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Pursuant to rule 11 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security

Council, the SecretarY-General submits the following statement on matters of

'vhich the Security Council is seized and on the stage reached in their

consideration on 20 September 1958.

1. THE IRANIAN QUESTION

By a letter dated 19 January 1946 (Official Records of the Security Council,

First Year, First Series, Supplement No. 1, page 16) addressed to the Executive

Secretary, the Head of the Iranian delegation stated that, owing to the

interference of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, through the mediunl

of its officials and armed forces~ in the internal affairs of Iran, a situation

had arisen which might lead to international friction. He requested the

Executive Secretary, in accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Charter, to bring

the matter to the attention of the Security Council, so that the Council might

investigate the situation and recorr~end appropriate terms of settlement.

By a letter dated 24 January (Official Records of the Security Council,

First Year, First Series, Supplement No. 1, page 17), the Head of the USSR

delegation stated that the allegation lnade by the Iranian delegation was devoid

of any foundation.

At i~s second meeting '(25 January), the Security Council included the item

in its agenda.

At the fifth meeting (30 January); the Security Council adopted a resolution

which after considering that both parties had affirmed their readiness to seelc

a solution of the matter at issue by negotiation, and th~t such negotiations

vTould be resumed in the near future, requested the parties to inform the

Council of any results achieved in such negotiations.

By a letter dated 18 March (S/15), the Iranian Alnbassador to the

United States of Alnerica, in accordance with Article 35 (J.) of the Charter,

brought to the attention of the Security Council a dispute between Iran and the

Soviet Union, the continuance of which was likely to endanger the maintenance of

international peace and security. He stated that the Soviet Union had continued

to maintain its troops in Iranian territory after 2 March 1946, contrary tO,the
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express provisions of article V of the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance of

29 January 1942, and that the Soviet Union vTas contj.nuing to interfere in the

internal affairs of Iran through the mediwn of Soviet agents, officials and

armed forces.

By a letter dated 19 March (s/16), the representative of the USSR informed

the Secretary-General that, negotiations "ere being conducted betvTeen the

Governmert of Iran and the Government of the Soviet Union, and suggested that

'the meeting of the Security Council be postponed from 25 l;arch to 10 April.

The above letters dated 18 and 19 March, together with other communications

relating to the Iranian ~uestion, were included in the Council IS agenda at its

twenty-sixth meeting (26 March).

After taking various procedural deci~ions, the Security Council, at its

thirtieth meeting (4 April), adopted a draft re solution submitted by the

representative of the United States, providing, inter alia, that further

proceedings be deferred until 6 May, at which time the USSR Government and the

Iranian Government were re~uested to report to the Council "hether the withdrawal

of all Soviet Union troops from the whole of Iran had been completed, and at

which time the Council should consider what, if any, further proceedings on the

Iranian appeal were re~uired.

By a letter dated 6 April (S/30), the representative of the Soviet Union

proposed that the Iranian ~uestion bo removed from the agenda of the Council,

on the ground that, under the understanding between the Government of Iran and

the Government of the Soviet Union, full evacuation of the USSR troops from

Iran had been started on 24 March and would be concluded in five or six .weeks.

As was known from the joint USSR-Iranian corrmuni~ue published on 4 April, an'

understanding on all points had been reached behTeen the tvTO Governments.

In a letter dated 9 Aprjl (S/33), the Iranian hnbassador stated that it

was his Government IS desire that the ~uestion should remain on the agenda of the

Security Council. In a letter dated 15 April (8/37), the Iranian Ambassador

corl".municated the text of a telegram from his Government withdrawing its

complaint from the Council.

Pursuant to a suggestion made in the Council at its thirty-second Meeting

(15 ArrL'..), the Secretary-General on 16 April submitted a memorandum (S/39)

/oo.
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concerning the legal aspects of the question of the retention of the Iranian

question on the agenda, The Council referred ~he memorandum to the Committee

of Experts, which submitted its report (S/42) on 18 April.

At the thirty-sixth meeting (23 April), the Security Council rejected a

draft resolution submitted by the representative of France, '''hich ,vould have

noted the agreement reached bet,.,een the Parties and requested the Secretary

General to collect the necessary information in order to complete the Council's

report to the Assembly under Article 24, on the manner in which it had dealt

with the case placed on its agenda on 26 March at the request, subsequently

'''ithdra'fn, of the Government of Iran. Accordingly, the Council remained seized

of the Iranian question. The representative of the Soviet Union stated that

the decision to retain the Iranian question on the agenda ,.,as contrary to the

Charter and that, accordingly, his delegation did not consider it possible to

take any further part in the discussion of the question by the Council.

By a letter dated 6 May (S/53), the Iranian Ambassador reported on the

withdrawal of USSR troops from certain Iranian provinces and promised a further

report promptly when the state of affairs in the province of Azerbaijan had

been ascertained by his Government.

At the fortieth meeting (8 May), the Security Council adopted a draft

resolution submitted by the representative of the United States, providing,

inter alia, that the Council should (a) defer further proceedings in order that

the Government of Iran might have time in which to ascertain through its official

representatives whether all USSR troops had been withdrawn from the whole of

Iran; and (b) request the Iranian Government to submit a complete report

i~~ediately upon the receipt of the information which would enable it to do so.

By letters dated 20 end 21 Eay (s;66 and s/68), the Iranian Ambassador

submitted additional information with resrect to the matters brought to the

Security Council's attention by his Government. r!:t th the letter dated 21 Me,y,

the Iranian Ambassador communicated the text of a telegram from the Iranian

Prime Minister stating that reports had been received to the effect that

USSR troops had evacuated Azerbaijan on 6 May.

/ ...
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At the forty-third meeting (22 ~~y), the Security Council adopted a draft

resolution SUbmitted by the representative of the Netherlands, providing that

the discussion of the Iranian ~uestion should be adjourned, the Council to be

called together at the re~uest of any of its members.

By a letter dated 5 December 1946 (s/204), the Iranian Ambassador forwarded

a report concerning the existing state of affairs in Azerbaijan.

Since the forty-third meeting, the Security Coun~il has not discussed this

agenda item.

2. SPECIAL AG~EEl·ENTS UNDER ARTICLE 43 AND THE ORGANIZATION OF
THE ARf·iED FORCES Iv!ADE AVAILABLE TO THE SECURITY COUNCIL

Article 47 of the Charter provides for the establishment of a Military

Staff Committee, consisting of the Chiefs of Staff of the permanent members of

the Security Council or their representatives, "to advise and assist the

Security Council. on all. ~uestions relating to the Security Council's military

re~uirernents for the maintenance of international peace and security, the

employment and command of forces placed at its disposal, the regulation of

armaments, and possible disarmament."

At the twenty-third meeting (16 February 1946), the Council directed the

~lilitary Staff Committee, as its first task, to examine from the military point

of view, the provisions of Article 43 of the Charter and submit the results of

the study and any recommendations to the Council in due course.

At the one hundred and fifth meeting (13 February 1947), the Council, in

its resolution (s/268/Rev.l/Corr.l) concerning the implementation of General

Assembly resolutions 41 (I) and 42 (I), re~uested the Military Staff Con~ittee

to submit its recommendations in pursuance of Article 43 as soon as possible,

and, as a ~irst step, to submit not l~ter than' 30 April 1947, its recommendations

with regard to the basic principles which should govern the organization of

. armed forces to be made available to the Security Council.

By letter dated 30 April (S/336), the Military Staff Committee submitted

its-report on "General Principles governing the organization of the armed forces

. r1.e available to the Security Council by f.;ember nations of the Uuited Nations 11 •
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General discussion of the report began at the one hundred thirty-e~ghth

n~eting (4 June). Replies to several ~uestions raised during the discussion

on the articles of the report 'vere received from the Military Staff Committee

(S/380, S/394 and S/395). At the one hundred forty-sixth meeting, the Council

re~uested the Committee to submit an estimate of the over-all strength of the

armed forces to be made availa~le to the Security Council, indicating the

strength and composition of the separate components and the proportions that

should be provided by the five permanent members'. At the ~:>ne hundred forty-ninth

meeting, the Council considered the Committee's estimate (S/394) and decided to

re~uest the Military Staff Cownitteels interpretation of the initial contribution

of armed forces referred to in articles 10 and 11. The answer of the Military

Staff Committee was circulated as document s/408.

At the 142nd, 143rd, 145th and 149th meetings, the Council adopted'

provisionally in first,reading, subject to subsequent adoption of the report

as. a whole, articles 1-.6, 9, 10, 12-15, 18, 19, 22-24, 29, 30, 35-40, ,Yith

amendments to some of ' these articles offered by the representatives of Australia

and Belgium. Agreement was not reached on the remaining articles. At the

one ,hundred fift~-s~venth meeting (15 July 1947), the Council discussed

article 11 of the report and proposals submitted by the representatives of the

united Kingdom and Australia. No agreement was reached on the text of the

article. Since ·then, the Council has held no further discussion of the report.

3. RUIES OF PROCEDURE OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

The provisional rules of procedure adopted by the Security Council at its

first meeting (17 January 1946) are contained, as amended to date, in document

S/96/Rev.4 published on 29 July 1952.
The Security Council has not discussed a letter dated 5 September 1947

(S/540/Corr.l) from the representative of the United Kingdom suggesting several

additional rules of procedure concerning Council meetings.
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4. STATUTE AND RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE lvIILITARY STAFF CmJNITTEE

At its second meeting (25 January 1946) the Council approved a directive

to the Nilitary Staff Committee which had been drafted for the Council by the

Preparatory Commission, asking the Comnlittee to draw up and submit to the Council

proposals for its organization and procedure.

At its twe~ty-thrd meeting (16 February 1946), the Security Council agreed

to postpone consideration of the report of the Millitary Staff Committee

concerning its statute and rules of procedure (S/lO as revised in S/115). The

Councfl instructed the Cowmittee of Experts to examine the report. Fending

approval of the report by the Council, the Military Staff Committee was authorized

to carry out its business along the lines suggested in its report.

The report of the Committee of Experts was circulated on 17 July 1947

(S/421), but has not so far been placed on the Council's agenda.

j..~

5· THE GEl\1ERAL REGULATION AND REDUCTION OF AR~'!AMENTS AND /
INFOR~ATION ON THE ARMED FORCES OF THE UNITED NATIONs!

(a) Inclusion of the items in th8 agenda

By a letter dated 27 December 1946 (S/229), the representative of the USSR

transmitted for inclusion in the agenda of the Council a draft resolution having

to do with the implementation of Gen~ral Assembly resolution 41 (I) concerning

the general regulation and reduction of armed forces. The proposal was placed

on the agenda at the eighty-eight meeting (31 December) and consideration of it

was deferred. In the agenda of the ninetieth meeting (9 January 1947), the

USSR proposal and a draft resolution (S/233) presented at the eighty-eight meeting

by the representative of the United States, appeared under the heading "Resolution

of the General Assembly on the principles governing the general regulation and

reduction of armaments (document S/231) and proposals regarding its

implementation ••• " •

At the ninetieth meeting, resolution 42 (r) of the General Assembly

concerning "Information on Armed Forces of the United Nations" "TaS placed on the

agenda of the Council. At the l02nd meeting (11 February 1947) examination of

the two items was combined.
(

~/ See also item 18: International Control of Atomic Energy. / ...
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(b) Implementation of General Assembly resolution 41 (I)

(i) Establishment of the Commission for Conventional Armaments

At the ninetieth meeting, the Council formally accepted General Assembly

resolution 41 (I) and decided to proceed to consideration of its implementation.

Discussion began at the ninety-second meeting (15 January 1947). Draft

resolutions were introduced by the representatives of France (8/243), Australia

(8/249), Colombia (S/251) and the United states (s/264). At the l05th meeting

(13 February), the Security Council resolved (s/268/Rev.l/Corr.l), inter alia,

to set up a Commission for Conventional Armaments composed of representatives of

members of the Security Council to submit to the latter within not more than

three months proposals (a) for the general regulation and reduction of

armaments and armed forces; and (b) for practical and effective safeguards in

connexion therewith.

(ii) Plan of work and organization of the Commission for Conventional
Armaments

By a letter dated 25 June 1947 (S/387), the Chairman of the Commission

transmitted a first progress report to the Council, attaching for approval of

the Council a proposed plan of work (S/387, Annex A) and for the information of

the Council a scheme for the organization of the Commission's work. At the

152nd meeting (8 July 1947), the Council adopted the plan of work adopted by

the Commission for Conventional Armaments. The Council also took note of the

Commission's scheme of organization of its work (S/387, Annex B).

