete prealablement consulte. Tout le monde sait 
que, jusqu'a la fin de la seconde Guerre mondiale, 
tres peu d'Americains s'interessaient a la Coree. 

, Les Etats-Unis ont <<decouvert)) la Coree lorsque 
leurs troupes penetrerent dans ce pays, les 7 et 8 
septembre 1945, c'est-a-dire bien a pres la reddition 
des forces japonaises. 

QueUe etait la situation en Coree a cette date ? 
Une administration et un Gouvernement 
nationaux etaient deja en fonctions. Sans doute, 
les Coreens ont-ils accueilli avec joie, les troupes 
des Etats-Unis dans lesquelles ils voyaient des 
amis, mais les Americains ont cru qu'on les 
accueillait comme conquerants. Les J aponais ct 
les collaborateurs, il est vrai, attendaient quelque 
chose de bien precis des Americains, a sa voir qu'ils 
les sauvent du chatiment merite. 

A l'arrivee des Americains, des comites popu
laires avaient ete etablis dans 145.000 villages, 
et le 6 septembre, 600 delegues se reunirent en 
assemblee nationale a Seoul en vue de former une 
autorite centrale. Or, le general Hodge annon9a 
des l 'abord que l'independance ne pouvait etrc 
accordee a la Coree et qu'en vue d'eviter <' le 
chaos» il maintiendrait provisoirement en fonctions 
!'administration japonaise, Gouverneur general 
compris. Aussitot, collaborateurs et fonction
naires japonais furent retablis dans leurs fonctions 
et la police japonaise retrouva son pouvoir. 
Quelques jours apres, alors que des Coreens 
acclamaient les troupes des E tats-Unis qui 
debarquaient, la police japonaise fitfeu sur la foule. 

Les organisations gouvernementales locales 
organisees apres la reddition japonaise, fu~ent 
dissoutes, la liberte des partis politiques restrem~e 
et les syndicats eux-memes n'eurent plus l~ drmt 
de s'organiser librement. Tout le pouvmr fut 
concentre entre les mains du commandement 



1\lilitary Command which ruled the Korean 
people through the Japanese. 

In order to maintain that regime, the United 
States made its proposal at the second session of 
the General Assembly. At that time, the Polish 
delegation had advocated the withdrawal of 
all foreign troops, and it had stressed the fact 
that it was inconsistent with the terms of the 
Charter to decide the fate of a people without 
consulting its representatives. The constitution 
of a Temporary Commission was a violation of 
the Potsdam and Moscow Agreements, as well 
as of the Charter, according to which an organ 
other than the United Nations, namely the 
Council of Foreign Ministers, was to deal with 
and settle the consequences of the war. 

In reality, in Korea as in Greece, American 
imperialism on the lookout for new bases preferably 
near the territories of the USSR, had used an 
organ of the United Nations as a screen. In 
both those countries, as in Germany, the idea 
was to build up a vast American empire and to 
control those who were not attracted by the 
American way of life. Events had confirmed 
the predictions of Poland regarding the fate of 
the Koreans, the establishment of American 
rule and the role of the Temporary Commission. 

Firstly, the Temporary Commission, upon 
arrival at Seoul, had found that neither individual 
freedom nor freedom of expression were in the 
slightest degree guaranteed. South Korea was 
nothing but a police State, a military dictatorship. 
Moreover, all parties, both of the right and of 
the left, with the exception of two right-wing 
parties, were opposed to separate elections 
being held in South Korea. Consequently, on 
19 February 1948, the Chairman of the Temporary 
Commission, Mr. Menon, had stated in the 
Interim Committee that the formation of a 
separate government in South Korea would be 
contrary to the objectives set forth in paragraph 5 
of the General Assembly resolution, incompatible 
with the national independence of Korea and 
would prevent the withdrawal of the occupation 
troops. Mr. Menon had added that a mass of 
evidence had been produced regarding restric
tions on civil liberties, which General Hodge 
had attributed to the threat of a communist 
conspiracy, and that the Chief Justice had had 
to admit the non-existence of habeas corpus 
in South Korea and had even recognized that 
every Korean was at the mercy of the police. 
Mr. Menon had concluded that it might be 
detrimental to the interests of Korea and incon
sistent with the terms of General Assembly 
resolution 112 (II) of November 1947 to carry 
out in South Korea alone the programme outlined 
in that resolution. 

That point of view had been shared by the 
representatives of Canada, Australia, E~pt 
and Brazil while Bolivia had made reservatiOns 
on the subject. In any case, led by the United 
States delegation and against the opini~n of the 
Temporary Commission itself,. the Intenm C_om
mittee with eleven abstentiOns, had decided 
that the Temporary Commission should .h?ld 
elections in South Korea. Moreover, that decisiOn 

militaire amencam qui, par I'intermediaire des 
Japonais, domina le peuple coreen. 

En vue de perpetuer ce regime, Ia proposition 
que l'on sait fut faite par les Etats-Unis a la 
deuxieme session de l'Assemblee generale. La 
delegation de la Pologne, pour sa part, se 
prononc;a alors pour le retrait de toutes les troupes 
etrangeres et elle souligna le fait qu'il etait 
contraire ala Charte de decider du sort d'un peuple 
sans la participation de ses representants : 
l'etablissement d'une Commission temporaire 
constituait une violation des accords de Potsdam 
et de Moscou aussi bien que de la Charte, selon 
laquelle un organisme autre que ]'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, en l'espece le Conseil des 
Ministres des AfJaires etrangeres devait avoir a 
connaitre de la liquidation des consequences de 
la guerre. 

En realite, en Coree comme en Grece, l'impe
rialisme americain, a la recherche de bases 
nouvelles, situees de preference a proximite du 
territoire de l'URSS, s'est servi d'un organisme 
des Nations Unies comme de para vent; dans ces 
deux pays comme en Allemagne, il s'agit d'edi
fier un vaste empire americain et de mettre au 
pas ceux qui ne se sen tent pas attires par le Ame
rican way of life. L'evenement a confirme les 
predictions de !a Pologne relatives au destin 
des Coreens, a Ja domination americaine et au 
role de la Commission temporaire. 

Tout d'abord, Ia Commission temporaire, des 
son arrivee a Seoul, a constate que ni la liberte 
individuelle, ni la liberte d'expression n'etaient 
le moins du monde garanties : la Coree du Sud 
n'etait qu'un Etat policier, soumis a une dicta
ture militaire. D'ailleurs tous les partis, de la 
droite a la gauche, a l'exception de deux partis 
de droite, etaient opposes a ce que les elections 
eussent lieu separement en Coree du Sud. En 
consequence, le 19 fevrier 1948, le President de 
la Commission temporaire, M. Menon, declarait 
a la Commission interimaire que la formation 
d'un Gouvernement separe en Coree du Sud serait 
contraire aux objectifs du paragraphe 5 de Ja 
Resolution de l'Assemblee generale, c'est-a-dire 
a l'independance nationale de la Coree et au 
retrait des troupes d'occupation. M. Menon 
ajoutait que d'innombrables temoignages avaient 
revele des restrictions des libertes civiles, restric
tions que le general Hodge justifiait par la menace 
d'un complot communiste. Le chef de !'organi
sation judiciaire devait reconnaitre que le prin
cipe de !'habeas corpus n'etait pas respecte en 
Coree du Sud, et allait jusqu'a admettre que 
tout Coreen etait a la merci de la police. M. Menon 
concluait pour sa part qu'il serait peut-etre 
contraire a l'interet de Ja Coree ainsi qu'aux 
termes memes de la resolution 112 (II) de l'Assem
blee generale de novembre 1947 de mettre a 
execution dans la seule Coree du Sud le programme 
prevu dans cette resolution. , 

Ce point de vue etait d'ailleurs partage par les 
representants du Canada, de l'Austrahe, . ~e 
l'Egypte et du Bresil, cependant que ~a Boh:v1e 
faisait des reserves. Toutefois, sous l'1mpulswn 
des Etats-Unis et contrairement a !'opinion de 
la Commission temporaire elle-meme, Ia Co~~is
sion interimaire decidait que la Comm1sswn 
temporaire devrait proceder a des elections en 
Coree du Sud, onze delegations s'abstenant 

984 



had been taken by an illegal body in response 
~o ?ou~ts expressed by another illegal body 
m ~wlahon of a decision of the, General Assembly, 
wh1ch had not provided that elections should 
take place in one part of Korea only. 

That decision had opened a new chapter in 
United States activities in South Korea. 
Although on 26 April 1948, at a meeting of 
political leaders of the whole of Korea, agreement 
had been reached with a view to achieving 
the unity of the country, General Hodge had 
fixed the date of 9 May for separate elections 
in South Korea, in order to perpetuate the 
division of the Korean people. The Commission, 
which had at first been displeased, had finally 
been obliged to give way. 

While the task of the Commission had been 
to supply the United Nations with basic infor
mation for the solution of the Korean question, 
it must be recognized that, despite the tributes 
paid to the members of the Commission and to 
the elaborate machinery they had set in motion, 
the Commission had failed miserably. That 
was not surprising to those who, like the Polish 
representative, had long had doubts upon the 
subject and who had realized that the real 
purpose of the Temporary Commission had been 
to serve as a screen for the imperialistic activities 
of the United States. 

The members of the Commission had been 
better diplomats and officials than investigators. 
They had paid too much attention to what had 
been told them by the American Military Govern
ment, the Korean authorities and members of 
the privileged classes of Korean society. They 
had not understood that constitutional and 
electoral rules were powerless when thwarted 
by petty politicians, vested interests, a ruthless 
police force and organized thugs. Moreover, 
the Temporary Commission had not gone far 
enough in its enquiries for its findings to serve 
as a basis upon which to judge whether the 
elections in South Korea had really been free. 

Fortunately there was other evidence about 
South Korea besides the report of the Temporary 
Commission. Some American correspondents had 
managed to overcome the obstacles placed in 
their way by the American Military Intelligence 
and from their evidence the conclusion could 
be drawn that in spite of the Cairo and Potsdam 
Agreements, the American authorities in South 
Korea had never considered the Korean people 
as a friendly nation. The " conquerors " were 
afraid of the people, and for that reason they had 
dissolved the People's Committees and had 
maintained the brutal Japanese-trained police 
force which had been guilty of treachery to the 
nation. The Americans had depended on reac
tionary forces and on those who had been tools 
of the Japanese, and they had opposed such 
measures as the abolition of child labour and 
agrarian reform. Yet there were vast estates 
of several thousand acres in South Korea, and 
an owner of five acres sometimes had five or 
six sharecroppers who paid him, by way of rent, 
half the proceeds of their labour. 

In general, the Koreans had been considered as 
" contemptible creatures " by the Americans, 

toutefois de voter. 11 s'agissait d'ailleurs la d'une 
decision prise par un organisme illegal en reponse 
aux doutes formules par un autre organisme 
egalement illegal et en violation d'une decision 
de l'Assemblee generale, qui n'avait pas propose 
que des elections eussent lieu dans une partie 
seulement de la Coree. 

A vee cette decision de la Commission interi
maire s'ouvrait un nouveau chapitre de l'activite 
americaine en Coree du Sud. Bien que le 26 avril 
1948, au cours d'une reunion de chefs politiques 
de toute la Coree, un accord se soit fait en vue 
d'assurer l'unite du pays, le general Hodge fixait 
la date du 9 mai pour des elections separees en 
Coree du Sud, dans le but de perpetuer la scission. 
La Commission, mecontente tout d'abord, dut 
finalement s'incliner. 

D'une maniere generale, si la tache de la Com
mission consistait a fournir a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies la base d'informations necessaires 
ala solution du propleme coreen, il faut reconnaitre 
qu'en depit des hommages rendus aux membres 
de la Commission et du mecanisme complique 
que celle-ci a mis en mouvement, elle a echoue 
miserablement. Cela ne pent etonner ceux qui, 
comme le representant de la Pologne s'en etant 
doute depuis longtemps, se sont rendu compte 
que la veritable tache de la Commission tempo
raire etait de servir de paravent aux Americains 
dans leurs activites imperialistes. 

Les membres de la Commission valaient mieux 
comme diplomates et comme fonctionnaires que 
comme enqueteurs. Ils ont prete trop d'attention 
a ce que leur disaient le gouvernement militaire 
americain, les autorites coreennes et les membres 
de la haute societe coreenne. lis n'ont pas compris 
que toutes les regles constitutionnelles et elec
torales soot impuissantes a neutraliser de viis 
politiciens, des puissances d'argent, une police 
brutale et des brutes enregimentees. Aussi, la 
Commission temporaire n'a pas ete assez loin 
dans ses recherches pour que l'on puisse se fonder 
sur elles pour juger de la liberte reelle des elections 
en Coree du Sud. 

Fort heureusement, il existe d'autres elements 
de preuve que le rapport de la· Commission tempo
raire au sujet de Ia Coree du Sud. Les corres
pondants americains soot venus a bout des 
obstacles semes sous leurs pas par le Deuxieme 
Bureau americain et l'on peut conclure de leurs 
temoignages que, en depit des Accords du Caire 
et de Potsdam, les autorites americaines en Coree 
du Sud n'ont jamais considere le peuple careen 
comme une nation amie. Ces « conquerants n 

avaient peur du peuple et c'est pourquoi ils ont 
dissous les Comites populaires et maintenu en 
functions la brutale police entratnee par les 
Japonais et traltresse a la nation. Les Americains 
se sont appuyes sur les reactionnaires et les 
creatures des Japonais et ils se sont opposes a 
des mesures telles que !'abolition du travail des 
enfants et la reforme agraire. Or, il existe en Coree 
du Sud de grands domaines de plusieurs milliers 
d'acres et un proprietaire de cinq acres a quelque
fois cinq ou six metayers qui lui remettent, . a 
titre de layer, la moitie du produit de leur travaiL 

D'une maniere generale, les nouveaux maitres, 
les Americains, ont considere les Coreens comme 
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their new masters. Moreover, the mismanage
ment of the Americans, the lack of food and the 
"Tctched conditions had resulted in a revolt 
shortly before the opening of the second session. 
\Vorkers, share croppers and intellectuals had 
been imprisoned by the thousand and subjected 
to the brutalities of the police in conditions 
similar to those of the German concentration 
camps. Sentences of years of imprisonment 
had been meted out by the American Military 
Courts on the slightest pretext, while Mr. Syngman 
Rhee's henchmen had organized units of vigilantes 
under the benevolent eye of the officers of the 
American military administration. A " political 
machine " had been formed by reactionary 
politicians and bands of vigilantes : that had 
been the preparation for the " free " elections 
in South Korea which had taken place some 
months later. 

Then the United Nations Commission arrived. 
It made enquiries of those who were responsible 
for the conditions, and needless to say, it dis
covered that things were not going so badly. The 
American Military Government had then pro
claimed a certain number of "freedoms ", which 
were quite inoperative in that their implemen
tation had been placed in the hands of those 
who had been violating them for so long on the 
slightest pretext. Moreover, even if the decrees 
of the American Military Government had been 
prompted by the best intentions in the world, 
it was too late to change the political atmosphere 
a few weeks before the elections. Beaten, 
tortured and terrorized, the Koreans had finally 
" confessed " on the day of the elections, as they 
had been forced to " confess " by the tortures 
of the Japanese. Mr. Syngman Rhee and other 
reactionaries had been elected. But had the 
Commission thought fit to visit the places where 
the worst atrocities had been committed, after 
the revolt had been put down ? Furthermore, 
how had the Commission understood its work 
in the case of the youth organization mentioned 
in the first volume of the report of the Tempor
ary Commission? . While the report merely 
mentioned the fact that an organization known 
as the " National Youth Organization " was 
under the patronage of the American military 
authorities, Mr. Mark Gayn, correspondent of 
the Chicago Sun and Newsweek, had related 
that General Lee Bum Suk had told him that in 
Korea, as in Germany in 1919, there were con
flicting ideologies, national discord and an 
economic crisis, and that only the National 
Youth Organization was able to remedy those 
evils. According to General Lee Bum Suk, 
therefore, the organization's training school for 
leaders should be given full confidence. In 
that school, which was under the supervision 
of an American officer, Colonel Voss, students 
were taught how to combat strikes ; they were 
also taught the history of the Hitler Youth. 
The Military Governor had given 333,000 dollars 
to General Lee Bum Suk's movement in six 
months. It would be interesting, therefore, for 
the Rapporteur of the Commission to give 
specific details concerning the introduction. of 
Hitler's methods into Korea, under the auspices 
of the United States Government. 

des « creatures meprisables n. De plus, la mau
vaise administration americaine, le manque de 
nourriture et Ja misere ont provoque un soule
vement populaire, peu avant la deuxieme session 
de l' Assemblee generale : par milliers, ouvriers, 
metayers et intellectuels etaient emprisonnes et 
soumis aux brutalites policieres dans des condi
tions semblables a celles des camps de concen
tration allemands. Au moindre pretexte, les 
tribunaux militaires americains distribuaient des 
annees d'emprisonnement cependant que les 
se!des de M. Syngman Rhee formaient des unites 
de miliciens so us I' ceil bienveil!ant des officiers 
de !'administration militaire americaine. Une 
<< machine politique n etait constituee par des 
polit iciens reactionnaires et des bandes de mili
ciens ; c'est ainsi que l'on preludait aces (( libres ll 

elections en Coree du Sud qui eurent lieu quelques 
mois apres. 

C'est alors qu'arriva la Commission des Nations 
Unies. Elle s'adressa aux responsables eux-memes 
et, bien entendu, elle decouvrit que les choses 
n'allaient pas si mal. Le Gouvernement militaire 
americain proclama un certain nombre de 
<< libertes >>, d'autant plus inoperantes que leur 
mise a execution en etait confiee a ceux qui les 
avaient si longtemps violees sons le moindre 
pretexte. D'ailleurs les decrets du Gouvernement 
militaire americain eussent-ils ete inspires par les 
meilleures intentions du monde qu'il etait trop 
tard, quelques semaines avant les elections, pour 
changer !'atmosphere politique. Frappes, tortures, 
terrorises, les Careens ont finalement « avoue », 
le jour des elections, comme les Japonais savaient 
les contraindre a le faire par toutes sortes de 
tortures. M. Syngman Rhee et d'autres reaction
naires ont ete elus. Mais la Commission s'etait-elle 
avisee de se rendre dans Jes localites ou, a Ia 
suite du soulevement, avaient eu lieu les pires 
atrocites? De plus, comment la Commission 
a-t-elle compris son travail dans le cas de cette 
Organisation de jeunesse qui est mentionn.ee 
dans le premier volume du rapport de la Commis
sion temporaire? Alors que, dans ce document, 
il est seulement indique que cette organisation 
appelee << la Jeunesse nationale », est patronnee 
par les autorites militaires americaines, 
M. Mark Gayn, correspondant du Chicago Sun 
et de Newsweek, raconte ce que lui a dit le general 
Lee Bum Suk: en Coree, comme dans l'Alle
magne de 1919, regnent des conflits id.eologiques, 
la discorde nationale, une crise econom1que, maux 
auxquels la Jeunesse nationale est seule a pouvoir 
remedier. II faut done, selon Je general Lee Bum 
Suk faire confiance a l'ecole de cadres de cette 
org~nisation. Or, dans cette ecole, placee sous le 
controle d'un officier americain, le colonel Voss, 
on apprend notamment a combattre ~es , ~reves 
et l'on enseigne l'histoire de la J eunesse h1tlenenne. 
Le Gouverneur militaire a donne au mouvement 
du general Lee Bum Suk 333.000 dollars en 
six mois. II serait done interessant que le ~appor
teur de Ia Commission donnat quelques preclSlons 
sur cette implantation des methodes hitleriennes 
en Coree, sous Ies auspices du Gouvernement 
des Etats-Unis. 



F With regard to the elections themselves, a 
reign of terror was prevailing at the very time 
the Temporary Commission was carrying out its 
investigations. Koreans who had not registered 
for voting were openly threatened, and their 
ration cards for rice had been confiscated. 
Those who had been interrogated by the Tempor
ary Commission had been arrested and mis
handled. On the election day, some 150 
persons were killed by the police. 

Document A/AC.19JSC.414 of 23 April 1948 
contained a letter from the Chairman of the 
Korean Public Opinion Association to the Tem
porary Commission concerning threats which 
had been made against that association as a 
result of an enquiry it had made with regard to 
registration on the electoral lists in certain 
areas on 12 April 1948. On 16 April 1948 the 
United Nations Department of Public Infor
mation stated that the results of the investigation 
were contrary to public order. According to an 
investigation made on 15 April 1948 by the 
same Korean Public Opinion Association, on the 
basis of a questionnaire submitted to 1,262 
persons, it appeared that 91 per cent of the 
registrations had been obtained by coercion, 
while 26 per cent of the persons interrogated 
had not registered at all. It would seem, 
therefore, that if the Temporary Commission 
considered that the elections had been " reason
ably " free and had taken place in " general " 
conformity with the electoral laws and regulations, 
the words " reasonable " and " general " did 
not have the same meaning for the Temporary 
Commission as for most people. 

The Polish delegation considered that the 
elections in South Korea had been a political 
fraud, as a result of which Mr. Syngman Rhee, a 
puppet of Washington, had become the 
•• President " of South Korea. It was true that 
in October 1945 General Hodge had introduced 
Mr. Rhee as a great man; but in November 1947, 
Mark Gayn had pointed out in the American 
newspaper P.M., that Rhee had introduced 
his henchmen into the Korean police force 
and, thanks to his organization of police and 
Military Government officials, had won 40 
seats in elections which were a travesty of 
democratic methods. Mr. Gayn had added 
that noted collaborators had been elected and 
that Mr. Rhee had expressed his gratitude by 
stating his hope that the United States Army 
would remain in Korea for strategic purposes. 

According to the New York Times of 1 June 
1948, Mr. Rhee had expressed the hope that 
the American forces would remain until the 
Korean Government had organized its own 
forces. It was a fact that the Greek Government 
also wanted the United States army to remain 
in Greece. It was always the same procedure 
and the same objectives. Had not Mr. Rhee's 
Minister of Home Affairs, Yeon Tchi-yang, 
stated, according to the Korean Independence 
<Jf 8 September 1948, that the Americans should 
remain in Korea in order to train and arm 
a force which would be capable of occupying 
the whole of North Korea in two weeks ? On 
18 February 1948, theN ew York Journal-American 
had stated that a rightist government in Korea 

En ce qui concerne les elections proprement 
dites, la terreur regnait a l'epoque meme oil 
enquetait la Commission temporaire. Les Careens 
qui ne s'inscrivaient pas etaient ouvertement 
menaces et leur carte de riz confisquee. Ceux qui 
furent interroges par la Commission temporaire 
furent arretes et malmenes. Le jour de !'election, 
la police tua environ 150 personnes. 

Le document AJAC.19JSC.414, du 23 avril 
1948, contient une lettre du President de I' Asso
ciation de !'opinion publique coreenne a Ia Com
mission temporaire, relative aux menaces dirigees 
contre cette association, a la suite de l'enquete 
qu'elle avait faite au sujet de !'inscription sur 
les listes electorales dans certaines localites le 
12 avril 1948. Le 16 avril 1948, le Departement 
de !'information de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies declarait cependant que les resultats de 
cette enquete etaient contraires a l'ordre public. 
Conformement a une enquete faite le 15 avril 
1948 par cette meme Association de !'opinion 
publique coreenne, il resulte d'un questionnaire 
Soumis a 1.262 personnes que 91 pour 100 des 
inscriptions avaient ete operees par Ia force, alors 
que 26 pour 100 des personnes interrogees ne 
s'etaient pas inscrites du tout. II semble done que, 
si la Commission temporaire considere que les 
elections ont ete (( raisonnablement )) libres et 
que Jes elections ont eu lieu d'une maniere « gene
ralement » conforme aux lois et reglements 
electoraux, les mots (( raisonnablement )) et (( gene
ralement » n'ont pas le meme sens pour Ia Com
mission temporaire que pour le commun des 
mortels. 

La delegation de la Pologne considere que les 
elections en Coree du Sud ont constitue une simple 
falsification politique, a la suite de laquelle 
M. Syngman Rhee, marionnette de \Vashington, 
est devenu le « president » de Ia Coree du Sud. 
II est vrai qu'en octobre 1945, le general Hodge 
presentait M. Rhee comme un grand homme ; 
mais, en novembre 1947, dans le journal americain 
P.M., Mark Gayn indiquait que Rhee avait 
introduit ses creatures dans Ia police coreenne, 
et, grace a son organisation faite de policiers et 
de fonctionnaires du Gouvernement militaire, 
avait obtenu 40 sieges a des elections qui 
furent nne parodic des methodes democratiques. 
M. Gayn ajoutait que des collaborateurs connus 
avaient ete elus et que M. Rhee avait exprime 
sa gratitude en souhaitant que l'armee americaine 
restiit, a des fins strategiques, en Coree. 

Selon le New York Times du 1er juin 1948, 
M. Rhee avait exprime l'espoir que Ies forces 
americaines resteraient jusqu'a ce que Ie Gouver
nement careen eut organise ses propres forces. 
Il est vrai que le Gouvernement grec, lui aussi, 
veut que I'armee americaine demeure en Grece. 
En n\alite, ce sont toujours les memes procedes 
et les memes buts. Le Ministre de I'interieur de 
M. Rhee, M. Yeon Tchi-yang ne cteclarait-il pas, 
suivant I' Independance coreenne (Korean Inde
pendence) du 8 septembre 1948, que les Americains 
devraient rester en Coree pour entrainer et 
armer une force capable d'occuper toute Ia Coree 
du Nord en deux semaines? Le 18 fevrier 19-18, le 
journal New York Journal-American declarait 
qu'un Gouvernement de droite en Coree accorderait 



,yould grant military and naval bases to the 
United States ; and finally, Mr. R. T. Oliver 
had said in the paper Plain Talk of HI May 1947 
that if the United States possessed permanent 
bases in Korea, the latter would be a loaded 
pistol pointed at Russia's doorway to the Pacific, 
and that, apart from its military significance, 
Korea was a rich economic prize. 

In Greece as in China, the imperialists were 
always acquiring new territories and subjecting 
more Governments to their will, on the pretext 
of " containing " communism. That was the 
method Hitler had used, and the language 
employed was no different. The Chairman of 
the Temporary Commission had told the Interim 
Committee that a prominent American authority 
had described the Korean people as a " decadent 
nation " which had not the slightest understanding 
of political life. It was not surprising, therefore, 
that the United Nations had hastened to dissolve 
the first body elected by the Korean people and 
to establish a reactionary regime directed by 
the police and the so-called Legislative Assembly. 
It 'vas sufficient to refer to the first volume 
of part I of the report of the Temporary Com
mission, which showed that the United States 
had recognized that Mr. Rhee, who was of the 
extreme right, had not been able to provide 
the basis for a stable and representative political 
coalition. That had been written, it was true, 
before General Hodge had changed his mind and 
had chosen Mr. Rhee, who had been appointed 
President. 

The Charter could not allow a nation that 
had been liberated from Japanese occupation to 
be subjected to a change of masters. There 
were still foreign troops in Korea, and the 38th 
parallel divided into two a country which, both 
ethnically and economically, constituted an indi
visible whole. From the day of liberation the 
Korean people had been working for the estab
lishment of an independent democratic State. 
Elections had been held in North and South 
Korea in August 1945; they had been an expression 
of the free will of the voters and of the desire 
of the whole Korean nation for liberty and 
independence. It was to be noted that in 
South Korea the elections had had to be held 
in secret because of the attitude of the American 
occupation authorities. The result had been 
the election of a National Assembly that was the 
truly representative and supreme legislative 
body in all Korea. The Korean Government 
had recently been recognized by Poland, with 
which it maintained diplomatic relations ; on 
10 September 1948, that government, together 
with the Grand National Assembly, had appealed 
to the Governments of the United States and the 
USSR for foreign troops to be withdrawn and for 
the people of Korea to be allowed to lead a free 
and independent existence. The USSR was 
actually withdrawing its troops from North 
Korea at the present time. 

The Polish delegation felt bound to stress the 

I
. following facts : (1) by rejecting the USSR 

proposal for the simultaneous withdrawal of 
USSR and American troops from Korea, the 

i General Assembly had delayed the achievement 
l of Korean independence ; (2) the Temporary 
i Commission bad ultimately become the tool of 

\ 

des bases militaires et navales aux Etats-Unis; 
enfin, le 19 mai 1947, dans le journal Plain Talk. 
M. R.-T. Oliver declarait que si les Etats-Unis 
avaient des bases permanentes en Coree, ce pays 
serait un revolver charge braque sur le debouche 
de l'URSS sur le Pacifique, et que, d'autre part. 
la Coree etait, economiquement, une riche proie. 

En Grece comme en Chine, sous le pretexte de 
contenir le communisme, les imperialistes 
acquierent toujours de nouveaux territoires et 
vassalisent de nouveaux Gouvernements : c'est 
la methode d'Hitler et le langage employe n'est 
pas different : le President de la Commission 
temporaire a declare a la Commission interimaire 
qu'une haute personnalite americaine avait traite 
le peuple coreen de (( nation decadente )) qui 
ignore totalement ee qu'est Ia vie politique. II 
n'est done pas etonnant que les Etats-Unis se 
soient empresses de dissoudre le premier orga
nisme elu du peuple coreen et de former un regime 
reactionnaire dirige par la police et la pretendue 
Assemblee legislative. II n'est, sur ce point, que 
de se reporter au premier volume de la premiere 
partie du rapport de la Commission temporaire. 
II y est indique, en particulier que les Etats-Unis 
avaient reconnu que M. Rhee, personnalite 
d'extreme droite, ne pouvait constituer une combi
naison politique stable et representative. Cela 
etait ecrit, il est vrai, avant que Ie general Hodge 
ne se fut ravise et n'eut donne la preference a 
M. Rhee, nomme President. 

La Charte ne saurait permettre qu'une nation 
liberee de !'occupation japonaise n'ait fait que 
changer de maitre. Des troupes etrangeres se 
trouvent toujours en Coree et le 38e parallele 
partage en deux ce qui n'est en realite, ethni
quement et economiquement, qu'une entite indi
visible. Depuis le jour de Ia liberation, le peuple 
coreen a travaille a etablir un :Etat democratique 
independant. En aout 1945, des elections avaient 
lieu en Coree du Nord et du Sud, dans lesquelles 
s'exprimait la libre volonte des electeurs et }'aspi
ration a Ia liberte et a l'independance de tout Ie 
peuple coreen. Il est a noter qu'en Coree du Sud. 
les elections durent avoir lieu en secret, vu !'atti
tude des autorites d'occupation americaines. Une 
Assemblee nationale fut elue qui etait l'organe 
veritablement representatif et l'assemblee legisla
tive supreme de la Coree tout entiere. Le Gouver
nement coreen a recemment ete reconnu par Ia 
Pologne, avec laquelle il est en relations diploma
tiques ; ce Gouvernement, de concert avec la 
Grande Assemblee Nationale, lanc;ait, le 10 sep
tembre 1948, un appel au Gouvernement des 
Etats-Unis et de l'URSS pour que les troupes 
etrangeres soient retirees et que ]~ peupl~ d_e 
Coree, puisse mener une existence hbre et mde
pendante. D'ailleurs, l'URSS est a~tuellement 
en train de retirer ses troupes de Coree du Nord. 