(c) Consideration of General Assembly resolution 192 (Ill)

(i) Transmission to the Commission for Conventional Armaments

By a letter dated 14 January 1949 (S/1216)', the Secretary-General

transmitted to the Security Council General Assembly resolution 192 (Ill). At

the 407th meeting of the Council (8 February), the representative of the USSR

submitted a draft resolution (S/1246/Rev.l) dealing with the contents of the

General Assembly resolution. At the 408th meeting (la February), the

representative of the United States submitted a draft resolution (S/1248)

recommending that General Assembly resolution 192 (Ill) be transmitted to the

Commission for Conventional Armaments for action according to its terms. At the

/ ..'.
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same meeting, the representative of the USSR proposed (S/1249) that his earlier

draft resolution (S/1246/Rev.l) and General Assembly resolution 192 (Ill) be

transmitted to the Commission for Conventional Armaments, and, separately to

the Atomic Energy COID~ission.

The Council adopted the United States draft resolution (S/1248), and

rejected both USSR draft resolutions (S/1246/Rev.l and S/1249).

(ii) Working paper of Commission for Conventional Armaments for
implementation of General Assembly resolution 192 (Ill)

By a letter dated 4 August 1949 (S/1372), the Chairman of the Coromission

for Conventional Armaments transmitted to the President of the Security C~uncil

a working paper adopted by the Commission at its nineteenth meeting on

1 August 1949, concerning implementation of General Assembly resolution 192 (Ill).

On 27 September the representative of France submitted a draft. resolution

(S/1399/Rev.l) calling for approval of the proposals contained in the working

paper and instructing the Secretary-General to transmit it, together with the

records of the Security Council IS discussion, to the General Assembly.

The representative of the USSR submitted a draft resolution (s/1405)

calling for the submission by States of information on both conventional

armament~ and atomic weapons. A revision of this draft resolution (s/1405/Rev.l)

called for submission also of information on armed forces. The representative

of France submitted a draft resolution (s/1408/Rev.l) as an alternative to the

USSR draft resolution calling for the submission by States of full information

011 conventional armaments and armed forces under adequate procedures for

complete verification of SUch information. The French draft resolution recalled

that the submission of full information on atomic material and facilities,

including atomic weapons, was an integral part of the United Nations plan,

approved by the General Assembly on 4 November 1948, to ensure the use of atomic

energy only for peaceful purposes and to ensure effective prohibition of atomic

weapons.

The question was discussed at the 450th through 452nd meetings (11, 14 and

18 October 1949). The French draft resolution (S/1399/Rev.l) was not adopted,

as one of the negative votes was that of a permanent member. The USSR draft
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resolution (s/1405/Rev.l) was not adopted, and the alternative French draft
, .
resolution (S/1408/~ev.l) was also not adopted oWing to the negative vote of

a permanent member.

A draft resolution (s/1410) introduced by the representative of France

inviting the Secretary-General to transmit to the General Assembly the proposals

contained in the working paper adopted by'the Con~ission for Conventional

Armaments, together with the records of tP.a. Council and the Co~ission

discussions was adopted.

(d) Second progress report of the Cc~ission for Conventional Armaments

By a letter dated 4 August 19~9 (S/1371), the Chairman of the Co~ission

for Conventional Armaments transmitted to the'President of the Security Coun~il

two resolutions adopted by the Co~ission concerning items 1 and 2 of the

Co~ission's plan of work and an accompanying report. On 27 September, the
I

representative of the United States submitted a draft resolution (S/1398) calling

for approval and transmission to the General Assembly of the resolutions of the

Co~ission.

The ~uestion was discussed at the 450th meeting (11 October 1949). The

United States draft resolution was not adopted, one of tte ne~ative votes being

that of a permanent member~ The Council adopted a draft resolution (s/1403)

submitted by the representative of'the United Kingdom to transmit to the

General Assembly the resolutions of the Commission and its report.

(e) Consideration of General Assembly resolution 300 (IV)

By a letter dated 6 December 1949 (s/1429); the Secretary-General transmitted

General Assembly resolution 300 (IV) to the President of the Se~urity Council.

A draft resolution (S/1445), submitted at the 461st meeting (13 January 1950) by

the representative of France, proposing that General Assembly resolution 300 (IV)

be transmitted to the Co~ission for Conventional Armaments for further study in

accordance w~th its plan of work, was adopted at the 462nd meeting (17 January

I 1950) •.r,
By a -~tter dated 10 August. 1950 (s/1690), the Chairman of the Co~ission

for Conventional Armarr.ents transmitted the third ~rogress report of the Commission

to the President of the Security Council. The report has not been placed on

the agenda of the Becurity Council nor considered by it.
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(f) Establishment of the Disarmament Commission and dissolution of the
Commission for Conventional Armaments

The subject of effective regulation and reduction of conventional armaments

was discussed at the fifth session of the General Assembly in connexion with the

agenda item "International control ("If atomic energy". By resolution 496 (v)

the Assembly established a Committee of Twelve to report on means whereby the

work of the Atomic Energy Commission and the Conventional Armament ~ommission

might be co-ordinated and their functions me;rged. At the sixth session, the

Assembly, by resolution 502 (VI) of 11 January 1952, took note of the

recommendation of the Committee of Twelve (A/1922) and established under the

Security Council a Disarmament Commission and dissolved the Atomic Energy

Commission. The' Commission was, with the guidance of certain specified

principles and directives, to prepare proposals for lithe regulation, limitatio!l

and balanced reduction of all armed ,forces and all armaments, for the

elimination of all major weapons adaptable to mass destru~:tion, and for

effective international control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of

atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only", In

accordance with the Assembly's recommendation in that same resolution, the

Sec~ity Council, at its 571st meeting (30 January 1952), dissolved the

Commission for Conventional Armaments (S!2516/corr.l).

Three reports covering the work of the Disarmament Commission during the

years 1952 and 1953 (DC!ll, dated 29 May 1952; DC!20, dated 13 October 1952;
. .

and riC/32, dated 20 August 1953) have been submitted to the Security Council and

the General Assembly. The General Assembly, having considered them, adopted

resolutions 704 (VII) of 8 April 1953 and 715 (VIII) of 28 November 1953.

(g) Establishment of the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission

\ Pursuant to General Assembly resolution 715 (VIII), the Disarmament

Commission at its thirty-fifth meeting on 19 April 1954 2stablished a Sub-Committee

composed of the representatives of Canada, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics, the United Kingdom and the United states of America. The Sub-Committeo

has thus far held eighty-six private meetings and has submitted three reports

to the Disarmament Commission (DC/53, dated 22 June 1954; DC!71, dated

7 October 1955; and DC!83, dated 4 May 1956). The Commission, in turn, has
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~ trausmitt~Q the first two to the General Assembly.and the Security Council by means

of its fourth refort (DC/55, dated, August 1954) and a letter from the Chairman,

dated 25 November 1955 (S/346,). The General Assembly, having considered them,

adopted resolutions 808 (IX) of 4 November 1954 and 914 (x) of 16 December 1955,

which suggested that the Disarmament Commission reconvene its Sub-Corr~ittee. The

third refort of the Sub-Corrmittee (Dc/8,) was considered by the Disarmament

Ccrrluission during its meetings in July 1956.

On 20 December 1956, the Disarmament Corrmission decided to take note of the

third report and to transmit it to the General Assembly and the Security Council

for their consideration. On 14 February 1957 the General Assembly adopted

resolution 1011 (XI) vlhich requested the Disarmament Commission to reconvene its

Sub-Corrmittee at an early date. Pursuant to that resolution, the Sub-Ccrrmittee

was convened on 18 March 1957 and discussions were continued for seventy-one

meetings betlveen 18 March and 6 September 1957. The Sub-Ccrrmittee submitted two

rer:orts to the Disarmament Corrmission: Fourth Rer:ort, 1 August 1957 (DC/112),

and Fifth Report, 11 September 1957 (DC/113).

On 14 November 1957, in resolution 1148 (XII), the General Assembly requested

the Disarmament Corr@ission to reconvene its Sub-Corr@ittee as soon as feasible,

and on 19 December it decided (resolution 1150 (XII)) to enlarge the Corrmission by

the addition of fourteen Member States. The Corr@ission has held no meetings

since the adoption of those resolutions.

6. APPOINT1V1.ENT OF A GOVERNOR FOR THE FREE TERRITORY OF 'IRIESTE~/

(a) Introductory note

In a letter dated 12 December 1946 (S/224/Rev.l), .the Chairman of the Council

of Foreign Ministers transmitted those articles and annexes of the draft peace

treaty with Italy relevant to the establishment of a Free Territory of Trieste.

The letter was placed on the agenda of the Security Council at the eighty-ninth

meeting (7 January 1947). At its ninety-first meeting (10 January), the Council

formally accepted the responsibilities devolving upon it under that text.

Article 11, paragraph 1, of the Permanent statute of the Free Territory (Annex VI

of the Treaty) provides that the Governor of the Free Territory shall be appointed

by the Security Council, after consultation with the Governments of Yugoslavia

and Italy.

g/ See also item 15: The Question of the Free Territory of Trieste. / ...
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(b) Consideration by the Security Council (1947-1949)

By a letter dated 13 June 1947 (S/374), the representative of the

United Kingdom requested that an early date be fi~ed for the discussion by the

Council of the appointment of a Governor for ~he Free Territory of Trieste.

At its 143rd meeting (20 June 1947), the Council included the question in

its agenda. After discussion at its 144th and 155th meetings held in private

(20 June and 10 July), the Council set up a sub-committee of three members,

composed of representatives of Australia, Colombia and Poland, to collect

information about the candidates for the post of Governor. After examination

of the Sub-Committee's report and further discussion at its 203rd and

223rd meetings (24 September and 18 December) the Council decided to request the

Governments uf Italy and Yugoslavia to consult with each other in an effort

to reach agreement on a candidate.

The replies of the Governments of Ital~ (8/644 and s/647) and of Yugoslavia

(s/648) indicated that no agreement had been reached.

The Council resumed the discussion at its 233rd and 265th meetings

(23 January and 9 March 1948), held in'private, and agreed to postpone

consideration of the matter and to take up the question again at the request

of any member of the Council.

On 20 March 1948, the Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom

and France, issued a joint declaration in which it was stated, inter alia, that,

in view of the. evident impossibility of agreement on the selection of a Governor

and of developments in the Yugoslav-occupied zone of the'Free Territory, the

three Governments had decided to recommend the return of the Free Territory to

~talian sovereignty as the best solution to meet the democratic aspirations of

the people and to make possible the re-establishment of peace and stability

in the area. The three Governments had proposed to the Governments ·of the

. USSR and Italy that the latter join in an agreement on an additional Protocol

to the Treaty of Peace with Italy which would provide for such a solution. This

note was circulated among the members of the Security Council on 31 March 1948

(S/707) •

By a letter dated 8 February 1949 (S/1251), the representative of the USSR

requested that the qu~stion of appointment 'of a Governor of the Fr~e Territory

be considered by the Security Council in the near future. The Council resumed

1
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consideration of the matter at its 411th meeting (17 February) at which the USSR

representative submitted a draft resolution (S/1260) providing that the Council

appoint Colonel Fltickiger as Governor of the Free Territory. After further

discussion at its 412th, 422r.d and 424th !!:eetings, tr.e e:;.c-H ,'..:'::,r't re.sol1Ation was

rejected.

(c) Consideration by the Security Council (1953)

By a letter dated 12 October 1953 (S/3105), the representative of the USSR,

referring to the declaration made on 8 October 1953 by the G~vernments of the

United States and the United Kingdom. on the question of Trieste, requested that

a meeting of the Council be convened to discuss ~he question of the appointment

of a Governor of the Free Territory of Trieste. A draft resolution enclosed with

the letter provided that the Council decide to appoint Colonel Fltickige~ as

Governor.

At tts 625th meeting (15 October), the Council decid~d to include the

question in the agenda. At its 628th meeting (20 october), it decided to

postpone study of the matter until 2 November, on which date, at its

63~th meeting, it decided to postpone the discussion for a further three weeks.