La delegation de Pologne croit devoir souli~?er 
les faits suivants : 1) en rejetant la proposition 
de l'URSS pour le retrait simultane des troupes 
sovietiques et americaines de Coree, l'Ass~mblee 
geherale a retarde l'indep~ndance coreenne ; 
2) la Commission temporaire .. est finalement 

evenue !'instrument de la pobtique des Etats-



American politics against the freedom and 
independence of the Korean people, as also 
against the USSR, China and other Far Eastern 
countries ; (3) in pursuing that policy, the 
Temporary Commission had disregarded its terms 
of reference in order to achieve the results sought 
by the State Department ; (4) the elections in 
South Korea had been held under a reign of terror 
and virtual martial law ; they had been boycotted 
by all but extreme and unrepresentative right
wing parties ; (5) the Government of South 
Korea was not only reactionary ; it had no 
support from the people, and it was only main
tained in office by the American army. The 
leading posts were held by former collaborators, 
and the answer of Mr. Rhee's regime to the 
discontent of the Korean people had been to 
institute a reign of terror. The newspaper 
Le Monde of that very day stated that vast 
police operations had taken place in South 
Korea and that hundreds of suspects had been 
arrested in Seoul ; (6) the full and entire respon
sibility for that situation rested with the Military 
Government of the United States in Seoul. 
The American authorities had declared that 
until the withdrawal of the American army 
the Seoul police and constabulary would be 
responsible to the American Military Government; 
(7) the report of the Temporary Commission, 
which revealed, especially in its first part, the 
anti-democratic and oppressive character of the 
American-sponsored regime in Seoul, was in 
striking contradiction with the activities of the 
Commission, as well as with its conclusions ; 
(8) the only Korean authority that had been 
elected and supported by the overwhelming 
majority of the nation was the Government of 
the Korean People's Demoratic Republic, which 
should be recognized by all Members of the 
United Nations; (9) the true reason for the 
American occupation of South Korea was the 
desire of the United States to secure strategic 
and economic positions in that country. The 
question of Korea had been brought before the 
United Nations the previous year because the 
United States had been unwilling to withdraw 
its forces from Korea ; now, the only solution 
was to leave Korea to the Koreans and to accept 
the USSR proposal and the appeal of the Grand 
National Assembly of Korea to withdraw all 
foreign troops .from that country immediately. 

The only desire of the Korean people was to 
live in independence and peace. That country 
had, however, been the victim of United States 
power politics. The First Committee and the 
United Nations should therefore help the Koreans 
to win the independence that had been denied 
them first by the Japanese and then by the 
Americans. 

Mr. WALKER (United Kingdom) said that the 
draft resolution submitted by the delegations 
of Australia, China and the United States 
(A/C.l/426) implied the continuation of the 
policy adopted by the General Assembly at its 
second regular session. Although he would have 
preferred to support a resolution in favour of a 
united Korea, the following facts had to be 
faced. First, regrettable as it might be, Kor~a 
was actually divided. Secondly, the present 

Unis contre la liberte et l'independance du peuple 
careen, ainsi que contre l'URSS, la Chine et les 
pays extreme-orientaux ; 3) en poursuivant cette 
politique, la Commission temporaire a enfreint 
les termes de son mandat afin d'aboutir aux 
resultats poursuivis par le Departement d'Etat ; 
4) en Coree du Sud, les elections ont eu lieu sous 
un regime de terreur qui equivalait a la loi mar
tiale. Elles ont ete boycottees par taus les partis 
a l'exception de partis d'extreme droite sans 
aucun caractere representatif ; 5) le Gouver
nement de la Coree du Sud n'est pas seulement 
reactionnaire : il n'a aucun appui dans le peuple 
et seule l'armee americaine le maintient en fonc
tion. Les leviers de commande sont aux mains 
d'anciens collaborateurs et le regime de M. Rhee 
repond au mecontentement du peuple coreen par 
la terreur. Aujourd'hui meme, le journal Le Monde 
indiquait que de vastes operations de police 
avaient eu lieu dans la Coree du Sud et qu'a 
Seoul, des centaines de suspects avaient ete 
arretes ; 6) la responsabilite pleine et entiere de 
cette situation incombe au Gouvernement mili
taire des Etats-Unis a Seoul: les autorites ame
ricaines ont declare que, jusqu'au retrait de 
l'armee americaine, la police et la gendarmerie 
de Seoul seraient responsables envers le Gouver
nement rriilitaire americain ; 7) le rapport de la 
Commission temporaire qui temoigne, particu
lierement dans sa premiere partie, du caractere 
anti-democratique et oppressif du regime patronne 
par les Americains a Seoul se trouve en contra
diction formelle avec les activites de la Commission 
ainsi qu'avec ses conclusions ; 8) la seule autorite 
coreenne, elue et soutenue par la majorite ecra
sante de la nation est le Gouvernement de la 
Republique democratique populaire de Coree 
que taus les Membres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies devraient reconnaitre; 9) les motifs reels 
de l'occupation americaine en Coree du Sud 
consistent a s'assurer des positions strategiques 
et economiques dans ce pays. Si la question de 
Coree a ete presentee a !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies l'an dernier, c'est que les Etats-Unis ne 
voulaient pas retirer leurs forces de Coree ; 
aujourd'hui encore, la seule solution est de laisser 
la Coree aux Careens et d'accepter la proposition 
de l'URSS et l'appel de la Grande Assemblee 
nationale coreenne en vue du retrait immediat 
de toutes les troupes etrangeres. 

Le peuple careen n'aspire qu'a vivre dans l'inde
pendance et la paix, mais il est la victime de la 
politique de puissance des Etats-Unis. La Premiere 
Commission et !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
doivent done aider les Careens a acceder a cette 
independance que leur ont successivement refusee 
les Japonais et les Americains. 

M. WALKER (Royaume-Uni) declare q~e le 
pro jet de resolution de l' Australie, de la Chme et 
des Etats-Unis (A/C.l /426) implique la conti
nuation de la politique adoptee par l' Assemblee 
generale a sa deuxieme session ordinaire. l\lieux 
vaudrait sans doute pouvoir se prononcer en 
faveur du Gouvernement d'une Coree unie, mais 
les faits sont la. Premierement, si regrettable 
que ce soit, la Coree est effectivement divi~ee. 
Deuxiemement, il est incontestable que le rcg1me 
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regime in South Korea was beyond all doubt 
the only one based on free elections. That was 
the real basis of the joint draft resolution, as 
the preamble indicated and as the whole resolution 
implied. 

The USSR representative and his two partners 
had above all tried to deny the fact that the 
regime in South Korea was the only one which 
had emerged from free and democratic elections. 
The USSR and the Ukrainian SSR repre
sentatives had claimed that the elections in 
South Korea had been held under the protection 
of American bayonets, but the Temporary 
Commission, whose evidence was first-hand, 
had from its observations formed a different 
opmwn. How then could the many allegations 
made by the last two speakers, which were 
based on second-hand evidence, be accepted ? 
On the other hand, those speakers had referred 
to elections which had been held secretly in 
South Korea. Those two assertions were 
contradictory. If there was a police regime in 
South Korea how could anyone believe that 
secret elections could be held, in which 70 per 
cent of the population had taken part, without 
the police having noticed anything ? The USSR 
representative would have to choose between 
those two assertions. Moreover, those alleged 
secret elections in South Korea were a fraud. 
The United Kingdom delegation possessed so
called ballot papers from communist partisans 
in South Korea which had been sent to North 
Korea to be counted. Among those ballot 
papers there were a number of palpable and 
impudent forgeries. There were in fact a whole 
series of names of alleged voters all in the same 
handwriting and with finger prints which it 
was absolutely impossible to identity. In 
addition, the names of prominent anti
communists were included, and in particular 
that of the present Prime Minister of the 
Republic of Korea. One of the names was that 
of an historical novel. Others were the names 
of months, of deceased people, and of one of the 
Korean deputation to the First Committee. 
It would be wiser therefore if the USSR dele
gation did not dwell on the subject of the alleged 
" election ". 

The United Kingdom delegation would support 
the joint draft resolution submitted by the 
delegations of Australia, China and the United 
States because, as the Philippines representative 
had stated, it considered that the Korean 
question could only be settled in one way'by 
the unification of the country. Anything designed 
to achieve that objective would therefore receive 
the approval of the United Kingdom delegation, 
which considered that the proposals contained 
in the joint draft resolution were a necessary 
first step. 

The United Kingdom Government felt that 
there were three aspects of the Korean problem : 
in the first place, the local problem. The 
sympathies of the United .Kingdom ~er~ .~ith 
the population of Korea which was an md1vrsrble 
whole and whose interests were covered by the 
joint draft resolution. ~econd~y, Far Eastern 
affairs, in which the Umted Kmgdom took the 

actuel dans le sud de la Coree est le seul qui soit 
fonde sur des elections libres. Telle est la base 
meme du projet commun de resolution, comme 
l'indique le preambule et comme l'implique 
!'ensemble de la resolution. 

Sans doute le representant de I'URSS, suivi 
par ses deux partenaires, s'est-il avant tout 
efforce de nier le fait que le regime de la Coree du 
Sud est le seul a tenir son origine d'electionslibres 
et democratiques. Les representants de l'URSS 
et de la RSS d'Ukraine ont pretendu que les 
elections en Coree du Sud avaient eu lieu sous la 
protection des bai:onnettes americaines, mais 
la Commission temporaire, dont le temoignage 
est direct, en a juge autrement sur la base de ses 
observations. Comment done donner la prefe
rence aux allegations des deux derniers orateurs 
dont Je dossier etait compose de materiaux de 
deuxieme main ? En deuxieme lieu, ces memes 
orateurs invoquent des elections qui auraient eu lieu 
clandestinement en Coree du Sud. Ces deux 
assertions se contredisent mutuellement : s'il 
regne un regime policier en Coree du Sud, com
ment peut-on croire qu'il s'y serait deroule des 
elections secretes auxquelles 70 pour 100 de la 
population aurait pris part sans que Ia police 
remarquat quoi que ce soit? Entre ces deux 
assertions, le representant de l'URSS doit abso
lument choisir. D'ailleurs, ces pretendues elections 
secretes en Coree du Sud sont une imposture. La 
delegation du Royaume-Uni est d'ailleurs en 
possession de pretendus bulletins de vote ema
nant de partisans communistes en Coree du Sud 
qui ont ete envoyes en Coree du Nord pour y 
etre comptes. Or, parmi ces « bulletins de vote :o. 
figurent des quantites de faux evidents etcyniques. 
On trouve, en effet, toute une serie de noms de 
pretendus electeurs, tous ecrits de la meme main 
et des empreintes digitales absolument impossibles 
a identifier. De plus, des noms de personnalites 
anticommunistes figurent dans ces exemplaires 
et, notamment, celui de l'actuel Premier Ministre 
de Ja Republique de Coree. L'un des noms est 
meme tout simplement celui d'un roman histo
rique. D'autres sont ceux des mois de l'annee. 
ou de defunts, ou de I'un des membres de la dele
gation coreenne -qui represente son pays devant 
la Premiere Commission. II serait done preferable 
que la delegation de l'URSS n'insistat pas sur 
le sujet de cette pretendue (( election ». 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni se prononce 
en faveur du projet commun de resolution de 
l'Australie, de la Chine et des Etats-Unis, parce 
que, comme l'a dit le representant des Philippines. 
elle considere que le probleme coreen n'est suscep
tible que d'une seule solution : !'unification du 
pays. Toute methode destinee a attei~~re ~et 
objectif aura done }'approbation de la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni, qui considere que les propo
sitions contenues dans le projet commun de reso
lution constituent un premier pas necessaire. 

Le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni considere 
que le probleme coreen a trois aspects : 1) l'aspec~ 
local. Toutes les sympathies du Royaume-U?J 
vont a la population de !'ensemble de la Coree 
qui constitue un tout indivisible e_t dont les 
interets sont en realite servis par le proJet com~un 
de resolution ; 2) les affaires d'Extreme-~n~n~. 
auxquelles le Royaume-Uni porte un mteret 
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greatest interest and on which the solution of 
the Korean question must necessarily, for 
geographical reasons, have important reper
cussions. Thirdly, the United Nations. The 
commission, if set up, would have to lend its 
good offices to bring about the unification of 
Korea. The new commission would be authorized 
to . travel thoughout Korea and paragraph 7, 
which was very important, invited interested 
Member States to give every assistance and aid 
to the new commission. 

It was possible to speak, as the representative 
of the Ukrainian SSR had done, of obedient 
majorities and mechanical voting, but the fact 
was that if a majority of the General Assembly 
adopted the resolution, it would represent the 
views of the United Nations. Accordingly, 
any country which decided to defy the clearly 
expressed will of the · United Nations would 
assume a grave responsibility. The USSR 
representative should bear in mind the closing 
words of the Polish representative, who had 
asked all members of the First Committee to 
disregard any ideas Of bases and strategic 
positions. The United Kingdom delegation 
expressed the hope that the USSR would hesitate 
before it placed imperialist and expansionist 
interests above the clear views of the United 
Nations. 

The meeting rose at 10.57 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND THIRTY 
FOURTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 8 December 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

104. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the United Nations 
Temporary Commission on Korea 
(A/575' Aj575/Add.1 and A/575/ 
Add.2) and of the Interim Com
mittee of the General Assembly 
(A/583) 

Mr. Jacob MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) drew attention to the blatant injustice 
done by the First Committee in refusing to admit 
representatives of the Democratic People's Repub
lic of Korea whose government had been elected 
by the people in South as well as North Korea. 
This refusal had been made under the pressure 
of the United States which seemed to fear that 
the true voice of the people might be heard 
telling the truth about the military administration 
in South Korea. However, the truth would be 
discovered by public opinion. 

The Korean question had been on the United 
Nations agenda for over a year, having originally 
been introduced by the United States. While 
the question now appeared in the form of reports 
from the Temporary Commission on Korea and 
from the Interim Committee, it continued to 

des plus vifs et sur lesquelles la solution donnee 
au probleme coreen doit necessairement, pour 
des raisons geographiques, avoir d'importantes 
repercussions ; 3) l'activite de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. La commission, si elle etait etablie, 
devrait preter ses boos offices pour amener ]'uni
fication de la Coree. La nouvelle commission 
serait autorisee a se deplacer dans !'ensemble 
de la Coree et le paragraphe 7, fort important, 
invite les Etats Membres interesses a preter toute 
assistance et tout concours a Ia nouvelle 
commission. 

L'on peut sans doute, comme le representant 
de Ia RSS d'Ukraine, parler de majorite docile 
et de vote mecanique, mais le fait est que, si 
une majorite de l'Assemblee generale adopte la 
resolution, . elle representera le sentiment de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Par suite, tout 
pays qui deciderait de defier Ia volonte clairement 
exprimee de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
assumerait une lourde responsabilite. Le repre
sentant de l'URSS devrait tenir compte de Ia 
peroraison du representant de la Pologne, qui a 
demande que tous les membres de Ia Premiere 
Commission fassent abstraction de toute idee de 
bases et de positions strategiques. La delegation 
du Royaume-Uni exprime l'espoir que l'URSS 
ne place pas a Ia Iegere les interets imperialistes 
de son expansion au-dessus de Ia volonte de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. 

La seance est levee a 10 h. 57. 

DEUX-CENT-TRENTE-QUATRIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 8 decembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

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

104. Suite de la discussion sur les 
rapports de la Co,mmission te1mpo
raire des Nations Unies pour la 
Coree (A/575, A/575jAdd.1 et 
Aj575/Add.2) et de la Commission 
interimaire de 1 'Assemblee gene
rale (A/583) 

M. Jacob MALIK (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) signale !'injustice flagrante 
commise par la Premiere Commission, lorsqu'elle 
a refuse d'admettre des representants de Ia 
Republique democratique populaire de Coree, 
dont Ie Gouvernement a ete elu par les popu
lations de la Coree du Sud aussi bien que de Ia 
Coree du Nord. Ce refus est du a Ia pression 
des Etats-Unis, qui semblent craindre que Ia 
verite au sujet de !'administration militaire en 
Coree du Sud ne soit proclamee par Ia voix du 
peuple. Mais 1' opinion publique finira par 
connaitre la verite. 

La question coreenne se trouve inscrite a 
l'ordre du jour de ]'Organisation des Nations 
Unies depuis plus d'un an, et !'initiative de cette 
inscription est due aux Etats-Unis. La question 
est presentee actuellement sous forme de rapports 
de la Commission temporaire pour la Coree et 



be a fact that the question came before the 
Assembly illegally. However, experience had 
shown that it was the policy of the United States 
to place items on the agenda illegally and in 
defiance of wartime agreements. Other examples 
of this policy were United States actions in 
connexion with Greece and Berlin. 

The United States was making use of the 
United Nations to oppress the people of Korea and 
counted upon the support of the majority to 
camouflage its expansionist policy in South
Korea. Rather than make an immediate 
withdrawal from the south as the USSR was in 
the process of doing from the north, the United 
States had brought the question before the United 
Nations in order to postpone a solution and delay 
the unification of Korea. The United States 
had not only promoted the formation of the 
Temporary Commission which was established 
in violation of international agreements and 
had no legal or constitutional basis. The United 
States had also managed to bring the question 
before the Interim Committee. These manceuvres 
were made to conceal the regime of police terror 
which had been inaugurated in Korea by the 
United States. In the circumstances, the main 
function of the Temporary Commission had been 
to camouflage the activities of the American 
military command. Falsified elections had been 
held and a government of puppets and former 
collaborationists had been established in South 
Korea with the connivance of the Commission. 

) At the previous session of the Assembly and 
! again at the present session, the USSR delegation 
\ had maintained in the debate on the agenda 
\ that the question ought not to be discussed in 
i the Assembly since it was a part of the post-war 
! settlement and should be dealt with by the 
i responsible Allied Governments. Mr. Malik wished 
' to repeat to the First Committee that the question 
: was outside the competence of the United Nations. 
i However, as the majority had forced the question 

/ into the Assembly, the USSR delegation would 
present its views and intended to submit concrete 
proposals. 

An examination of the documents of the 
Temporary Commission revealed that it had 
discovered and reported that the United States 
military authorities had converted South Korea 
into a police State. Despite its attempt to 
embellish the truth, the Commission had been 
unable to conceal the facts in its records ; they 
showed that South Korea was a police preserve 
where the forces of reaction used fascist Japanese 
methods for the suppression of democratic 
movements and did so with the connivance of 
the military authorities. Thus the Commission 
confirmed the piecemeal reports in the Press 
which showed that when the United States army 
arrived in Septembey 1945, its commanding 
officer established an occupation regime although 
South Korea was territory liberated from enemy 
occupation. After their deliverance from colonial 
slavery, the Koreans had set up their own demo
cratic oraans but these were destroyed by the 
United S~ates who reimposed the Japanese kind 

de la Commission interimaire. II n'en reste pas 
moins vrai que l'Assemblee n'est pas saisie 
regulierement. Toutefois, !'experience prouve que 
les Etats-Unis ont !'habitude de faire inscrire 
irregulierement des questions a l'ordre du jour, 
en depit des accords intervenus pendant la guerre. 
Les cas de la Grece et de Berlin sont des exemples 
de cette politique americaine. 

Les Etats-Unis se servent de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies pour opprimer le peuple de 
Coree et comptent sur l'appui de la majorite 
pour masquer leur politique d'expansion en 
Coree du Sud. Plutot que de se retirer imme
diatement du sud, comme l'URSS est en train 
de le faire dans le nord, les Etats-Unis portent 
la question devant l'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, afin d'ajourner la solution et de retarder 
!'unification de la Coree. Les Etats-Unis n'ont 
pas seulement ete a l'origine de la creation de 
la Commission temporaire, laquelle a ete etablie 
en violation des accords internationaux et manque 
de toute justification juridique ou constitu
tionnelle ; ils ont egalement saisi la Commission 
interimaire. Ces manceuvres tendent a dissimuler 
le regime de terreur policiere instaure par les 
Etats-Unis. Dans ces conditions, la tache 
essentielle de la Commission temporaire consiste 
a camoufler les activites du haut commandement 
militaire americain. On a procede a des elections 
truquees, un Gouvernement de fantoches et 
d'anciens collaborateurs a ete etabli en Coree 
du Sud, avec la complicite de la Commission. 

Au cours de la session precedente de I' Assemblee 
ainsi qu'au cours de la session actuelle, la dele
gation de l'URSS a maintenu, lors de la discussion 
de l'ordre du jour, que la question n'etait pas 
du res sort de I' Assemblee ; en effet, elle fait 
partie des problemes issus de la guerre et ce sont 
les Gouvernements allies qui doivent les resoudre. 
M. Malik tient a rappeler a la Premiere 
Commission que la question n' est pas de la 
competence de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Toutefois, puisque la majorite a impose a 
1' Assemblee 1' examen de cette question, la dele
gation de l'URSS exposera son avis et presentera 
des propositions concretes. 

L'examen des documents de la Commission 
temporaire revele qu'elle a constate et signale 
que les autorites militaires americaines . ?nt 
converti la Coree du Sud en un Etat pohc~er. 
Tout en essayant d'embellir la verite, la 
Commission n'a pas pu dissimuler les preuves 
en sa possession, qui demontrent que la Coree 
du Sud est sons la coupe de la police, que les 
forces de la reaction y appliquent les methodes 
fascistes japonaises pour supprimer les mou
vements democratiques, avec la connivenc~ ~es 
autorites militaires. C'est ainsi que la CommiSSion 
a confirme les nouvelles fragmentaires parues 
dans la presse, selon lesquelles, lors de l'arrivee 
de l'armee des Etats-Unis en septembre 1945, 
le commandement americain a etabli un regime 
d'occupation, bien que la Coree du Su;d flit ~n 
territoire libere de !'occupation ennemie. Apres 
avoir ete delivres de l'esclavage colonial, les 
Coreens ont cree leurs propres organes demo
cratiques, mais ceux-ci ont e~e supprimes par 
les :Etats-Unis, qui ont etabh a .nouve~u un 
gouvernement militaire de type Japonms, et 
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of military government and put quislings and 
collaborationists in power. 

In order to justify that policy, it was maintained 
that the Koreans were unable to govern them
selves and were not ready for a democratic 
system. The representative of the Ukraine had 
already dealt with the insulting remarks of 
General Hodge. The Koreans had struggled 
for democracy for almost half a century under the 
Japanese ; then " friends ", such as this general 
with his racial theories, tried to keep them 
enslaved. This anti-democratic theory was 
accepted by the Temporary Commission as 
could be seen in chapter VI, volume I of the 
first part of its report. It was an attempt to 
justify the United States regime. However, 
the slanderous character of the theory was 
evidenced by the development of democracy in 
North Korea where there were no impediments 
presented. 

From the very beginning, the USSR military 
command had assisted in the liquidation of the 
colonial type of administration and in prepa
rations for self-government. Important pro
gressive legislation such as that concerning the 
equality of women had been adopted with the 
aid of the USSR authorities. All organs, from 
purely local bodies up to the National Committee, 
were constituted democratically. By an agrarian 
reform, thousands of families had received land 
from the great estates. Labour had been given 
the eight-hour day. By means of educational 
reforms, illiteracy was being stamped out. Leaders 
had come forward, capable of runnin gthe admin
istration and promoting far-reaching endeavours 
of a social and cultural nature. 

These events served to refute the view held 
by General Hodge and showed that the Korean 
people were capable of the political organization 
required for self-government. Experience in 
North Korea showed that there was no problem 
concerning the broad participation of various 
parties in the government. This, too, could have 
been achieved in South Korea. The system 
being followed in the north could have been 
the basis for a unified and independent Korea. 
The United States had objected to this system, 
however, for its military and capitalistic impe
rialistic circles chose to ignore the will of the 
Korean people. The United States was trying 
to make a colony and strategic base out of South 
Korea. 

The main tool of the United States policy 
was its police machinery which was an enlarge
ment of the old Japanese Security system. 
The report of the Temporary Commission showed 
that the police forces had been quadrupled and 
that over half of the responsible posts were held 
by former collaborationists. The full details 
could be found in the record of the 14th meeting 
of Sub-Committee 2 at which evidence was 
given by the Director of the National Police 
(annex 10, volume III of the first part of the 
report). At that same meeting, the Australian 
representative had observed that in South Korea, 

993 

ont mis au pouvoir des quislings et des 
collaborateurs. 

Afin de justifier cette politique, on a mis 
en avant la these selon laquelle les Careens ne 
sont pas capables de se gouverner eux-memes 
et ne sont pas en mesure d'appliquer un systeme 
democratique. Le representant de Ia RSS 
d'Ukraine a deja fait justice des observations 
injurieuses du general Hodge. Pendant pres 
d'un demi-siecle d'occupation japonaise, les 
Coreens ont lutte pour la democratic, et main
tenant des « amis » dans le genre du general 
Hodge, qui professe des theories racistes, essayent 
de les maintenir en esclavage. La Commission 
temporaire a accepte cette theorie anti-demo
cratique, ainsi qu'en fait foi le chapitre VI du 
volume premier de la premiere partie de son 
rapport. C'est Ia une tentative de justifier le 
regime americain. Toutefois le developpement 
de Ia democratic en Coree du Nord, ou elle ne 
rencontre pas d'obstacles, prouve le caractere 
diffamatoire de cette theorie. 

Des le debut, le commandement militaire de 
l'URSS a contribue a la liquidation d'une domi
nation de type colonial et a l'instauration d'un 
gouvernement autonome. Une importante 
legislation progressiste, prevoyant notamment 
l'egalite des femmes, a ete promulguee avec 
!'aide des autorites de l'URSS. Tous les organes, 
depuis les organes purement locaux jusqu'au 
comite national, sont composes et constitucs 
selon des methodes democratiques. Grace a Ia 
reforme agraire, des milliers de families ont re<;u 
des terres prises sur les grands domaines. La 
journee de !mit heures a ete instituee. Grace 
a la reforme de l'enseignement, l'analphabetisme 
a ete elimine. Et c'est ainsi que des chefs ont 
surgi, capables de diriger }'administration et 
de realiser des projets importants de nature 
sociale et culturelle. 

Ces faits permettent de refuter Ia these du 
general Hodge et montrent que le peuple careen 
est capable de se donner !'organisation politique 
indispensable a l'autonomie. II resulte de !'expe
rience faite dans Ia Coree du Nord que Ia 
participation, sur une large base, des divers 
partis au gouvernement ne souleve aucun 
probleme. On aurait pu obtenir les memes 
resultats dans Ia Coree du Sud. Le systeme qui 
a ete adopte dans la Coree du Nord aurait pu 
permettre de constituer une Coree unifiee et 
independante. Mais les Etats-Unis se sont opposes 
a !'adoption de ce systeme, car les milieux 
imperialistes militaires et capitalistes de ce pays 
ont decide d'ignorer la volonte du peuple careen. 
Les Etats-Unis s'efforcent de faire de la Coree 
du Sud nne colonie et une base strategique. 

La politique des Etats-Unis se sert princi
palement de la police, qui n'est qu'unelargissement 
de !'ancien appareil policier du Japon. Le rapport 
de Ia Commission temporaire montre que les 
effectifs de la police sont devenus quatre fois 
plus nombreux et que plus de la moitie des pastes 
importants sont occupes par d'anciens colla
borateurs. Dans le proces-verbal de la quatorzieme 
seance de Ia Sons-Commission 2, devant laquelle 
a temoigne le directeur de Ia police nationale, 
on trouvera toutes les precisions utiles a cet 
egard (annexe 10, volume III de Ia premiere 
partie du rapport). A Ia meme seance, le repre-
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the police were still ming Japanese methods and 
po~scs ~ P d unlimited power. There \Vas no neces
sity to h~,Yc warrants for arrest and the idea of 
inlrodu c1 J;g habcr:s corpus lwd been rcj r:cted by 
tlw United States authorities. The Director 
of P olice had 1cf-tifkd that th<.'Te was nothing 
to pr<:· \"(_ n 1; a::Tc1;t y, ithout a warrant and this 
wn ~ confi.n:-: f! d by the Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Cc.url. Th.c orders i~sucd in l\farch 1948 by 
ilw l!l:it cc! S-:.atcs milit:::rv command did not 
ap:~rcchll~y modify the pZ)licc system because 
c£ 'clv: n:~ny rc~erYaticn~> ::md qualifications they 
ccnt:<in ccl. 

Th·~ ft;~t part of the Commission's report 
referred t o the huge terroristjc and reactionary 
org::min t io!1 d fa~dst youth, although it tried 
to camou!1 :::.ge its naiure. Nevertheless the 
report (pC!ragraph 25, chnpter VI, volume 1 
of the fir~ t part) 8howcd the connexion between 
this org.:mization and pclitical parties and its 
intolerance towards political opponents. The 
organizGtion which was the off-shcot of Japanese 
reaction terrorized popubr democratic clements 
and den!cpcd the practice of beating up its 
opponent ~, r.s \Vas clc~r from the 7th meeting 
of Suh-Cormittce 2 (volume III of the first 
part of the report). The Director of the Police 
had ad;:ni"!: t ed that this orgsnization was financed 
by the United States military authorities. Its 
quasi-gc':ernmental nature made it a source of 
:;nxiety to the people cf South Korea. 

These b ets rewnled the methods which were 
teing l!oed by the United States. The record of 
the ssme meeting of Sub-Committee 2 showed 
ho\V p2cp!e with known democratic views were 
detained or limited as to their freedom. Accounts 
of inten ·!cws with Koreans revealed how demo
cr~,tic movements had been suppressed. Some 
men were arrested when entering the Commission's 
building and others, became of fear for their 
liYcs, did not wish their names or the organizations 
they rcpr2sented to he publiEhed in the records. 
The South Korean jails were full and the records 
showed that some 30,000 democrats had been 
incarcerat eel. The report indicated that political 
leaders who had been imprisoned by the Japanese 
because of tJ1cir struggle Ior freedom had never 
been rele~sed by the United States authorities 
because the ccllabcraticnists did not wish to let 
them out. A.ccording to the data presented by 
ihe C-)mmi~sion, thous:mds had been arrested 
in cOimr: xion with strikes. During Augu~t 1948 
alone 11,139 were arrested, 453 were subjected 
to terrori s ~!c methods while others were dismissed 
from their jobs. In February 1948, over 8,000 
were thro\Yi1 into prison and the timid attempt 
of the Commis~ion to secure action for their 
rclcas~ by the United States authorities had had 
scandalous results. The military commanders 
had undertaken to grant certain amnesties by 
the first of April. \Vhat happened on that date 
was that, among the 3,000 odd vvho were released, 
there ,,;ere 1,253 political prisoners who had 
serYed thdr sentences. The details could be 
found in chapter V, volume I of the ~rst ~art of 
the repcrt. It was a barefaced falstficatwn to 
include these numbers in what was termed an 

sentant de l'Australie fait remarqucr que dans 
la Coree du Sud la police continue ~\ employer 
les methodes japonaiSES et jouit d'un pouvoir 
illimite. Point n'est besoin d'un mandat pour 
proceder a une arrestation. L'introduction de 
l' habeas corpus a etc rejetee par lcs auto rites 
americaines. Le directcur de la pdice a certifle 
que rien ne s'opposait aux arrestations sans 
mandat et le President de la Cnur wprcme a 
corrobore cette affirmation. Les ordonnances 
publiees en mars 1948 par le com man dement 
militaire des Etats-Unis n'ont pas sens~blement 
mod_ifle ce systeme policicr, a cause de leurs 
nombrcuses reserve:. 

La premiere pm t ic du rapport de la Commission 
fait allusion a !'importance du mouvcment tetro
riste ct reactionnaire de la J eunesse fasciste ; 
mais Je rapport s'efforce d'en dissimuler ]a veri
table nature. Neanmoins, la premiere partie du 
rapport (volume I, chapitre VI, paragraphe 25) 
montre les relations qui existent entre ce 
mouvement et certains partis politiqnes, et !'into
lerance dont ii temoigne a l'egard de ses adver
saires politiques. Ce mouvement fasciste, qui 
est le produit de la reaction japonaise, tcrrori~e 
lcs elements democratiques populaires et maltraite 
ses adversaires, ainsi que le montre le compte 
rendu de la septieme seance de la Sous
Commission 2 (volume III de la premiere partie 
du rapport). Le directeur de b police a reconnu 
que les autorit es militaires americaines contribuent 
au financement de ce mouvement. Son caractere 
quasi-officiel inquiete la population de la Coree 
du Sud. 