At its 641st meeting (23 November), the Council decided to postpone the

discussion until the week of 8-15 December, with the proviso that the date of

the meeting would be set by the President.

At its 647th meeting (14 December 1953), the Council decided to postpone

consideration of the question pending the outcome of current efforts to find a

solution to the Trieste problem.

7• THE EGYFTIAN QUESTION

By a letter dated 8 July 1947 (S/410), the Prime Minister and Minister for

Foreign Affairs of Egypt infor.med the Secretary-General that British troops were

being maintained in Egyptian territories against the unanimous will of the

people, contrary to the letter and spirit of the Charter e~d to General Assembly

resolution 41 (I) adopte~ on 14 December 1946. Moreover, the occupation of the

Sudan by the British armed forces and the pursuance there of their hostile policy

ha~ given rise to a dispute between the Egyptian Government and the Government

of the United Kingdom, the continuance of which was likely to. endanger the
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maintenance of international peace and security. Direct negotiations had been

attempted in conformity with Article 33 of the Charter, but to no avail.

Consequently, the Egyptian Government brought its dispute to the Security Council

under Articles 35 and 37 of the Charter, requesting the Council to direct (a) the

total and immediate evacuation of Briti.sh troops from Egypt, inclUding the Sudan;

(b) the termination of the present administrative regime in the Sudan.

The Security Council placed the question on its agenda at the 159th meeting

(17 July). Discussion started at the l75th meeting (5 August) and continued

through the 176th, 179th, 182nd, 189th, 193rd, 196th, J.98th, 199th, 200th and

201st meetings (10 September 1947). At the 189thmeeting (20 August), the

representative of Brazil submitted a draft resolution (S/507) recommending to

the Governments of the United Kingdom and Egypt (a) to resume direct negotiations

and, should such negotiations fail, to seek a solution of the disFute by other

peaceful means of their own choice; and (b) to keep the l3ecurity Council informed

of the progress of the negotiations.

At the 198th meeting (28 August), the Brazilian draft. resolution as amended

by China (S/507/Add.l), Belgium (S/507/Add.l) and Australia (S/5l6) was rejected.

In accordance with paragraph 3 of Article 27 of the Charter, -the United Kingdom

representative did not take part in the voting. At the same meeting, the

representative of Colombia submitted a draft resolution (S/530), calling upon

the Governments of the United Kingdom and Egypt to resume direct negotiations

with a view (a) to completing at the earliest possible date the evacuation of

all United Kingdom military, naval and air forces from Egyptian territory, mutual

assistance being provided in order to safeguard in time of war or imminent threat

of war the liberty and security of navigation of the Suez Canal; and (b) to

terminating the joint administration of the Sudan with due regard to the

principle of self-determination of peoples and their right to self-government;

and to keep the Security Council readily informed of the progress of their

negotiations.

At the 200th meeting (29 August), the Colombian draft resolution 'vas voted

upon in parts and rejected.

At the 201st meeting (10 September), the representative of China submitted

a d.!'al·~ :"csolution (S/547) recommending that the parties: (a) resume negotiations,

i
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and (b) keep the Security Council informed. of the progress of these negotiations

and report thereon to the Council in the first instance not later than

1 January 1948. At~he same meeting, the Chinese draft resolution and the

Australian amendments (S/549) thereto were rejected, having failed to obtain

the affinnative votes of seven members.

The President stated that the Egyptian question would remain on the agenda

and that the Council would reconsider the question either at the request of any

member of the Council or at the request of either of the two parties.

8. THE INDOrmSIAN QUESTION

(a) Inclusion of the question in the agenda

The Indonesian question was brought before the Council by two letters, dated

30 July 1947, from the Government of India and from the Government of Australia.

In its letter (s/447), the Government of India, under Article 35, paragraph 1,

of the Charter, drelv the Council's attention to the situation in Indonesia, Ivhich

in its. opinion endangered the maintenance of international peace and security.

The Council was requested to take the necessary measures to Pllt an end to the

situation.

The letter from the Australian Government (s/449) stated that the hostilities

in progress in Java and Sumatra constituted a breach of peace under Article 39

and urged the Coun~il to take immediate action to restore international peace

and security.

The question was included in the Council'S agenda at the l7lst meeting

(31 July 1947), when the representatives of India and the Netherlands were invited

to participate in the discussion. The Security Council subsequently invited the

representatives of the Philippines, the Republic of Indonesia, Australia,2/

Belgium,2/Burma and Pakistan to participate in the discussion at various stages.

Members of~he United Nations Committee of Good Offices and of the Co~nission

for Indonesia were also invited to participate in the discussion during later

stages.

1/ Representatives of Australia and Belgium were invited to participate in
the discussion of the question after these two countries ceased to be
members of the Security Council at the end of 1947 and 1948 respectively.
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(b) From the cease-fire resolution to the breakdow'n of the IIRenv!lle ll Agreement
(August 1947-December 1948)

On 1 August 1947 (173rd meeting), the Security Council adopted a resolution

(s/459) calling upon the parties to cease hostilities forthwith, to settle their

disputes by arbitration or by other peaceful means, and to keep the Security

Council informed about the progress of the settlement.

By letters dated 3 and 4 August (s/466), the representative of the

Netherlands informed the Council that orders had been issued to the Netherlands

forces in the areas concerned to cease hostilities. By a cablegram dated

5 August (s/469), the Vice-Premier of the Republic of Indonesia informed the

Council that his Government had decided to order a cessation of hostilities. He

requested that the Council appoint a·committee to secure effective implementation

of the 'cessation of hostilities.

On 25 August 1947, the Security Council adopted two resolutions (9/525).

The first provided for establishment of a commission composed of the consular

representatives in Batavia of members of the Security Council to report on the

situation in Indonesia. In the other resolutio~, the Security Council tendered

its good offices to the parties and expressed its readiness, if the parties so. . .

requested, to assist in the settlement of the dispute through a committ.ee of the

Council consisting' of three of its members, each of the parties selecting one

member and the third 'to be chosen by the two so selected.

By letters ,dated 4 and 18 Septemper 1947 (S/545 and S/564), the represe~tatives

of the Netherlands and of the Rep-ublic of Indonesia informed the Council that the

Governments of Belgium and Australia had accepted their respective invitations

to serve on the Council's Committee of Good Offices. By a letter dated

18 September (S/558), the representatives of Australia and Belgium informed the

Council that the Government of the United States of America had agreed to be

the third member.

After discussion in the course of further meetings, held during the .month

~f October 1947, when the Council discussed the interim report (S/573) and the

full report (S/586 and Addenda 1 and 2) of the Consular CommiSsion at Batavia,

~e Security Council, at its 2l9th meeting (1 November), adopted a resolution

(S/597) which provided, inter alia, that the Committee of Good Offices should

assist the parties in reaching agreement on an arrangement whicll ~fould ensure

I
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the observance of the cease-fire resolution. At its 224th meeting on 19 December,

the Council agreed that the Committee of Good Offices should continue with the

same membership after 31 December 1947, although Australia'a membership in the

Security Council ended on that date.

On 17 January 1948 (229th meeting), the President of the Security Council

read a cablegram (s/650) from the Chairm\ill of the Committee of Good Offices

stating that the delegations of the Republic of Indonesia and the Netherlands

would sign a truce agreement on 17 January 1948 on board the USS "Renville" and

that, immediately thereafter, both parties would sign an agreement on twelve

political principles which were to form the agreed basis for discussion

concerning the settlement of the dispute. On 19 January, six additional

political principles ~vere accepted by the parties. The above documents came

to be known as the Renville Agreement.

On 28 February 1948 (259th meeting), the Security Council adopted a

resolution (s/678) in which it noted with satisfaction the first interim report

of the Committee of Good Offices (s/649 and Corr.l) and maintained its offer of

good offices. The Council also adopted a resolution (S/689) requesting the

90mmittee of Good Offices to pay particular attention to political developments

in Western Java and Madura and to report thereon at frequent intervals.

In the course of 1948, the Security Council received various reports from

the Committee of Good Offices on developments in Indonesia and on the

negotiations between the parties, cu~inating in the special reports which it

submitted on 12 and 18 December regarding the collapse of direct talks between

the representatives of the Netherlands and the Republic of Indonesia (S/1117

and S/1129).

(c) From the resumption of military operations to the Round Table Conference at
The Hague (December 1948-December 1949)

On 20 Decembers the Council convened in emergency session (387th'meeting)

at the request of the Australian and United States representatives (S/1128) to

consider the Indonesian question in the light of the resumption of military

operations in Indonesia on 18 December. The Committee of Good Offices submitted

a number of repo~ts (S/1129/Add.l, 8/1138, S/1144, 8/1146, 8/1154, 8/1156 and

8/1166) concerning the outbreak of hostilities and later developments in .

Indonesia.

/ ..' .
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At the 392nd meeting (24 December) the Council adopted a resolution (S/~150)

calling upon the parties to cease hostilities forthwith. The Government of the

Netherlands \Vas called upon immediately to relea.: the President of the Republic

of Indonesia and other political prisoners arrested since 18 December. The

Council also instructed the Committee of Good Offices to report on events since

12 December and on the parties' compli.ance ./ith the above directives. At the

395th meeting (28 December), the Council adopted a resolution (S/1165) requesting

the Consular Commission in Batavia to report fUlly on the situation in the

Republic of Indonesia, covering observance of the cease-fire orders and

conditions in areas under military occupation or from which armed forces might

be withdrawn. On the same date, the Council adopted a resolution (S/1164)

noting that the Government of the Nethe:rlands had not released the prisoners

as requested by the resolution of 24 December, and calling upon the Netherlands

Government to set them free forthwith and to report to the Council within

twenty:four hours.

After further discussion in the course of the month of January, the

Security Council, on 28 January 1949 (406th meeting), adopted a resolution

(8/1234) in which, inter alia, it once again called upon the parties immediately

to cease all military operations, called for the release of all political

prisoners arrested by the Netherlands Government in the Republic of Indonesia

since 17 December 1948, and recommended that the parties undertake negotiations,

with the assistance of the Commission, for the establishment of a federal,

independent and sovereign United States of Indonesia at the earliest possible

date. The transfer of sovereignty over Indonesia by the Government of the

Netherlands to the United 8tates of Indonesia should take place at the earliest

possible date and in any case ,no later than 1 JUly 1950. Various other provisions

of the resolution concerned the return of the Republican Government to Jogjillcarta

and called for the progressive return to the administration of that Government

'of the other areas controlled 'by the Republic under the Renville Agreement.

The Committee of Good Offices was to be known as the United Nations Commission

for Indonesia.

On 1 March 1949, the United Nations Commission for Indonesia submitted a

report (8/1270 and Corr.l) which was followed by three supplementary' reports

during the remainder of the month of March (8/1270/Add.1-3). The report stated
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that the Netherlands Government had not released the Republican political

prisoners and had refused to permit the re-establishment of the Republican

Government at Jogj~~arta, that there had been no negotiations under the

resolution, and that there had been no actual or complete cessation of

hostili ti,es • The report also gave details of a proposal by the Netherlands

Government to convene a round-table conference on the Indonesian question at

The Hague, a proposal viewed by the Commission as a counter-proposal or a

substitute for the 28 January res~lution of the Security Council. The Commission

reg~ested indications as to what its position should be to\fards the invitation.

After discussion in the ~ourse of a number of meetings, the Security Council,. '

on 23 March (421st meeting), approved a directive to the Commission stating that

it was the sense of the Council that the Commission should assist the parties in

reaching agreement as to the implementation of the Council's reeolution of

28 January and as to the time and conditions for holding the proposed conference

at The H~gue. If such an agreement was reached, the holding of such a conference

and participation in it by the Commission would be consistent with the purposes

and objectives of the resolution of 28 January.

The Commission reported on 9 May (S/1320) that both parties had accepted

its invitation to discussions pursuant to the Council's directive.

On 4 August, the Commission reported (S/1373) that a cease-fire had been

ordered by the t\fO Governments on 3 August, that the Government of the Republic

had been restored to Jogj~arta, and that the time and conditions for the

Round-Table Conference at The Hague had been settled.

On 8 November 1949, the Commission submitted a special report (s/1417) on

the Round-Table Conference held at Th~ Hague from 23 August to 2 November 1949.