Ccs faits montrent les methodes dont se servent 
lcs Etats-Unis. On pent lire dans Ie proces-verbal 
de la memc 8eance de Ia Sous-Co:umission 2 que 
lcs personnes qui professent des opir.ions dcmo
cratiqucs sont jetees en prison ou mises en liberte 
surveillee. Dans les proces-verbaux des auditions 
de Corcens, on pourra lire comment les 
mouvements democratiques ont cte rcprimes. 
Plusieurs personnes ont ete arretees lorsqu'elles 
entraient dans les batiments ou siegeait la 
Commission, et d'autrcs, craignant pour leur vie, 
n'ont pas voulu que les proces-verbaux fassent 
mention de leur nom ou de celui des organisations 
qu'elles rcpresentent. Les prisons de la Coree du 
Sud sont pleines et les proces-verbaux montrent 
que 30.000 democrates ont ete emprisonnes. Le 
rapport indique que lcs personnalites politiques 
qui ont ete emprisonnees par les J aponais parce 
qu'ellcs luttaient pour la liberte n'ont jamais ete 
libere~ s par les autorites americaines, parce que 
ies collaborateurs ne veulent pas Ies laisser sortir 
de prison. D'aprcs les renscignements commu
niques par Ia Commi~sion, des milliers de personnes 
ont ete arretees a I' occasion de greves. Dans le seul 
mois d'aout 1948, 11.139 personnes ont ete 
arretecs, 453 ont ete victimes de proccdcs t erro
ristes d'autres encore ont perdu leur emploi. 
En fJvrier 1948, plus de 8.000 personn~s ont ete 
jetees en prison pour les memes m?t:fs et les 
timides efforts faits par la Comnnsswn pour 
obtenir des autorites americaines leur liberation 
ont donne des resultats scandaleux. Les :mtorites 
militaires se sont engagees a accorder certaines 
amnisties a partir du 1 er avril. f?r,' a. cette <;~ate, 
3.000 personnes environ fure~t hb~rees, n:a_1s ce 
nombre comprenait 1.253 pnsonmers pohtiques 
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amnesty. The fact was that the amnesty failed 
to release true political prisoners ; however, the 
Commission took no notice of this mameuvre 
to enlarge the figure of the numbers pardoned. 

The Commi5sion did recognize the fact that 
the reactionary Hangkok Party and the National 
As::<ociation for the Rapid Realization of Korean 
Independence were in control in Southern Korea. 
The Hangkok Party was very small but at the 
same time powerful because many wealthy 
landowners and merchants were members. This 
party and the United States administration gave 
each other mutual support. The head of the 
party was a well-known collaborationist and 
the honorary president was a former Japanese 
puppet. The fact that the Director of Police 
had connexions with these two parties went a 
long \vay towards explaining the stranglehold 
which they exercised over South Korea. The 
United States administration was based upon 
the support of organizations of this type and 
any attempts to reform the political or govern
mental machinery was opposed by the military 
command. 

In November 1946 a puppet Interim Legis
lative Assembly was set up in conditions of 
oppression as was noted in the Commission's 
documents. That Assembly attempted to pass 
legislation with regard to collaborationists but 
the military administration refused to confirm 
those acts. The military administration also 
refused to -..vithhold the franchise from the colla
borationists despite the views of the Commission. 
Thus the country was being controlled and 
democratic forces suppressed through the medium 
of collaborationists, as was being done by the 
United States in Greece, Germany and Japan. 

The entire record was one of horror. The facts 
given in the Commission's documents could be 
used as a basis for judging conditions. Never
theless the Commission found it possible to give 
the approval of the United Nations to the circum
stances in which elections had been held. Such 
conduct could only undermine the prestige of the 
United Nations. The approval of the United 
Nations was given by a vote in which only four 
out of the nine members of the Commission 
favoured the decision but this minority became 
a majority owing to abstentions. With regard 
to the actual circumstances, the representative 
of Australia had observed in Sub-Committee 2 
that the elections would be under the control 
of a single party, that the opposition would have 
no chance, and that the party concerned was full 
of collaborationist reactionaries. It was noted 
that the implementation of the United States 
policy would lead to the establishment of an 
extreme rightist administration. This explained 
why the United States had wrecked the work 
of the USSR-United States Joint Commission 
which was to have aided the establishment of 

qui avaient purge leur peine. On trouvera toutes 
precisions a cet egard au chapitre V du volume I de 
la premiere partie du rapport. C'cst une duperie 
manifeste cle faire croire que ces personnes ont 
beneficie d'une amnistie. La verite est que 
l'amnistie n'a pas eu pour efiet de liberer les 
prisonniers politiques authentiques ; mais la 
Commission n'a pas compris cette manreuvre 
qui consistait a gonfler le chiffre des personnes 
amnistiees. 

La Commission a reconnu que le parti reaction
naire de Bangkok et !'Association nationale pour 
la realisation rapide de l'independance coreenne 
etaient maltres de la situation en Coree du Sud. 
On a pu observer que le parti Hangkok n'avait 
qu'uri petit nombre d'adhcrents mais qu'il n'en 
etait pas moins puissant parce qu'il comptait 
parmi ses membres un grand nombre de proprie
taires et de commerc;ants fortunes. Ce parti et 
les autorites americaines se soutiennent mutuel
lement. Un collaborateur bien connu est a la tete 
du parti et le president honoraire est un ancien 
homme de paille des Japonais. Lc fait que le 
directeur de la police entretient des relations 
avec ces deux partis en dit long sur l'emprise 
qu'ils exercent sur la Coree du Sud. Les autorites 
americaines ne se maintiennent qu'en appuyant 
des organisations de ce genre, et tons les efforts 
deployes en vue de reformer l'appareil politique ou 
gouvernemcntal rencontrent !'opposition du 
commandement militaire. 

Une Assemblee legislative fantoche fut creee 
en novembre 1946, a titre provisoirc, et dans des 
conditions d'oppression, comme le signalent les 
documents de la Commission temporairc. Cette 
Assembh~c essaya cependant d'etablir une legis
lation concernant les collaborateurs, mais le 
gouvernement militaire refusa de la sanctionner. 
Il a refuse egalement de priver les collaborateurs 
du droit de vote malgre l'avis de la Commission. 
Ainsi, le pays est tenn en main et les forces 
democratiques sont reduites a l'impui~sance avec 
l'appui des collaborateurs de l'ennemi ; les Etats
Unis agissent de meme en Grece, en Allemagne et 
au Japan. 

Pour juger ce regime de terreur, la Commission 
pouvait se baser sur les faits cites dans ses propres 
documents. Neanmoins, elle a juge possible 
d'approuver au nom de l'Organisation des Nations 
Unies les conditions dans lesquelles se sont 
deroulees les elections. Une telle attitude ne 
pouvait que compromettre le prestige de !'Orga
nisation. Cette approbation a ete acquise par le 
vote de quatre des neuf membres que comptait 
la Commission. Cette minorite est devenue une 
majorite par suite d'abstentions. La situation 
reelle a ete decrite par le representant de 
l' Australie qui a fait observer a Ia So us
Commission 2 qu'un seul parti beneficierait des 
elections, que !'opposition n'aurait aucune chance 
d'etre representee et que le parti beneficiaire etait 
rempli de collaborateurs reactionnaires. La 
poursuite de cette politique ne pouvait manquer 
d'instaurer un re11ime d'extreme droite. Cela 
explique pourquoi i~s :Etats-Unis ont fait ec!wuer 
les travaux de la Commission mixte des Etats
Unis et de l'URSS, qui avait pour mission de 
contribuer a l'etablissement d'un gouvernement 
democratique unifie. Cela montre aussi pourquoi 



a unified and democratic government. It also 
showed why the United States was insisting 
upon bringing the question before the United 
Nations.'~~ 

The Temporary Commission was needed to 
camouflage the reactionary policies of the United 
States administration and to conduct " free and 
impartial " elections which would establish a 
reactionary Government. At a congress of demo
cratic parties held in April 1948, all party leaders 
indicated that they were opposed to separate 
elections in South Korea. The Temporary Com
mission re::ognized (appendix I, annex VI, 
volume III of the first part of the report) that 
all except the rightist parties were opposed to 
holding elections in the circumstances on account 
of the restriction on civil liberties which indicated 
that free elections could not be ensured and that 
the results would not be representative. Even 
leaders well to right of centre agreed that only 
the extreme right could profit from such elections. 
The Commission had been informed of the 
unfortunate consequences which would follow 
the elections. Indeed, the representatives for 
certain constituencies had already been assigned 
and the youth organizations had prepared for 
terroristic activity. There was general protest 
throughout South Korea on the question of 
elections. 

In view of the situation, the Temporary 
. Commission turned to the Interim Committee 
for advice. The reply, given under United 

· States pressure, was that elections should be 
observed in South Korea only. The Interim 
Committee thus arrogated to itself the right 
to decide a question which was not within the 
competence of the Assembly. Thus, the Interim 

! Committee and the Temporary Commission 
l promoted elections in conditions of police 
I terrorism. This would only undermine the 

J authority of the United Nations and show that 
it was becoming the tool of the expansionist 
aims of one great Power. 

. It was clear that the Interim Committee had 

)

1 
no right to give such advice, quite apart from 
the fact that it was an illegal body. The 
representative of Canada on the Commission 
had been of the opinion that the recommendation 
was neither proper nor constitutional. The 
representative of Australia had foreseen that the 
elections would be boycotted by all but the 
extreme right and this had in fact occurred. 
The Temporary Commission decided to observe 
the elections by a vote of four to two, with two 
members abstaining,l and one not participating 
out of a total of nine members. Three of those 
favouring the procedure were dependents of 
the United States. The fourth was the repre
sentative of India, who at the same time stated 
that one could hardly fail to share the doubts 
of the representative of Canada a.s to the .legal 

·propriety of the action of the Interim Comm1t~ee. 
He had also observed that when the questwn 
had been ·laid before the Interim Committee, 
a negative reply had been expected. He further 
bad expressed doubts that the move could lead 
to the unification or independence of Korea ~r 
that free elections could be ensured. Th1s 

les Etats-Unis insistent pour soumettre Ia question 
a !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Il fallait creer la Commission temporaire pour 
camoufler Ia politique reactionnaire du Gouver
nement militaire americain et pour organiser des 
elections (( libres et impartiales )) qui auraient pour 
effet d'etablir un gouvernement reactionnaire. Au 
congres des partis democratiques d'avril 1948, 
tous les dirigeants ont precise qu'ils s'opposaient 
a des elections distinctes en Coree du Sud. Ainsi 
qu'il est indique au volume II, appendice premier 
de l'annexe VI de Ia premiere partie du rapport, 
la Commission temporaire a reconnu que tous les 
partis en dehors des partis de droite avaient pris 
position contre les elections organisees dans ces 
conditions, en raison des restrictions apportees 
aux libertes civiques et de l'impossibilite d'assurer 
Ia libertc des elections et leur caractere repre
sentatif. Meme les dirigeants des partis de la 
droite ont reconnu que seule !'extreme droite 
pourrait tirer un benefice de ces elections. La 
Commission a ete informee des consequences 
deplorables des elections. En realite, les repre
sentants de certaines circonscriptions avaient ete 
nommes a l'avance et les organisations de jeunesse 
Ctaient pretes a faire regner Ia terreur. La Coree 
du Sud a eJeve une protestation generale contre 
les elections. 

Devant cette situation, la Commission tempo
raire a demande son avis a la Commission intc
rimaire. So us la pression des E tats-Unis, celle-ci 
a repondu que Ia Commission temporaire devait 
se horner a observer les elections en Coree du Sud. 
Ainsi la Commission interimaire s'est arroge le 
droit de prendre une decision sur nne question 
qui n'est pas de Ia competence de l' Assemblee 
generale. La Commission interimaire et la 
Commission tcmporaire sc sont done prononcees 
en faveur d'elections tenues dans des conditions 
de terreur policiere. Cela ne peut que compro
mettre l'autorite de l'Organisation des Nations 
Unies qui est en train de devenir l'instrument de 
la politique expansionniste d'une grande Puissance. 

Outre que la Commission interimaire a Ul'l. 

caractere illegal, il est evident qu'elle n'avait 
pas le droit de se prononcer comme elle l'a fait. 
Le representant du Canada a Ia Commission 
temporaire a ete d'avis que la recommandation 
de cette derniere n'etait ni appropriee, ni consti
tutionnelle. Le representant de l' Australie a predit 
que tous les partis sauf ceux d'extreme droite 
s'abstiendraient au cours des elections; c'est ce 
qui est arrive. La Commission temporaire, 
composee de neuf membres, a decide d'observer 
les elections par quatre voix contre ?~ux. avec 
deux abstentions ; un membre ne part1c1pait pas 
au vote. Trois des membres qui se sont prononces 
en faveur de cette procedure sont sous la depen
dance des Etats-Unis. Le quatrieme, qui est le 
representant de l' In de, a declare qu'il eta it 
difficile de ne pas tenir comp~e des .do~t:s du 
representant canadien quant ~ ~a ~eg~h~e ?es 
dispositions prises par la Commrsswn mtenmmre. 
II a fait remarquer egalement que, en soumettant 
le probleme a la Commission interimaire, on 
s'attendait a une reponse negative. En,.outre, ~e 
representant de l'Inde a fait obs~rve; ~u ~~ dou~mt 
que ces mesures puissent condmre a 1 umficatlon 
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statement was made in March 1948 on the eve 
of the election. 

The action of the Commission in holding 
elections in the existing circumstances could 
not be justified. The United States recognized 
the fact that protests on the part of the people 
could lead to the failure of the elections and 
accordingly took measures to ensure the 
participation of voters. General Hodge issued 
an appropriate order which could be found in 
paragraph 79, chapter III, volume I of the first 
part of the report. It stated : " Anyone 
abstaining from voting forfeits his right to 
complain of actions or policies of a Government 
resulting from an election in which he did not 
participate ". In the last few days before the 
election, thousands "\Vere arrested and many 
more injured and killed for their opposition. 
Although the United States representative in the 
Interim Committee had said that freedom of 
the election would be ensured, the measures 
to this end turned out to be mass arrests and 
terrorism. Quite apart from the pressure exerted 
by the police and the youth organizations, there 
was throughout the election period the menace 
of United States Army, Navy, and Air Forces. 
Indeed, the elections in South Korea were 
reminiscent of the Italian elections with their 
intimidating demonstrations of military might. 
Korean newspapers reported incidents of threats 
of death against those who would not vote. 

The Commission recognized that electoral 
laws and its own recommendations had been 
violated. There was pressure from the youth 
organizations at the polling places and balloting 
was not always secret. Observation by the 
Commission was restricted by the United States 
military command. The Commission was able 
to visit only 2 per cent of the precincts. It 
therefore could not be said that the elections 
really had been observed. Japanese colla
borators who had been nominated by the United 
States Administration had sat on the Election 
Board but there were no democratic repre
sentatives. The forces of reaction were in 
control of the elections, even in the local and 
provincial boards. 

James Rowe, the United Press correspondent, 
had written reports on the intimidation carried 
out by the armed constabulary and display of 
military force. On a visit to one precinct, the 
principal secretary of the Commission had seen 
one voter being beaten. In another despatch, 
James Rowe had dealt in detail with the 
circumstances in Seoul, recounting how the 
streets had been barricaded and that hooligans 
with blackjacks were at the polls. The police 
had been armed by the United States admin
istration. On the polling day, an atmosphere 
of oppression prevailed. It should be added 
that Rowe 'vas by no means sympathetic to 
the left politically. 

There was ample evidence to support the 
assertion of the all Korean Congress of Political 
and Social Organizations that the election in 
the southern zone .had been conducted under 

eta l'independance de la Coree et qu'elles puissell.t 
assurer la liberte des elections. Cette declaration 
a ete faite en mars 1948, c'est-a-dire a la veille 
du scrutin. 0 

Vu les conditions existantes, Ia decision de lac 
Commission temporaire de faire proceder aux 
elections ne pouvait se justifier. Les Etats-Unis 
reconnaissaient que les protestations de Ia popu
lation pouvaient faire echouer les elections ; c'est 
pourquoi les autorites americaines prirent des 
dispositions pour assurer la participation au vote. 
Le general Hodge fit paraitre un ordre, qui figure 
au paragraphe 79 du chapitre III, volume I, de Ia 
premiere partie du rapport. On y lit notamment : 
t< Quiconque s'abstient de voter renonce par l:l 
meme au droit qui lui appartient de protester 
contre les actes ou la politique d'un Gouvernement 
constitue a la suite d'une election a laquelle il n'a 
pas participe. >> Au cours des derniers jours 
precedant !'election, il y eut des milliers d'arres
tations et davantage encore de morts et de blesses. 
Bien que Ie representant des Etats-Unis a la 
Commission interimaire ait affirme que Ia liberte 
du scrutin serait assuree, il y eut des arrestations 
en masse et un dechal'nement de terrorisme. Outre 
la pression exercee par la police et par les organi
sations de jeunesse, la menace de I'armee, de la. 
marine, et de !'aviation americaines a pese pendant 
toute la periode electorale. En realite, les elections. 
en Coree du Sud rappelerent les elections 
italiennes, avec leur deploiement de forces mili
taires. Les journaux de Coree ont cite des cas oit 
ceux qui ne voulaient pas voter etaient menaces 
de mort. 

La Commission temporaire a reconnu que l'on. 
a vi ole les lois electorales et ses pro pres recomman
dations. Les organisations de jeunesse ont exerce 
leur pression dans les bureaux de vote et le secret 
du scrutin n'a pas toujours ete respecte. Le 
commandement americain a apporte des restric
tions aux operations de Ia Commission qui 
observait les elections. La Commission n'a pu. 
visiter que 2 pour 100 des bureaux de vote. On ne 
peut done pas dire qu'elle a vraiment observe 
les elections. Les comites electoraux comprenaient 
des collaborateurs des Japonais, designes par le 
Gouvernement militaire americain ; mais il n'y 
avait pas de representants des partis democra
tiques. Les forces reactionnaires ont controle 
les elections meme dans les comites provinciaux 
et locaux. 

M. James Rowe, correspondant de l' U niietl 
Press, a parle des manceuvres d'intimidation de 
la gendarmerie armee et du deploiement des forr_es 
militaires. Au cours d'une visite effectuee dans 
un des bureaux de vote, le premier Secretaire de 
la Commission a vu battre un electeur. Dans une 
autre depeche, M. James Rowe a decrit de fw;oR 
detaillee la situation a Seoul, relatant que les rues 
avaient ete obstruees par des barricades et que 
des gens sans aveu armes de matraques se tenaient 
pres des murs. La police a etc armee par !'admi
nistration des Etats-Unis. Lc scrutin s'est deroule 
dans une atmosphere d'oppression. II y a lieu 
d'ajouter que Rowe n'est nullement suspect de 
sympathie pour la gauche. 

II y a de nombreux temoignages pour appuyer 
!'assertion du Congres des organisations politiques 
et sociales de toute la Coree, a savoir que Ics 
elections dans Ia zone L meridionale ont ete 
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conditions of police terror, and that the statistics 
had been falsified. As proof of the latter, 
Mr. Malik recalled that the Central Board of 
Electors on 11 May declared that 72 per cent 
of the registered voters took part in the election 
of the preceding day and that in the island of 
Kyosai, ofi Korea, 70 per cent of the voters 
took part. However, it became clear subse
quently that there had been no vote at all in 
two of three precincts into which the island was 
divided and the United States authorities had 
been obliged to make fresh arrangements for a 
new election in June. This fact cast some light 
upon all the figures supplied. The percentage 
given for all Korea had been falsified. Never
theless, the Commission took these figures in 
good faith and included them in its report. 
In order to ensure the election of their principal 
puppets, the United States authorities decided 
that if only one candidate were running in a 
certain precinct he would be elected without 
a ballot, since there was no opposing candidate. 
All the preceding facts showed that the elections 
in South Korea had been conducted in defiance 
of the will of the Korean people and under 
conditions of police terror and repression. 

Mr. l\lalik ' aid that there was no lack of 
testimony by impartia! observers to prove that 
the election had not been free. He cited the 
statement of Roger Baldwin, the leader of the 
American Civil Liberties Union, who was reported 
by the United Press on 28 June as saying that 
the military occupation authorities had set up 
a police State, led by a clique of ex-Japanese 
collaborators, which was suppressing all 
progressive movements in South Korea. 

Even the majority of the members of the 
Temporary Commission had been forced to 
realize that their work served only to place 
new obstacles in the way of Korean independence. 
Looking back on >vhat had been done, it was 
clear that the Commission had helped the United 
States Government to achieve its aim of 
obtaining control of South Korea, so that it 
could become a springboard for military 
aggression in Asia and a field for exploitation 
by American monopolies. But the conscience 
of the General Assembly could not permit an 
organ of the United Nations to serve the 
imperialist interests of a great Power in such 
a way and, therefore, it must refuse to recognize 
the validity of the election in the southern zone. 
The Commission had been guilty of a series of 
unconstitutional acts, not least of which was 
its decision to permit the election. That decision 
should not have been taken on the basis of a 
simple majority vote in which only four out of 
the nine members of the Commission supported 
the proposal. In sanctioning the election, the 
Commission had contravened the Charter and 
had violated the Assembly's resolution which 
provided for a free election covering the whole 
of Korea. The Commission had been used as a 
smoke-screen to conceal the illegal action of the 
military authorities in establishing a? anti
democratic regime, in violation of th~ nghts of 
the Korean people and in contraventiOn of one 

' of the basic principles of the Charter. 

marquees par la terreur policiere et que les statis
tiques ont ete falsifiees. Comme preuve de cette 
derniere mam::euvre, M. Malik rappelle que la 
Commission electorale centrale a declare, le 
11 mai, que 72 pour 100 des electeurs inscrits 
avaient pris part aux elections de la veille et que 
dans l'ile de Kyosai, au large de la Coree, 70 pour 
100 des electeurs avaient pris part . au vote. 
Cependant, par la suite, il s'est avere qu'aucun 
vote n'a eu lieu dans deux des trois bureaux de 
I'ile et que Ies autorites des Etats-Unis ont ete 
obligees de prendre de nouvelles dispositions en 
vue d'Clections au mois de juin. Ce fait jette 
quelque lumiere sur la valeur des chiffres fournis. 
Les pourcentages donnes pour toute la Coree ont 
ete fausses. Neanmoins, la Commission les a 
accueillis comme parole d'evangile et les a alle
grement inseres dans son rapport. Afin d'assurer 
I' election de leurs proteges, les autorites des Etats
Unis ont decide que si un seul candidat se 
presentait dans une circonscription donnee, il 
serait elu sans scrutin. Tous ces faits montrent 
done que les elections se sont derou!ees dims Ia 
Coree meridionale contre Ia volonte du peuple 
coreen et sous ia terreur policiere et la repression. 

M. Malik dit qu'il ne manque pas de temoignages 
emanant d'observateurs impartiaux tendant a 
prouver que les elections ne se sont pas deroulees 
librement. Il cite la declaration de Roger Baldwin, 
chef de l'Union americaine pour les libertes 
civiques, qui, selon un telegramme de I' United 
Press du 28 juin, aurait declare que lcs autorites 
militaires d'occupation avaient constitue un Etat 
policier, dirige par une clique d'anciens collabo
rateurs japonais, et que l'on etait en train de 
supprimer tous les mouvements progressistes dans 
la Coree du Sud. 

Meme la majorite des membres de la Commission 
temporaire a du reconnaitre que les travaux de 
la Commission n'avaient servi qu'a dresser de 
nouveaux obstacles sur la voie de I'indepcndance 
con!enne. Si l'on examine ce qui a ete fait, il est 
evident que la Commission a aide le Gouvernement 
des Etats-Unis a atteindre son but qui consiste 
a controler la Coree du Sud afin qu'elle devienne 
un tremplin pour une agression militaire en Asie 
et un champ d'exploitation pour les monopoles 
amencains. La conscience des Membres de 
l'Assemblee generale ne peut pas permettre qu'un 
organe des Nations Unies serve de telle maniere 
les interets imperialistes d'une grande Puissance ; 
l' Assemblee doit done refuser de reconnaitre la 
validite des elections en zone meridionale. La 
Commission s'est rendue coupable d'une serie 
d'actes anticonstitutionnels, dont un des plus 
graves a ete la decision de permettre des elec!io~s! 
decision qui n'aurait pas du etre prise ala ma]Onte 
simple car, en fait, quatre membres seulement 
sur les neuf membres de la Commission ont soutenu 
la proposition. En sanctionnant les elections, la 
Commission a viole la Charte et n'a pas tenu 
compte de Ia resolution de l' Assemblee qui 
prevoyait des elections libres pour l'ensernble de 
Ia Coree. La Commission a ete utilisee comme un 
masque pour dissimuler I' action illega~e .des aut~
rites militaires qui ont etabli un reg1me antl
democratique, en violation des droits du yc~ple 
coreen et en contradiction avec l'un des prmc1pes 
essentiels de Ia Charte. 
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Mr. Malik submitted a draft resolution 
(AJC.lf427) to the effect that the Assembly 
recogmzed that the Temporary Commission had 
permitted an election to be held under conditions 
of police terror and oppression which had resulted 
in the establishment of a reactionary regime 
and therefore decided that the Temporary 
Commission should be dissolved. 

Many of the preceding speakers had made 
grandiloquent statements concerning their desire 
to establish freedom and democracy in Korea 
but it was apparent that none of them had 
taken the trouble to examine the documents 
of the Temporary Commission. Had they done 
so, they would have realized that there was no 
freedom or democracy in South Korea, that 
the will of the people was being suppressed, 
that ex-Japanese collaborators were still in 
power and that supporters of democracy were 
being persecuted, driven underground or 
imprisoned. The failure of the preceding 
speakers to take account of those facts could 
only be interpreted as a conspiracy of silence 
aimed at concealing the facts from world opinion. 
Who, after studying the documents of the 
Temporary Commission, could believe t he United 
States representative's assertion that his 
Government " hated terror and oppression " ? 
One had only to look at the statistics which 
showed that scores of thousands of political 
prisoners were incarcerated in the jails of South 
Korea. Many had been arrested and even 
tortured and killed during th? electoral campaign. 
Mr. Malik drew attention Lo document A/AC. 
19JW.22fAdd.5 in which it was reported that t he 
head of the Farmers' Union had b een tortured 
and had almo3t died during an int~rrogation. 

The United States representative had spoken 
with approval of the police of South Korea. 
That same Japanese-trained police force was 
responsible for the terrorism and oppression 
which characterized the southern regime, and 
made it so unacceptable to the United Nations. 
If the committee were to recognize the southern 
government it would be putting the stamp of 
legality on that terrorism. It could not take 
such a step, for the southern regime was guilty 
of all the oppression which Mr. Dulles had so 
wrongly ascribed to the communist States. 
Mr. Malik said that the stories of communist 
persecution which were repeated in the Press 
of the United States and other countries were 
fairy tales designed to camouflage and justify 
United States imperialism in Korea, Greece and 
elsewhere. 

The USSR representative considered that the 
joint draft resolution was designed to obtain 
the Committee's sanction not only for the regime 
in South Korea, but also for a continued 
-occupation of the southern zone by the United 
States. The aim of the United States was 
perfectly clear. Its sole purpose was to prolong 
the occupation. That could be seen from the 
vagueness of the references to troop withdrawal 
.both in the original resolution of 14 November 
and in the present joint draft resolution. The 
latter said that troops should be withdrawn at 
the earliest practicable date. The United States 
was endeavouring to confuse the situation in 
Korea and had used the Temporary Commission 

M. Malik presente un projct de resolution 
(A/C.l /~27), tendant a ce que l'Assemuke 
re~onna1sse que la Commission tempomire a jll'nnis 
que des elections se deroulent dans une atmosphi:re 
de terr~ur et d:~ppr~ssion policicre, cc qui a ('\! 

P.our ~esultat I ~tabhss~n:ent d'un regime rt'·ac
h.onnarr.e et qu elle decrde en con,equencl' Ia 
drssolutron de Ia Commission temporairc. 

Un grand nombre d'orateurs precedents on! fait 
des declarations grandiloquentes au sujet de kur 
desir d'etablir la liberte et la democratic en Cnrt·c 
mais il est evident qu'aucun d'entrc Cl!X n'a pri~ 
la peine d'etudier les documents deb Commission 
temporaire. S'ils l'avaient fait, ils se seraient rcndu 
compte qu'il n'y a ni liberte ni democratic en 
Coree du Sud que la voix de la p:1pubtion a 
ete etoufiee, que les ex-collaborateurs des .Japonais 
sont toujours au pouvoir et que lcs cldcnsL·urs 
de la democratic sont contraints de sr tcrrrr on 
sont emprisonnes. Les orateurs prcced,· nt s ~c 
sont bien garde de relever ces faits, ce q11c l' :m 
peut ne interpreter que comme une conspirnt ion 
du silence ayant pour but de dissimulcr Ia realite 
a l'opinion mondiale. Qui done, apres :m-; ir 
etudie les documents de la C.;mmi>>ion 
temporaire, pourrait croire !'assertion du repre
sentant des Etats-Unis d'apres bquc!le snn 
Gouvernement << hait la tcrreur ct !'opprc'so· iln " 'l 
Il n'y a qu'a regardcr les statistiqu,~s pour y,;ir 
que des vingtaines de milliers d'2 prisonnil'rs 
politiques sont incarcercs dans les prisons d: l:! 
Coree du Sud. Be::~ucoup ont ete arrclc~ . toriurl-s 
et tues au cours de la campJgne (;l ec tor~1l"· 
M. Malik attire J'attention sur le docu:Milt 
A/AC.l9JW.22/Add.5, qui rapporte que le rhd 
du syndicat des agricultcurs a etc torture' ct 
a failli succomber au cours d'un intrrrogat01rr. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis f~it J'clow 
de Ia police de la Coree du Su~. l~Ims ce. son.t 
precisement ces forces de police, f:mnc~s a 
l'ecole des Japonais, qui sont respo:1sab~c~ du 
terrorisme et de !'oppression qui car:lct~r:sent 
le rerime de la Coree du Sud, et le rcndent -'I. mae
cept;ble aux Nations Unies. En reconnal!'~;n~t 
Ie Gouvernement du Sud, Ia Commission donn ~ ra1t 
a ce terrorisme uu caractere de lcgalite. Elk nc 
peut prendre une telle mesure, car c'cst ce ~ouwr
nement qui est responsable de .ro~pressw•t·'~uot 
M. Dulles a si injustement attnbuee au~ '."ts 
communistes. 1\1. J\Ialik declare que l~s JustOJr;·:~ 
de persecution communiste rapportecs p:~r ,1 

-.<. U · t d' t ' S pavs ne sont presse des _t.tats- ms e au re ' . . 
que des lecrendes destinees a camouflcr et . a 

"' ·, U · Corl'c justifier I'imperialisme des Etats- ms en · ' 
en Grece et ailleurs. . 

1
, lc 

Le representant de l'URSS cstrme qt ~ 
. I . .· a ohlclllr que. 

ProJ· et commun de reso utwn 'JSe t I . 
· 11 seuh'JllCII " la Commission sanctronne no . 1 ~ ,·JJI;cn · · s d ais aussr c Ill·• • regime de la Coree au u ' ~ . (~tat s -l ; ni,;. 

de !'occupation de cette zonv pa~ Jcs t hir . il 
Le but des Etats-Unis est parfartemci~ c 'c,:,l 

· 1 rr r l'occupatwn. · · 
faut chercher a pro on.,e cl ·s nllll'ions 

· t · vague '· " · ce qui ressort du caractere res ' . - I ,. n J.Jliliale 
t d s ]a rcso u · !0 auretraitdcstroupes, tan an . t rommun ck 

du 14 novembre que dans le proJC _. lL'S trouiJ''-' 
I ' ' mnnc qm ' 

resolution. actuel. Ce Ul-Cl .a I "llt )OSSihle. ~!;li:<, 
seront rettrees le pl_us rap~d~m~ , 1 t nulknJ.' lll 

. 1' . . 1 EtaLs-Ums n on .. en rca ne, es ~ . lt, l·11·, 1J r~"Itwn. f ~ a cC' c ·' ' · -
!'intention de se con ormcr 't Lion <.''l C~1r<'<-' 
lis s'efforcent d'cmbrouiller Ja Sl ua • 
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to conceal the fact that South Korea was being 
transformed into a quasi-colony. 

Only recently a financial agreement had been 
entered into with the southern Government, 
the terms of which were so outrageous that 
they had even roused the indignation of some 
of the representatives in the puppet National 
Assembly who had pointed out that their effect 
was to place the southern Koreans in the position 
of tenants of the United States. The agreement 
had been accepted only after the President, 
Mr. Syngman Rhee had gone to the rostrum in 
person to point out that its ratification was 
essential if South Korea was to obtain United 
States support at the third session of the General 
Assembly. The agreement was therefore nothing 
less than a cynical bargain. The United States 
was to support the reactionary government in 
return for being given control over South Korea 
for an unlimited period. In fact, the agreement 
was confirmed by a minority vote of only 78 out 
of the 198 members of the National Assembly. 
No\V, after having concluded a slave agreement 
with the Koreans, the United States was making 
hypocritical statements about respect for the 
principles of the Charter and was asking the 
General Assembly to place the stamp of legality 
on its actions. 

It was obvious that the United States was 
supporting the proposal to establish a new 
commission to carry on the work in Korea 
because it felt sure that the members who would 
be elected would be quite prepared to support 
United States policy in Korea. The proposed 
commission would be a tool of the United States 
intended to conceal its anti-democratic activitcs 
in South Korea and to give the moral support 
of world public opinion to the reactionary 
puppet government whose authority, so far, 
rested solely on the support of United States 
military occupation forces. 

The United States found it necessary to 
provide itself with such a smoke-screen, because 
in the twentieth century the right of peoples 
to self-determination had become a universally 
accepted principle, and it was increasingly 
difficult to justify a colonial policy in Korea. 
That was precisely the method which had been 
adopted in the cases of Greece, Indonesia, Japan 
and Germany. 

The Philippines representative on the 
Commission had said that the election in the 
southern zone was conducted in conformity 
with the st andards generally accepted throughout 
the world. But if that was so, the delegation 
of the USSR could not accept such standards. 
The Philippines representative had also said 
that the Commission had taken note of the 
complaints of the Kore~n population: It was 
true that the CommissiOn had rece1ved such 
complaints, but ho,w could it be said. that t~e 
Commission had acted democrattcall:y. m 
transmitting them to the United States miht.ary 
authorities who were the very people agamst 
whom the complaints had been lodged. There 
could be no doubt t hat hundreds and thousands 

et se sont servis de la Commission temporaire 
pour dissimuler lc fait que la Coree du Sud est 
en passe de devenir une sorte de colonie. 

Tout recemmcnt, ils ont conclu avec Ia Coree 
du Sud un accord financier, dont les termes 
sont si humiliants qu'ils ont meme n\ussi a 
soulever !'indignation de certains representants 
de l' Assemblee nationale fantoche ; ces repre
sentants ont fait observer que l'accord faisait 
de la Coree du Sud un veritable satellite des 
:t:tats-Unis. L'accord n'a d'ailleurs ete approuve 
que lorsque le President, NI. Syneman Rhee, 
monta en personne a la tribune pour declarer 
qi'il etait indispensable de le ratifier si l'on 
voulait obtenir pour la Coree du Sud l'appui des 
Etats-Unis a la troisieme session de l'Assemblee 
generale. Cet accord n'est done pas autre chose 
qu'un cynique marche : les Etats-Unis donncront 
leur appui au gouvernement reactionnaire en 
cchange du controle que celui-ci leur assure 
sur toute la Coree du Sud pour un temps illimite. 
En fait, cet accord n'a etc confirme que par le 
vote d'une minoritc de 78 membres seulement 
sur les 198 membres de l'Assemblce nationale. 
Et maintenant, aprcs avoir conclu un marche 
qui fait de Ia Coree l'esclave des :f:tats-Unis, on 
vient faire des declarations hypocrites sur le 
respect du aux principes de la Charte et on 
dcmande a 1' Assemblee generale de reconnattre 
a cette politique un caractere de legalite. 

II est evident que si les Etats-Unis appuient 
lu proposition tendant a constituer une nouvelle 
commission chargee de poursuivre les travaux 
en Coree, c'est avec Ia certitude que les membres 
qui seront elus seront entierement disposes a 
approuver leur politique dans ce pays. La 
commission proposee sera !'instrument dont les 
:f:tats-Unis se serviront pour couvrir leur activite 
antidemocratique dans la Coree du Sud et pour 
gagner l'appui moral de !'opinion publi_que 
mondiale au Gouvernement fantoche reac
tionnaire, dont l'autorite ne repose jusqu'ici 
que sur !'occupation du pays par les troupes 
americaines. 

Les :t:tats-Unis ont juge necessaire de s'abriter 
derriere ce masque parce que, au vingtieme 
siecle, le droit des peuples a disposer d'eux-mem~s 
est devenu un principe universellement adm1s 
et il est de plus en plus difficile de justifter la 
politique coloniale en Coree. Cette .methode , est 
precisement celle qui a ete adoptee en Grece, 
en Indonesie, au Japon et en Allemagne. 

Le representant des Philippines ala Commissi?~ 
a declare que les elections en zon~ sud o~t .ete 
organisees conformement aux reg~es g~?era
lement admises dans le monde entier. S Jl en 
etait ainsi, Ia delegation de l'URSS ne pourrait 
admettre de telles regles. Le representan~ ?es 
Philippines a declare egalement que la Commtss~on 
avait pris note des recl~mations de 1~ ~opulatwn 
coreenne. Il est exact que la Comm1sswn a re<;u 
des reclamations, mais qui pourrait pretendre 
qu'elle a agi de fa<;o_n, de~?c~atique en les 
transmettant aux autontes mthtatres des Et~ts
Unis contre qui, precisement, ces reclamatwns 
etaient Clevees ? Il est hors de doute que. p~mr 
Ies avoir presentees, des centaincs ct d~s milhers 
de personnes, auteurs de ces reclamatwns, sont 
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of the people who had submitted complaints 
were now in jails and concentration camps 
as a result of their action. 

A number of assertions had been made to the 
effect that Southern Korea contained two
thirds of the population of the entire country 
and an effort had been made to prove on the 
basis of that assertion that the southern 
government was representative of the majority 
of the Korean people. In fact, the assertion 
was incorrect for it had been recognized at the 
joint meeting of the United States and USSR 
occupation authorities in 1946 that the population 
of the southern zone amounted to only three
fifths of the total population. 

Mr. Malik turned to the statement of the 
representative of the South Korean Government. 
The latter had claimed to speak on behalf of 
the people of Korea ; yet, any unbiased person 
would have realized that he was really speaking 
on behalf of the United States. However, 
on one point in his statement he had been correct, 
namely, the assertion that there were few 
Koreans who placed the interests of a foreign 
country above their own. It was true that 
patriotism was a characteristic of the over
whelming majority of Korean people, as it was 
of every other people. That was why the 
United States had felt obliged to seek the 
General Assembly's endorsement of its continued 
occupation of South Korea and of the puppet 
government which it had established there. 
That was also why the southern government 
was so anxious to assure itself of continued 
foreign support. It feared the withdrawal of 
United States occupation forces which were 
the basis of its authority. 

The real voice of the Korean people had been 
heard at the All-Korean Conference when 
representatives of 56 political parties had adopted 
the proclamation calling for the immediate 
withdrawal of foreign troops. The USSR 
Government had complied with that request 
and by 1 January 1949 all USSR troops would 
have left Korean soil. The United States, 
on the other hand, was asking the General 
Assembly to endorse the continuation of its 
occupation. That, Mr. Malik believed, was the 
sole object of the present debate. He considered 
that the United States delegation had been 
very clever in bringing Korean representatives 
to support its request. However, the Korean 
spokesman had exceeded all bounds in asking 
the General Assembly to recognize his regime 
as the legal government of all Korea. The 
people of Korea would never accept the southern 
government for they had already elected their 
own representatives in the Government of the 
People's Democratic Republic. 

The Chinese representative had gone to great 
lengths in an attempt to prove that the results 
of the election carried out by the United States 
authorities truly represented the desires of the 
Korean people. He had shown how the 
Temporary Commission had obtained the 
extension of the franchise to deaf and dumb 
persons, while, at the same time, recommending 
t,he exclusion of ex-Japanese collaborators. 

maintenant en prison ou dans dC's camps de 
concentration. 

On a affirme que Ia Coree du Sud comprend 
les deux tiers de la population du pays et, partant 
de ce principe, on s'est efforce de demontrer que 
le gouvernement du Sud repn\sente Ia majorite 
du peuple coreen. En n\alite, cette affirmation 
est inexacte, car il a ete reconnu, a Ia conference 
tenue par Jes autorites d'occupation des Etats-Unis 
et de l'URSS, en 1946, que la population de la 
zone sud ne represente que les trois cinquiemes 
de la population totale. 

M. Malik passe a la declaration du repre
sentant du Gouvernement de Ia Coree du Sud. 
Ce dernier a pretendu qu'il parlait au nom du 
peuple coreen, mais toute personne impartiale 
jugera qu'en realite il ne parlait qu'au nom des 
Etats-Unis. Toutefois, sa declaration etait exacte 
au moins sur un point : il a dit qu'un tres petit 
nombre de Coreens pla<;ait les interets d'une 
puissance etrangere au-dessus des interets de 
leur propre pays. II est vrai que le patriotisme 
est tres vif chez la grande majorite du peuple 
coreen, comme d'ailleurs chez les autres peuples. 
C'est pourquoi les Etats-Unis se sont trouves 
dans l' obligation de demander a l' Assemblee 
generale d'approuver leur occupation prolongee 
de la Coree du Sud et de reconnaitre le Gouver
nement fantoche qu'ils y ont etabli. C'est aussi 
pourquoi le Gouvernement de la Coree du Sud 
desire si vivement continuer a s'appuyer sur un 
Gouvernement etranger. II redoute le depart des 
forces d'occupation des Etats-Unis, sur lesquelles 
est fondee son autorite. 

La veritable voix du peuple coreen s'est fait 
entendre dans Ia declaration faite a la Conference 
nationale de toute la Coree. En effet, les repre
sentants des 56 partis politiques ont adopte une 
proclamation demandant le retrait immediat 
des troupes etrangeres. Le Gouvernement de 
l'URSS s'est conforme a cette requete et 
le 1 er janvier 1949, toutes les troupes de 
l'URSS auront quitte le territoire coreen. 
Par contre, les Etats-Unis demandent a 
l'Assemblee generale d'approuver la prolongation 
de !'occupation de la Coree par ses troupes. C'est 
la, croit M. Malik, le seul objet du present debat. 
II estime que la delegation des Etats-Unis a 
ete tres habile en demandant au representant de 
Ia Coree du Sud d'appuyer sa dcmande. Mais le 
porte-parole de Ia Coree du Sud a depasse les 
limites permises en demandant a l' Assemblee 
generale de reeonnaitre son regime comme le 
gouvernement legal de toute Ia Coree. Le pruple 
corecn n'acceptera jamais le Gouvernement de 
la Coree du Sud, car il a deja designe ses proprcs 
representants au Gouvernement de la Republique 
democratique populaire. 

Le representant de la Chine a essaye longuement 
de prouver que le resultat des elections organisees 
par les autorites des :Etats-Unis repondait bien 
aux aspirations du peuple careen. Il a montre 
comment la Commission temporaire avait obtenu 
que le droit de vote soit eiendu meme aux sourds
muets, et avait demande que ce droit flit retire 
aux anciens collaborateurs des Japonais. Il 
n'a pas dit, toutefois, que les autorites des Etats-
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However, he had not mentioned that the United 
States authorities had refused to deprive Japanese 
collaborators of the franchise on the pretext 
that it was impossible to ascertain who was a 
coUaborator and who was not. That, of course, 
was not the real reason for the refusal. The 
United States had been unwilling to withdraw 
the franchise from the collaborationists because 
they constituted the principal support of the 
Military Government and the puppet regime. 

The Chinese representative had also adduced 
as evidence of United States co-operation the 
fact that the 1\Iilitary Government had carefully 
studied the Saar plebiscite before drawing up 
the election plans. Mr. Malik wondered what 
the French delegation thought of that fact, for 
the French people would scarcely regard the 
Saar plebiscite as a good model for a democratic 
tlection. The Saar plebiscite was an outstanding 
examph; of the use of terrorism, coercion, and 
propag:mtla. The people of the Saar had voted 
for their incorporation in Germany because of 
the prcssu;c exerled by the Nazis who had 
employed as propagandists French traitors such 
as Laval and the Comte de Polignac. The 
League of Nations had been induced to approve 
the results of lhe plebiscite through political 
pressure. The experience of the Saar, he said, 
had therefore proved a good model for the 
election in South Korea. But the USSR 
delegation could not be a party to the attempt 
which was now being made to induce the United 
Nations to follow the example of the League 
by approving the Korean elections. 

The Chinese representative had also said that 
the representative character of the southern 
National Assembly could be seen from the fact 
that the majority of its members were independent 
or representatives of minor political parties. 
But anyone who read paragraph 23, volume I, 
part II of the Temporary Commission 's report 
would see that the independent candidates who 
had been successful in the election were closely 
linked with the Hangkok Party and the National 
Association for the Hapid Realization of Korean 
Independence. It was well known that these 
were parties of the extreme right wing and 
that many of their members had won election 
by passing themselves off in the guise of inde
pendents. In fact, the majority of the 
representatives were not independents at all. 

Mr. ltfalik refuted the United Kingdom 
representative's attempt to cast doubt on the 
validity of the election in North Korea. 
Mr. Walker had spoken of false ballots. But 
his evidence was no more convincing than the 
notorious " Protocol M ". He had also said 
that there could not have been any election 
for the Democratic Assembly in South Korea 
because bad there been, the police would have 
}mown of it and would have taken counter 
measures. Mr. Malik drew the United Kingdom 
representative's attention to the Seoul Times 
of 25 August which reported that tho?sands 
of people had been arreste_d by the pollee for 
participatinrr in the electiOn. The fact was 
that the Ja]~anese-trained police had been unable 
to prevenl t he people of South Korea from 

Unis avaient refuse de retirer le droit de vote 
aux collaborateurs des Japonais, sous prctex:te 
qu.'il etait impossible de prouver que telle ou 
telle personne avait ou n'avait pas collabore 
avec les Japonais. Bien entendu, ce n'etait 
pas la la veritable raison de ce refus. Les :Etats
Unis n'ont pas voulu retirer Ie droit de vote aux 
collaborateurs parce que ceux-ci sont les 
principaux soutiens du gouvernement militaire 
et du regime fantoche. 

Pour bien montrer l'esprit de cooperation des 
Etats-Unis, le representant de la Chine a aussi 
rappele que le Gouvernement militaire a soigneu
sement etudie les enseignements du plebiscite 
de Ja Sarre avant d'etablir le plan des operations 
electorales. M. Malik se demande ce que la dele
gation fran<taise pense de ce fait, car il est pen 
problable que le peuple fran<;ais considere le 
plebiscite de la Sarre comme un modele d'elections 
democratiqu.es. Le plebiscite de la Sarre est un 
exemple frappant de l'emploi des methodes de 
terrorisme, de crercition et de propagande. Le 
peuple de la Sarre a vote pour son rattachement 
a l' Allemagne so us la pression exercee par les 
nazis, qui ont employe pour leur propagande des 
traltres fran<;ais comme Laval et le comte de 
Polignac. La Societe des Nations a etc amenee, 
sous l'e:ffet de pressions politiques, a approuver 
les n:!sultats de ce plebiscite. L'experience de 
la Sarre a d'JnC ete un bon modele pour les 
elections de la Coree du Sud. Mais la deleg:~tion 
de l'URSS ne peut pas s'a5socier a ceux qui 
essaient d'amener !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies a suivre l'exemple de la Societe des Nations 
en approuvant les elections de la Coree du Sud. 

Le representant de laChine a declare egalement 
que le fait que la majorite des membrcs de 
!'Assemble ~ nationale du Sud etaientindependants 
ou representaient des partis politiques de la 
minorite, temoignait du caractere represcntatif 
de cette Assemblee. Mais quiconque lit le texte 
du paragraphe 23, dans le volume premier de la 
deuxieme partie du rapport de la Commission 
temporaire, constatera que 1es candidats inde
pendants qui ont ete elus sont etroitemcnt 
associes au parti Hankook et a !'Association 
nationale pour la realisation rapide de l'inde
pendance de la Coree. C'est un fait bien connu 
que ces deux groupements appartiennent a 
l'extreme-droite et que nombre de ses membres 
ont ete elus en se faisant passer pour inde
pendants. En fait, Ia maj orite de ces repre- · 
sentants ne sont nullement independants. 

M. Malik s'eleve contre les declarations du 
representant du Royaume-Uni, qui a tente de 
jeter la suspicion sur la validite des el ecti~ns 
en Coree du Nord. M. Walker a pnrlt\ de bulletms 
de vote falsifies. Mais son temoignage n'a pas 
plus de . valeur que le fameux « Pro~ocole ~ )): 
II a declare eaalement qn'il n'aurmt pus etc 
possible d'organlser en Coree du Sud des e!~ction~ 
a l'Assemblee democratique parce que, meme Sl 

cela avait ete possible, la police l'aurait su. et 
s'y serait opposee. M. Malik attire l'attent~on 
du representant du Royaume-Uni sur un article 
du Seoul Times du 25 aout, qui rapporte que 
des millions de gens ont ete arreteo par la 
police pour avoir pris part aux elections. ~e 
fait est que la police, formee a ]'ecole des Japonm~, 
s'est trouvee incapable d'empecher le pcuple 
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par~icipa~ing in the. election and demonstrating 
their desire for an mdependent and democratic 
government of the whole of Korea. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND THIRTY..-FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 8 December 1948, at 3 p.m. 

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

105. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the United Nations 
Temporary Commission on Korea 
(A/575, A/575/Add.i and A/575/ 
Add.2) and of the Interim Com
mittee of the General Assembly 
(A/583) 

Mr. HouDEI{ (Czechoslovakia) recalled that 
in 1947 his delegation had maintained that the 
problem of Korean independence did not fall 
within the competence of the United Nations, 
but should be decided by the United States 
and the ussn on the basis of the agreements 
between them. The Czechoslovak delegation 
had opposed the establishment of the Temporary 
Commission, ·which could only aggravate the 
problem and delay a final solution. The report 
Df that Commission had served to confirm the 
doubts and misgivings of the Czechoslovak 
delegation. 

Mr. Houdek went on to make a brief historical 
survey of the question. It had been decided in 
1\ioscow, in December 1945, to set up a United 
States USSR joint commission entrusted with the 
task of co-operation with the democratic parties in 
Korea for the purpose of establishing Korean 
independence and of laying the foundations for 
a provisional Korean democratic government. 
That Commission met between 20 March and 
8 May 1946 and adjourned sine die following 
differences of opinion between the two States on 
the question of the Korean organizations to be 
eonsulted. While the USSR wanted to establish 
relations with the democratic and social organ
izations, the United States proposed consultations 
with isolated groups and refused to consult with 
democratic and social groups such as the Korean 
Trade Union Federation and the All-Korean 
Peasants Union. In November 1946, the USSR 
put forward concrete proposals which might have 
provided a basis for a resumption of work by the 
Joint Commission, namely, that the latter should 
consult only with those organizations and parties 
which were not opposed to the Moscow decisions 
and which were willing to pledge themselves not 
to oppose them in future, nor to incite others to 
do so. The United States accepted that view on 
the 24 December 1946, but no meeting of the 
Joint Commission took place. On the contrary, 
<On 28 August 1947 the United States proposed 
that separate elections should be held in the two 
.zones. The USSR replied on 4 September 1947 
that such a proposal could only emphasize the 

de la Coree du Sud de participer aux elections et 
de temoigner de son desir d'un gouvernement 
independant et democratique pour toute la Coree. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX-CENT-TRENTE-CINQUIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
le Mercredi 8 decembre 1948 a 15 heures. 

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

105. Suite de la discussion sur les 
rapports de la Commission tempo
raire des Nations Unies pour la 
Coree (A/575, A/575/Add.1 et 
A/575/Add.2) et de la Commission 
interimaire de l 'Assemblee gene
rale (A/583) 

M. HouDEK (Tchecoslovaquie) rappelle que sa 
delegation en 1947 avait soutenu que Ie probleme 
de l'independance de la Coree n'etait pas de la 
competence de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
car il devait etre resolu par les Etats-Unis et 
I'URSS en vertu de leurs accords. Ellc s'etait 
opposee a la creation de Ja Commission tempo
raire, qui ne pouvait qu'aggraver le probleme et 
retarder la solution definitive. Le rapport de cette 
Commission a confirme les doutes et les appre
hensions de la delegation tchCcoslovaque. 

L'cTJteur faisant un bref historique de Ia ques
tion indique qu'en decembre 1945, il avait etc 
decide a Moscou de creer nne commission mixte 
des Etats-Unis et de l'URSS, charge~ de cooperer 
avec les partis democratiques de la Core~, afin de 
realiser l'independance de la Coree et de preparer 
la base d'un gouvernement coreen democratique 
provisoire. Cette Commission se reunit entre le 
20 mars et le 8 mai 1946, et s'ajourna sine die a 
cette date, a la suite de divergences de vues entre 
les Etats-Unis et l'URSS sur le point de savoir 
quels organismes careens il fallait consulter. 
Tandis que l'URSS pretendait qu'il fal!ait entrer 
en rapports avec les partis democratiques et les 
organisations sociales, les Etats-Unis proposaient 
de consulter des groupes isoles et refusaient de 
consulter des groupes democratiques et sociaux 
tels que la Federation coreenne des syndicats et 
l'Union paysanne de toute la Coree. L'URSS fit 
en novembre 1946 des propositions concretes 
qui pouvaient scrvir de base a Ia reprise des 
travaux de la Commission mixte : cette derniere 
ne devait consulter que les organisations et Jes 
partis qui ne s'etaient pas opposes aux decisions 
de Moscou et qui s'engageraient a ne pas s'y 
opposer a l'avenir et a ne pas inciter d'autres a 
s'y opposer. Les Etats-Unis accepterent ce point 
de vue le 24 decembre 1946, mais la Commission 
mixte ne se reunit pas. Au contraire, le 28 aout 
1947, les Etats-Unis proposerent que des elections 
scparees eussent lieu dans les deux zones. L'URSS 
repondit, le 4 septembre 1947, que cette propo
sition ne pouvait qu'accentuer lc partage de la 
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division of Korea at a time when it was vital 
that it should remain united. Despite the ten
dency shown by the United States to follow an 
independent and selfish policy in Korea, the USSR 
consented to form a Joint Commission together 
with the United States on condition that the 
Commission should assist in the formation of an 
all-Korean government and that United States and 
CSSR troops should be withdrawn from Korean 
territory. Once formed, however, the Commission 
disregarded the proposals of the USSR and 
suggested that a United Nations Commission 
should be set up. The Czechoslovak delegation 
opposed the formation of a Temporary Commission 
for which there were no grounds from the very 
start, and, as subsequent events proved, held out 
no hope of a solution of the problem. For that 
reason, the Czechoslovak delegation supported 
the USSR proposal to abolish the United Nations 
Temporary Commission on Korea. 

As an example of the atmosphere prevalent in 
South Korea at the time of the elections, Mr. 
Houdek quoted a statement by Mr. Min Won Sik, 
director of the Korean newspaper The Seoul Times 
which was reproduced on page 156 of volume II I 
gf the report of the Temporary Commission. It 
appeared from that statement that all Koreans 
with progressive ideas or opposed to the right
wing parties were labelled communists and had 
been forced underground. There could be no 
liberty in South Korea, since the United States 
Army was in control and the inhabitants were 
without legal protection. The Czechoslovak dele
gation considered that that statement was 
sufficient evidence of the atmosphere in which the 
elections took place in South Korea. 

Mr. Houdek said that, both in 1947 and 1948, his 
delegation had asked that representatives of the 
Korean people should take part in the discussions. 
It was not surprising that the representatives of 
South Korea should have been able to attack the 
regime of North Korea, since no representative of 
North Korea had been present at the discussions. 
\Vhat was, however, surprising, was the fact that 
it was precisely the self-styled champions of 
freedom of speech who opposed the participation 
of North Korea in the present discussions. 

There was another and no less significant 
fact. In 1947, the USSR proposal that all 
occupying forces should be withdrawn from Korea 
simultaneously had been rejected. Now the 
situation was simpler because the USSR, in res
ponse to a request made on 10 September 1948 by 
the Supreme National Assembly of Korea had 
decided on 20 September 1948 to evacuate Soviet 
troops from North Korea by 1 January 1949. 
While the USSR had been able to secure the 
necessary conditions for the withdrawal of its 
troops and had thus made it possible for the 
people of North Korea to decide the form of their 
future government without the slightest tr~ce_ of 
foreign interference, the Temporary Comm1ss1~n 
had been unable to ensure similar conditions 1n 

Coree, alors qu'il etait d'importance vitale que
Ia Coree restat unie. Malgre la tendance montree
par les Etats-Unis de poursuivre une politique
independante et egoiste en Coree, l'URSS accepta 
de former une commission mixte, de concert 
avec les Etats-Unis, sous Ia condition que cette 
commission preterait son aide a Ia formation du 
gouvernement de Ia Coree entiere et que les. 
troupes des Etats-Unis et de l'URSS seraient 
retirees du territoire coreen. Mais cette commission .. 
des qu'elle fut formee, ignora les propositions. 
de l'URSS et, au contraire, suggera la creatioll! 
d'une commission des Nations Unies. La dele
gation tchecoslovaque prit position contre 1~ 
formation d'une commission temporaire, qui ne se 
justifiait pas par son origine et qui n'offrait. 
ainsi que les evenements ulterieurs l'ont prouve,. 
aucun espoir de solution du probleme. C'est 
pourquoi la delegation tchecoslovaque appuie la 
proposition de l'URSS tendant a abolir la Commis
sion temporaire des Nations Unies pour la Coree. 

A titre d'excmple de !'atmosphere qui regnait 
en Coree du Sud au moment des elections .. 
M. Houdek donne lecture d'une declaration de 
M. Min Won Sik, directeur du journal coreen 
Le Temps de Seoul, reproduite a Ia page 156. 
(texte anglais) du volume III du rapport de la 
Commission temporaire1 • 11 ressort de Ia decla
ration de cet homme independant que tous Ies. 
Coreens qui ont des idees progressistes ou qui 
s'opposent aux partis de droite sont taxes de 
communisme et doivent prendre le maquis. H 
n'y a pas de liberte en Coree du Sud, car l'armee 
des Etats-Unis y exerce le controle et aucune loi ne 
protege les citoyens. Le representant de Ia Tche
coslovaquie estime que cette declaration montre 
suffisamment dans queUe atmosphere se sont 
deroulees les elections en Coree du Sud. 

L'orateur declare que, cette annee commc 
l'annee derniere, sa delegation a demande que
les representants du peuple coreen puissent 
participer aux debats. II n'est pas etonnant que 
les representants de la Coree du Sud aient pu 
attaquer le regime de la Coree du Nord, car aucun: 
representant de cette partie de la Coree n'etait 
present aux debats. Mais ce qui est etonnant,. 
c'est de constater que ce sont les pretendus. 
champions de Ja liberte de parole qui s'opposent 
a la participation de Ia Coree du Nord aux debats 
actuels. 

U n autre fait est non moins significatif. En 194 7 .. 
Ia proposition de l'URSS tendant a retirer si~ul
tanement de Coree toutes les troupes d'occupatwn 
a ete rejetee. Cette annee, Ia situation est plus 
simple car l'URSS a decide, le 20 septembre 1948, 
en reponse a une demande de l' Assemblee popu
laire supreme de Ia Coree en date du 10 septembre. 
d'evacuer ses troupes de Ia Coree du Nord au_ 
1 er janvier 1949. Alors que l'URSS a pu realiser 
les conditions necessaires au retrait de ses troupes. 
et a ainsi donne a la population de Ia Coree du. 
Nord la possibilite de decider de la forme de soiL 
futur gouvernement sans le moi?d:e soupl(on 
d'immixtion etrangere, la Commrsswn tempo
mire des Nations Unies n'a pas ete en mesure: 
d'assurer des conditions semblables en Con~e du. 

1 Ce document n'est pas encore sorti en fran~ais. 
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'South, Korea, since it considered that the 
·occupying forces should not be withdrawn until 
<Circumstances permitted. 

He was of the opinion that the representatives 
of North Korea had not been given a hearing 
b.ecause most of the States belonging to the majo
nty feared the consequences of that measure. 

Mr. CICMIL (Yugoslavia) recalled the statement 
made by the Yugoslav delegation in 1947 that 
the decision to set up a Temporary Commission 
was directed against the interests of Korea and 
against the maintenance of peace in that part 
of the world. Facts had confirmed the 
v:ew of the Yugoslav delegation. The repre
sentative of the Ukraine had been justified in the 
statement he made in 1947 that the Commission 
would have one purpose only : that of promoting 
the interests of the United States in Korea. To 
understand the problem, it must be remembered 
that the United States forces entered Korea in 
S September 1945 without striking a single blow 
because the Japanese forces had already been 
,defeated by the Korean people. Before the arrival 
<Of American troops, the people had proclaimed in 
Seoul a People's Republic of Korea, which had 
immediately restored peace and internal order. 
The United States occupation forces suppressed 
the People's Committees which exercised power 
in Korea, took control and handed over admin
istrative powers to the former Japanese admin
istration. Popular demonstrations?, took place 
in Seoul, but the demands put forward went 
.unheeded. The United States military autho
rities then had recourse to the appointment of a 
Korean Advisory Council composed of 11 reaction
ary collaborators headed by the notorious Kim 
Song Soo. That Council made every efiort to 
turn Southern Korea into a stronghold and colony 
of the Americans. The United States did not 
abolish the Japanese colonial regime, but merely 
transformed it for its own ends. All property 
confiscated by the Japanese in Korea, a large part 
Df the land, and commercial and industrial 
undertakings were regarded as war booty by the 
United States and were subsequently distributed 
to Korean capitalist concerns. Thus the New 
Asia Company which was created was in no way 
different from the previous Japanese firms. 

In both the political and economic fields the 
United States exercised similar pressure. To 
strengthen the position of the Korean reactionaries 
a parody of an election was held in 1946. Out of 
'90 deputies, 45 were appointed by the United 
States while 45 others were elected by indirect 
voting. It was to be noted that 70 per cent of 
the electors abstained from voting and of the 
·90 deputies, 27 were former collaborators, 17 
prominent industrialists and 28 big landowners. 
It was, therefore, obvious that the Korean people 
had not taken part in the elections. Only 57 
deputies took part in the work of that Assembly 
and, when the Temporary Commission arrived, a 
certain number left the Assembly in protest. 
What was more, the remnants of that parliament 
had little or no power. The Temporary Com
mission was of the opinion that the presence of 

Sud, puisqu'elle est d'avis que les troupes d'occu
pation ne doivent en etre retirees que lorsquc lcs 
conditions le permettront. 

Le representant de Ia Tchecoslovaquie estimc 
que si les representants de Ia Coree du Nord n'ont 
pas etc entendus, c'est parce que la plupart des 
Etats faisant partie de Ia majorite craignent de 
les entendre. 

M. CICMIL (Yougoslavie) rappelle que, en 1947, 
Ia delegation yougoslave avait declare que la 
decision de creer une Commission temporaire 
ctait dirigee contre !'interet de la Coree et contre 
le maintien de la paix dans cette partie du monde. 
Les faits ont confirme ce point de vue que !a 
delegation yougoslave maintient. II constatc 
que le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine etait 
en droit, en 1947, de declarer que cette commission 
n'aurait qu'un but : favoriser Ia realisation des 
inten~ts des Etats-Unis en Coree. Pour comprendre 
le probleme, il faut se rappeler que les troupes des 
Etats-Unis etaient entrees en Coree lc 8 sep
tembre 1945 sans coup ferir, car les troupes 
japonaises avaient deja ete battues par le peuple 
coreen. Avant !'entree des troupes amcricaines, 
le peuple avait proclame a Seoul la Republique 
populaire de Coree, qui avait immediatement 
assure Ia paix et l'ordre interieur. Les forces 
d'occupation des Etats-Unis supprimerent les 
Comites populaires qui exen;aient le pouvoir en 
Coree, prirent le pouvoir et confierent les fonctions 
d'administration a l'ancienne administration japo
naise. Des manifestations populaires eurent lieu 
a Seoul, mais les revendications ne furent pas 
ecoutees. Les antorites militaires des Etats-Unis 
opererent cependant une manceuvre en nommant 
un Conseil consultatif careen compose de 11 reac
tionnaires collaborateurs, ayant a leur tete le 
notoire Kim Song Soo. Ce comite s'employa de 
son mieux a faire de Ia Coree du Sud une place 
d'armes et une colonie americaines. Les Etats
Unis n'abolirent pas le regime colonial japonais, 
ils le transformerent simplement a leur profit. 
Tons les biens qui avaient ete confisques par les 
Japonais en Coree, une grosse partie de la terre, 
les entreprises commerciales et industrielles furent 
consideres comme du butin de guerre par lcs 
Etats-Unis et distribues ensuite a des socictcs 
capitalistes coreennes. II en fut ainsi par exemple 
de Ia creation de Ia societe commerciale " Nouvelle 
Asie >> qui ne difiere pas des Societes commercialcs 
japonaiscs anterieures. 