Under the agreements reached at The Hague, the Netherlands was to transfer

sovereignty unconditionally to the Republic of the United states of Indonesia,

the transfer to be effected by 30 December 1949 at the latest. The residency

of New Guinea, however, was excepted, and its status was to be determined within

a year of the transfer of sovereignty.

The Commission stated that it Ifould continue to carry out its functions in

accordance Ifith its terms of reference and that, in accordance with the agreement

reacned at the conference, it .Tould observe in Indonesia the implementation of

the d~cisions reached at The Hague.
/
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The Security Council commenced discussion of the special report of the

Commission at its 455th lneeting (12 December), when the President of the Council

(the ~epresentative of Canada) submitted a draft resolution (s/143l)

congratulating the parties on the successful conclusion of the Round-Table

Conference, welcoming the forthcoming establishment of the Republic of the

United States of Indonesia and commending the Commission. It requested the

Commission to continue to discharge its responsibilities, including in particular,
observing and assisting in the implementation of the agreements reached at the.
Round-Table Conference.

The representative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft resolution (s/143))

calling for withdrawal of Netherlands £orces, the release of political prisoners

by the Netherlands Government and for the establishment of a United Nations

Commission composed of representatives of States members of the Security Council

which would inquire into the activities of the Netherlands authorities and would

submit to the Council proposals for the settlement of the conflict between the

Netherlands and the Republic of Indonesia on the basis of recognition of the

independence and sovereign rights of the Indonesian people. This proposal

provided also for dissolution of the Commission for Indonesia.

At the 456th meeting (13 December), the Canadian draft resolution was voted

upon in parts and was not adopted. The Ukrainian SSR draft resolution was also

rejected. Follo,ring the vote, the President of the Security Council stated

that rejection of the Canadian draft resolution had no effect whatsoever on the

previous decisions taken by the Council which remained in full force and effect.

From the transfer of sovereignty to the adjournment of the Comnission
sine die (December 1949 - 3 April l~

The United Nations Commission for Indonesia submitted a number of reports

in the course of 1950 (s/1449, s/1663, S/1842 acd S/1873 and Corr.l). The

reports dealt with the implementation of the agreements reached at The Hague,

including the transfer of sovereignty 'fhich had tillcen place on 27 December 1949,

the repatriation of Netherlands forces and the di~solution of the Royal

Netherlands Indonesian Army (KNIL), as well as with events which took place in

the South Moluccas, follOWing the proclamation, on 25 April 1950, of a

"South Moluccas Republic tl by a group of persons who had seized authority in the

islands.
/ ...

J

(d)

s/4098
English
Page 24

The Security Council commenced discussion of the special report of the

Commission at its 455th lneeting (12 December), when the President of the Council

(the ~epresentative of Canada) submitted a draft resolution (s/143l)

congratulating the parties on the successful conclusion of the Round-Table

Conference, welcoming the forthcoming establishment of the Republic of the

United States of Indonesia and commending the Commission. It requested the

Commission to continue to discharge its responsibilities, including in particular,
observing and assisting in the implementation of the agreements reached at the.
Round-Table Conference.

The representative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft resolution (s/143))

calling for withdrawal of Netherlands £orces, the release of political prisoners

by the Netherlands Government and for the establishment of a United Nations

Commission composed of representatives of States members of the Security Council

which would inquire into the activities of the Netherlands authorities and would

submit to the Council proposals for the settlement of the conflict between the

Netherlands and the Republic of Indonesia on the basis of recognition of the

independence and sovereign rights of the Indonesian people. This proposal

provided also for dissolution of the Commission for Indonesia.

At the 456th meeting (13 December), the Canadian draft resolution was voted

upon in parts and was not adopted. The Ukrainian SSR draft resolution was also

rejected. Follo,ring the vote, the President of the Security Council stated

that rejection of the Canadian draft resolution had no effect whatsoever on the

previous decisions taken by the Council which remained in full force and effect.

From the transfer of sovereignty to the adjournment of the Comnission
sine die (December 1949 - 3 April l~

The United Nations Commission for Indonesia submitted a number of reports

in the course of 1950 (s/1449, s/1663, S/1842 acd S/1873 and Corr.l). The

reports dealt with the implementation of the agreements reached at The Hague,

including the transfer of sovereignty 'fhich had tillcen place on 27 December 1949,

the repatriation of Netherlands forces and the di~solution of the Royal

Netherlands Indonesian Army (KNIL), as well as with events which took place in

the South Moluccas, follOWing the proclamation, on 25 April 1950, of a

"South Moluccas Republic tl by a group of persons who had seized authority in the

islands.
/ ...

J



s~~
English
Page 25

On 3 April 1951, the Commission submitted a report (s/2087) on its

activities since the transfer of sovereignty. Among other things, the report

stated that the withdrawal of Netherlands troops was progressing satisfactorily

and that observation by the Commission was no longer necess y. It summarized'

the d~velopments which had led to the establishment, on 18 August 1950, of

the Republic of Indonesia as a.unitary State, as well as related correspondence

with and between the parties in connexion with the right of self-determination.,
It also dealt with a special Union Conference held at ~he Hague on

4 December 1950 to deal with the question of the status of New Guinea. No

agreement had as yet been acbieved on the status of that territory. Since the

military problems were Virtually solved, since no other matters had been

submitted by the parties, and since no items remained on its agenda, the

Commission had decided that, while holding itself at the disposal of the parties,

it would adjourn sine die.. .
The Security Council has not so far discussed that report •

.9. VOTING PROCEDURE IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL

~J a letter dated 2 January 1947 (S/237), the Secretary-General transmitted

to the Security Council the text of General Assembly resolution 40·(I) of

13 December 1946, which recommended to the Council lithe early adoption of

practices and procedures, consistent with the Charter, to assist in reducing the,
difficulties in the application of Article 27 and to ensure the prompt and

effective exercise by the Secu~ity Council of its functions ll
•

At its 197th meeting (27 August 1947), the Council decided to refer the

matter to the Committee of Experts, which was instructed to submit to the

Council its recommendations Oll the measures that the latter should adopt in

view of the Assembly's recommendations.

On 2 September, the United States representative on the Committee of Experts.

submitted draft rules of procedure relating to voting in the Security Council

(S/C.l/160). The Committee has not so far discussed this question.

On 2 December, the Secretary-General transmitted to the Council the text

(8/620) of General Assembly resolution 117 (II) of 21 November 1947, under which

the Interim Committee was to consult with any committee which the Council might
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designate to co-operate with the Interim Committee in the study of the problem

of the voting procedure in the Council.

At its 224th meeting (19 December 1947), the Security Council decided that

the Secretary-GeneralIs letter conveying the Assembly's resolution should be

received by the Council.

On 25 April. 1949, the Secreta!'¥-General transmitted to the Council the

text (S/1512) of General Assembly resolution 267 (Ill) of 14 April 1949,

recommending to the members of the Council that a list of decisions set forth in

an Annex to the resolution be deemed procedural, and to the permanent m~mbers. ,-
that they seek agreement upon what possible decisions of the Council they

might forbear to exercise their veto. At the 452nd meeting (18 October 1949),

the President reported that agreement had not been possible as each permanent

member adhered to its position, but that they had agreed on the principle and

practice of consultation before important decisions were to be made.

10. REPORTS ON THE STRATEGIC TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS
FURSUANT TO THE RESOLUTION OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL OF

7 MARCH 1949 .

In a letter dated 17 February 1947 (s/28l) the United States representative

submitted for the approval of the Security Council, in accordance with Article 83

of the Charter, the text of a draf~ Trusteeship Agreement for the Trust Territory

of the Pacific Islands. After discussion at the l13rd meeting (26 February)

and subsequent meetings, the Council, at its 124th meeting (2 April) approved

the Agreement (S/318), which came into force on 18 JUly 1947.

The question of formulating procedures ~o govern the detailed application
,

of Articles 87 and 88 of the Charter to that strategic area was raised by the

Secretary-General in a letter dated 7 November 1947 (S/599). After discussion

of the matter by the Council, on the basis of a report of the Committee of

Experts dated 12 January 1948 (s/642), meetings were held between committees

appointed by the Security and Trusteeship Councils and the reSUlting agreement

was embodied in a resolution (S/1280) adopted by the Council at its 415th meeting

(7 March 1949). This agreement dealt with the respective functions of the two

Councils in respect of strategic areas in general.

/ ...
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The United states Government and the Trusteeship Council have periodically

submitted repo~ts to the, Security Council in virtue of these agreements. The

United States Governnlent has also given notice of periods \{hen access to parts

of the Trust Territory has been restricted for security reasons.

11. APPLICATIONS FOR MEMBERSHIP

Up to its tenth session, the General Assembly, upon the recommendation of

the Security Council, had approved the admission of: Afghanistan

(19 November 1946), Iceland (19 November 1946), Sweden (19 November 1946),

Thailand (16 December 1946), Pakistan (30 September 1947), Yemen

(30 September 1947), Burma (17 March 1948~, Israel (11 May 1949) and Indonesia

(28 September 1950).

In the course of its tenth session, on 8 December 1955, the General Assembly

adopted resolu~ion 918 ,(X) by \{hich it requested the Security Council to consider,

in the light of the general opinion in favour of the I-1idest possible membership

of the United Nations, the pending applications for membership of all those

eighteen countries about which' no problem of unification arose. The Security

Council considered this resolution, as well as a resolution adopted by the

Assembly at its ninth session (resolution 817 (IX» concerning reconsideration

of all pending applications, and the application of Spain (S/3441/Rev.l), at

a series of meetings in Decembe~ 1955. As a result of this consideration,

the Security Council on 14 December recommended admission of the follol-1ing

sixteen applicants: Albania, Jordan, Ireland, Portugal, Hungary, Italy,

Austria, Romania, Bulgaria, Finland, Ceylon, Nepal, Libya, Cambodia, Laos and

Spain. All these States I-1ere adrnitted to membership by the General Assembly

on ~4 December 1955 (resolution 995 (X».

In the course of 1956, the Security Council recommended the admission of

the Sudan, Morocco, Tunisia and Japan. These States were arunitted to membership

by decisions t~cen by the General Assembly in the course of its eleventh session,

as was Ghana, whose admission was recommended by the Security Council on

7 March 1957.

On 5 September 1957, the Security Council decided to recommend to the

General Assembly the admission of the Federation of Malaya. The General

/
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Assembly at its twelfth session admitted the Federation of Malaya to membership

in the United Nations.

The following applications have so far failed to obtain the recommendation

of the Security Council: The ,Mongolian People's Republic, the Republic of Korea,

the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Viet-Nam. and the Democratic Republic

of Viet-Nam.

12. THE PALESTINE QUESTION

(a) Inclusion of the item in the agenda

In a letter dated 2 December 1947 (S/614) the Secretary-General transmitted

to the Security Council, General Assembly resolution 181 (II) concerning the

future Government of Palestine (Plan of Partition). At its 222nd meeting

(9 December), the Couacil took note of that resolution and decided to postpone

discu?sion of the matter.

At its 253rd meeting (24 February 1948) the Council began its consideration

of the question, and at its 263rd'meeting (5 March) adopted a resolution (s/691)

calling upon the permanent members to consult togetber regarding the situation

in Palestine and appealing to all Governments to act to prevent such disorders

as were occurring in Palestine. On 19 March (270th meeting), those permanent

members of the Council who had consulted together recommended that the Council

should m~~e i~ clear to the parties concerned that the Council was determined

not to permit the existence in Palestine of any threat to the peace and that

it would take further action by all means a"J'ailable to it to bring about the

immediate cessation of violence and the restoration of peace.

(b) Establishment on 23 April 1948 of the Consular Truce Commission

At its 277th meeting (1 April), the Council adopted two resolutions (S/714);

the first one called for a truce in Palestine, and the second,requested the
I

Secretary-General to convoke a special session of the General Assembly to

consider further the question of the future Government of Palestine.

In accordance with the terms of the first resolution, the representatives of

the Jewish Agency and of the Arab Higher Committee met with the President in order

to agree upon a basis for the truce. Since no agreement was reached, the Council

adopted on 17 April (283rd meeting) a resolution calling for a truce and outlining

/ ...

]

s/4098
English
Page 28

Assembly at its twelfth session admitted the Federation of Malaya to membership

in the United Nations.

The following applications have so far failed to obtain the recommendation

of the Security Council: The ,Mongolian People's Republic, the Republic of Korea,

the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Viet-Nam. and the Democratic Republic

of Viet-Nam.