Aussi bien dans le domaine politique que dans 
le domaine economique, les Etats-Unis exercerent 
une egale pression. Pour fortifier les rcactionnaircs 
coreens, on se livra en 1946 a nne parodic d'clcc
tions. Sur 90 deputes, 45 furent nommes par les 
Etats-Unis et 45 autres elus au sufirage indirect. 
II faut remarquer que 70 pour 100 du corps 
electoral s'abstint de voter et que sur les 90 dcpn· 
tes il y avait 27 anciens collaborateurs, 17 gros 
industriels et 28 grands proprietairt>s terriens. 
II est done evident que le peuple con~en n'a pas 
pris part a ces elections. Cinquante-sept deputes 
seulemcnt participerent aux travaux de cette 
Assemblee et, lors de l'arrivee de la Commission 
temporaire, un certain nombre de ceux-ci 
quitterent l' Assemblt~e en signe de protestation. 
De plus, ce parlement reduit n'avait pratiquement 
aucun pouvoir. La Commission temporaire estime 
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United States officials in the central administration 
\YC::lkentcl even more the authority of t he Govern
J11'~nt of South Korea. Thus, the legislative and 
executive power was in fact in the hands of the 
C!!ited Slates. 

I e ~I arch, 19-17, a number of democratic leaders 
lnll bee n arrested by the United States autho
rit ies. In August of the same year, when the 
K:,rco.n,, learned that the United States had 
decided lo abandon the Moscow Declaration as 
a basis for t he solution of the Korean question, 
fresh reprisals had taken place against the pro
gressiYc a nd democratic parties. In October 
1 \:l -17 thae \\We, in South Korea, 28,000 persons 
in prison for political reasons, more t han at any 
time during the Japanese occupation. A dele
gation from the ·world F ederation of Trade Unions 
WQS unable to fulfil its task when visiting Korea in 
19n on account of persecution by the United 
States authoriti:::s. When the delegation returned 
to Europe, ~Ir. Saillant, Secretary-General of the 
Federation, stated that the regime in South Korea 
was an arbitrary and harsh regime under the 
control of the United States, that prisons were 
full to overflowing, that 33,000 policemen and 
23,000 gendarmes had been called up to maintain 
order, that democratic organizations had been 
ct :sbanded and that youth terrorist organizations 
were active. There had been many demon
strations and protests against the division of 
Korea and the transformation of South Korea 
into a colony of the United States. Clashes 
bcbYeen the people and the police were a daily 
occurrence. More than 240 persons had been 
killed •and 550 injured between 9 February and 
9 May 19-18. The elections which, according to 
the decision of th~ Gemral Assembly, should have 
bC'en held on 31 March, 1948, were postponed 
until 10 May. Neither the Korean people nor the 
representatives of the Temporary Commission had 
any illusions concerning the methods employed in 
preparing for those elections, the results of which 
had been nullified by the decision of the Interim 
Committee of the General Assembly. In deciding 
that elections could be held in South Korea, the 
Interim Committee had in fact usurped the 
functions of the G~nera! Assembly. 

The Interim Committee, which had been estab
lishd illegu.Uy, altered the meaning of the 
General Assembly resolution 112 (II) of 14 No
vember 1947 by its resolution of 26 February 1948 
(A /AC.lS/32) . By virtue of the latter resolution, 
the Temporary Commission assumed the right to 
control the elections in South Korea, but was 
unable t o obtain the United States' consent to 
the removal of collaborators and traitors from the 
electoral lists because the United States military 
authorities claimed that it was impossible to 
nrify the past activities of electors. 

R ;:vicwing the conditions u 'ld~e r which ~he 
elections took place, the Yugoslav representative 
pointed out that the d~mo~ratic leaders had either 
been arrested or were m flight, that the moderate 
parties had refuse~ . t? vot: in order to avoid 
accentuating the diVISion beLween the nort~ and 
south of the country, and that on~y the part1~s of 
the extreme right had taken part m the electiOns, 

que la presence de fonctionnaires des Eta ts-Unis 
dans }'administration centrale contribuait encore 
a reduire J'autorite du Gouvernement en Coree 
du Sud. Ainsi les pouvoirs legislatif et executif 
appartenaient en fait aux Etats-Unis. 

L'orateur indique en outre que, en mars 1947, 
beaucoup de chefs democratiques furent arretes 
par les autorites americaines. En aout de la meme 
annee, quand le peuple coreen apprit que les 
Etats-Unis avaient decide de ne plus se fonder sur 
la Declaration de Nloscou pour resoudre la question 
de Coree, de nouvelles represailles eurcnt lieu 
centre les partis progressistes et democratiques. 
En octohre 1947, il y avait en Coree du Sud 
28.000 personnes en prison pour raisons politiques, 
chiffre qui n'avait jamais etc atteint sous !'occu
pat ion japonaise. Une delegation de la Federation 
syndicale mondiale, ne put remplir sa tache 
lorsqu'ellc se rendit en Coree en 1947, car elle fut 
brimee par Ies autorites des Etats-Unis. Lors. 
de son retour en Europe, M:. Saillant , Secretaire 
general de la Federation, declara qu'il regnait 
en Coree du Sud un regime arbitraire et sauvage 
sous le controle des Etats-Unis. Lorsque la Com
mission temporaire se rendit en Coree en 1948, 
elle put constater que les prisons etaicnt bondees, 
que 33.000 policiers et 23.000 gendarmes avaient 
ete reqnis pour maintcnir l'ordre, que les organi
sations democratiques avaient ete dissoutcs et 
que les organisations terrorhtes de la jeunesse 
etaient a I' reuvre. De nombreuses demonstrations 
et des protestations eurent lieu contre la division 
de la Coree et la transformation de la Coree du 
Sud en ~ne cclonie des Etats-Unis. D.:s conflits 
quotidiens eclataient entre Je peup!e et la police. 
Du 9 fevrier au 9 mai 1948, on compt e plus de 
240 tues et 550 blesses. Les elections qui devaient, 
selon la decision de l' Assemblee generale, a voir 
lieu le 31 mars 194.8, furent reculees au 10 mai. 
Ni le peuple careen, ni les representants de la 
Commission temporaire ne se fircnt d'illusion 
sur les ffi(~thodes qui furent employees pour 
proceder a ces elections, dont les resultats furent 
rcndus illusoircs par la decision de h Commission 
interimaire de l'Assemblee generale. La Commis
sion interimaire, en effet, en decidant que les 
elections pourraient etre tenues dans la Coree 
du Sud, u:mrpa les fonctions de l'Assemblee 
generale. 

Cette Commission interimaire, dont la consti
tution memc etait illegale, changea, par sa reso
lution du 26 fevrier 1948 (A/AC.18 f3'2) le sens de 
la resolution 112 (II) de l'Assemblee en date du 
14 novembre 1947. En vertu de cette resolution 
du 26 fevrier, la Commission temporaire s'arrogea 
le droit de controler les elections en Coree du Sud, 
rnais elle n' obtint pas des autorites americaines 
qu'eJl es fassent rayer des listes electorales les 
noms des collaborateurs et des traltres, car les 
auto rites militaires americaines estimaient qu' il 
etait pretendument impossible de verifier les 
antecedents des electeurs. 

Le representant de la Yougoslavie, pa~s: en 
revue les conditions dans lesquelles s opererent 
les elections. II fait remarquer que 1es chefs dem?
cratiques etaient arretes ou en fuite, que les part1s 
moderes refuserent de prendre part au vote afin 
de ne pas accentuer le partage entre le nord et 
le sud du pays et que seuls les partis d'extreme 
droite prirent part aux elections comme, par 
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as, for example, the party of Hancrlcok the best 
• b ' 

orgamzed right->Ying party, which, the report of 
the Temporary Commission noted, had the support 
of t he IHg landowners and the police. Moreover, 
t he United St ates authorities had feared that a 
l:lrge number of Koreans would boycott the 
eic-d ions, _ a_nd Gener:1l Hodge had accordingly 
announceci lil a declaration of 3 March 1948 that 
all who failed to vote would be outlawed. The 
el ections had been supervised by 60,000 armed 
poliee and bv a million volunteers who had 
provok<? d mar1v disturbances. ' 

Des pitc t err;rism and pressure, 20 per cent of 
th~ popubtion had not registered on electoral 
lists, while 5 per cent of t hose registered had failed 
to vot o:- a:1d 9 p::r cent of those who had actually 
Y0ted had cast blank voting papers. The Tempor
ary Commission nevertheless concluded that the 
preparations for the elections in South Korea took 
place in an atmosphere of reasonable freedom. 
Tlwt might be the opinion of the United States 
and the police, but it was certainly not t hat of 
the K orean p eople. The National Assembly was 
not representative of the people as a whole, but 
was t he docile instrument of United States policy. 
\Vhen the Grwernment of South Korea was set 
up, 92 deputies failed to appear and of the 78 
dqn~ties present, 28 left the assembly hail. The 
Guvernrr.ent of South Korea therefore repre
sented no one bat the United States, which was 
striving to give the impression that t hat govern
m~nt reflect t: d the freely-expressed will of the 
Korean people . 

:,!f. Houdek aH~mpted to show the economic 
pli :;;ht of Sent h Korea. No effective reforms, 
whether political, social or economic, had been 
c2rried cut . The peasants were over-burdened 
with taxes. Between De~ember 1945 and January 
1948 prices had multiplied 21 times, and salaries 
only osven times. There were two million unem
ployed in Sout h Korea and indu.strial production 
w:ts 20 p:::r u~nt below the pre-war level. As 
lvng as Koren. was divided, its economy wou.ld 
remain chaotic. Such was the situation created 
in Kcrca by the United States as revealed by the 
rt-port of the Temporary Commission, although 
th:~t report attempted to give the opposite 
impression. There was only one solution to the 
problem : the United States must withdraw its 
troop:; from South Korea just as the USSR had 
withdrawn its t roops from North Korea. 

The people of both zones of Korea had made 
their de~ire fo r unity plain at the time of the 
elections to t he Constituent Assembly on 12 
August 1948 : 77.5 per cent of t he electors of 
South Korea and 99 per cent of the electors of 
North Korea had taken part in the elections 
which had culminated in the fo rmation of a 
Constitu.ent Assembly. That Assembly had 
aGopted a constit ution and appointed a popular 
government. The Korean people had established 
their own State in moral and political unity. On 
10 September, the National Assembly had re
quested the United States and the USSR to 
withdraw their forces of occupation. The USSR 
had given a favourable reply, whereas the United 
States still maintained its forces in South Korea. 
The people of Korea had proved that t hey >vere 
capable of governing their country. An agrarian 

exemple, le parti Hangkok, lc mieux orgamse 
des partis de droite qui, d'apres le rapport de la 
Commission temporaire, est soutenu par les grands 
proprietaircs terriens et par la police. De plus, 
les autorites americaines craignant qu'un grand 
nombre de Corcens nc boycottent b; elections, 
le general Hodge fit comprcndre dans m:e decla
ration, le 3 mars 1 9'!8, que to us ceux qui ne 
votcraient pas seraieut mis hors la loi. Les Clecticns 
furent contrcllees par GO.OOO policiers annes et 
un million de volontaircs, qui furent a l'oriuine 
de bien des dcsordres. "' 

l\lalgre lcs mesures de terreur et de pression, 
20 pour 100 de la popt:lation ne s'inscrivirent pas 
sur les listes electorales ; 5 pour 100 des inscrits 
ne voterent pas et 9 pour 100 des votan: s remirent 
d€s bulletins blancs. :Malgre ceb, la Commission 
temparairc a conclu que les preparatifs electoraux 
de Ia Coree du Sud se sent deroules dans une 
atmosphere de liberte raisonnab!e. Cette opinion 
peut etre celle des Etats-Unis et de la police, 
mais elle n'est certainement pas celle du peuple 
coreen. L'Assemblee nationale n'est pas represen
tative du pcuple tout entier. Elle est l'instrument 
docile de la politique des Etats-Unis. Il faut ajoutcr 
que, lors de la nomination du Gouvernernent de la 
Coree du Sud, 92 deputes ne vinrent pas en seance 
et, sur lcs 78 deputes presents, 28 quittcrent 
la salle. L~ gouvcrnernent de la Coree du Sud 
ne represcnte done rien, si ce n'est les Etats-Unis 
qui s'efforcent de faire croire que ce gouvcrnement 
reflete la volonte librement exprimce du peuple 
coreen. 

L'orateur s'attache ensuite a demontrer le 
caractere lamentable de b situation economique 
en Coree du Sud. Aucune reforme rcelle, poliLique, 
sociale ou economique, n'a ete eff;:;ctuce. Les 
paysans sont accables d'impots. De deccmbre 
1945 a janvier 1948, l2s prix ont augmente 21 fois 
alors que les salaires n'ont ete multiplies que par 
sept. On compte deux millions de chomeurs en 
Coree du Sud et Ia production industrid le est 
inferieure de 20 pour 100 a ce qu'ellc etait avant 
s.merrc. Ta:1t que subsistera Ja diYisio;l de la 
Coree, !'economic de ce pays sera chaotique. Ce 
tableau de la situation creee en Coree du Sud 
par les Etats-Unis se degage de la lecture du 
rapport de la Commission temparaire, bien que 
celle-ci se soit efforcee d'affirrner le contraire. 
Une seule solution s'impose : les Etats-Unis 
doivent retirer leurs t roupes de la Coree du Sud, 
comme l'URSS le fait en Coree du Nord. 

Le representant de la Yougoslavic constate que 
Ia population des deux zones de Coree a manifcstc 
sa volonte d'unite lors des elections pour b Consti
tuante, le 12 aout 1948 ; 77.5 pour 100 des elec
teurs de la Coree du Sud et 99 pour 100 des e!ec
teurs de la Coree du Nord prirent part aux elec
tions, qui aboutirent a la formation d'un_e 
Assemblee constituante qui adopta une consti
tution et nomma un gouverncrnent populuire. 
Ainsi, le pcuple corcen a cree son Etat, dans 
!'unite morale et politique. L'Assembke populaire 
demanda, le 10 septembre, aux f:tat s-Unis et a 
l'URSS de retirer leurs troupes d'occupation. 
On sait que l'URSS rcpondit favorabkment, 
tandis que les Etats-Unis maintiennent toujours 
leurs troupes en Coree du Sud. Lc peuple de Coree 
prouva qu'il etait capable de diriger son pays. 
Une reforme agraire accorda Ja proprietc de Ia 
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reform act had transferred ownership of the land 
to those who cultivated it. A national economy 
plan had been put into effect ; Jaws on social 
insurance had been enacted and educational 
reforms had completed the task of national re
generation. The USSR had begun the withdrawal 
of its troops on 15 October to ensure that all 
would have left by 1 January 1949. The United 
States, on the other hand, had stated on the 
20 September that the withdrawal of troops was 
only one aspect of the solution of the problem of 
Korea. The United States was thus anxious to 
profit by its majority in the General Assembly of 
the United Nations in order to perpetuate the 
present situation into Korea. As in Greece, the 
United States had created an impotent govern
ment which was entirely dependent upon it and 
which was thus obliged, in order to remain in 
power, to request the United States to maintain 
its forces in Korea. 

The representative of Yugoslavia thought the 
sole question at issue in Korea was that of the 
withdrawal of troops. As long as South Korea 
remained under occupation, there was no possi
bi]jty, as Mr. Marshall had stated in the General 
Assembly, of creating an independent and united 
Korea with a constitutional government elected 
by the Koreans themselves by genuinely free 
elections. The withdrawal of USSR troops from 
:North Korea showed the course which should be 
followed to enable Korea to regain its national 
sovereignty. Yugoslavia could accept only a 
solution compatible with the interests of the 
Korean people, namely, the withdrawal of the 
forces of occupation to enable the Korean people 
to organize and administer the country as an 
independent and sovereign State, which might 
become a Member of the United Nations. The 
Yugoslav delegation therefore supported the 
resolution of the USSR (A fC.l/427) which was 
the only way to settle the question of the inde
pendence and unity of Korea. 

:Ur. KrsELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) noted that the United Nations Tempor
ary Commission on Korea aimed to prove that 
the elections of 10 May 1948 had taken place in 
normal conditions, and were the legal expression 
of the will of the voters. The report even claimed 
that the democratic rights of freedom of speech 
of the Press and of assembly had been guaranteed. 
In order to check whether the Temporary Com
mission's conclusions were accurate, however, its 
record must be examined. That Commission, 
realizing that the political parties and the Korean 
people as a whole were opposed to elections for the 
establishment of a South Korean government, had 
consulted the Interim Committee of the General 
Assembly. The United States representative 
on that Committee had expressed the wish that 
elections should be held in South Korea with a 
view to the establishment of a National Assembly, 
and had put forward a resolutio~ giving t~e 
Temporary Commission power to Implement m 
South Korea the mandate conferred on it by the 
General Assembly for the whole of Korea. T~at 
resolution had been adopted ~y 31 votes to~· with 
11 abstentions. The Canadian representative on 
the Interim Committee had declared that he was 

terre a ceux qui Ia cultivent. Un plan de l'economie 
populaire fut mis sur pied, des lois sur les assu
rances sociales furent promulguees et des reformes 
en matiere d'education completerent Ia tache de 
renovation nationale. L'URSS commenc;a le 
retrait de ses troupes le 15 octobre, afin qu'il soit 
termine au 1er janvier 1949. Par contre, les 
Etats-Unis ont declare, le 20 septembre, que le 
retrait des troupes n'est qu'un des elements de ]a 
solution du probleme de Coree. Ainsi, Jes Etats
Unis veulent profiter de leur majorite a l'Assem
blee generale de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
pour transformer la situation actuelle en Coree 
en situation permanente. Comme en Grece, les 
Etats-Unis ont cree un gouvernement impuissant 
qui doit s'appuyer sur eux et doit done, pour se 
maintenir au pouvoir, demander aux Etats-Unis 
de garder ses troupes en Coree. 

Le representant de Ja Yougoslavic estime que 
la seule question qui se pose en Coree est celle 
du retrait des troupes. Tant que Ja Coree du 
Sud restera occupee, il ne sera pas possible, comme 
le declarait l\1. Marshall a I' Assemblee generale, 
de creer unc Coree independante ct unifiee et 
un gouvernement constitutionnel choisi par les 
Careens eux-memes, apres des elections vraiment 
libres. Le retrait des troupes de I'URSS de la 
Coree du Nord montre la voie dans laquelle il 
faut s'engager pour permettre a Ia Coree de 
reconquerir sa souverainete nationale. La Yougo
slavie ne pent accepter d'autre solution que celle 
correspondant aux interets du peuple con~e n, 
a savoir : le retrait de toutes les troupes d'occu
pation de fa<;on a permettre au peuple careen 
de s'organiser et d'administrer son pays en tant 
qu'Etat independant et souverain qui puisse 
devenir Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. La delegation yougoslave appuie done la 
proposition de l'URSS (AfC.l /427) qui, seule, 
permettra de resoudre la question de J'indepen
dance et de l'unite de Ia Coree. 

M. KrsSELEV (Repub1ique socialistc sovietique 
de Bielorussie) constate que le rapport de la 
Commission temporaire des Nations Unies pour 
Ia Coree tend a prouver que les elections du 
10 mai 1948 se sont deroulees d'une fa<;on correcte 
et sont !'expression exacte de Ia volonte des 
electeurs. Le rapport pretend meme qu~ Jes 
conditions garantissant 1es droits democratlques 
de la liberte de parole, de presse et de reunion 
avaient ete remplies. II convient, cependant, 
d'examiner l'histoire de la Commission tempo
mire pour verifier si ses conclusions sont exaetes. 
La Commission temporaire, s'etant rendu compte 
que les partis politiques et le peuple coreen, er_l 
general, s'opposaient aux elections tendant a 
former un aouvernement de la Coree du Sud, 

b ' . . 
demanda un avis a Ia Commission intenma1re 
de l' Assemblee aenerale. A la Commission inte-

b . . 

rimaire, le representant des Etats-Ums man.I-
festa le desir que les elections aient lieu en Cor~e 
du Sud en vue de constituer une Assemblce 
nationale. Il proposa une resolution donn3:nt 
pleins pouvoirs a la Commission ternpora1r~ 
pour remplir en Coree du Sud le ~an~at. qm 
lui avait ete con fie par I' Assemblee generale, 
relativement a !'ensemble de la Coree. Cette 
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not convinced that the majority of the people in 
South Korea supported the United States plan. 
The Norwegian representative had been of the 
opinion that, in adopting the United States plan, 
the Interim Committee would be exceeding the 
powers vested in it by the General Assembly. The 
representatives of the Scandinavian countries had 
thought that the Korean problem could not be 
solved in the absence of the USSR. Mr. Menon, 
Chairman of the Temporary Commission, had 
stated before the Interim Committee that the 
only advocates of the establishment of a National 
Assembly in South Korea were Messrs. 
Syngman Rhee and Kim Sing Koo, both repre
sentatives of the big landowners and Korean 
businessmen. He had stressed that many moder
ates of both left and right were opposed to 
~lections which could only result in accentuating 
the division of Korea. The Chairman of the 
Temporary Commission had added that the 
Commission had received complaints concerning 
its co-operation with the Hangkok party, and 
complaints to the efTect that the inhabitants of 
South Korea did not consider that the elections 
would be free, because the country was occupied 
by United States troops. 

Mr. Kiselev pointed out, further, that, on the 
eve of the elections, the United States, in co
operation with Korean reactionaries, had resorted 
to political pressure of all kinds. Patriots had 
been imprisoned, 500 men had been killed, 60,000 
police and countless so-called volunteers of the 
extreme right wing had been mobilized. In 
Seoul, martial law had been proclaimed. 

On 10 May 1948, the day of the elections, the 
police had forced the people to go to the polling 
booths, subjected them to systematic search, 
and instructed them how to vote. On this 
subject, the United Press correspondent had 
written that the violation of electoral rights was 
so blatant that even the Principal Secretary of the 
Temporary Commission had been constrained to 
declare that the elections could not be regarded as 
free if the voters were searched ; and the Chairman 
of the Commission had stated that certain reser
vations must be made nbout the way in which 
the elections had been held. There had been 
patrols, American military police, Korean police 
and " volunteers " everywhere. The American 
troops had been placed on a war footing, and even 
the members of the United Nations Commission 
had been "protected". On 10 May, the corre
spondent of France Presse had reported on the 
activities of the Youth Organization, members of 
which had searched the voters and arrested 
suspects. Re'Uter's correspondent had reported 
that, on 10 May, 15 persons had been killed in a 
single district. 

The Seoul correspondent of the New York 
Times had reported the presence in Korean waters 
of an American light cruiser and two destroyers. 
Popular opposition had, ho\vever, been very strong 
so that the United States High Command had 
been forced to admit that the situation was more 
critical than at any time since the beginning of the 
occupation. 

That was the atmosphere in which the elections 
of 10 May 1948 had in fact been held. In addition, 
all the parties and organizations in South Korea, 

resolution fut adoptee par 31 voix contre 2, avec 
11 abstentions. Le representant du Canada a la 
Commission interimaire declara qu'il n'etait pas 
persuade que la majorite de la population de la 
Coree du Sud soit favorable au plan des Etats
Unis. Le representant de l,a Norvege estima que 
!'adoption du plan des Etats-Unis depassait les 
pouvoirs confies a la Commission interimaire par 
l'Assemblee generale. Les representants des Etats 
scandinaves furent d'avis que la question de 
Coree ne pouvait etre resolue sans la presence de 
l'URSS. M. Menon, President de la Commission 
temporaire, declara devant la Commission inte
rimaire que les seuls partisans de la formation 
d'une Assemblee nationale en Coree du Sud 
etaient MM. Syngman Rhee et Kim Sing Koo, 
taus deux representants des grands proprietaires 
fanciers et des hommes d'affaires careens. II 
souligna que beaucoup d'hommes moderes de 
gauche et de droite s'opposaient aux elections, 
qui ne pouvaient qu'accentuer la division de la 
Coree; Le President de la Commission temporaire 
ajouta que celle-ci avait re<;u des plaintes au 
sujet de sa cooperation avec le parti Hangkok et 
que les habitants de Ia Coree du Sud estimaient 
que les elections ne seraient pas lib res, vu I' occu
pation du pays par les troupes des Etats-Unis. 

M. Kisselev fait remarquer que, a la veille des 
elections, les Etats-Unis, allies aux reactionnaires 
careens, eurent recours a toutes sortes de pressions 
politiques. Des patriotes furent emprisonnes, 
500 hommes furent tues, 60.000 policiers et 
d'innombrables pretendus volontaires d'extreme
droite furent mobilises. A Seoul, la loi martiale 
fut proclamce. 

Le 10 mai 1948, jour des elections, Ia police 
fon;ait les habitants a se rendre aux urnes et 
fouillait methodiquement les electeurs, en leur 
indiquant de queUe fa<;on ils devaient voter. A ce 
sujet, le correspondant de I' United Press indiqua 
que Ia violation des droits electoraux etait si 
criante que le Secretaire principal de la Commission 
temporaire ne put s'empecher de declarer qu'il 
ne pouvait y avoir de libres elections, si l'on 
fouillait les electeurs, et que le President de Ia 
Commission declara que, de toute maniere, des 
reserves devraient etre faites sur Ia fa1(on dont les 
elections s'etaient deroulees. Partout l'on voyait 
des patrouilles : gendarmes americains, police 
coreenne et (( volontaires >>. Les forces americaines 
etaient sur Ie pied de guerre et les membres de 
la Commission des Nations Unies eux-memes 
etaient ((proteges». Le 10 mai, le correspondant 
de l'Agence France-Presse signalait les activites 
de !'Organisation de la Jeunesse, qui fouillait les 
electeurs et arretait les suspects. Le corres
pondant de Reuter signalait que, le 10 mai, 
15 personnes avaient ete tuces dans unc seule 
province. 

Le correspondant a Seoul du New York Times 
signalait la presence d'un croiseur Ieger americain 
dans les eaux coreennes, ainsi que de deux 
torpilleurs. Toutefois, I' opposition populairc fut 
des plus fortes, si bien que le haut co~ma?de~e~t 
americain dut reconnaitre que Ia s1tuatwn cta1t 
la plus critique qu'on cut connue depuis le debut 
de !'occupation. 

Telle fut !'atmosphere veritable ~cs electio~s 
du 10 mai 1948. Aussi tons les part1s ct organi
sations de la Coree du Sud, y compris des homme~ 
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including rightists like Kim Koo and Kim Kiusik, 
had boycotted the elections, asserting that the 
true purpose was to dismember Korea. The 
only exceptions were Syngman Rhee, a devoted 
partisan of the United States, and the pro
Japanese group of Kim Sung Koo. Syngham 
Rhee, for his part, had said to a representative of 
the United Press that he represented Korea, and 
that he had against him only the communists and 
unimportant members of the left and centre : 
when the Korean Government was reconstituted, 
it would ask the USSR to evacuate Korea and the 
United Stat es to remain. 

Who was Syngman Rhee ? On 23 June 1948, 
in the Far Eastern Survey the journalist Benjamin 
Weems had recalled that Rhee had returned to 
Korea in 1945 after an absence of 35 years. Rhee 
regarded himself as the representative of the 
provisional Korean Government in Washington, 
and had become, on his return to Korea, the leader 
of a party made up of the enemies of communism, 
landowners, opportunists and pro-Japanese 
elements. At the beginning of 1947, a campaign 
had been started for holding separate elections in 
South Korea. Benjamin Weems added that the 
elections which were held while the Commission 
was in Korea had put into office a large majority 
of extreme rightists; the leftists, including Kim 
Kiusik and Kim Koo, had boycotted the elections. 
Kim Kiusik and Kim Koo had regarded the 
elections as an obstacle to the unification and 
independence of Korea. Such was the report 
given by Benjamin Weems, a man who had lived 
in Korea for 20 years. The Buddhist Society of 
Korea had likewise declared that the elections had 
taken place under the threat of armed force. 

The South Korean police force included 6,000 
men who had served under the Japanese. Demo
cratic organizations were persecuted and there 
was a ban on the democratic Press. Thousands 
of patriots were being imprisoned and tortured ; 
others were fleeing to the forests and mountains 
or taking refuge in North Korea. 

No less a person than the Chief Justice of 
South Korea had told the Commission that if it 
wanted to hold free elections, the system in force 
would have to be reformed ; in particular, the 
police would have to be prevented from inter
fering with the political parties and imprisoning 
people for months on all kinds of pretexts. 

The United Nations Commission must be aware 
of the fact that, during two and a half years of 
United States domination, no democratic measures 
had been taken and the land was still in the hands 
of the big landowners, to whom the peasants had 
to pay exorbitant rents. It was not only the 
peasants who were suffering : workmen and 
employees were in a similar position, as inflation 
and unemployment were rife. It was true that 
there were in South Korea six metallurgical 
factories which, at the time the Japanese left, had 
enough raw materi~l for six years' work. ~ut the 
Americans had shipped those raw matenals to 
Japan. There was in South Korea no security ~nd 
no social insurance ; and speculators were growmg 
rich at the expense of their fellow countrymen. 

On 28 April 1948, Kim Kiusik, chi~f of the 
Leaaue for National Independence, which com

"' 

de droite comme MM. Kim Koo et Kim Kiusik. 
boycotterent les elections, affirmant qu'il s'agissait 
en realite de demembrer la Coree. M. Syngman 
Rhee, homme devoue aux Etats-Unis, et un groupe 
projaponais, celui de M. Kim Sung Koo, firent 
exception a cette regie. M. Syngman Rhee, pour 
sa part, declara a un representant de l'United 
Press qu'il representait la Coree et qu'il n'y avait 
contre lui qtte des communistes et des hommes de 
la gauche et du centre sans grande importance : 
lorsque le gouvernement careen sera it reconstitue, 
il demanderait a l'URSS d'evacuer la Coree et 
aux Etats-Unis de rester. 

Quel est done ce Syngman Rhee ? Le 23 juin 
1948, dans le Far Eastern Survey, le journaliste 
Benjamin Weems rappelait que M. Rhee etait 
rentre en Coree en 1945, apres une absence de 
35 ans. Se considerant comme le representant 
du Gouvernement provisoire careen a Washington~ 
M. Rhee devint a son retour en Coree le chef 
d'un parti qui groupait les ennemis du commu
nisme et aussi les proprietaires fanciers, les 
opportunistes et des elements projaponais. Au 
debut de 1947, commen<;ait une campagne pour 
des elections separees en Coree du Sud. 
M. Benjamin Weems ajoute que au cours des 
elections qui eurent lieu alors que la Commission 
se trouvait en Coree, une tres grande majorite 
de candidats d'extreme-droite furent elus, 
cependant que la gauche boycottait les electiom. 
MM. Kim Kiusik et Kim Koo compris. Ces deux 
personnalites voyaient en effet dans Jes elections 
un obstacle a ]'unification et a l'independance 
de la Coree. Ainsi s'exprime M. Benjamin Weems. 
qui a habite la Coree pendant vingt ans. D'ailleurs, 
la Societe boudhiste de Coree a declare egalement 
que les elections avaient eu lieu sous la menace 
des armes. 

La police de Coree du Sud compte dans ses rangs 
6.000 hommes qui ont servi sous les Japonais. 
Les organisations democratiques sont persecutees 
et la presse democratique interdite. Des milliers 
de pat riotes sont emprisonnes et tortures ; 
d'autres se sauvent dans les montagnes et les 
forets, ou en Coree du Nord. 

Le magistrat supreme de la Coree du Sud a 
declare lui-meme a la Commission que si 1'on 
voulait avoir des elections libres, il fallait reformer 
le systeme en vigueur et notamment empecher Ia 
police d'intervenir dans les affaires des partis et 
d'emprisonner les gens pendant des mois en 
invoquant toutes sortes de pretextes. . 