12. THE PALESTINE QUESTION

(a) Inclusion of the item in the agenda

In a letter dated 2 December 1947 (S/614) the Secretary-General transmitted

to the Security Council, General Assembly resolution 181 (II) concerning the

future Government of Palestine (Plan of Partition). At its 222nd meeting

(9 December), the Couacil took note of that resolution and decided to postpone

discu?sion of the matter.

At its 253rd meeting (24 February 1948) the Council began its consideration

of the question, and at its 263rd'meeting (5 March) adopted a resolution (s/691)

calling upon the permanent members to consult togetber regarding the situation

in Palestine and appealing to all Governments to act to prevent such disorders

as were occurring in Palestine. On 19 March (270th meeting), those permanent

members of the Council who had consulted together recommended that the Council

should m~~e i~ clear to the parties concerned that the Council was determined

not to permit the existence in Palestine of any threat to the peace and that

it would take further action by all means a"J'ailable to it to bring about the

immediate cessation of violence and the restoration of peace.
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I
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the principles and machinel~ therefor (S/723). Subsequently, on 23 April, the

Council established a Truce Commission (S/727) to assist in the implementation

ty the parties of the Council's truce resolution of 17 April and to be composed

of the representatives of tho~e members of the Security Council, except Syria,

who had career consular officers in Jerusalem.
\

(c) The Security Council truce resolution of 29 May 1948

FolloWing the outbreak of hostilities on 14 May 1948, the Council adopted at.
its 302nd meeting (22 May) a resolution calling upon the parties to issue

cease-fire orders within thirty-six hours of the adoption of the resolution

(S/773) •

The provisional Government ~f Israel commun~cated to the Council its

acceptance of the truce on 24 May (S/779), whereas the Arab States informed the. .
Council that the 17 April truce resolution should be first observed so that the

cease-fire might lead to a just and lasting solution (S/792).

The'Council at its 310th meeting (29 May) adopted a resolution (S/801)

calling, inter alia, for a cessation of hostilities for a period of four weeks,

~nd instructing Count Folke Bernadotte, the United Nations Mediator,~/ to

supervise the cease-fire, in concert with the Truce Commiesion which was to

be prov~ded with military observers, and to make contact with the parties with

a view to carrying out his functions as determined by the General Assembly.

. The Arab States and the prOVisional Government of Israel advised the

Council of their acceptance of the resolution (S/804, S/810).

At its 313th meeting (3 June), the Council agreed that the Mediator should

be given full authority to interpret the terms of the cease-fire resolution.

Only if his interpretation was challenged should the matter be submitted to

the Council.

~/ In its resolution 186 (S-2) adopted on 14 May 1948, the General Assembly had
empowered a United Nations Mediator to promote a peaceful adjustment of the,
future situation of Palestine, and relieved the Palestine Commission of
further responsibility under 'resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947. The
Mediator was directed to conform with such instructions as the General
Assembly or the Security Council might issue.

/ ...
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(d) The Security Council truce resolution of 15 July 1948 ..
The first truce in Palestine went into effect on 11 June 1948. Since the I

first truce was to expire on 9 July 1948, the Council addressed on 7 July J
(331st meeting) an urgent appeal to both Jews and Arabs for the prolongation of

the truce (s/875). Nevertheless, fighting started again in Palestine.

At the 333rd meeting (13 July), the Mediator presented to the Council an oral

report supplementing his previous writt~. report (S/888), wherein he called upon

the Council to order an immediate cease-fire. A~ its 338th meeting (15 July),

the Council adopted a resolution (S/902), describing the situation in Palestine

as a threat ·to the peace within the me~ning of Article 39 of the Charter, ordering

an indefinite cease-fire, and instructing the Mediator to supervise the truce and

to establish procedures for examining alleged breaches.

Since many alleged violations of the cease-fire order were brought to the

notice of the Council, eapecially in the Negev area, the Council took various

decisions to remedy the, situation. These res91utions, which were taken at the

meetings, of 19 Octobe~, 4 and 16 November and 29 December (s/1044, S/1070, s/l08o,

S/1169), were concerned chiefly with calling upon both parties to cease fire and

to start negotiations for armistice agreements. On 17 September (S/1002), the

Secu~ity Council was informed of the assassination in Palestine of

Count Folke Bernadotte, the Mediator. The Council, at its 358th meeting

(18 Septemb~r), approved the cablegram sent on the previous day by the Acting

Secretary-General empowering Dr. Ralph 'Bunche to assume full authority as

Acting Mediator until further notice.

(e) Conclusion of the Armistice Agreements between February and July 1949

On 11 December 1948 (S/1122), the General Assembly established by

resolution 194 (Ill) a Palestine Conciliation Commission (!rance, Turkey and

the United states) which was, inter alia, to assume the function of the Acting

Mediator under resolution 186 (S-2) of 14 May 1948, and to take steps to assist

the Governments and authorities concerned to achieve a final settlement of all

questions outstanding between them.

By letter dated 6 January 1949 (S/1187), the Acting Mediator, Dr. Bunche,

informed the Security Council that the Government of Egypt and the provisi~nal

Government of Israel had unconditionally accepted a proposal providing for a

cease-fire in the Negev area, to b~ immediately followed by direct negotiations,
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under United Nations chairmanship, on the implementation of the Council's

resolutions of 4 and 16 November 1948, calling for the conclusion of armistice

agreements.

Between February and July 1949, Armistice Agreements were signed bet'feen

Israel on the one hand, and Egypt (S/1264/Rev.l), Lebanon (S/1296/Rev,l), the

Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan (8/1302/Rev.l) and Syria (S/1353/Rev.l) on the other.

On 21 July, the Acting Mediator submitted his final report on the status of the

armistice negotiations and the truce in Palestine (S/1357).2/

At the 457th meeting (11 August), the Council adopted two resolutions

(S/1376), the first paying tribute to Count Folke Bernadotte and, upon the

completion of their responsibilities, expressing appreciation to the Acting

Mediator and the members of the staff of the Palestine Mission, and th~ second

Which, inter alia, expressed the hope that the parties, by means of negotiations

conducted by the Palestine Conciliation Commission, would soon achieve agreement

on a final settlement and, meanwhile, reaffirmed the cease-fire order contained

in the Council's 15 July resolution (8/902)j relieved the Acting Mediator of

any further responsibility under Security Council resolutionsj noted that the

Armistice Agreements were to be supervised by Mixed A~istice Commissions under

the chairmanship of the United Nations Chief of StaZf of the Truce Supervision

Organizationj and requested the Chief of Staff to report to the Council on the

observance of the cease-fire in Palestine. Since then, the Chief of Staff has

periodically submitted reports on the work of that organization.

(f) The demilitarization of Jerusalem

The question of demilitarization of the Jerusalem area, with special reference

to General Assembly resolution 194 (III) of 11 December 1948, 'fas placed on the

agenda of the 453rd meeting on 25 October 1949 at the request of the representative

of Egypt. The Council decided to adjourn further discussion of this matter

indefinitely, pending discussion of the Palestine question by the General Assembly.

While the Assembly has discussed various aspects of the Palestine question at

each subsequent session, the Council has not resumed discussion of this matter_

2/ Meanwhile, at its 207th meeting (11 May 1949), the General Assembly, upon the
recommendation of the Security Council, had decided to admit Israel to
membership in the United Nations.
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(g) Charges submitted by Egypt on 9 September 1950 of alleged vi01ation of the

Egyptian-Israel Armistice Agreement

By letter dated. 9 September 1950 (S/1789 and Corr.1L Egypt dre,., to the

attention of the Security Council the expulsion by Israel of thous~nds of

Palestinian Arabs into Egyptian territory and alleged violations by Israel of

the Egyptian-Israel General Armistice Agreement.

At its 524th meeting (17 November)) the Council adopted a resolution (S/1907

and Corr.l)) which called upon the parties to consent to the handling of the

present complaints according to the procedures .established in the Armistice

Agreements; re~uested the Israel-Egyptian Mixed Armistice Commission to give

urgent attention to the Egyptian complain~s of expulsion of thousands of Palestine

Arabs and called upon both parties to give effect to any finding of the Israel

Egyptian Mixed Armistice Commission regarding the repatriation of any such Arabs

who) in ~he Commission's opinion) were entitled to return; and authorized the

Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization to recommend to Israel

and Egypt and other appropriate Arab States such steps as he considered necessary

to control the movement of nomadic Arabs across international frontiers or

armistice lines.

(h) Charges submitted by Syria in April 1951 of alleged violation of the
Armistice Agreement regarding the Huleh Marshes

At the 541st meeting (17 April 1951)) the Council considered the various

items concerning alleged violations of the Syrian-Israel General Annistice

Agreements which had been submitted by the representatives of Syria and Israel

(see S/Agenda 541). The Council agreed to defer further consideration until

such time as General Riley) Chi~f of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization)

should be able to come before the Council for the purpose Qf providing it with

further information.

At the 545th meeting (8 May)) the Council adopted a resolution noting that

fighting was continuing in the demilitarized zone and calling upon the parties

to cease fighting (S/2130).

At the 547th meeting (18 May)) the Council adopted a resolution (S/2157)

which) inter alia) (1) called upon the Government of Israel to comply with the

re~uest of the Chief of Staff and of the Chairman of the Israel-Syria Mixed

/oo.
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Armistice Commission to ensure that the Palestine Land Development Company cease

all operations in the demilitarized zone until such time as an arrangement 1'las

made through the Chairman of the Israel-Syria Mixed Armistice Commission for

the continuation of the urainage project; (2) found that the aerial action

tw(en by Israel forces on 5 April and any future aggressive military action by
1

either party in or around the demilitarized zone should be regarded as

constituting a violation of the cease-fire provision of the Security Council

resolution of 15 July 1948, and as inconsistent with the terms of the Armistice

Agreement and the obligations assumed under the Charter; and (3) decided that

Arab civilians who had been removed from the demilitarized zone by Israel

should be permitted to return forthwith to their homes and that the Israel-Syria

Mixed Armistice Commissioq should supervise their return and rehabilitation.

(i) Complaint submitted by Israel in July 1951 regarding the Suez Canal

By 'letter dated 11 JUly 1951 (S/224l), the representative of Israel

requested urgent- consideration of the follm1ing item: "Restrictions imposed

by Egypt on the passage of ships through the Suez Canal".

The Council began consideration of this question at the 549th meeting

(26 July) and invited the representatives of Israel, Egypt and Iraq to

participate without vote in the discussion.

At the 558th meeting (1 September), the Council adopted a resolution

(S/2322) which found, inter alia, that the practice of interfering with passage

through the Suez Canal of goods destined. for Israel w'as inconsistent with the

objectives of a peaceful settlement and the establishment of permanent peace

in Palestine. The resolution called upon Egypt to terminate the restrJc~ions- .
on the passage of international commercial shipping and goods thrOUgh the

Suez Canal wherever bound and to cease all interference with such shipping

beyond that essential to the safety of shipping in the Canal itself and to

the observance of the international conventions in force.

I .. ·

..

s/4098
English
Page 33

Armistice Commission to ensure that the Palestine Land Development Company cease

all operations in the demilitarized zone until such time as an arrangement 1'las

made through the Chairman of the Israel-Syria Mixed Armistice Commission for

the continuation of the urainage project; (2) found that the aerial action

tw(en by Israel forces on 5 April and any future aggressive military action by
1

either party in or around the demilitarized zone should be regarded as

constituting a violation of the cease-fire provision of the Security Council

resolution of 15 July 1948, and as inconsistent with the terms of the Armistice

Agreement and the obligations assumed under the Charter; and (3) decided that

Arab civilians who had been removed from the demilitarized zone by Israel

should be permitted to return forthwith to their homes and that the Israel-Syria

Mixed Armistice Commissioq should supervise their return and rehabilitation.

(i) Complaint submitted by Israel in July 1951 regarding the Suez Canal

By 'letter dated 11 JUly 1951 (S/224l), the representative of Israel

requested urgent- consideration of the follm1ing item: "Restrictions imposed

by Egypt on the passage of ships through the Suez Canal".

The Council began consideration of this question at the 549th meeting

(26 July) and invited the representatives of Israel, Egypt and Iraq to

participate without vote in the discussion.