La Commission des Nations Unies ne pouva1t 
ignorer qu'en deux ans et demi de domination 
americaine, aucune mesure democratique n'avait 
ete prise, la terre continuant a appartenir aux 
grands proprietaires fanciers auxquels les 
paysans payent des layers exorbitants. Ce ne s?nt 
pas seulement les paysans qui souffrent : ouv:·1ers 
et fonctionnaires sont dans la meme SJtuatlOn ; 
!'inflation et le chOmage sevissent. II y a en Coree 
du Sud six usines metallurgiques qui, au moment 
du depart des Japonais, avaient asse~ de matier~s 
premieres pour travailler pendant six ans. ~!ais 
Ies Americains ont dirige ces matieres premieres 
sur le Japon. II n'y a, en Coree du Sud, ni securit~, 
ni assurances sociales, et les speculateurs s'enn
chissent aux depens de leu.rs compatriotes. 

Le 28 avril 1948, M. Kim Kiusik, chef de la 
Ligue pour l'independance nationale, qui groupe 
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prised a whole group of centre and rightist parties, 
had declared that the decision of the Interim 
Committee regarding separate elections was 
illegal. Kim Kiusik had supported the USSR 
proposal for the simultaneous withdrawal of 
troops which, he had said, would make possible 
the unification of Korea. Finally, he had stressed 
the contrast between the progress made in North 
Korea and the deplorable conditions in South 
Korea, where people lived in fear of terrorist 
attacks. Yet no one could claim that Kim Kiusik 
had any particular sympathy for North Korea. 

Though the Commission had been aware of the 
Korean people's opposition to separate elections, 
it had obeyed the orders of the United States. 
In its report, the Commission had noted accu
sations to the effect that it had helped thereactiona
ries, the police, and the United States authorities 
to bully the leftist parties and to create conditions 
such that free democratic elections were out of the 
question. Those criticisms had been all too well 
founded. It was true that the Commission's 
report contained recommendations about freedom 
of speech, of the Press and of assembly, all of 
which were essential for the holding of free 
elections, but the Commission had done nothing to 
ensure those freedoms, so that the elections had 
been held in an atmosphere of unprecedented 
terrorism. Even the Commission itself had not 
been free to make contacts as desired. On 
6 March 1948, a Sub-Committee had investigated 
two cases of arrest of Koreans trying to make 
contact with the Commission. At the request of 
the latter, the Chairman had written to the 
American Commander stating that Koreans 
should be entirely free to approach the Com
mission. How could there be any talk of free 
elections when the Commission itself had to ask 
permission of the Americans ? 

A sub-committee of the Temporary Commission, 
having decided to invite a number of represen
tatives of leftist organizations who were either 
under arrest or under police or military surveil
lance, had applied to the American authorities to 
obtain certain assurances for them. The gua
rantees given were, however, not sufficient to 
satisfy the Korean representatives, all of whom 
had refused the Commission's invitation, thinking 
that acceptance might cost them their lives. 

As regards supervisiOn of the elections them
selves, the nine groups of the Commission, which 
had included incidentally, American officials, had 
inspected only 277 polling centres, or 2 per cent 
out of a total of 13,272. 

The representative of the Seoul Government, in 
the First Committee, had made slanderous 
statements concerning the USSR ; but he had not 
breathed a word about the responsibilities of the 
United States. Yet the latter had one aim only : 
to maintain its troops in Korea in violation of the 
Mosco.w Agreement, and to submit the Korean 
question, illegally, to the United Nations. The 
United Nations had also acted illegally in setting 
up a Temporary Commission. The United States 
had then submitted to the Interim Committee a 

toute une serie de partis de droite et du centre a 
declare que la decision de la Commission interi
rnaire relative a des elections separees etait ille
gale. II se pronon<;ait en faveur de la proposition 
de l'URSS tendant au retrait sirnultane des 
troupes qui, disait-il, serait susceptible de 
recueillir !'approbation unanime des Careens. 
M. Kim Kiusik soulignait enfm le contraste entre 
les progrcs realises tn Coree du Nord et l'etat 
deplorable de la Coree du Sud, oil chacun vit dans 
la crainte des attentats terroristes. Cependant, 
nul ne saurait pretendre que M. Kim Kiusik soit 
anime d'une syrnpathie particuliere pour la 
Coree du Nord. 

La Commission connaissait !'opposition du 
peuple careen a des elections separees; pourtant, 
elle a obei aux Etats-Unis. Dans son rapport, la 
Commission a fait etat des accusations selon 
lesquelles elle aidait les reactionnaires, Ja police 
et les autorites arnericaines a brimer les partis 
de gauche dans des conditions telles qu'aucune 
election libre et democratique ne pouvait avoir 
lieu. En realite, ces critiques n'etaient que trop 
fondees. Sans doute trouve-t-on dans le rapport 
des recornrnandations relatives a la liberte de 
parole, de presse et de reunion, conditions indis
pensables a la liberte des elections, mais la Corn
mission n'a rien fait dans ce sens et, a l'epoque des 
elections, sevissait en realite une terreur sans 
precedent. C' est ainsi que la Commission elle
rneme ne pouvait prendre les contacts voulus. 
Le 6 mars 1948, un sous-comite examinait deux 
incidents relatifs a !'arrestation de Coreens 
desireux de se rendre aupres de la Commission. 
A Ja demande de Ia Commission, son President 
ecrivit au commandant americain, declarant que 
les Careens devaient pouvoir prendre contact en 
toute liberte avec la Commission. Comment done 
parler d'elections libres, alors que la Commission 
elle-meme dut adresser des suppliques aux 
Americains ? 

Un sous-cornite de la Commission ternporaire 
ayant decide d'inviter un certain nombre de 
representants d'organisations de la gauche qui 
etaient, soit en etat d'arrestation, soit surveilh~s 
par la police ou l'autorite militaire, entra en 
rapport avec les autorites americaines pour que 
ces personnalites rec;ussent certaines garanties. 
Celles-ci, toutefois, n'ont pas ete de nature a 
rassurer suffisamrnent les personnalites coreennes 
qui ont toutes decline !'invitation de la Con:miss!on, 
car elles pensaient qu' en 1' acceptant, elles nsquarent 
leur vie. 

En ce qui concerne !'observation des elections 
proprement dites, les neuf groupes de la 
Commission, qui cornprenaient d'ailleurs des 
fonctionnaires americains, n'ont visite que 277 
bureaux de vote sur 13.272, c'est-a-dire 2 pour 100 
du total. 

Le representant du Gouvernernent de Seo~l 
devant la Premiere Commission s'est permis 
de calomnier l'URSS. Mais des responsahilites 
des Etats-Unis, l'orateur n'a pas soufie 1:not. 
Or, les Etats-Unis n'ont en qu'un but : ;10ler 
!'accord de Moscou ne pas evacuer la Coree, et 
sournettre illeoale~ent a !'Organisation des 

!:') • • 

Nations Unies !'affaire de Coree. L'Orgamsat1on 
a commis la nouvelle illeoalite de creer une 
Commission ternporaire. Pu~ le~ E!ats-Unis .ont 
presente a la Commission intenma1re nne rcso-
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resolution regarding separate elections in South 
Korea, the only desire of Wall Street being to 
substitute American domination for that of the 
(;crmans and the Japanese. It was not an 
accident that the United States had proposed a 
10 ye:1r trusteeship and wanted to appoint a 
High Commissioner in Korea. The United States 
had not evacuated its troops, and all the state
ments about the independence of Korea were 
llll'rely a cloak for its real intentionto turn Korea 
into an American colony. 

By means of fraudulent elections, the preliminary 
~·conomic conditions had been created and the 
country split into two parts. But the whole 
1\:orean people demanded the withdrawal of the 
:\merican troops : genuine elections would then 
be held, and a legislative assembly would set up a 
nn tional Government for the whole of Korea. 

Whereas the USSR was striving to remove the 
efl'ccts of Japanese domination, the United States 
(;overnment was striving to stifle Korean demo
cracy. But the Korean people now knew the 
true position : the colonial aims of the United 
Slates were based on strategic and economic 
factors. 

The United Kingdom representative had denied 
l hat the elections in South Korea had been held 
nuder the threat of armed force, and had asserted 
that the statements made by the USSR represen
tatives did not hold water because those represen
tatives had not been on the spot. But if the 
United Kingdom representative had been present 
at the elections, why had he not described the 
terror which reigned in South Korea ? The 
British correspondents knew all about it. As for 
the documents mentioned by the United Kingdom 
representative, they were doubtless products of 
the British Intelligence Service, which had become 
famous since the case of " Protocol M. " 

As regards the text of the joint draft resolution 
submitted by Australia, China and the United 
States (A(C.l/426), the first operative paragraph 
expressed approval of the conclusions contained 
in the reports of the Temporary Commission. 
But, as already pointed out by the representatives 
of the USSR, the Ukrainian SSR, Poland, Czecho
:-.lovakia and Yugoslavia, those conclusions were 
entirely unfounded. What newspapers or other 
publications could assert that the democratic 
freedoms had been guaranteed on the day of the 
elections in South Korea ? The democratic 
newspapers had in fact been banned. 

The second operative paragraph referred to the 
" free will of the electorate ". But the majority 
0 [ the parties and democratic organizations had 
rdused to take part in those " free " elections. 
The fact was that there had been the most 
atrocious terrorism, under the aegis of the 
American occupation troops, and the " free will 
of the electorate " had not been expressed. 

The third operative paragraph contained a 
recommendation to the occupying P~wers to 
withdraw their troops as soon as poss1ble. As 
stated in the Press, the U~SR was about to 
. plete the withdrawal of 1ts troops, but the 
com I . h d Koreans and the world in genera WlS e very 

lution relative a des elections separees en Coree 
du Sud, car les hommes de 'Vall Street ne 
songeaient qu'a substituer leur propre domination 
a celle des Allemands et des Japonais. Aussi 
n 'est-ce pas un hasard si les Etats-Unis ont 
propose l'etablissement d'une tutelle pour dix ans 
et la nomination d'un Haut Commissaire en 
Coree. Les Etats-Unis n'ont pas evacue leurs 
troupes et toutes les declarations relatives a 
l'independance de la Coree ne sont que de la 
poudre aux yeux, le but veritable etant de faire 
de la Coree une colonie americaine. 

Les conditions economiques prealables ont 
ete realisees et la scission du pays a ete effectuee, 
grace a des elections falsifiees. Mais le peuple 
careen tout entier reclame le depart des troupes 
americaines : alors auront lieu de vraies elections 
et une assemblee legislative creera un Gouver
nement national pour toute la Coree. 

Alors que I'URSS cherche a liquider la domi
nation japonaise, le Gouvernement des Etats
Unis tend a etouffer la democratic coreenne ; mais 
le peuple careen sait maintenant a quoi s'en tenir : 
des facteurs strategiques et economiques sont a 
l'origine des visees coloniales des Etats-Unis. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a dementi 
que les elections en Coree du Sud aient eu lieu 
sous la menace des armcs ct il a ajoute que l'on 
ne pouvait ajoutcr foi aux declarations des repre
sentants de l'URSS, puisqu'ils n'etaient pas sur 
les lieux. Mais si le representant du Royaume-Uni 
s'y trouvait, que n'a-t-il decrit la t erreur qui 
regne en Coree du Sud puisque les correspondants 
britanniques eux-memes en sont informes ? Quant 
aux documents dont a parle le representant 
du Royaume-Uni, il s'agit sans doute d'inventions 
du service de renseignements britannique, celebre 
depuis le« Protocole M >>. 

En ce qui concerne le texte meme du projet 
de resolution commun de l'Australie, de Ia Chine 
et des :Etats-Unis (A/C.l /426), Ie premier para
graphe du dispositif comporte une approbation des 
conclusions des rapports de la Commission 
temporaire. Mais, comme l'ont deja dit les repre
sentants de l'URSS, de Ja RSS d'Ukraine, de la 
Pologne, de la Tchecoslovaquie et de la 
Yougoslavie, ces conclusions sont sans aucun 
fondement. Quels sont les journaux, queUes sont 
Jes publications qui pourraient permettre 
d'affirmer que les libertes democratiques etaient 
garanties le jour des elections en Coree du Sud? 
En fait, les journaux democratiques ont ete 
interdits. 

Le deuxieme paragraphe du dispositif fait .etat 
de la (( libre volonte du corps electoral )), MalS la 
majorite des partis et des organisations democra
tiques n'ont-ils pas refuse de participer. a ces 
elections << libres n ? En realite, il s'est ag1 de la 
terreur la plus atroce, sous l'egide des troupe~ 
americaines d'occupation, et non pas de« volonte 
librement exprimee >>. 

Au troisieme paragraphe du dispositif, il . est 
recommande aux Puissances occupantes de retlrer 
aussit6t que possible leurs troupes: co:nme la 
presse I' a indique, l'URSS est s':r le pomt? achever 
le retrait de ses troupes : mms les Careens et le 
monde entier voudraient bien savoir quand sera 
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much to know when the withdrawal of the United 
States troops would be completed. Instead of 
using a vague term like " as soon as possible ", it 
would be better to specify a date such as 1 Febru
ary 1949. 

In that connexion, the information service of 
the Staff Headquarters of the 21st Corps of the 
United States Army, in a Press survey dated 
14 October 1948, had mentioned that the news
paper Cha Yu Chin Jl;1in had given a summary of 
a meeting held by the National Assembly on 
13 October, in the course of which 40 members had 
submitted a draft resolution calling for the 
immediate withdrawal of foreign troops. The 
resolution also mentioned the establishment of a 
Republic of Korea, in accordance with the General 
Assembly resolution. A protest was made against 
the occupation, which was considered as a step 
towards the establishment of a Trusteeship 
System, and the hope was expressed that the 
United States and the USSR should carry out the 
provisions of the resolution of 14 November 1947, 
dealing with the withdrawal of foreign troops. 
According to the newspaper Cha Yu Chin Min, 
the discussion of that resolution at the" National" 
Assembly of Seoul degenerated into a free-for-all 
brawl and the consideration of the question was 
postponed. Thus, even within the " National " 
Assembly of Seoul, the idea of the with drawal of the 
United States troops was sufficient to cause a riot. 

The fourth operative paragraph of the joint 
draft resolution dealt with the establishment of a 
new commission for Korea and defined the 
functions of that new body. The delegation of 
the Byelorussian SSR categorically opposed the 
establishment of a new commission ; the Koreans 
should be free to decide their own future, without 
the presence of United States troops, and to create 
a fully independent and unified democratic 
State. They had deserved this, after four decades 
of heroic struggle against the yoke of Japanese 
colonialism. 

The Byelorussian SSR delegation categorically 
objected to the whole of the draft resolution 
submitted by the delegations of Australia, China 
and the United States. The adoption of that 

J
i resolution would be an insult to the people of 

Korea. It therefore gave its full support to the 
USSR draft resolution. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) said that the speech 
made by the representative of the Byelorussian 
SSR was simply a mass of purely verbal 
accusations without a shred of evidence to support 
them. In particular, the First Committee had 
been asked to accept a completely unreal picture 
of the United States. However, at a time when 
it could have kept out of the Second World War, 
as the USSR was doing the United States had 
acted in a way which was quite without precedent 
for a non-belligerent country, by helping the 
United Kingdom in its struggle. In spite of the 
small groups of isolationists, President Roosevelt 
had given encouragement and material aid to the 
British Commonwealth. Moreover, when the 
war broke out in the Pacific, the United States 
had borne the brunt of the struggle against 
Japanese tyranny and terrorism. 

achevee !'evacuation des troupes americaines.Au 
lieu d'employer une expression aussi vague que 
« aussitot que possible », il vaudrait done mieux 
parler par exemple du 1er fevrier 1949. 

A ce propos, la revue de la presse du service 
d'information de l'etat-major du 21e Corps de 
l'armee americaine, du 14 octobre 1948, indiquait 
que le journal Cha You Chin Min avait donne le 
compte rendu d'une reunion tenue le 13 octobre 
par l'Assemblee nationale, au cours de Iaquelle 
40 membres avaient depose un projet de reso
lution relatif a !'evacuation immediate des 
troupes etrangeres : mention etait faite de Ia 
creation d'une Republique de Coree conformement 
a Ia resolution de J'Asscmblee generale. Une 
protestation etait elevee contre !'occupation etran
gere, consideree comme un acheminement vers 
l'etablissement d'une tutclle. Le souhait etait 
exprime que les Etats-Unis et I'URSS tinssent 
compte des dispositions de la resolution du 
14 novembre 1947, relatives a !'evacuation des 
troupes etrangeres. La discussion de ce projet 
de resolution a l' Assemblee « nationale >> de Seoul 
degenera en bagarre, selon le journal Cha You 
Chin 1\1in, et l'examen de Ia question fut ajourne. 
Ainsi, meme au sein de l'Assemblee 1< nationale » 
de Seoul, l'idee de !'evacuation des troupes 
americaines suffit a ctecha1ner des bagarres. 

Le quatrieme paragraphe du dispositif du projet 
commun de resolution est relatif a Ia creation 
d'une nouvelle commission pour la Coree, dont les 
fonctions sont indiquees. La delegation de la 
RSS de Bielorussie s'oppose categoriquement a 
la creation d'une nouvelle commission, les Careens 
eux-memes devant Jibrement decider de leur 
avenir en dehors de la presence des troupes 
americaines, et creer un :Etat democratique 
unitaire pleinement independant. Le peuplc 
coreen le merite parce qu'il a, pendant quatre 
decades, Iutte avec heroi:sme contre le joug 
colonial japonais. 

La delegation de Bielorussie s'oppose formel
lement a l'ensemble du projet de resolution de 
l'Australie, de Ia Chine et des Etats-Unis, dont 
!'adoption constituerait une offense au peuple 
coreen. Elle appuie entierement le projet de 
resolution de l'URSS. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) declare que 
]'intervention du representant de la RSS de 
Bielorussie ne constitue qu'un tourbillon d'accu
sations purement verbales sans la moindre preuve. 
On a particulierement demande a la Premiere 
Commission d'accepter un portrait absolument 
invraisemblable des Etats-Unis. Mais ceux-ci, a 
une epoque oil ils auraient pu rester a l'ecart de Ia 
deuxieme guerre mondiale comme le faisait 
l'URSS, ont adopte une attitude sans precedent 
de la part d'un non belligerant et o~t aide. l,c 
Royaume-Uni dans sa Iutte pour I humamtc. 
En depit du petit groupe d'isolationnistes, lc 
president Roosevelt prodiguait encou:age~cnts 
et aide materielle au Commonwealth bntanmquc. 
D'autre part, Iorsque la guerre eclata dans lc 
Pacifique, les :Etats-Unis supporterent la plt~s 
Iourde part clu fardeau de la lutte contre la tyranme 
et le terrorisme japonais. 
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The exploits of the Hed Army and the Russian 
people_ \You!d certainly not be forgotten by 
postenty, but the USSR had only come into the 
\\·ar in the Pacific two days before the atomic 
bomb brought about the cessation of hostilities. 
New Zealand could not therefore tolerate any 
insults against the United States, whose sons 
had fought shoulder to shoulder with the Aus
trnli::ms and the New Zealanders right up to the 
time when Japan was forced to surrender. 

As for the claim made by the USSR that it had 
forced the Japanese out of Korea, or even that it 
had ddeated the Japanese, the Soviet group 
knew qnite well that the USSR had no military 
grounds for making claims in Korea. It was true 
that the United Kingdom and the United States 
made no claim on the basis of military achievement 
either. What could not be permitted was that 
the policy of a country that had given its wealth 
and its men, both in the Pacific and in Europe, 
should be misrepresented, a country which was 
still helping Western Europe to help itself. New 
Zealand for its part owed a debt of gratitude to 
the united States. 

The Soviet group - for in reality each dele
gation simply repeated what the others had 
already said - had also spoken of terrorism in 
South Korea. But what was happening in North 
Korea ? That Republic might be truly repre
sentative of the people, but the United Nations 
had no means of Knowing whether it was or not. 

Furthermore, it little behooved those who 
considered that every type of revolutionary 
violence was justified in order to overthrow a 
government they considered to be tyrannical to 
plead in favour of legality. For the Soviet group 
there was oni:y one criterion of legalit~ : Soviet 
interests. 

Certain parties in Europe were being danger
ously obdurate : was it to he permitted that 
similar conditions should be imposed upon 
Korea ? The United States hoped for a settle
ment in Korel and no evidence to the contrm;y 
had been pro:iucrd, whereas the USSR, or its 
milit':lry leaders, had bern obdurate. \Vhat then 
could the United Stat<2s do ? Wait until a 
certain Government changed its attitude. The 
United States had turned to the rest of the world, 
that is to say the United Nations, which was a 
higher authority than the Soviet group. The 
United Nations was in fact a supreme court and 
it was the authority of the United Nations which 
was now at stake as well as the fate of the people 
of Korea. 

\Vhere was the proof for the accusations made 
against the United States ? The United Nations 
had received no evidence of ulterior motives on 
the part of the United States nor of the alleged 
rei<:~n of terror in South Korea. Neither had it 
any evidence that there was no reign of t error in 
North Korea, where its Commission had not had 
access. It had of course been said that the Tem
porary Commission had been refused access to 
North Korea because it was an illegal body. But 
what right had any group of countries to take 
upon itself to decide what was legal and what 
'vas not? 

In reality, the only acts of terrorism that had 
been proved in South K?rea had been. pro.voked 
by those who had abstamed from votmg m the 

Sans doute l'histoire n'oubliera-t-elle pas les 
exploits de l'armee et du peuple sovietiques, 
mais I'URSS n'est entree en guerre dans Ie Paci
fique que deux jours avant que la bombe atomique 
n'amenat la fin des hostilites. La Nouvelle-Zelande 
ne pent done permettre qu'on offense les Etats
Unis dont les fils ont combattu cote a cote avec 
les Australiens et les Neo-Zelandais jusqu'au 
moment ou Ia paix fut imposee au Japan. 

Quant a la pretention de l'URSS d'avoir chasse 
les Japonais de Coree, ou meme d'avoir vaincu 
Ies Japonais, le groupe sovietique lui-meme sait 
bien que l'URSS n'a aucun motif d'ordre militaire 
pour elever des revendications en Coree. II est 
vrai que ni le. Royaume-Uni ni les Etats-Unis 
n'elevent non plus aucune revendication sur la 
base de faits militaires. Mais, ce qui est inad
missible, c'est que l'on denature la politique d'un 
pays qui a donne ses richesses et ses hommes, 
tant dans le Pacifique qu'en Europe et qui, 
encore aujourd'hui, aide !'Europe occidentale a 
s'aider elle-meme. La Nouvelle-Zelande pour sa 
part doit toute sa gratitude aux Etats-Unis. 

D'autre part, le groupe sovietique - car en 
realite une delegation ne fait que repeter ce que 
les autres ont deja dit - a parle de terrorisme en 
Coree du Sud. Mais, que se passe-t-il en Coree du 
Nord ? Cette Republique est peut-etre vraiment 
representative du peuple, mais !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies n'a pas eu la possibilite dele savoir. 

D'ailleurs, ceux qui considerent que toutes les 
violences revolutionnaires sont justifiees lorsqu'il 
s'agit de renverser un gouvernement qu'ils consi
derent comme tyrannique, sont mal venus a 
plaider la cause de la legalite ; car pour le groupe 
sovietique, il n'existe qu'un critere de Ia legalite : 
!'interet sovietique. 

En Europe, certains partis font preuve d'une 
dangereuse obstination : permettra-t-on que des 
conditions semblables soient imposees a la Coree ? 
Les Etats-Unis desiraient qu'un reglement 
intervint en Coree : aucun fait n'a ete allegue 
contre cette affirmation, mais I'URSS, ou ses 
militaires, se sont averes intraitables. Que 
pouvaient done fairc les Etats-Unis? Attendre 
qu'un certain Gouvernement vint a resipiscence. 
L~s Etats-Unis se sont adresses au reste du monde, 
c'est-a-dirc a !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
c'est-a-dire a quelque chose de superieur au 
groupe sovietique. De fait, !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies est !'instance supreme. Or, c'est 
l'autorite de !'Organisation qui est aujourd'hui en 
jeu, aussi bien que lc destin du peuple coreen. 

Ou sont les preuves des accusations Iancecs 
contre les Etats-Unis? L'Organisation des Nations 
Unies n'a aucune preuve des motifs inavouables 
des Etats-Unis, ni d'un pretendu regne de Ia 
terreur en Coree du Sud, ni du fait que la terreur 
ne regnerait pas en Coree du Nord oil sa 
Commission n'a pas eu acces. Sans doute, a-t-on 
dit qne la Commission temporaire s'est ;u ref?s~r 
l'acces en Coree du Nord parce qu elle eta1t 
illegale, mais de quel droit un groupe. de p_ays 
s'arroge-t-il le pouvoir de decider ce qm est legal 
ou illegal ? 

En realite, le seul terrorisme dont on ait true~ 
en ce qui concerne la Coree ?u .sud ?. ete provoque 
par les abstcntionnistes ams1 qu !I ressort des 
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e lection. That was clear from the evidence 
submitted by the United Nations Commission, 
evidence which, though sparse on certain points, 
was all that the United Nations had to go on. It 
was, moreover, impossible to imagine that a 
Commission set up by the General Assembly 
would deliberately distort the facts or would come 
to conclusions without sufficient evidence. If the 
Temporary Commission were considered in that 
light, suspicion . would be introduced into inter
national relationships. The Assembly should 
therefore accept the conclusions reached by the 
Temporary Commission, according to which there 
had only been one type of terrorism in South 
Korea, namely, that brought about by the groups 
opposed to the holding of the elections. As 
for the police, it had not interfered without 
cause and it had proved impartial, as was shown 
by the evidence of the Temporary Commission 
itself. 

The 1\'ew Zealand delegation did not consider 
that the authority of the government of the south 
extended over North Korea. It was self-evident 
that it did not, and the joint draft resolution 
implied nothing of the kind. The resolution 
recognized the republican government of the 
south in the regions over which it had control, 
and hoped that its authority would be extended 
and that an agreement would be reached between 
the north and the south. It was not essential 
that the present Government of South Korea 
should extend its authority over the North. If 
the USSR would ask the United Nations to send 
a commission to North Korea to find out who did 
really represent the people in that area, the two 
government could be merged and elections could 
be held under the new authority which would be 
set up. It was most important that the election 
should be carried out fairly, as had been done in 
South Korea, according to the evidence before 
the United Nations. 

If the members of the Soviet group were to 
produce more facts and fewer unfounded assertions 
their cause would be better served, at least so far 
as the continuation of investigation in Korea was 
concerned. But the fact that they were unable 
to prove the truth of their accusations justified 
the adoption of the joint draft resolution sub
mitted by the delegations of Australia, China and 
the United States and the rejection of the USSR 
draft resolution. 

Mr. CASTRO (El.Salvador) said that the question 
of Korea, whose territorial integrity and unity 
were in danger, was the most difficult problem that 
had ever come before the United Nations. 

North Korea, which was the industrial area, 
was cut off from the rest of the world. The north 
was closely related to the south, which was an 
agricultural region, and only if they were united 
could the political and economic stability of 
Korea be ensured. What was worse, there was 
a potential antagonism, which would eventually 
turn the population of the north into a satellite 
of the USSR, while the south would develop on 
its own. 

That situation had arisen because of one of 
those unhappy compromises made between cer-

temoignages presentes par la Commission des 
Na_tions Unies, temoignages qui, si maigres qu'ils 
pwssent etre sur certains points, constituent 
tout ce dont disposent les Nations Unies pour se 
former une opinion. II est d'ailleurs impossible 
de penser qu'une Commission de l'Assemblee 
generale deformerait deliberement les faits ou 
prendrait des decisions injustifiees : juger ainsi 
la Commission temporaire serait introduire Ia 
mefiance dans les relations internationales. II 
convient done d'accepter les conclusions de Ia 
Commission temporaire, selon laquelle il n'y a 
eu qu'une seule sorte de terrorisme en Coree du 
Sud : celui qu'ont fait regner les groupes qui 
s'opposaient aux elections. Quant a la police, elle 
ne s'est livree a aucune intervention injustifiee et 
elle a fait preuve d'impartialite, selon le propre 
temoignage de la Commission temporaire. 

La delegation de la Nouvelle-Zelande ne 
considere pas que l'autorite du Gouvernement du 
Sud s'exerce dans le Nord. D'ailleurs les termes 
du projet de resolution commun n'impliquent 
rien de semblable - il s'agit la d'un truisme. 
Ainsi, le projet de resolution reconnait le Gouver
nement republicain du Sud, la oil son pouvoir 
s'exerce, dans l'espoir que ce pouvoir s'etendra et 
qu'une entente interviendra entre le nord et le 
sud. Pour ceci, il n'est pas indispensable d'etendre 
a la Coree du Nord l'autorite du Gouvernement 
actuel de la Coree du Sud. Si l'URSS demande a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies d'envoyer une 
commission en Coree du Nord afin d'etablir 
quelle est l'autorite vraiment representative de 
cette zone, les deux Gouvernements pourront 
etre fondus et des elections pourront intervenir, 
auxquelles presidera la nouvelle autorite. 11 
importe avant tout que les choses soient faites 
regulierement, comme cela a ete le cas en Coree 
du Sud, selon les temoignages dont dispose 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Si les membres du groupe sovietique 
produisaient plus de faits et moins d'assertions 
extravagantes, leur cause pourrait etre meilleure, 
tout au moins en ce qui concerne une continuation 
de l'enquete en Coree. Mais leur impuissance a 
prouver leurs accusations justifie !'adoption du 
projet commun de resolution de I'Australie, de la 
Chine et des Etats-Unis et le rejet du projet de 
resolution de l'URSS. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare que Ia question 
de la Coree dont l'integrite territoriale et !'unite 
sont en peril depasse en difficulte tous les 
problemes dont !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
a jamais eu a connaitre. 

Le nord de la Coree, c'est-a-dire Ia zone indus
trielle, est coupe du reste du monde. Or ~e nord 
et le sud - ce dernier etant une region agncole -
sont compJementaires et seule leur reuni?n pent 
assurer la stabilite politique et econom1qu~ de 
Ia Coree. II y a plus grave : ii y a cet antagomsme 
latent en vertu duquel la population du nor_d 
deviendrait un peuple satellite de I'~RSS: t.andis 
que le Sud poursuivrait une evolutiOn d1stmcte. 

L'origine de cette situation reside dans l'ur: de 
ces Iacheux compromis conclus par certames 
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tain of the great Powers at the end of the World 
War. Although the USSR had not really contri
buted to the victory of the United Nations in 
Asia, it had not wished to be excluded from the 
final settlement. One of the consequences of 
its last-minute intervention had been the partition 
of Korea . 

\Yhy did the USSR persist in isolating all the 
tcrrilories under its military control from the 
rest of the world ? Why did that Power, which 
hn.d contributed most decisively to the success 
of the Allies in Europe, persist in refusing to 
co-operate in the work for peace, for which a 
programme had been drawn up at San Francisco ? 
The USSR had opposed the most constructive 
resolutions of the Assembly and, in the Security 
Council, it had used its right of veto to excess. 
In the course of the third regular session, the 
USSH. had voted against the most important 
resolutions of the First Committee, such as the 
resolutions concerning Greece, atomic energy and 
disarmament. 

Palestine had been the only question on which 
the USSR had voted in the same way as the other 
members of the Security Council. In general, 
as long as the conflict continued between the USSR 
and the nations associated with it on the one hand, 
and the other Members of the United Nations on 
the other, the success of the United Nations 
remained very problematical. However, it was 
certain that the people of the USSR earnestly 
desired international peace and security, so that 
they could devote themselves to economic recon
struction and enjoy all their rights. 

When the USSR had completed its work of 
reconstruction, an era of prosperity and happiness 
would open up before it, as long as it gave up 
its expansionist aims. That was indeed an 
essential prerequisite for the success of the United 
Nations and the solution of aH international 
problems. In Korea, in particular, national 
unity would eventually have to be restored and 
preliminary temporary steps should be taken to 
that end. 

The delegation of El Salvador would favour 
the report of the Temporary Commission and 
would support the operative part of the joint draft 
resolution submitted by the delegations of 
Australia, China and the United States, which 
provided that a new commission for Korea should 
carry on the work of the Temporar.y Commission. 