At the 558th meeting (1 September), the Council adopted a resolution

(S/2322) which found, inter alia, that the practice of interfering with passage

through the Suez Canal of goods destined. for Israel w'as inconsistent with the

objectives of a peaceful settlement and the establishment of permanent peace

in Palestine. The resolution called upon Egypt to terminate the restrJc~ions- .
on the passage of international commercial shipping and goods thrOUgh the

Suez Canal wherever bound and to cease all interference with such shipping

beyond that essential to the safety of shipping in the Canal itself and to

the observance of the international conventions in force.

I .. ·



s/4098
English
Page 34

(j) Compliance with and enforcement of the General Armistice Agreements, with
special reference to recent ac~s of violence, and in particular to the
incident at ~ibiya on 14-15 October 1953: report by the Chief uf Staff
of the Truce Supervision Organization

In identical letters dated 17 October 1953, the representatives of France

(S/3109), the United Kingdom (S/3110) and the United States (S/3111) requested

an urgent meeting of +,he Security Council to consider the matter of the tension

between Israel and ~he neighbouring Arab States, with pa~ticular reference to

recent acts of violence and to compliance with and enfor~ement of the General

'Armistice Agreements.

The Council discussed this matter at ten meetings between 19 October and

25 November 1953, during which time Major General Vagn Bennike, Chief of Staff

of the Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine, presented a comprehensive

report concerning the activities and decisions of the four Mixed Armistice

Commissions, particularly regarding the Qibiya incident.

At the 642nd meeting (24 November), the Council adopted a resolution

(S/3139/Rev.2) which, inter alia (1) found that the retaliatory action at Qibiya

taken by armed forces of Israel and all such actions constituted a violation of

the cease-fire provisions of the Council's resolution of 15 July 1948 and were

inconsistent with the parties' obligations under the General Armistice Agreement

and the Charter; (2) expressed the strongest censure of that action, calling

upon Israel to take effective measures to prevent all such actions in the future;

(3) took note of the fact that there i{aS substantial evidence of crossing of the

demarcation line by unauthorized persons often resulting in acts of violence

and requested the Government of Jordan to continue and to strengthen the measures

which they were already taking to prevent such crossings; (4) recalled to the

Government of Israel and Jordan their obligations under Security Council

resolutions and the General Armistice Agreement to' prevent all acts 'of violence

on either side of the demarcation line; (5) reaffirmed that it was essential

in order to achieve progress by peaceful means towards a lasting settlement of the

issues outstanding between them that the parties abide by their obligations under

the General Armistice Agreement and the resolutions of the Security Council; and

I~) requested the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization t~ report

within three months to the Council, with such recommendations as he might

consider appropriat~on compliance with and enforcement of the General Armistice

i
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Agreements, with particular reference to the provisions of that resolution and

taking into account any agreement reached in pursuance of the request by the

Government of Israel for the convocation of a conference under Article XII of the

General Armistice Agreement between Israel and Jordan.

(k) Complaint submitted by Syria against Israel on 16 October 1953 concerning
work on the west bank of the River Jordan in the Demilitarized Zone

In a letter dated 16 October 1953 (S/3108/Rev.l) , the representative of Syria

complained that on 2 September 1953 Israel had started works in the Demilitarized

Zone to divert the Jordan River into a new channel with a view to making it flow

through its own territory. He charged that that action violated the provisions

of the Israel-Syrian Armistice Agreement, particularly article V thereof. He also

recalled that the Chief of Staff had requested Israel on 23 September to stop all

operations.

Following a report by the Chief of Staff on the question (S/3122), the Council

started discussing the question at its 629th meeting (27 October). At the
. -

631st meeting (27 October), the Council adopted a resolution (S/3128) wherein it

deemed it desirable that the works started in the Demilitarized Zone should be

suspendeu pending the urgent examination of the question by the Council, and took

note with satisfaction of Israel's undertaking to suspend the works in question

during the Council's examination of the dispute.

After further discussion of the question at subsequent meetings, France, the

7Jnited ~ingdom and the United States submitted at the 648th meeting (16 December)

a joint draft resolution (S/3151), under which as subsequently revised

(S/3151/Rev.2) the Council would, inter alia, (1) endorse the request by the
- ,

Chief of Staff to the Government of Israel dated 23 September 1953j (2) call upon
. -

-toe parties to the dispute to comply with ~ll t~e decisions and requests made by

the Chief of Staff in the exercise of his authority under the Armistice Agreementj

(3) request and authorize the Chief of Staff to explore possibilities of

~econciling Israel ~nd Syrian interests involved in the-dispute over the

diversion of Jordan waters at Banat Ya'qub, including full Eatisfaction of

existing irrigation rights at all seasons, while safeguarding v~Je rights of

individuals in the Demilitarized Zone, and to take such steps in accordance with

I·· .
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the Armistice Agreement as he might deem appropriate to effect a reconciliation;

(4) request the Secretary-General to place at the disposal of the Chief of Staff

a sufficient number of experts, in particular hydraulic engineers, to supply hi~

on the technical level with the necessary data for a complete appreciation of the

project in question and of its effect upon the Demilitarized Zone; and (5) direct- ,

the Chief of Staff to report to the Security Council within ninety days on the

measures taken to give effect to that resolution.

At the 656th meeting (22 January 1954), the Council failed to adopt the

revised joint draft resolution owing to the negative vote of a permanent member.

During the discussion of the question, the representative of Lebanon submitted

one draft resolution on 18 December 1953 (S/3l52) and another draft resolution

(S/3l66) at the 655th meeting (21 January 1954). The Council has not yet acted

on these resolutions.

(1) Complaints received from Israel and Egypt in January and February 1954

In a letter dated 28 January 1954 (S/3l68), the representative of Israel

requested that a qomplaint concerning restrictions placed by Egypt upon shipping

proceeding to Israel through the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba be placed on

the Council1s agenda for urgent consideration. The letter added that the acts

complained of constituted violations of the Council's resolution of 1 September 195]

and of the Egypt-Israel Armistic~Agr~ement.

In a letter dated 3 February (S/3l72), the representative of Egypt requested

the inclusion of the following in the same agenda for urgent consideration:

"Complaint by Egypt against Israel concerning violations by Israel of the

Egyptian-Israel Armistice Agreement in the Demilitarized Zone of El-Auja".

At the 657th meeting (4 February), the Ccuncil decided that the agenda should

consist of those two complaints and that they should be considered consecutively.

It discussed the complaint submitted by Israel at eight meetings from 4 February

(657th meeting) to 29 March (664th meeting).

At the 662nd meeting (23 March), the representative of New Zealand submitted

a draft resolution (S/5l88/Corr.l) providing, inter alia, that the Council should

. (1) recall its resolutio~ of 1 September 1951; (2) note with grave concern that

:,.,:ypt had not complied with that resolution; (3) call upon Egypt, in accordance

with its obligations under the Charter, to comply with it; and (4) consider that

without prejudice to the provisions of the resolution of 1 September 1951, the
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~ complaint concerning the alleged interference with shipping to Elath through

the Gulf of Aqaba should in the first instance be dealt with by the 'Mixed

~ Armistice Commission established under the Egypt-Israel Armistice Agreement.

At the 664th meeting (29 March), the New Zealand draft resolution was put

to the vote, and was not ~dopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent member

of the Council. Since the 664th meeting, the Council has not considered those

complaints.

(m) Complaints received from Lebanon and Israel in March and April 1954

In a cablegram dated 30 March 1954 (S/3192) Jordan charged that on 2S'March

large Israel military armed forces had attacked 'the Jordan Village of Nahhalin,

killing nine persons and wounding eighteen civilians. It was stated that on the

same date the Israel-Jordan Mixed Armistice Commission had adopted a resolution

condemn~ng Israel in the strongest terms for that aggression and calling upon the

Israel authorities to take the most effective measures to.prevent such and other

aggressions against Jordan in the future and to apprehend and punish those

responsible.

In a letter dated 1 April (S/3195), the representative of Lebanon submitted

for urgent consideration a complaint regarding this incident on behalf of the

Hashemite Kingdom of the Jordan.

By a letter dated 5 April (S/3196), the representative of Israel requested

urgent consideration of four complaints concerning repudiation by Jordan of its

obligations under the Israel-Jordan Armistice Agreement, and an armed attack on a

bus near Scorpion Pass on 17 March.

At the 665th meeting (S Ap~il), the Council had before it a provisional

agenda containing the complaints received from Lebanon as sub-item (a) and the

complaints received from Israel as sub-item (b). At the 665th to 670th meetings

the Council considered the question of whether the two sub-items should be

discussed consecutively or concurrently. At the 670th meeting (4 May), the

Council decided that it should (1) adopt the provisional agenda; (2) hold a

general discussion in which reference might be made to any or all of the complaints

on the agenda; and (3) not corrndt itself, at that stage, as to the separate or

joint character of its eventual resolution or resolutions. Thereafter the

President invited the representatives of Israel and Jordan to take part in the

discussion. / ...
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At the 671st meeting (12 t-'Iay), the representative of Lebanon submitted a

draft resolution providing that the Council should (1) find that the attack on

Nallhalin constituted a flagrant breach by Israel of the Council's resolution of

15 JUly 1948, of article Ill, paragraph 2, of the, Israel-Jordan General Armistice

Agreement, of Israelis obligations under the Charter and of the Council's

resolution of 24 November 1953; (2) express the strongest censure in condemnation

of that action and call upon Israel to take effective measures to apprehend and

punish the perpetrators; (3) request Israel to pay compensation for loss of life

and damage to property sustained in Nahhalin as a result ~f the action; and

(4) call upon the Members of the United Nations to apply, in acqordance with

Article 41 of the Charter, such measures against Isreal as they deemed necessary

to prevent the repetition of such actions and the aggravation of the situation.

In the cotITse of the 670th meeting (4 May), the representative of Israel

inquired from the President Whether, in inviting the representative of Jordan to

the Council for the purPOs€ of presenting a complaint against Israel, the Council

had satisfied itself that the Government of Jordan had given or would give

assurances, under Article 35, paragraph 2, of the Charter, of its acceptance in

advance of the obligations of pacific settlement provided in the Charter.

By a letter dated 26 May (S/3219), the Ambassador of Jordan informed the

President of the Security Council that he was not empowered to represent his

Government before the Council or to take part in its current discussion.

Since the 671st meeting the Council has not considered those complaints.

On 19 June the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization

transmitted two reports on the Scorpion Pass (3/3252) and Nahhalin incidents

(8/3'251) •

(n) The incident of 28 September 1954 concerning the SS. Bat Galim

In a letter dated 28 September 1954 (S/3296), the representative of Israel

informed the Council that, on that date, the Israel vessel S3. Bat Galim had

arrived at the southern entrance of the Suez Canal without incident but th8i~ after

the routine inspection by the Egyptian authorities had taken place in ~ friendly

atmosphere, an Egyptian patrol vessel had approached the ship, and thi3t wireless

communication, which had peen maintained up to then with the Company's offices in

Haifa, had come to an end. The letter added that the seizure of the vessel was

/ ...
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but the latest example of the Egyptian Government disregard for the Security

Council and its resolutions, especially that of 1 September 1951.

In a letter dated 29 September (S/3297.), the representative of Egypt informed

the President that, on 28 September, the SS. Bat Galim had approached the habour

of Suez and, ~ithout any provocation, had opened. fire ~ith small-arms on Egyptian

fishing boats ~ithin Egyptian territorial ~aters. The 'Egyptian authorities had

taken the preliminary measures of arresting the cre~ of the sh~p and ordering an

immediate inquiry to determine responsibility for the incident.

The Council discussed the question a~ seven meetings from 14 October 1954 to

13 Sanuary 1955 (682nd to 688th meetings).

In a report dated 25 November 1954 (6/3323), the Chief of Staff of the

Truce Supervision Organizati~n in Palestine described the proceedings of. the

Mixed Armistice Commission concerning the complaints by Israel and Egypt. He

stated that the Commission had rejected an Egyptian draft resolution providing that

the Commission should (1) find that during the night of 27-28 September 1954)

the Israel vessel Bat Galim had entered Egyptian territorial ~atersj (2) decide

that that action was a violation of article 11, paragraph 2 of the General

Armistice Agreement; (3) decide that that action was also a violation of the

shipping agreement signed by both parties and witnessed by the Chairman of the

Mixed Ar~istice C~mmission, which was considered.as complementary to the General

Armistice Agreementj and (4) call upon Israel authorities to prevent such actions

in the future. .
Thereafter, the Commission had adopted an Israel draft resolution providing

that the Commission should find that the Egyptian complaint regarding the

SS. Bat Galim case was unfounded and ~hat no provision of the General Armistice

Agreement had been violated by Israel.

In a letter dated 4 December (8/3326)) the representative of Egypt stated

that) oWing to insufficient evidence, the Egyptian judicial authorities had set·

aside charges of murder) attempt~d murder and unl~wful carry~ng of weapons

brought against the members of the crew of the SS. Bat Galim. The seamen would

be released as soon as the necessary formalities hDd been concluded and the

Egyptian Government was prepared to release 'the seized cargo immediately.

/'tJ.
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At the 688th meeting (13 January 1955), the President, in s.umming up the '\

discussion, stated that it was evident that most representatives ~egarded the

resolution of 1 September 1951 as having continuing validity and effect, and it

1las in tha~ context and th~t of the 1888 Convention that they had considered the

Bat Galim incident. In so far as steps had been taken by Egypt towards a

settlement, such as the release of the crew on 1 January 1955 and the announced

willingness to release the cargo and the ship itself, those steps had been

welcomed by most of the representatives. Hope had been expressed that a continued

attitude of conciliation on both sides would speedily bring about an agreement on

the arrangements for the release of the ship and cargo. On that note of hope and

expectation, he propoped to adjourn the meeting.

Since the 688th meeting. the Council has not considered this matter.. .

(0) . Egyptian and Israel complaints of March 1955 concerning incidents in the
Gaza area

I. In a letter dated 2 March 1955 (S/3367), the representative of Egypt

:;oequested a meet~ng of the Council to consider the follovTing complaint:

"Violent and premeditated aggression committed on 28 February 1955 by Israel

armed forces against Egyptian armed forces inside Egyptian-con~rolledterritory

near Gaza, causing many casualties,'including thir~y-nine dead and thirty-two

wounded and the destruction of certain military installations in violation of,

inter alia, article I, paragraph 2, and article II, paragraph 2 of the

Egyptian-Israel General Armistice Agreement".

In a letter dated 3 March (S/3368), the representative of Israel requested

consideration of his Government's complaint against Egypt for continuous

violations by Egypt of the General Armistice Agreement and of resolutions of

the Security Council by means of, inter alia, attacks of regular and irregula~

Egyptian armed forces against Israel armed forcesj assertion by Egypt of the

existence of a s~ate of war and the exercise of active belligerency against

Israel, particularly the maintenance and the enforcement of blockade measureSj

and Egyptian refusal to seek agreement by negotiation for an effective transition

from the present armistice to peace.

/ ...
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.~ In a report dated 17 March (S/3373), submitted orally to the Council, the

Chief of Staff stated that, on 6 March, the Egyptian-Israel Mixed Armistice

Commission had decided that the attack on Gaza constituted a violation of the

General Armistice Agreement. He added, however, that infiltration from

Egyptian-controlled territory was one of the main causes of the prevailing

tension. He suggested that, in order to decrease tension along the Demarcation

Line the two parties should examine in an informal meet}ng the possibility of

agreeing on oertain measures which he had proposed.

On 28 March, France, the United Kingdom and the United States of Am~rica

submitted a joint draft resolution (S/3378) providing that the Council should

(1) condemn the attack on Gaza as a violation of the cease-fire provisions of the

Council's resolution of 15 July 1948 and as inconsistent with the obligations of

the parties under the Armistice Agreement and the (;I1arter j (.2) call again upon

Israel to take all necessary measures to prevent such actionsj and (3) express its

conviction that the maintenance of the Armistice Agreement was threatened by any

deliberate violations of that agreement by one of the parties to it, and that no

progress towards the return of permanent peace in Palestine could be made unless

·the parties complied strictly with their obligations under the Armistice Agreement

and the cease-fire provisions of its resolution of 15 July 1948.. .
On the same date, France, the United Kingdom and the United States of America

submitted a Becond joint draft resolutioQ (S/3379), providing that the Council,

anxious that all possible steps should be taken to preserve security in the area,

should, inter alia, (1) request the Chief of Staff to continue his consultations

with the Governments of Egypt and Israel with a view to the introduction of

practical measures to that endj (2) note that· the Chief of Staff had already made

certain concrete proposals to that effectj and (3) call upon the Governments of

Egypt and Israel to co-operate with the Chief of Staff with regard to his

proposals, bearing in mind that, in the opinion of the Chief of Staff, infiltration

could be reduced to an occasional nuisance if an agreement had been effected

between the parties on the lines he had proposed. I
The two draft resolutions were adopted unanimously at the 695th'and 6~6tp

meetings (29 and 30 March) respectively.
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II. In a letter dated 4 April (S/3385), the representative of Israel

requested the President to place on the Council's agenda a complaint concerning

repeated attacks by Egypt against Israel, with special reference to (1) the

armed assault at Patish on 24 March; (2) frequent mining and firing on Israel

army units patrolling the Israel-Egyptian border at the Gaza strip between

26 March and 3 April and (3) the attack on Israel army patrol and on the village

of Nahal-Oz on 3 April.

In a report dated 14 April (S/3390), the Chief and Staff described the

incidents between Egypt and Israel since the Gaza incident on 28 February. He

believed that the most urgent step to be taken to improve the situation in the

Gaza area was the.institution of joint patrols along the Demarcation Line.

The Council discussed the question at the 697th and 698th meetings

(6 and 19 April). At the 698th meeting, the ITesident stated that the consensus

of opinion was that there was no need for any new action by the Council at

present, inasmuch as the facts brought to the Council1s.notice and the possible

measures to avert frontier incidents in the area of the Demarcation Line bet"Teen

Egypt and Israel had been fully covered in the resolutions adopted by the Council

during the month of March. He trusted that he was expressing the general views

of the members of the Council in appealing to both sides to give full effect

to the Security Council resolutions of 29 and 30 March, aimed at averting frontier

incidents.

(p) Egyptian and Israel complaints of August and September 1955' concerning
incidents in the Gaza area

In letters dated 30 and 31 August 1955 (S/3425, S/3426, S/3427), the

representative of Israel informed the Security Council of new and grave outbreaks

of violence in the Gaza strip, starting on 22 August.

In a letter dated 6 September (S/3431), the representative of Egypt informed

the Security Council that since 22 August 1955 Israel armed forces had embarked

upon vast military operations culminating on 31 August in an incident in the aTe8

of Khan Yunis.

In a report dated 5 September (S/3430), the Chief of Staff stressed, among

other thtngs, that a repetition of the incidents would only be avoided if the

. forces of the opposing sides were separated by an effective physical barrier along

the Demarcation Line.
/ ...
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The Council discussefr the question at the 700th meeting (8 September 1955)

and unanimously adopted a draft resolution (S/3435), by which, among other things,

the Council (1) called upon both parties forthwith to take all steps necessary to

bring about order and tranquillity in the area; (2) endorsed the view of the

Chief of Staff that the "armed forces of both parties should be clearly and

effectively separated by measures such as those which he had proposed;

(3) declared that freedom of movement must be afforded to the United Nations

observers in the area; (4) called upon both parties to appoint representatives

to meet with the Chief of Staff and to co-operate fully with him to those ends.

(q) Incidents of December 1955 on Lake Tiberias

In a letter dated 13 December 1955 (S/3505), the representative of Syria

informed the Council of a large-scale attack launched on the night of

11-12 December by Israel armed forces in the area lying to the east' of

Lake Tib~rias causing considerable loss of life and property.

The Council discussed the question at eight meetings from 16 De~ember 1955

to 19 January 1956 (707th and 709th to 715th meetings).

In a letter dated 21 Dece~ber 1955 (S/3518), the representative of Israel

informed the Council that evidence found on Syrian prisoners proved that Syrian

outposts" off the northeastern shore of Lake Tiberias had been instructed to fire

upon Israel boats within a limit of 250-400 metres of the shore.

. In a report dated 15 December 1955 (S/3516) and a supplement dated 30 December

(S!3516/Add.l), the Chief of Staff, after explaining the background of the incident,

made certain suggestions to prevent further incidents arising from fishing

activities on Lake Tiberias.

On 11 January 1956, the representatives of France, the United Kingdom and

the United States submitted a joint draft resolution (S/3530 and Corr.l), under

Which, among other things, the Council would (1) remind Israel that the Council

had already condemned military action in breach of the General Armistice Agreements,

whether or not undertaken by way of retaliation, and had called upon Israel to

take effective measures to prevent such actions; (2) condemn the attack of

11 December as a flagrant violation of the cease-fire provisions of its resolution

of 15 July"1948, of the terms of the General Armistice Agreement between Israel

and Syria, and of Israel's obligations under the Charter; (3) express its grave

/ ...
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concern at the failure of Israel to comply with its obligations; (4) call upon

the Government of Israel to do so in the future, in default of which the Council

would have to consider what further measures were required to maintain or restore

peace; (5) call upon the parties to comply with their obligations under article 5

of the General Armistic~ Agreement; (6) request the Chief of Staff to pursue his

suggestions for improving the situation in the area; and (7) call upon both

parties to co-operate with the Chief of Staff in this and all other respects.

The three-Power joint draft resolution was revised tWice by its sponsors

(S/3530/Rev.2 and Rev.3), to include provisions by which the Council would

(1) hold that the Syrian interference with Israel activi~ies on Lake Tiberias

reported by the Chief of Staff in no way justified the Israel action; and

(2) call upon the parties to arrange with the Chief of Staff for an immediate

exchange of all military prisoners.

The Council also had before it two other draft resolutions. There was

a Syrian draft resolution (s/3518) which was submitted on 22 December 1955 and

which was'amended by the representative of the USSR on 9 January 1956; and a

Yugoslav draft resolution (s/3536) which was submitted on 18 January 1956.

At the 715th meeting (19 January 1956), the Council decided to grant priority

in the voting to the revised three-Power draft resolution (S/3530/Rev.3). At the

same meeting on 19 January, the three-Power draft resolution was adopted

unanimously.

(r) Resolution of 4 April 1956 concerning the status of compliance given to the
General Armistice Agreements and the resolutions of the Security Council
adopted during the past year

In a letter dated 26 March 1956 (S/356l), the representative of the

United States requested a meeting of the Council to consider the status of

compliance given to the General Armistice Agreeme~ts and the resolutions of the

Security Council adopted during the past year.

On 21 March 1956, the United States submitted a draft resolution (s/3562 and

Corr.l) according to which, among other things, the Council, after,recalling its

resolutions of 30 March 1955, 8 Se~tember 1955 and 19 January 1956, would

(1) consider that the situation prevailing between the parties concerning the

enforcement of the Armistice Agreements .and the compliance given to the
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above-mentioned' resolutions of the Council was such that its continuance was

likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security; (2) request

the Secretary-General to undertake, ~s a matter of urgent concern, a survey of

the various aspects of enforcement of and compliance with the four General

Armistice Agreements and the Council's resolution under reference; (3) request the

Secretary-General to arrange with the parties for the adoption of any measures

which after discussion with the. parties and with the, Chief of Staff he considered

would reduce existing tensions along the Armistice Demarcation Lines.

The Security Council discussed the question at six meetings held between

26 ~~rch and 4 April 1956 (717th and 722n~ meetings). On 3 April, the USSR

submitted a number of amendments to the United States draft resolution (S/3574).

On 4 April, the Council rejected these amendments and adopted unanimou~lY

the United-States draft resolution (S/3575).

Report of the Secretary-General pursuant to the Security Council's
resolution of 4 April 1956

In.the course of ~is consultations in the Middle East with the countries

concerne~, from 10 April. to 3 May 1956, the Secretary-General transmitted to

the Security Council texts of communications relating to negotiations that passed

between him and the authorities in Egypt and Israel (S/3584, S/3586 and S/3587), .

as well as a progress report (S/3594). On' 9 May, he submitted his report (8/3596)

giving a full account of his mission, the unconditional assurances he had received

from the parties concerned regarding a cease-fire and agreements reached in

arrangements to ensure compliance with the Armistice Agreements.