With regard to the withdrawal of troops, the 
delegation of El Salvador considejed that the 
troops should not be withd!Uwn from South Korea 
until stability and security had been re-established. 
It was well known that, for more than a year, 
there had been a well-organized army numbering 
at least 170,000 in North Korea. Consequently, 
so long as South Korea did not possess a similar 
army capable of maintaining secu~ity, the troo~s 
which were there should not be withdrawn. His 
deJeaation further considered that the wording 
of p~ragraph 3 was not explicit enough and should 
be altered. 

i\fr PEARSON (Canada) pointed out that the 

C • ;,1·Hee h<>d only a few hours hrfore it in 
OJTl u ' ' '' . 

which to complete its work. In order to help to 

gran des Puissances a la fin de laguerre mondiale. 
L'URSS, bien qu'elle n'efit pas n\ellement con
tribue a la victoire des Nations Unies en Asie 
n'a pas voulu etre absente du reglement final. 
Et l'une des consequences de cette intervention 
in extremis a ete Ia scission corcenne. 

Pourquoi done J'URSS persiste-t-elle a isoler· 
du reste du monde taus les territoires qu'elle 
occupe militairemcnt? Pourquoi cette Puissance 
qui a contribue de la maniere Ia plus decisive 
au succes des Allies en Europe, persiste-t-elle a 
s'abstenir de cooperer a !'oeuvre de paix dont le 
programme a ete elabore a San-Francisco? L'URSS 
s'est opposee aux resolutions de l'Assemblee 
generale les plus constructives, et, au Conseil 
de securite, elle a fait un usage excessif du droit 
de veto. Au cours meme de la troisieme session 
ordinaire, l'URSS a vote contre les resolutions 
les plus importantes de la Premiere Commission 
relatives par exemple, a Ia Grece, a l'energie 
atomique et au desarmement. 

La Palestine a ete la seule question sur laquelle 
l'URSS se soit prononcee dans Je meme sens que 
les autres membres du Conseil de securite. D'une· 
maniere generale, tant que le conflit subsistera 
entre l'URSS et les nations associees a elle d'une 
part, et les autres Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies, d'autre part, le succes de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies sera bien problema
tique. Et pourtant, l'on pent etre sur que Ia popu
lation de l'URSS desire vivement la paix, I' entente 
et la securite internationales pour pouvoir se 
consacrer a la reconstruction economique et pour 
jouir de tons ses droits. 

Lorsque l'URSS se sera acquittee des taches de 
la reconstruction, une ere de prosperite et de 
bonheur s'ouvrira pour elle, si, toutefois, l'URSS. 
renonce a ses visees expansionnistes. Car telle 
est bien la veritable condition prealable au succes 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies eta la solution 
de tons les problemes internationaux. En Coree, 
en particulier, i1 faudra reconstituer ulterieurement 
l'unite de la nation et des aujourd'hui des mesures 
interimaires, preliminaires sont necessaires. 

La delegation du Salvador se prononcera en 
faveur du rapport de la Commission temporaire 
et votera pour le dispositif du projet commun 
de resolution de l' Australie, de Ia Chine et des. 
Etats-Unis, en vertu duquel une Commission 
pour la Coree continuera la tache de Ia Commission 
temporaire. 

En ce qui concerne le retrait des troupes, la 
delegation du Salvador considere que les troupes 
ne devraient pas etre retirees de Coree du Sud 
avant que la stabilite ne soit retablie et que la 
securite ne regne dans cette region. En effe~, on 
sait que, depuis plus d'un an, i1 y a en Coree .du 
Nord une armee bien organisee d'au moms 
170.000 hommes. Par suite, tant qu'il n'existera 
pas en Coree du Sud une autre armee capable 
d'assurer la securite, les troupes qui s'y tr?uvent 
ne devront pas etre retirees. La delega~wn .d!l 

Salvador considere d'ailleurs que la redaction 
du paragraphe 3 n'est pas assez explicite et 
devrait etre modifiee. 

M. PEARSON (Canada) rappelle que la Co~
mi~sion n'a plus que quelques heures d~ travarl 
devant elle. En vue de fm:iliLer l'unificatron de b 
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bring about unification and understanding in 
Korea, his delegation would therefore be pre
pared to refrain from speaking at present, if that 
gesture would result in the closure of the general 
debate. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the representatives of 
the Ukrainian SSR and the USSR had placed 
their names on the list of speakers. 

Mr. PJ¥-RSON (Canada) re-emphasized the fact 
that the Committee had very little time left. 
The two representatives mentioned had already 
spoken at length that day and he proposed the 
closure of the debate in accordance with rule 
106 of the rules of procedure. 

Mr. RomoN'ov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that his delegation was opposed 
to the closure of the debate. He proposed that 
the list of speakers should be closed. 

Mr: ZE'BROW.SKI (Poland) was opposed to the 
motion for closure submitted by the representative 
of Canada. While several speakers had spoken 
against the Temporary Commission's report at 
that meeting, nearly all the speakers had spoken 
in favour of that report on the previous day, but 
that had been no reason for closing the debate. 

The Polish delegation considered that the 
representatives who were opposed to the report 
should be given the opportunity to reply to the 
criticisms that had been made against them. 
Perhaps it would be sufficient if the list of speakers 
were closed. 

The CHAIRMAN put the motion for closure to 
the vote. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The motion 
was adopted by 35 votes to 6, with 7 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED-AND THIRTY 
SIXTH MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 8 December 1948, at 8.30 p.m. 

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

106. Continuation of the discussion on 
the reports of the United Nations 
Iemporary Commission on Korea 
(A/575, A/575fAdd.1 and A/575/ 
Add.2) and of the Interjpi Com.
mittee of the General Assembly 
(A/583) 

Mr. RoDIONov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the statement made by the 
representative of New Zealand called for comment 
as it had distorted the truth. In an attempt 
to belittle the contribution of the USSR to the 
collapse of Japan, the representative of New 
Zealand had said that the USSR had fought 
only for two days. The facts were well known and 
Mr. Rodionov would refer only to three specific 
points. Firstly, the USSR had entered the 
war on 8 August and the Japanese surrender 

Coree et l'entente dans ce pays, la delegation du 
Canada serait done prete a renoncer maintenant a 
prendre la parole si ce geste devait avoir pour 
resultat d'amener la fin du debat general. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que les representants de 
la RSS d'Ukraine et de l'URSS se sont fait 
inscrire. 

M. PEARSON (Canada) insiste sur le fait que Ia 
Commission dispose de fort peu de temps. II 
declare que ces deux representants ont deja parle 
assez longuement ce jour meme. II propose la 
clOture du debat, selon l'article 106 du reglement 
interieur. 

M. RomoNOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que sa delegation est 
opposee a Ia cloture du debat. II propose que soit 
close la liste des orateurs. 

M. ZEBROWSKI (Pologne) se declare oppose a la 
motion presentee par le representant du Canada. 
S'il est vrai que le jour meme plusieurs orateurs 
se sont prononces contre le rapport de la Com
mission temporaire, presque tous les orateurs 
avaient, la veille, parle en faveur de ce rapport, 
sans que pour autant le debat eut ete clos. 

La delegation de Ia Pologne considere que les 
representants qui sont opposes au rapport doivent 
avoir la possibilite de repondre aux critiques 
formulees contre eux. Peut-etre pourrait-on 
simplement declarer que la Iiste des orateurs est 
close. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la motion 
de cloture. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La motion est adoptee 
par 35 voix contre 6 avec 7 abstentions. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 15 

DEUX-CENT-TRENTE-SIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mercredi 8 decembre 1948, a 20 h. 30. 

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

106. Suite de la discussion sur les 
rapports de la Commission tempo
raire des Nations Unies pour la 
Coree (A/575, A/575/Add.1 et 
A/575/Add.2) et de la Commission 
interimaire de l'Assemb!ee gene
rale (A/583) 

M. RomoNoV (Union des Republiques soci~
listes sovietiques) declare que !'expose du repre
sentant de la Nouvelle-Zelande appelle des 
commentaires car celui-ci a cteforme la verite 
afin de pouv~ir nier que l'URSS a contribue a 
la defaite du Japon. Le representant de 
Ia Nouvelle-Zelande a declare que l'URSS n'a 
combattu que pendant deux jours. Les faits 
sont bien connus et M. Rodionov se contentera 
de trois points precis. Premierement, l'U~SS est 
entree en guerre le 8 aout, et les Japona1s ne se 
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was not until 3 September. Moreover, after that 
date the Red Army had to continue ficrhting 
against the Kwantung Army. Howeve;, the 
date were not as important as the results. During 
four years of the war with Germany, the best 
troops of the Japanese Army stayed on the 
borders of the USSR. In accordance with its 
obligations, the USSR built up the strength of 
its eastern armies and thus served to pin down 
an important part of the Japanese forces, thus 
preventing them from being used against the 
forces of the United States, New Zealand and 
Australia. There could be little doubt that 
this diversion of the Kwantung Army had saved 
New Zealand from invasion. Secondly, the 
official figures showed that between 9 August 
and 9 September, the attack by the Red Army 
upon the Kwantung Army resulted in over 
674,000 Japanese casualties, while the USSR 
casualties were over 30,000. Thirdly, the repre
sentative of New Zealand had claimed that the 
atomic bomb forced the surrender of Japan. 
The facts were that the Japanese General Staff 
had prepared plans to continue the war on the 
mainland even if the Islands had to be evacuated. 
Only the intervention of the USSR prevented 
this plan being carried out. 

Mr. KHALIDY (Iraq) observed that the repre 
sentatives of over 50 States had come to the 
meeting of the First Committee and they should 
keep to the matter on the agenda. The 
representative of New Zealand had brought up 
unnecessary points and praised one of the 
belligerents in the recent war. The other 
representatives were not interested in this sort 
of statement ; it was not relevant to the questions 
on the agenda. Mr. Khalidy was of the opinion 
that such remarks were out of order. 

Mr. WILSON (New Zealand) said he reserved 
the right of Mr. Fraser to make a reply since 
reference had been made to his statement. 

Mr. MANUILSK'Y (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that he would confine his remarks 
to discussion of the draft resolution presented 
by Australia, China and the United States 
(A/C.1f426). This draft resolution was incon
sistent with logic, facts, the meaning of the 
Charter and the decisions of the General Assembly. 
The essential question which should have been 
dealt with in the r~solution was the withdrawal 
of foreign troops from Korea. It was well 
known that during 1947 the Government of the 
USSR had met with opposition from the United 
States in its attempts to settle the Korean 
problem and establish a democratic government 
in accordance with the obligations of the Moscow 
Conference of 1945. When the United States 
proceeded to transfer the question to the General 
Assembly, the Government of the USSR proposed 
on 26 September 1947 the simultaneous 
withdrawal of the occupation forces of the two 
Powers. The USSR also proposed that the 
Korean people should be allowed to decide their 
future political structure on the basis of self
determination. It was told that the USSR 
was not ready to withdraw and was only executing 
a manreuvre to put the United States in an 

sont rendus que le 3 septembre. De plus, l'armee 
rouge a dO., meme apres cette date, conbattre 
l'armee du Kouantoung. D'ailleurs, ce ne sont 
pas les dates qui comptent le plus, mais les 
resultats. Pendant les quatre annees de guerre 
avec l'Allemagne, les meilleures troupes du Japon 
ont ete stationnees aux frontieres de l'URSS. 
Conformement aux obligations qu'elle avait 
assumees, l'URSS a renforce ses armees d'Extreme
Orient, immobilisant ainsi une partie importante 
des forces armees japonaises que par consequent, 
lc Japon n'a pas pu utiliser contre les Etats-Unis, 
la Nouvelle-zelande et l'Australie. II n'est 
guere douteux que cette diversion ait sauve la 
Nouvelle-Zelande de !'invasion. Deuxiemement, 
l'attaque menee par l'armee rouge contre l'armee 
du Kouantoung, entre le 9 aoO.t et le 9 septembrc, 
s'est traduite, d'apres les chiffres officiels, par 
des pertes s'elevant a 674.000 hommes pour les 
Japonais, et a plus de 30.000 hommes pour les 
Russes. Troisiemement, le representant de la 
Nouvelle-zelande a pretendu que la bombe 
atomique avait contraint les Japonais ala capitu
lation. En realite, l'Etat-major nippon avait 
etabli des plans en vue de continuer la guerre 
sur le continent, meme si l'archipel devait etre 
evacue. Seule !'intervention de l'URSS a empecM 
la mise a execution de ce plan. 

M. KHALIDY (Irak) fait observer que les repre
sentants de plus de 50 :Etats sont presents ; il 
conviendrait done de respecter l'ordre du jour. 
Le representant de la Nouvelle-Zelande a inuti
lement souleve certaines questions et fait I'eloge 
de l'un des belligerants de Ia derniere guerre. 
Des declarations de cet ordre n'interessent pas 
les membres de la Commission, car elles ne 
s'appliquent pas aux questions inscrites a l'ordre 
du jour. M. Khalidy considere que ces remarques 
sont hors de propos. 

M. WILSON (Nouvelle-Zelande) reserve pour 
M. Fraser le droit de repondre, etant donne qu'on 
a fait etat de sa declaration. 

M. MANOUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) declare qu'il limitera ses obser
vations a l'examen du projet de resolution 
presente par l'Australie, laChine et les Etats-Unis 
(AJC.1 /426). Ce pro jet de resolution est un defi 
a la logique, a la realite, a !'esprit de Ia Charte 
et aux decisions de l'Assemblee generale. La 
question qui aurait essentiellement dO. faire 
!'objet de Ia resolution, est le retrait des troupes 
etrangeres de Coree. Chacun sait que, durant 
l'annee 1947, les Etats-Unis se sont opposes 
aux efforts deployes par l'URSS en vue de regler 
la question de la Coree et de constituer dans ce 
pays un Gouvernement democratique, c~nfor
mement aux obligations contractees a la 
Conference de Moscotl de 1945. Lorsque les Etats
Unis se mirent en devoir de porter Ia question 
devant l' Assemblee generale, le Gouvernement 
de l'URSS proposa, le 26 septem.bre 1947, de 
proceder, simultanement, au r~tratt des , forces 
armees d'occupation des deux Putssances. L URSS 
a egalement propose que l'on permette au peuple 
de Coree de decider, lui-meme, de son . futur 
regime politique, conformement au dro,lt des 
peuples a disposer d'eux-m~mes .. on a rcpo~du 
que l'URSS n'avait pas 1'mtent10n de retlrer 

1018 



awkward position. However, during the year 
of the Temporary Commission's activity, it was 
the USSR which took the important decision 
to withdraw its forces. There could be no 
doubt that a majority of the world public would 
endorse this USSR decision. After reading the 
documents of the Temporary Commission, it 
became clear that a majority of the Korean 
people of all political parties wished to see the 
United States troops leave. The most equitable 
solution of the Korean question and the most 
acceptable to a majority of the delegations 
present would be the withdrawal of foreign 
troops. 

It had been argued that those who were 
opposed to the draft resolution and did not 
support the conclusions of the Temporary 
Commission were undermining the work of the 
General Assembly and of the Temporary 
Commission. The representative of El Salvador 
had spoken along these lines. The Ukrainian 
delegation respected any statement or criticism 
from any representative, based upon principle. 
However, there was special status reserved for 
the representative of El Salvador who continually 
was hurling abuse at the USSR. Moreover, 
when attempts were being made to achieve a 
peace settlement and to liquidate fascism, the 
representative of El Salvador, during the 
discussion of the Spanish question, had defended 
the Franco regime. Therefore, the representative 
of EI Salvador could not hope that his statements 
would be respected by the Ukranian delegation. 

An examination of the Temporary Commission's 
documents would show who was undermining 
its work and that of the Assembly. The 
Chairman of the Commission had observed that 
it was the opinion of the Commission that the 
creation of a separate government in South 
Korea would not further the aims of Assembly 
resolution 112 (II) of 14 November 1947, namely, 
independence and the withdrawal of troops. 
The Chairman had further said that he had 
informed the Interim Committee that such a 
government would not be the national government 
contemplated in the Assembly's resolution. 
Nevertheless, some delegations were now calling 
for support for a draft resolution which said 
that the Government of South Korea was 
representative of the Korean people. 

Mr. Manuilsky wished to drawn attention 
to another statement concerning a violation 
of the Assembly resolution of 14 November 1947. 
In a meeting of the Temporary Commission on 
20 August 1948, it was made clear that nego
tiations which had been conducted with the 
United States military authorities had not been 
directed towards the withdrawal of troops. 
There had been statements made against the 
Assembly decision that troops should be 
withdrawn within 90 days of the establishment 
of a government for Korea. It was claimed 
that a government had .been established and 
an attempt was then made to violate the Assembly 
decision that troops should be withdrawn within 
ninety days. The puppet government of South 
Korea, which was reminiscent of the Government 

ses troupes, et se livrait simplement a une 
manreuvre destinee a placer Ies E.tats-Unis 
dans une situation embarrassante. Cependant, 
au cours de l'annee pendant laquelle a fonctionne 
Ia Commission temporaire, c'est I'URSS qui a 
pris la decision importante de retirer ses troupes. 
II n'est pas douteux que l'opinion publique 
mondiale approuve cette decision. Apres avoir 
pris connaissance des documents de la Commission 
temporaire, on ne saurait douter que les habitants 
de Ia Coree, a quelque parti politique qu'ils 
appartiennent, desirent en majorite que l'armee 
americaine quitte leur territoire. La solution Ia 
plus equitable du probleme de Ia Coree et Ia 
plus acceptable pour Ia majorite des delegations 
presentes serait le retrait des troupes etrangeres. 

On a pretendu que ceux qui comba ttent ce 
projet de resolution et se refusent a appuyer 
les conclusions de la Commission temporaire 
sapent les travaux de l'Assemblee generale et 
de la Commission temporaire. Le representant 
du Salvador a parle dans ce sens. La delegation 
de Ia RSS d'Ukraine considere avec respect les 
declarations ou les critiques de tous les repre
sentants si elles se fondent sur un principe. Mais 
il y a lieu de reserver un traitement a part au 
representant du Salvador, qui ne cesse d'insulter 
l'URSS. D'ailleurs, lors de l'examen de Ia question 
de l'Espagne, alors que l'on s'efforvait d'obtenir 
un reglement pacifique et d'eliminer defini
tivement le fascisme, le representant du Salvador 
a defendu Ie regime de Franco. Il ne peut done 
s'attendre a ce que Ia delegation de Ia RSS 
d'Ukraine l'ecoute avec deference. 

II suffit d'examiner les documents de Ia 
Commission temporaire pour voir qui sape le 
travail de Ia Commission et de I' Assemblee. Le 
President de cette Commission a souligne que, 
de l'avis de Ia Commission, Ia creation d'un 
Gouvernement distinct en Coree du Sud ne 
servirait pas les fins de la resolution 112 (II) 
adoptee par l'Assemblee generale, le 14 novembre 
1947, a savoir l'independance de la Coree et le 
retrait des troupes etrangeres. Le President a 
egalement declare qu'il a fait savoir a Ia 
Commission interimaire qu'un tel Gouvernement 
ne serait pas le Gouvernement national envisage 
dans Ia resolution de l'Assemblee. Or, certaines 
delegations recommandent maintenant d'appuyer 
un projet de resolution dans lequel il est dit que 
le Gouvernement de Ia Coree du Sud represente 
le peuple coreen. 

M. Manouilsky tient a signaler une autre 
declaration relative a une violation de Ia reso
lution adoptee par l'Assemblee le 14 novembre 
1947. II s'est avere, au cours d'une seance de Ia 
Commission temporaire tenue le 20 aout 1~4~, 
que les negociations entreprises avec les autont:s 
militaires americaines, ne tendaient pas au retra1t 
des troupes. Des declarations ont ete fai~es contre 
la decision de I' Assemblee qui prevoya1t que les 
troupes etrangeres devraient etre evacuees de Ia 
Coree dans un delai de 90 jours a compter de la 
date de Ia formation d'un gouvernement dans ce 
pays. On a affirme qu'un gouvernement etait 
forme, puis on a tente de ne pas respecter 
la decision de 1' Assemblee selon laquelle les 
troupes devaient etre retirees dans un delai 
de 90 jours. On a obtenu du gouvernement 
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of Manchuko, was induced to request the United 
States troops to remain. The procedure had 
been a farce, for only 88 out of 200 representatives 
in the Interim Legislative Assembly had voted 
in favour and the others had left the Assembly 
Chamber. Furthermore, 16 representatives of 
the Korean Assembly had published a statement 
on 21 September concerning occupying forces. 
They had said that the decision of the Assembly 
to ask the United States forces to remain was 
against the interests of Korea and they had 
pointed out that never before in history had 
occupying Powers been asked to stay. 

Despite the clear facts that the Assembly 
decision had been violated, that the rights of 
the Korean people had been trampled upon, 
and that even the Legislative Assembly had 
been unable to accept the maintenance of 
occupying troops, the draft resolution stated 
that a lawful government had been established 
in South Korea and controlled that part in which 
the Commission had been able to exercise its 
supervisory functions. It was evident that this 
question and, indeed, the entire resolution, was 
connected with the unification of North and 
South Korea. This was one point upon which 
all political parties were in agreement, for those 
of the right and centre as well as those of the 
left stood for unification. The draft resolution 
suggested, however, that the present situation, 
with United States forces occupying South 
Korea, should be maintained. 

The documents of the Temporary Commission 
recording interviews with Korean political leaders 
showed that they had unanimously requested 
self - determination. The representative of 
Canada in the course of the interviews had asked 
the leader of a moderate party what would be 
the effect of separate elections upon the uni
fication of the country. The answer given 
was that the results would be most unfortunate 
and would lead to a division of Korea into two 
separate nations. The Chairman had then 
enquired what could improve the situation and 
had been told that if the Korean people were 
left alone, they could settle the matter, but 
that it was hard to do so while intervention 
continued. Clearly, the wish of the Korean 
people was to be left alone. The draft resolution 
did not have this as its object. Rather it would 
keep the United States forces there and send 
out a new commission. 

It had frequently been pointed out that the 
Temporary Commission had been unable to 
visit Northern Korea. However, some held the 
view that the Commission was a legal fiction. 
Any government would wish to pr?tect itself 
from the interference of a body which had no 
legal grounds for existence and wanted to enter 
the country and carry out artificial elections. 

The new commission which was proposed 
would serve to impede the unification of Korea 
and delay the self-determination of .t~e people. 
The functions of the new . commissiOn w~re 
unclear. It was said that 1t could superVIse 

fantoche de la Coree du Sud, qui rappelle Ie 
Gouvernement du Mandchoukouo, qu'il demande 
aux Etats-Unis de ne pas retirer leurs troupes. 
Cette procedure fut une farce, car, sur Ies 200 repre
sentants que compte l' Assemblee legislative provi
so ire, 88 seulement se sont prononces en faveur 
de cette requete, les autres ont quitte la salle 
de l'Assemblee. En outre, 16 representants a 
I' Assemblee coreenne ont publie, le 21 septembre, 
une declaration relative aux troupes d'occupation, 
dans laquelle ils ont dit que Ia decision prise par 
l'Assemblee de demander aux Etats-Unis de ne 
pas retirer leurs troupes est contraire aux interets 
de la Coree; la declaration souligne d'autre part 
que jamais dans l'histoire, des forces d'occu
pation n'ont ete priees de rester. 

Bien qu'il soit evident que la decision de 
l'Assemblee n'a pas ete respectee, que les droits du 
peuple de Coree ont ete foules aux pieds, et que 
l'Assemblee legislative elle-meme n'a pas pu 
accepter le maintien des troupes d'occupation, 
le projet de resolution declare qu'un gouver
nement legitime a ete constitue en Coree du Sud, 
et que ce gouvernement exerce sa juridiction sur 
la partie du territoire dans laquelle Ia Commission 
a pu s'acquitter de ses fonctions d'observation. II 
est evident que cette question et, en fait, la 
resolution tout entiere, est liee au probleme de 
!'unification de Ia Coree du Nord et de Ia Coree 
du Sud. C'est la un point sur Iequel tous les partis 
politiques sont d'accord ; ceux de droite, aussi 
bien que ceux du centre ou de gauche, sont en 
faveur de !'unification. Or, le projet de resolution 
recommande Ia prolongation d'une situation qui 
comporte !'occupation de la Coree du Sud par 
les troupes americaines. 

Les interviews rapportees dans les documents 
de Ia Commission temporaire montrent que les 
chefs politiques careens sont unanimes a reclamer 
l'autonomie. Au cours de ces interviews, le repre
sentant du Canada a demande au chef d'un parti 
modere quel effet auraient des elections separees 
sur !'unification du pays. Illui a ete repondu que 
les resultats seraient extremement facheux et 
que de telles elections aboutiraient a la division 
de la Coree en deux nations distinctes. Le 
President a alors demande queUes mesures 
pourraient ameliorer Ia situation et il lui a ete 
repondu que si on laissait le peuple careen en 
paix il pourrait regler toutes ces questions mais 
qu'il lui etait difficile de Ie faire tant que !'inter
vention continuait. De toute evidence le peuple 
careen desire que 1' on cesse de s 'ingerer dans ses 
affaires interieures. Or, tel n'est pas l'objet de 
Ia resolution. Celle-ci vise plutOt a maintenir 
les forces armees des Etats-Unis en Coree et a 
y envoyer une nouvelle Commission. 

On a frequemment fait observer que la 
Commission t emporairc n'a pas pu visiter la Coree 
du Nord. Cependant, on peut soutenir que cette 
Commission est une fiction legale. N'importe 
quel Gouvernement voudra se defendre contre 
!'ingerence d'un organe depourvu de fondement 
juridique qui desire penetrer dans le pays et y 
organiser des elections fictives. 

La nouvelle commission que I'on propose 
d'instituer est destinee a entraver !'unification 
de Ia Coree et a empecher le peuple careen 
d'exercer son droit a disposer de lui-meme. Les 
fonctions de la nouvelle commission sont vagues. 
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elections although it had been claimed that 
election.s had alreadyj taken place. Again it 
might exercise functions in Korea, as suggested 
by the Chairman of the Temporary Commission, 
which would be similar to those exercised under 
the Trusteeship System. However, no decision 
had been taken to transform Korea into a Non
Self-Governing Territory. 

The Ukrainian delegation had arrived at 
four principal conclusions. Firstly, the 
Temporary Commission had not really been 
an organ of the United Nations but only a tool 
of United States policy for the transformation 
of Korea into a colony of monopolistic capitalistic 
interests. Secondly, there had been no free 
eleCtions held in Southern Korea. Thirdly, 
the so-called Government of Southern Korea 
comprised only puppets and their voices should 
not be heeded by the Assembly. Fourthly, 
the aim of the commission which was now being 
proposed would be to maintain the existing 
division in Korea, to present the unification 
of the country, and preclude the implementation 
of the principle of self-determination. The 
Ukrainian delegation could not vote for the 
three-Power draft resolution as it was contrary 
to the Charter and to the decision of the General 
Assembly. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee should 
settle the question of procedure. Either it 
should discuss the draft resolution as a whole 
or it should deal with each article individually. 
If it was to discuss the draft resolution as a 
whole, it would not be prevented from voting 
paragraph by paragraph if it wished. As no 
amendment had been offered, there seemed 
to be no need to proceed paragraph by paragraph. 
The Chairman therefore proposed that the 
Committee discuss the draft resolution as a 
whole. He would call speakers to order if they 
digressed too much from the question before them. 

Mr. CAsTRo (El Salvador) said his delegation 
supported the three-Power draft resolution. It 
hoped, however, that the third paragraph which 
dealt with the withdrawal of troops would be 
modified since the withdrawal ought not to 
take place until the Government of Southern 
Korea had established its own armed forces. 
There was an army of about 170,000 in North 
Korea and if the United States forces withdrew 
prematurely, it was clear that this army would 
come down from the north and the tragedy 
which had occurred in other countries would 
be repeated. 

The delegation of El Salvador had always 
been opposed to interference in the internal 
affairs of States. Accordingly, it had opposed 
the imposition upon Spain of any decision 
concerning its own Government. The USSR 
had intervened in Spain previously and the 
present regime there had defeated the interests 
of the USSR. The USSR was now trying to 
regain its inHuencc and the dcleg;'.t!on of 

Il y est dit qu'elle pourra surveiller des elections 
bien qu'on ait pretendu que ccs elections ont 
deja eu lieu. De plus, comme le President de la 
Commission temporaire l'a laisse entendre, elle 
pourra exercer en Coree des fonctions analogues 
a cclles qui sont exercees sous un regime de tutelle. 
Cependant, on n'a pas decide de transformer la 
Coree en un territoire non autonome. 

La delegation de !'Ukraine a abouti a 
quatre conclusions principales. Premierement la 
Commission temporaire n'etait pas un organe 
authentique de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
mais uniquement un instrument de la politique 
des Etats-Unis, dont le but est de transformer 
la Coree en une colonie des monopoles capita
listes. Deuxiemement, il n'y a pas eu d'elections 
libres en Coree du Sud. Troisiemement, le pretendu 
Gouvernement de la Coree du Sud est uniquement 
compose de fantoches dont les voix ne devraient 
pas etre ecoutees par l'Assemblee. Quatriemement 
Ia Commission que l'on propose maintenant 
d'instituer aurait pour objet de maintenir la 
division actuelle de Ia Coree, d'entraver !'unifi
cation du pays et d'empecher !'application du 
principe du droit des peuples a disposer d'eux
memes. La delegation de Ia RSS d'Ukraine ne 
peut voter pour le projet de resolution presente 
par les trois Puissances, car il est incompatible 
avec Ia Charte et va a l'encontre de la decision 
de l'Assemblee generale, 

Le PRESIDENT declare que Ia Commission 
devrait resoudre Ia question de la procedure 
a suivre. Elle devrait soit examiner le projet de 
resolution dans son ensemble, soit examiner 
chaque article separement, mais elle ne doit pas 
suivre simultanement les deux methodes de 
discussion. Si Ia Commission decide d'examiner · 
l'em;emble du projet de resolution, rien ne 
l'empechera de voter separement sur chaque 
paragraphe si elle le desire. Aucun amendement 
n'ayant etc presente, il n'y a pas lieu, semble-t-il, 
de proceder paragraphe par paragraphe. Le 
President propose done d'examiner !'ensemble 
du proj et. II rappellera a l'ordre les orateurs 
qui s'ecarteront trop de Ia question qu'ils ont 
a examiner. 

:M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare que sa dele
gation appuie le projet de resolution presente 
par les trois Puissances. Cependant, elle espere 
que le troisieme paragraphe, qui prevoit le retrait 
des troupes, sera modifie, car ce retrait ne 
devrait pas avoir lieu tant que le Gouvernement 
de Ia Coree du Sud n'aura pas organise ses propres 
forces armees. II y a une armee de 170.000 hommes 
environ en Coree du Nord et si les forces armees 
des :Etats-Unis se retiraient prematurement, il 
est evident que cette armee penetrerait dans le . 
sud du pays et que Ia tragedie de nombreux 
autres pays se repeterait. . 

La delegation du Salvador s'est touJours 
opposee a !'ingerence dans les affaires interieures 
d'un :Etat; c' est pourquoi elle a manifeste son 
opposition lorsqu'on a voulu imposer a l'Espagne 
une decision concernant son propre Gouver
nement. L'URSS est intervenue en Espagne il 
y a quelques annees et le regime actuel ct: 
l'Espagne a vaincu !'influence de l'U~SS. Celle-c1 
ess~yc maintcnant de rrgagner son mflurnce rt 
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El Salvador would resist any attempt at inter
vention. 

The representative of the Ukraine had claimed 
that world public opinion would support his 
views. ::\Ir. Castro believed however that a 
majority in the First Committee were more 
representative of world opinion that were any six 
countries. The resolution which was adopted 
by tl1~ Committee would show who was right. 
El Salvador supported the three-Power draft 
resolution and opposed that of the USSR. 

:\Ir. :\luGHIR (Syria) said that the views of 
his d::'legation had already been presented. 
It believed that the United Nations should 
continue to be seized of the Korean problem. 
The three-Power draft gave expression to the 
.concern and the wishes of the majority. It 
set forth the essential objective, which was the 
unification of Korea. The Syrian delegation 
therefore would support it and would oppose 
the USSR draft, firstly, because it criticized the 
Temporary Commission and minimized its 
.achievements and secondly, because it failed 
to present any positive plan and merely recom
mended the abolition of the Temporary 
•Commission. 

l\lr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
R epublic) said he had hoped that the draft 
resolution would be considered point by point, 
:but in view of the Chairman's ruling, he would 
now present his further observations. First 
of all, he would like to remark that the repre
sentative of Syria was inconsistent in his opinions. 
\Vhile in Korea, he had not considered the 
elections which had been held as valid. Then 
in the First Committee he had said that he 
recognized the validity of those elections. The 
theory seemed to be that because the elections 
:had in fact been held, they became lawful. 
It was not clear however how elections which 
1wd not been legal acquired legitimacy ex post 
jaclo. 

It was also claimed that the government 
in South Korea was the government of the 
·whole country and was representative of the 
!Korean people. The Ukrainian delegation held 
a difi ~rent view. It believed that the gover!Jment 
which was based upon elections throughout 
the country and in which 99 per cent of the 
·people had participated was the real government. 
:The representative of the USSR had pointed 
out that those elections had taken place not 
·only in North Korea but also, clandestinely, 
:in South Korea. The representative of the 
United Kingdom had objected to this claim on 
the grounds that the representative of the USSR 
was inconsistent when he said that there had 
been widespread terror and at the same time 
.a universal secret election in South Korea. 
1\fr. Manuilsky pointed out that, despite German 
t errorism during the occupation of France and 
Belgium, the resistance movements had found 
support and aid from all the people. It could 
be assumed that if the United Kingdom also 
had unfortunately been occupied by the Nazis, 
the inhabitants would have resisted despite the 
terr.or and carried on democratic activities 
.and discoverEd the will of the people through 
:a plebiscite. 

la delegation du Salvador s'opposera a toute 
tentative d'intervention. 

Le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine a pretendu 
que !'opinion publique mondiale soutiendra son 
point de vue. lYI. Castro estime que la majorite 
de la Premiere Commission est plus representative 
de !'opinion mondiale que ne le sont six pays, 
quels qu'ils soient. La resolution qui sera adoptee 
montrera qui a raison. Le Salvador appuie le 
projet de resolution presente par les trois 
Puissances et s'oppose a celui de l'URSS. 

M. MuGHIR (Syrie) declare que le point de vue 
de sa delegation a deja ete expose. Elle estime 
que !'Organisation des Nations Unies ne doit 
pas se dessaisir du probleme coreen. Le projet 
de resolution des trois Puissances exprime !'inquie
tude et les desirs de la majorite. II enonce l'objectif 
principal, a savoir !'unification de Ia Coree. La 
delegation de Ia Syrie appuiera done cette reso
lution et s'opposera au projet de l'URSS, d'abord 
parce que ce projet critique la Commission 
temporaire et minimise ses realisations, ensuite 
parce qu'il ne presente aucun plan positif et se 
borne a recommander la suppression de la 
Commission temporaire. 

M. MANOUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) esperait que le projet de reso
lution serait examine paragraphe par paragraphe. 
En raison de la decision du President, il va 
presenter maintenant Ia suite de ses observations. 
Tout d'abord, il se permettra de faire remarquer 
que Ie representant de Ia Syrie manque d'esprit 
de suite. Alors qu'il se trouvait en Coree, il n'a 
pas considere comme valables les elections qui 
avaient eu lieu. Puis, a la Premiere Commission, 
il a declare reconnaitre la validite de ces elections. 
Sa theorie parait etre la suivante : Les elections 
deviennent valides en raison du fait qu'elles ont 
eu lieu. Cependant, on ne voit pas bien comment 
des elections qui n'etaient pas legitimes ont pu 
le devenir ex post facto. 

On pretend egalement que le gouvernement 
de la Coree du Sud est le gouvernement de 
!'ensemble de la Coree et represente le peuple 
coreen. La delegation la RSS d'Ukraine est d'un 
avis different. Elle pense que le gouvernement 
ne d'elections qui ont eu lieu sur !'ensemble du 
territoire de la Coree et auxquelles ont participe 
99 pour 100 de la population est le gouvernement 
reel. Le representant de l'URSS a fait remarquer 
que ces elections, ont eu lieu non seulement dans 
la Coree du Nord, mais aussi, clandestinement, 
en Coree du Sud. A cette affirmation, le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni objecte que le reprt\
sentant de l'URSS se contredit quant il declare 
en meme temps que la terreur regnait en Coree 
du Sud et que des elections generales secretes 
y ont cu lieu. M. Manouilsky fait valoir que, .en 
depit du terrorisme allemand pendant !'occupatiOn 
de la France et de la Belgique, les mouvement~ 
de resistance ont rec;u nne aide et un appm 
effectifs de toute la population. On peut supposer 
que si le Royaume-Uni avait eu, lui-au~si, le 
malheur d'etre occupe par les nazis, ses hab1ta~t~ 
auraient resiste en depit de Ia terreur, et pour~mvt 
une action democratique, et que la volonte du 
peuple se serait manifestee au moyen d'un 
plebiscite. 



The representative of the United Kingdom 
had displayed photographs purporting to show 
that the names of candidates were not always 
on th'? ballots and that sometimes the names 
of members of the Temporary Commission were 
on the ballots. Mr. Manuilsky recalled that 
the photograph of a famous protocol had proved 
to be a forgery. The photographs produced 
by the representative of the United Kingdom 
were also forgeries. The elections in Korea 
had been held before the arrival of the Temporary 
Commission, which showed how clumsy had 
been the agents who prepared the photographs. 
The elections in North Korea had been conducted 
under conditions of full freedom and secrecy. 
On the other hand, the elections in South Korea 
had been carried out under a regime of terror 
where 76 per cent of the population was excluded. 
A government elected in this manner could 
not be accepted, even for South Korea. 

l\Ir. DuLLES (United States of America) pointed 
out that paragraph 2 of the joint draft resolution 
{A/C.1 j426) had been carefully worded to state 
only what was indisputably true and did not 
assert that the present government was in fact 
the government of all Korea nor deny that 
another regime existed in certain parts of Korea. 
It was a carefully drawn statement which had 
been considered very thoroughly by the sponsors 
of the draft resolution and he thought it answered 
the thought expressed by the representative of 
N ew Zealand. 

Referring to paragraph 3 and paragraph 4 (d), 
Mr. Dulles expressed his belief that if the USSR 
would co-operate in carrying out those provisions 
for an observed withdrawal of occupying forces, 
as he was prepared to pledge that the United 
States would co-operate, one of the problems 
remaining would be resolved. It would be 
practical then to leave the situation in the hands 
of the Government of the Republic of Korea. 

Referring to paragraph 4 (a) and (b), he 
stated that the existence of a United Nations 
commission in Korea, exercising its good offices, 
·would si.1pplement the efforts of the Government 
of Korea and bring about the unification of Korea 

To fill in the blank left in paragraph 4 of the 
draft resolution, Mr. Dulles suggested that the 
commission should consist of the same Member 
States which were represented in the present 
United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea. 

l\Ir. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) referring to paragraph 3 of the joint 
draft resolution, asked Mr. Dulles to state exactly 
when the armed forces of the United States would 
withdraw from South Korea as desired by the 
Korean people ; he found that this paragraph 
actually said nothing at all on this point. It was 
wellknown that the withdrawal of USSR forces 
would be completed by 1 January 1949 and that 
no concealing manceuvres were possible in this 
conn~xion. The joint draft resolution stated 
that one of the tasks of the proposed commission 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a exhibe 
des photographies tendant a montrer que les 
noms des candidats ne se trouvaient pas toujours 
sur les bulletins de vote et que, parfois, les noms 
de membres de la Commission temporaire y 
figuraient. M. Manouilsky rappelle que la photo
graphic d'un protocole fameux s'est revelee 
etre un document fabrique ct il declare que les 
photographies produites par le representant du 
Royaume-Uni sont egalement des faux. Les 
elections en Coree ont eu lieu avant l'arrivee de 
la Commission temporaire, ce qui montre la 
maladresse des agents qui ont prepare les photo
graphics. Les elections, dans le Nord de Ia Coree, 
ont en lieu dans des conditions d'entiere liberte 
et de secret parfait. Par contre, les elections 
auxquelles ii a ete precede dans la Coree du Sud 
se sont deroulees sous un regime de terreur qui 
en a exclu 76 pour 100 de la population. Un 
gouvernement elu dans de telles conditions ne 
peut etre accepte, meme pour la Coree du Sud. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fait 
remarquer que les termes du deuxieme paragraphe 
du projet commun de resolution (A/C.1J426) ont 
ete soigneusement choisis afin de n'indiquer que 
ce qui est incontestablement vrai ; il n'affirme 
pas que le gouvernement actuel soit, en fait, 
le gouvernement de !'ensemble de la Coree et 
ne nie pas non plus !'existence d'un autre regime 
en certaines parties 'de la Coree. C'est une decla
ration soigneusement formulee qui a fait l'objet 
d'unc etude approfondie de la part d ~s auteurs 
de la resolution, et le representant des Etats-Unis 
estime qu'elle repond ala pensee exprimee par le 
representant de la Nouvelle-Zelande. 

Au sujet du paragraphe 3 et de l'alinea 4 d), 
l\1. Dulles se declare convaincu que si l'URSS 
veut bien apporter son concours pour Ia mise en 
ceuvre de ces dispositions, qui prevoient un retrait 
des forces d'occupation effectue sans controle, 
comme lui-meme est pret a garantir que les 
Etats-Unis y sont disposes, l'un des problemes 
poses aura trouve sa solution ; il vaudra mieux 
alors confier la situation au gouvernement de 
la republique de Coree. 

Au sujet des alineas a) et b) du paragraphe 4, 
il exprime sa conviction qu'une commission des 
Nations Unies en Coree, chargee d'y exercer 
ses bons offices, serait en mesure de seconder les 
efforts du Gouvernement de la Coree et d'amener 
!'unification du pays. 

Pour remplir le blanc laisse au paragraphe 4 
de la resolution, M. Dulles propose que la 
commission soit composee des memes Etats 
Membres qui composent la presente Commission 
temporaire des Nations Unies pour Ia Coree. 

l\1. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie), revenant au paragraphe 3 du 
pro jet commum d~ resolution, demande aM. Dulles 
d'indiquer de fa<;on precise quand les forces 
armees des Etats-Unis se retireront de Ia 
Coree du Sud, ainsi que le desire le peuple 
coreen, et il exprime !'opinion que le paragraphe 
en question ne dit en fait absolument rien sur 
ce point. II est bien connu que le retrait des 
forces de l'URSS sera acheve le 1er janvier 1949 
et qu'aucune manreuvre de dissimulation n'~st 
possible en !'occurrence. Le projet de resolutwn 
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was to observe the actual withdrawal of the 
occupying forces-lmt no mention was made of 
when United States forces would be withdrawn 
from South Korea. 

Referring to paragraph 4, Mr. Kiselev asked 
what the functions of the new commission would 
be. It would be empowered to make observations 
throughout Korea, hut the present commission 
had not even been able to make a serious report to 
the First Committee ; its Rapporteur 'vas forced 
to cover up the events which took place in Korea 
dt\ring the elections by remaining silent concerning 
the various questions which had been put to him. 
The Temporary Commission had only approved 
and supported the terroristic regime which 
prevailed in South Korea during the elections, as 
could be seen from the reports of the variousr Press 
agencies which had representatives there at the 
time. Such a policy did harm to the cause of 
Korean independence. If the Commission had 
been politically responsible, it would have 
reported that the elections in South Korea 
were far from free. Free elections had already 
been held in North Korea and he thus could 
not understand the functions of the new 
commission. 

He therefore thought that a new commiSSion 
would be completely useless for it would have no 
chance of solving the most important political 
problem of Korea, which fell within the purview 
of the United States, the United · Kingdom, the 
USSR and China. For these reasons the Byelo
russian delegation would vote against the joint 
draft resolution. 

Mr. ZEBno\vsKI (Poland) thought that the joint 
draft resolution was the direct consequence of the 
action taken by the Assembly at its second session, 
which his delegation had considered to be in 
violation of the Charter and of international 
agreements concerning Korea. Being mindful 
of its obligations under Article 2, paragraph 5 of 
the Charter, the Polish Government had as 
excellent a record as any Government for imple
menting the decis;ions and recommendations of the 
United Nations and had refrained from any 
action that was contrary to the spirit of the 
Charter or to international agreements. It 
objected to the Assembly's resolution of 
14 Novembre 1947 because it was inviolation of 
Article 107 of the Charter inasmuch as the fate 
of Korea had been decided in the Potsdam and 
Moscow Agreements. 

In reply to the request of the Chairman at this 
point not to re-open the general debate, 
Mr. Zebrowski pointed out that the new draft 
resolution was based on the Assembly's resolution 
of 14 November 1947 and that he must therefore 
deal with the latter. In his opinion the Assembly 
resolution was contrarj to the principles of the 
Charter, particularly to. the . principle of self
determination laid down m Article 2, paragraph 2. 

Referring to paragraph 1 of the joint draft 
resolution, he noted that he had been the only 

commun porte que l'unc des taches de la 
Commission est d'observer le retrait effectif 
des forces d'occupation, mais aucune mention 
n'est faite de la date a laquelle les forces des 
Etats-Unis seront retirees de la Coree du Sud. 

Au sujet du paragraphe 4, 1\L Kisselev demande 
queUes seront les fonctions de la nouvelle 
commission. La commission sera habilitee a 
faire des observations dans l'ensemble de la 
Coree, mais la Commission actuelle n'a meme 
pas ete en mesure de presenter un rapport serieux 
a la Premiere Commission ; son Rapporteur a 
ete force de dissimuler la verite sur les evenements 
qui se sont deroules en Coree pendant les elections, 
en n'opposant que le silence aux difierentes 
questions qui lui etaient adressees. La Commission 
temporaire n'a fait que donner son approbation 
et son appui au regime de terreur qui regnait 
dans la Coree du Sud durant les elections, regime 
sur lequel les informations des diverses agences 
de presse, qui avaient des representants la-bas 
a l'epoque, apportent des faits precis. Une telle 
politique nuit a la cause de l'independance de 
la Coree. Si la Commission avait eu le sens de 
ses responsabilites politiques, elle aurait signale 
que les erections auxquelles ii a ete procede dans 
la Coree du Sud n'ont nullement ete libres. Des 
elections libres ont deja eu lieu en Coree du Nord ; 
aussi le representant de Ia Bielorussie ne peut-il 
comprendre queUes seront les fonctions de la 
nouvelle commission. 

En consequence, il estime qu'une nouvelle 
commission serait absolument inutile et qu'elle 
n'aurait aucune chance de resoudre Je probleme 
politique le plus important de la Coree, qui est 
du ressort des Etats-Unis, du Royaume-Uni, 
de l'URSS et de la Chine. C'est pour ces raisons 
que la delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie votera 
contre le projet commun de resolution. 

M. ZEBROWSKI (Pologne) considere que le 
projet de resolution commun est la consequence 
directe de la decision prise par l'Assemblee lors 
de sa deuxieme session, action que sa delt~gation 
a considere comme une violation de la Charte 
et des accords internationaux concernant la 
Corer. Conscient des obligations que lui impose 
le paragraphe 5 de l' Article 2 de la Charte, le 
Gouvernement polonais a toujours, autant que 
tout autre pays, applique les decisions et recom
mandations de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
et s'est toujours abstenu de toute action contraire 
a I' esprit de Ia Charte et aux accords. inter
nationaux. S'il s'eleve contre la resolution de 
l'Assemblee du 14 novembre 1947, c'est parce 
qu' elle viole l' Article 107 de Ia Charte, etant 
donne que le sort de Ia Coree a ete fixe par les 
Accords de Potsdam et de Moscou. 

En reponse a la demande du President ~e ~e 
pas rouvrir le debat general, M. Zebrowski fmt 
observer que Ie nouveau projet de resolution 
est fonde sur Ia resolution adoptee par 1' Assemblee 
le 14 novembre 1947 et qu'il doit par consequent 
parler de cette derniere. A son avis, elle est en 
contradiction avec les principes de la C?arte, 
particulierement avec le principe du. dro!t des 
peuples a disposer d'eux-memes menbonne dans 
!'Article 2, paragraphe 2. 

A propos du paragraphe premier du projet de 
resolution commun, il constntc qu'un seul membre 
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member of the Committee who had SO much as 
quoted the report of the Temporary Commission. 
Therefore he did not think it was right for the 
.Committee to approve automatically the 
conclusions of the reports without giving them 
proper consideration. 

He expressed the opinion that paragraph 3 
of the joint draft resolution was merely a smoke
screen designed to hide the fact that the occu
pation forces of the USSR would be withdrawn by 
the end of 1948, while the Government of the 
United States had evaded the request that its 
forces be withdrawn simultaneously. The 
wording " as early as practicable " was evasive 
and meant that United States forces would 
remain in Korea as long as it was suitable for the 
reactionary government there, while the majority 
of the people wished both occupying Powers to 
withdraw their forces. Furthermore, the organi
zation of armed forces by the United States in 
South Korea, mentioned by the representative 
of El Salvador, would perpetuate the division of 
Korea and face the United Nations with the 
prospect of a new civil war. He warned the 
United Nations against aiding the United States' 
attempts to interfere with the people of Asia. 

.Mr. RonroNov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Hepublic) said that he saw no reason to dwell on 
the slanderous statement of the representative of 
El Salvador since the policy of the USSR was 
well-known and the representative of the 
Ukrainian SSR had already replied to his charges. 
With regard to the joint draft resolution, the USSR 
delegation considered that the recommendations 
contained therein could not be reconciled with the 
principles of the United Nations and had already 
expressed its view that the Commission on Korea 
had been and would be used to conceal the 
activities of the reactionary government in South 
Korea and to split Korea. In conclusion, 
:\ir. Rodionov stated that the USSR delegation 
would not take part in any vote on the separate 
paragraphs of the joint draft resolution and would 
vote against it as a whole. 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) declared that this delegation would also 
refrain from taking part in a vote on the joint 
draft resolution by paragraphs and would vote 
against the resolution as a whole. Furthermore, 
his Government stood by its refusal to participate 
in the activities of the Temporary Commission 
and would not take part in any new commission 
which might be set up. 

Mr. ZEBROWSKI (Poland) stated that his dele
gation would follow the procedure of voting 
explained by the USSR representative. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the joint 
draft resolution (A I C .1/426). It was ado pied by 
41 votes to 6, with 2 abstentions. 

:Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) asked 
whether the vote which had just been taken 
included his suggestion for the membership of 
the Commission, and when the Chairman gave his 
opinion that a separate vote was necessary, 

de la Commission a cite le rapport de la Commission 
temporaire ; e'est pourquoi il pense que la 
Commission ne devrait pas approuver Jes 
conclusions des rapports sans examen approprie. 

A son avis, le paragraphe 3 du projet de 
resolution commun n'est qu'un eeran destine 
a masquer Je fait que les forces d'occupation 
de I'URSS seront retirees avant la fin de I'annee 
1948, alors que le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis 
d'Amerique a elude la demande qui lui etait 
faite de retirer ses forces simultanement. 
L'expression << aussitot que possible nest egalement 
evasive et signifie que les forces des Etats-Unis 
demeureront en Coree aussi longtemps que cela 
conviendra au Gouvernement reactionnaire de 
ce pays, alors que la masse du peuple souhaite 
le retrait de toutes les forces d'occupation. 
En outre, !'organisation par les Etats-Unis de 
forces armees en Coree meridionale, organisation 
dont a parle le representant du Salvador, ne fera 
que prolonger la division du pays, et va mettre 
les Nations Unies devant le danger d'une nouvelle 
guerre civile. Le representant de la Pologne 
lance un avertissement a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies et !'invite a ne pas favoriser 
!'ingerence americaine dans les afiaires interieures 
des peuples d'Asie. 

M. RoniONOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) ne veut pas relever les calomnies 
du representant du Savaldor ; le representant 
de la RSS d'Ukraine en a deja fait justice, et 
la politique de l'URSS est bien connue. En ce qui 
eoneerne la resolution commune, la delegation 
de l'URSS estime que les recommandations 
sont incompatibles avec les prineipes de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies ; elle a deja declare 
que la Commission pour la Coree a servi et 
servira encore a dissimuler les menees du 
Gouvernement reactionnaire de la Coree du 
Sud et a separer le pays en deu~ parties. 
Pour conclure, M. Rodionov declare que la 
delegation de l'URSS s'abstiendra de voter 
separement sur les difierents paragraphes du 
projet commun de resolution et votera contre 
le projet dans son ensemble. 

J\L MANOUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) declare que sa delegation 
s'abstiendra egalement de voter separement 
sur lcs difierents paragraphes et votera eontre 
!'ensemble du projet de resolution. En outre, 
son Gouvernement maintient son refus de 
participer aux travaux de la Commission tempo
mire; il nc fera partie d'aueune nouvelle 
commission qui ponrrait etre etablie. 

M. ZEBROWSKI (Pologne) declare que sa dele
gation appuyera la methode proposee par l'URSS 
concernant Ie vote. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur le proj~t 
commun de resolution (ilfC.l/426). Par 41 vorx 
conlte 6, avec 2 abstentions, la resolution est adoptee. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) demande 
si la decision qui vient d'etre prise tient compte 
de la proposition qn'il a faite relativement a 
la composition de la Commission. Le President 
ayant declare qu'un vote distinct lui semble 
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'l\ir. Dulles tnovcd the addition of the followina 
words to nn the blank in paragraph 4 of the reso~ 
lution: "consisting of the same l\1ember States 
which composed the United Nations Temporary 
Commission on Korea ". 

l\Ir. P EARSON (Canada) said that he did not 
wish to oppose this motion but would like to 
reserve the right of his delegation to move an 
amendment on this matter when it was considered 
at a plenary meeting of the Assembly. His 
delegation had some doubts as to the practica
bility of a commission consisting of eight members 
in efYect, although there were nine in theory. 

l\lr. DE LA TOURNELLE (France) thought it 
might be more desirable to leave the text as it 
had been adopted and leave it to the General 
Assembly to take a decision on the membership 
of the Commission at a plenary meeting. 
However, at the request of the representative 
of the United States, Mr. de la Tournelle agreed 
to accept the United States proposal concerning 
membership with the understanding that 
amendments could be proposed at the plenary 
meeting. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the United 
Slates proposal. It was adopted by 41 votes, with 
one abstention. 

The CHAIRMAN took note that the representa
tives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Poland, 
the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia had not t aken part 
in the vote. 

A vote was taken by show of hands on the draft 
resolution submitted by the USSR delegation 
(A fC.l /427 fCorr.l). It was rejected by 42 votes 
to 6, with 3 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that the work of the First 
Committee for the third session of the General 
Assembly had been completed. He expressed his 
thanks to Mr. Costa du Rels, the Vice-Chairman, 
who had aided the work of the Committee so 
much during the Chairman's absence. On behalf 
of the Committee, he sincerely thanked the 
Secretary of the Committee, who had given the 
Chair very valuable support and aid during the 
many long meetings, and he also added his thanks 
to the members of the Secretariat of the 
Committee and to all the members of the staff 
who had helped in the Committee's work. 

Mr. WALKER (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that the First Committee still had the question 
of disposal of the former Italian colonies on its 
agenda and had not therefore completed its 
business. When the CHAIRMAN replied that the 
question of the former Italian colonies was not 
on the agenda for the present meeting and that 
there were no further meetings of the First 
Committee scheduled for the present session, 
l\Ir. Walker said he would like to reserve any 
rights which his delegation might have in this 
matter. He did not think that the mere fact that 
further meetings were not planned was necessarily 
decisive. ' 

necessaire, M. Dulles propose d'ajouter le texte 
suivant pour combler l'espace laisse en blanc 
au paragraphe 4 de la resolution : « composee 
des memes Etats Membres que ceux qui 
composaient la Commission temporaire des Nations 
Unies pour la Coree». 

Sans etre contre cette proposition, M. PEARSON 
(Canada) desire reserver pour sa delegation le 
droit de proposer un amendement sur ce point 
lorsqu'il sera examine en seance pleniere de 
l'Assemblee. Sa delegation n'est pas tout a fait 
sure qu'une commission composee en fait de 
8 membres, bien qu'il y en ait 9 en theorie, soit 
realisable. 

M. DE LA TouRNELLE (France) estime qu'il 
vaudrait peut-etre mieux garder le texte tel 
qu'il a ete ado pte et laisser a l' Assemblee generale 
le soin de prendre en seance pleniere une decision 
sur la composition de la commission. Toutefois, 
a Ia demande du representant des Etats-Unis, 
M. de la Tournelle consent a accepter la propo
sition des :Etats-Unis, a la condition que des 
amendements puissent etre proposes a la seance 
pleniere. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur la propo
sition des Etats-Unis d' Amerique. Par 41 voix, 
avec une abstention, la proposition est adoptee. 

Les representants de !'Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, de la Republique socia
liste sovietique d'Ukraine, de la Pologne, de la 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie. 
de la Tchecoslovaquie et de la Yougoslavie 
declarent n'avoir pas pris part au vote. Le 
President en prend acte. 

Il est procede au vote a main levee sur le projet 
de resolution presente par la delegation de l' URSS 
(A jC.l /427 fCorr .l). Par 42 voix contre 6, avec 
3 abstentions, ce projet de resolution est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT constate que la Premiere 
Commission a termine ses travaux de la troisieme 
session de I' Assemblee generale. Il ex prime ses 
remerciements au Vice-President, M. Costa du 
Rels, qui a beaucoup contribue a faciliter la tache 
de la Commission pendant !'absence du President. 
Au nom de la Commission, il remercie vivement 
le secretaire de la Commission, qui a prete au 
President, pendant les nombreuses et Jongues 
seances de la Commission, une aide et un concours 
precieux, et il adresse egalement ses remerciements 
aux membres du secretariat de Ia Commi,sion 
ainsi qu'a tons les membres du personnel qui · 
ont colJabore aux travaux de la Commission. 

M. WALKER (Royaume-Uni) fait remarqucr 
que la question du sort des anciennes ~olonies 
italiennes figure toujours a l'ordre du JOur de 
la Premiere Commission, dont les travaux de 
ce fait ne se trouvent pas acheves. Le Pm':SIDENT 
declare que cette question ne figure pas a l' ordre 
du jour de la seance et qu'aucune autre seance 
de la Premiere Commission n'est prevue pour 
la session en cours. M. Walker desire reserver 
taus les droits que peut avoir sa delegation sur 
cette question. Il ne trouve pas necessairement 
probant !'argument selon lequel aucune autre 
seance n'est fixee. 
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Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) wished 
to express the appreciation of the Committee 
for the work of the officers of the Committee as 
well as the members of the staff. He thought 
the Committee had accomplished a task which had 
laid a very heavy burden on all those who served it. 

Mr. MEDHEN (Ethiopia) reserved the position 
of his delegation on the question of consideration 
of the item on the former Italian colonies. 

Mr. STEPHEN (Haiti) recalled that the General 
Assembly had rejected the recommendation of 
the General Committee to refer the question of the 
former Italian colonies to the ad hoc Political 
Committee and had resolved that its consideration 
should be deferred until the second part of the 
third ses~ion. He therefore did not think the 
Committee should return to this question. He 
also wished to associate himself with the tributes 
paid to the work of the officers of the Com
mittee and to the Secretariat. 

The meeting rose at 10.48 p.m. 
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M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) desire 
exprimer la gratitude des membres de la 
Commission a son Bureau ainsi qu'aux membres 
du personnel pour leurs efforts. II estime que les 
travaux accomplis par la Commission ont mis 
a rude epreuve tons ceux qui ont travaille pour elle. 

M. MEDHEN (Ethiopie) reserve la position de 
sa delegation au sujet de I'examen du point 
relatif aux anciennes colonies italiennes. 

M. STEPHEN (Ha'iti) rappelle que I' Assemblee 
generale a rejete la recommandation du Bureau 
de I' Assemblee tendant a ce que la question 
des anciennes colonies italiennes soit renvoyee 
a la Commission politique speciale, et qu'elle 
a decide de remettre l'examen de cette question 
a la seconde partie de la troisieme session. II 
ne lui semble done pas que la Commission doive 
revenir sur cette question. II desire aussi joindre 
ses remerciements a ceux qui ont ete adresses 
au Bureau de la Commission et au Secretariat. 

La seance est levee a 22 h. 48. 
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Apartado 656 
CtUDAD TRUJILLO 

ECUADOR-EQUATEUR 
1\f unoz Hermanos y Cia. 
Nueve de Octubre 703 
CasilJa 10-24 
Cu.nAQUIL 

Printed in France. 

EGYPT-EGYPTE 
Librairie "La Renaissance d'Egypte" 
9 Sh. Adly Pasha 
CAIRO 

FINLAND-FINLANDE 
Akateeminen Kirjakauppa 
2. Keskuskatu 
HELSINKI 

FRANCE 
Editions A. Pedone 
13. rue Souffiot 
PARis, v• 

GREECE-GRECE 
"Elehheroudakis" 
Librairie internationale 
Place de Ia Constitution 
ATHENES 

GUATEMALA 
Jose Goubaud 
Gouhaud & Cia. Ltda. 

Sucesor 
Sa Av. Sur No.6 y 9a G. P. 
GUATEMALA 

HAtn 
Max Bouchereau 
Librairie "A Ia Caravclle" 
Boite postale 111-B 
PoRT· AU-PRINCE 

INDIA-IN DE 
Oxford Book & Stationery Company 
Scindia House 
NEW D.ELHI 

IRAN 
Bongahe Piadero·'lf 
731 Shah Avenue 
TEHERAN 

IRAQ-IRAK 
Mackenzie & Mackenzie 
The Bookshop 
BAGHDAD . 

. ' 
LEBANON-UBAN 

Librairie universelle 
BEYROUTH 

LUXEMBOURG 
Librairie J. Schummer 
Place Guillaume 
LuxEMBOURG 

NETHERLANDS-PAYS-BAS 
N. V. Martinus Nijhoff 
Lange Voorhout 9 
s'GRA YEN HAG£ 

NEW ZEALAND
NOUVELLE-ZELANDE 

Gordon & Gotch. Ltd. 
Waring Taylor Streel 
WELLINGTON 

NICARAGUA 
Ramiro Ramirez V. 
Agenda de Publicaciones 
MANAGUA, D. N. 

NORWAY-NORVEGf 
Johan Grundt Tanum Forlag 
Kr. Auguslgt. 7A 
OsLO 

. PHILIPPINES 
D. P. Perez Co. 
132 Riverside 
SAN JUAN 

SWEDEN-SUEDE 
A.-B. C. E. Fntzes Kungl. 

Hofbokhandel 
Fredsgatan 2 
STOCKHOLM 

SWITZERLAND-SUISSE 
Librairie Payot S. A 
LAUSANNE, GENEV£, VEVEY,. 

MoNTREUX, NEUCHAT£L, 
BERNE, BASEL 

Hans Rnunhardt 
Kirchgasse 17 
ZURICH l 

SYRIA-SYRIE 
Librairie universelle 
DAMAS 

TURKEY-TURQUIE 
Librairie Hachette 
469 Istiklal Caddesi 

• BtYOCLU·ISTANBUL 

UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA
UNION SUD-AFRICAIN£ 

Central News Agency 
Commissioner & Ris~ik St~. 
JoHANNESBURG and at CAPETOWN 
and DuRBAN 

UNITED KINGDOM
ROY AUME-UNI 

H. M. Stationery Office 
P. 0. Box 569 
LoNDON, S.E. I 
and at H.M.S.O. Shop! In 
J.oNooN, EoJNBURt.H, MANCUESTER, 
CARDIFF, Be:LFAST and DnrsToL 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE 

International Documents Service 
Columbi!l University Press 
2960 Broadway 
N£w YoRJ:. 27, N.Y. 

URUGUAY 
Oficina de . Representacion de 

Editoriales 
'Av. 18 de Julio 1333 Esc.l 

MO!CTEYlDIO 

vENEZUELA 
Escritoria Perez Machado 
Conde i Piiiango 11 
CARACAS 

· , YUGOSt.A VlA-YOUGOSLAVIE 
Drzavno Preduzece 
J ugosloven~ka Kn i iga 
Moskovska U1. 36 
BEOCRAD c 4883] 

Price in the United States: $10.00 20 January 1949. 