Discussion of the report of the Secretary-General

The report of the Secretary-General was discussed by the Security Council at

six me~tings from 29 May to 4 June 1956 (723rd to 728th meetings). On 25 May,

the representative of the United Kingdom had circulated a draft resolution (S/3600)

whicp he revised on 29 May (S/3600/Rev.l). The revised draft resolution provided,

inter alia, that the Council, conscious of the need to create conditions in which

a peaceful settlement on a mutually acceptable basis of the dispute between the

parties could be made, would (1) commend the Secretary-General and the parties on
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the progress already achieved; (2) declare th~t the parties to the Armistice

Agreements should speedily carry out the measures already agreed upon with the

Se9retary-General, and should co-operate with the Secretary-General and the Chief

of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization to put into effect their further

practical proposals, pursuant to the resolution of 4 April, with a view to full

implementation of that resolution and full compliance ivi th the Armistice Agreements;

(3) declare that full freedom of movement of United Nations observers must be

respected in all areas along the Armistice Demarcation Lines, in the Demilitarized

Zones and in the Defensive Areas as defined in the Armistice Agreements, to enable

them to fulfil their functions; (4) endorse the Secretary-General's vievT that

the re-establishment of full compliance with the Armistice Agreements represented

a stage which had to be passed in order. to make progress Possi?le on the main

issues between the parties; (5) request the Chief of Staff to continue to carry out

his observation of the cease-fire pursuant to the Security Council1s resolution of

11 August 1949 and to report to the Security Council whenever any action undertaken

by one party to an Armistice Agreement constituted a serious violation of that
I

Agreement or of the cease-fire, which in·his opinion required immediate

consideration by the Security Council; (6) call upon the parties to the Armistice

Agreements to take the steps necessary to carry out this resolution, thereby

increasing confidence and demonstrating their wish for peaceful conditions; and

(7) request the Secretary-General to c?ntinue his good offices with the parties,

and to report to the Security CounCil, as appropriate.

On 1 June, the representative of Iran submitted an amendment (S/3602) deleting

the paragraph of the preamble that referred to the "need to create conditions

in which a peaceful settlement on a mutually acceptable basis of the dispute

betvTeen the ,parties could be made". On the same day, the representative' of the

United Kingdom introduced a second revision (S/3600/Rev.2) to his draft resolution,

and on 4 June, accepted the Iranian amendment. The draft resolution thus amended

was unanimously adopted on 4 June (S/3605).

Pursuant to the Council1s resolution of 4 June 1956, the Secretary-General

and the Chief of Staff of the Truce SuperVision Organization continued to exert

efforts to implement specific proposals designed to support the cease-fire; in

which connexion the Secretary-General again visited the area between 18 and 23 July.

They submitted a number of reports to the Council on the situation (S/3632,

S/3638, S/3658, 8/3659, 8/3660, 8/3670 and S/3685). •.
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(s) Complaints received from Jordan and Israel in October 1956

In a letter dated 15 October 1956 (S/3678), the representative of Jordan

requested an early meeting of the Council to consider the situation ar~slng

from an attack by Israel armed forces on 11 October against the villages of

Qalqiliya, Sufin, Rabla and Nabi Ilyas, as well as a similar attack of

25-26 September against the area of Rusan.

In a letter dated 17 October (S/3682), the representative of ~srael requested

that at its forthcoming meeting the Council consider the follm'ling complaint

against Jordan: "Persistent violations by Jordan of the General Armistice

Agreement and of the cease-fire pledge made to the Secretary-General on

26 April 1956."

The Council considered these complaints at two meetings held on 19 and

25 October.

(t) Steps for the immediate cessation of the military action of Israel in Egypt

In a letter dated 29 October 1956 (S/3706), the representative of the

United States of America informed the President of the Council that his Government

had received information to the effect that, in violation of the Armistice

Agreement between Israel and Egypt, the armed forces of Israel had penetrated deep

into ~gyptian territory in the Sinai area that day. Re re~uestcd that the Council

be convened as soon as possible to consider an item entitled: "The Palestine

question: 5teps for the immediate cessation of the military action ?f Israel in

Egypt."

The Security Council considered this question during three meetings held

on 30 0stober.

At the 749th meeting (30 October), the U~ited States introduced a draft

resolution Which, as revised (S/3710), (1) called upon Israel and Egypt immediately

to cease fire; (2) called upon all Members, inter alia, to refrain from the use'

or threat of force in the area and to refrain from giving any military, economic

or financial assistance to Israel so long as it had not complied with the

resolution; and (3) requested the Secretary-General to keep the Council informed

~ on compliance and to make whatever recommendations he deemed appropriate. The

draft resolution was put to the vote at the same meeting and was not adopted owing

to the negative votes of two permanent members.
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The Council also failed to adopt a USSR draft resolution (S/3713/Rev.l) to

call UpO:l all the parties concerned ir.1i.lediately to cease fire and to call upon

Israel il.J:1ediately to Hithdrmv its arl:led forces behind the established arLlistice

lil:es.

Fcllo'lling the voting on the USSR draft resolution at the 750th l:leeting

(30 October), the Council Hent on to consider the next iteIJ on the agenda of the

ueeting (see i ten 32 belmv - IlLetter dated 30 October 1956 froD the representative

of Egypt addressed to the President of the Security Council").

(u) Conplaint subnitted in May 1957 by Syria concerning construction by Israel
of a bridge in the Der.Jilitarized Zone

In a letter dated 13 May 1957 (S/3827), the representative of Syria requested

that the Council consider the situation arising fror.l the construction of a bridge

ill the Denilitarized Zone, which he charged would give Israel a r.Jilitary advantage

ancl contravened the provisions of the Israel-Syrian General r'\rElistice Agreer.lent.

He referred to a report on the subject (S/3815) subLlitted on 20 April by the

Acting Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization and

stated that he could not concur in the conclusions reached therein.

The Security Council considered this question in the course of three meetings

held betHeen 23 and 28 May. Follmving discussion by the laerabers of the Council

and the parties concerned, the President noted that all seeued to agree tllat it

IJight be appropriate for the Acting Chief of Staff to subr.1it a supplementary

report on the natter.

On 27 June 1957, the Acting Chief of Staff SUbElitted a report (S/3844)

relating to the Der.lilitarized Zone established under article V of the

Israel-Syrian General ArLlistice AgreeLlent, and on 7 August he SUbElitted an

addendl~n (S/3844/Add.l).

(v) COLlplaints subuitted by Jordan and Israel in Septel:1ber 1957

In a letter dated 4 SepteLlber 1957 (S/3878), the representative of Jordan

subr.1itted a cOIJplaint to the Council for its consideration, charging Israel with

violations of the Israel-Jordan General Arl:listice Agreer.Jent by carrying out

diGging operations in Ho-Man Is-Land in the Jerusalem sector.

/ ...
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ill the Denilitarized Zone, which he charged would give Israel a r.Jilitary advantage

ancl contravened the provisions of the Israel-Syrian General r'\rElistice Agreer.lent.

He referred to a report on the subject (S/3815) subLlitted on 20 April by the

Acting Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization and

stated that he could not concur in the conclusions reached therein.

The Security Council considered this question in the course of three meetings

held betHeen 23 and 28 May. Follmving discussion by the laerabers of the Council
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In a letter dated 5 Septel:lber (S/3883), the representative of Israel

reCluested that at its forthcol:lin(5 l:leeting the Council consider charges by Israel

of violations by Jordan of the provisions of the General !\l'l:listice A(~reer.lent,

and in particular of article VIII thereof.

The Security Council considered these couplaints at five Lleetin13s, 011

6 SE'" tel.lber J 22 Noveuber 1957) and 22 January 1958. It decided to hear first

the stater.lents of the t,vo interested parties and to postpone until later a decision

as to ,.,hether the t,.,o cOElplaints should be considered SilJultaneously or

consecutively. The President stated his understandinl3 that the Council agreed

to reCluest the Acting Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization to

subuit to it t,vo reports on the complaints before it; the first, coverinl3 natters

raised in the cOl:lplaint subuitted by Jordan, to be SUblJitted "'ithin a fortnil3ht.

At its 806th l,lecting, held on 22 r;ovelilber 1957, the Council rene",ed consideration

of the Jordanian complaint.

I (;~,T.ll)liance with the request of the Council, the Acting Chief of Staff of

the Truce Supervision Organization sUbl~itted a' report (S/3892 and Add.l and 2),

dated 23 Septeliilier 1957, on the area between the lines (neutral zone) around the

Goverm:lent House area, and on 31 October he SUbr.litted a rel)Ort (S/3913) relating

to the Israel complaint against Jordan, which specifically referred to the

provisions of articJ.e VIII, articles I and III, and article XII of the General
6/Armistice"Agreement .-

At the 809th meetine; on 22 ,January 1958, the United Kinc;dol.l and the

United States introduced a joint draft resolution (8/3940) under which the Council,

noting that the status of the zone ",as affected by the provisions of the General

.t\l'mistice Ac;reel:1ent and that neither Israel nor Jordan enjoyed sovereignty over

any part of the zone (it being beyond the respective demarcation lines), ,.,ould:

(1) direct the Chief of Staff to regulate activites within the zone subject to

such arranc;eJ:lents as night be l:lade pursuant to the provisioDS of the General

Arr,listice Agreer.lent and paragraph 3 of the resolution,. bearinG in dip.cl mmership

of property there, it being understood that, unless other\'lise uutually a~.~rced,

~/ The Security Council <lid j.1ot consider furtLcl' the iteLl sublditted by Israel
in the period covered by this report.

/ ...
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Israelis should not be allowed to use Arab-owned properties and nrabs should not

be allowed to use Israel-owned properties; (2) direct the Chief of Staff to

conduct a survey of property records with a view to determining property ownership

in the zone; (3) endorse the recoliunendations of the Acting Chief of Staff to the

end that: (a) the parties should discuss through the Mixed Armistice Commission

civilian a~tivities in the zone; (b) in order to create an atccsphere lTIOre

conducive to fruitful discussion, activities in the zone, such as those initiated

by Israelis on 21 July 1957, should be suspended until such time as the survey

,vould have been COlilpleted and provisions made for the regulation of activities

in the zon~; (c) such discussions should be completed within a period of two

months.

At its 810th meeting on 22 January 1958, the Council adopted the joint draft

resolution unanimously.

/ ...
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13. THE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION

(a) Inclusion of the question in the agenda

By a letter dated 1 January 1948 (S/628), the representative of India, under

Article 35 of the Charter, requested the Security Council to call on Pakistan to

stop immediately giving assistance to invaders in the State of Jammu and Kashmir,

sin~e such assistance was an act of aggression against India. The matter was

included in the agenda of the Security Council at the 226th meeting on

6 January 1948. The representatives of India and Pakistan were invited to

participate in the discussion without vote, in accordance with Article )1 of the

Charter. At th! request of the representative of Pakistan, further consideration

was postponed until 15 January. By a letter dated 15 January (s/646), the

Foreign Minister of Pakistan submitted three documents replying to. Indiats charges

and levelling charges by Pakistan on \'1hich the Council was requested to tal:e action.

By'a letter dated 20 January (s/655), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of

pakistan requested consideration of matters in the Pakistan complaint other than

the Jammu and Kashmir question. In consequence, the Security Council decided, at

its 231st meeting (22 January), to change the title of the question, considered

until then as the "Jammu and Kashmir Question", to the "India-Pakistan Question~'.

(b) Establishment of the United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan
(Security Council resolutions of 17 January, 20 January, 21 April and
3 June 1§1j:8)

At 'the 227th through 229th meetings (15-17 January), the 8ecurity Council

heard statements by the representatives of the two parties concerned. At the

229th meeting, a draft resolution submitted by the representative of Belgium

(8/651), calling upon the parties to take all meast:res to improve the situation,

was adopted as well as a proposal by the representative of the United Kingdom

that the President of the Council meet with the representatives of the two

Governments concerned so as to try to find common ground for a settlement.

Following his talks with the parties, the President reported to the Council

at its 230th meeting (20 January) and submitted a draft resolution (s/654) which

had been drawn up as a result of the talks, establishing a commission of three

members to investigate and to exercise mediation. One member was to be selected
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by India, one by Pakistan, and the third was to be designated by the two so

selected. The resolution was adopted at the same meeting.

At its 286th meeting (21 April), the Council considered and adopted a draft

resolution (s/726) submitted Jointly by the representatives of Belgium, Canada,

Cpina, Colombia, the United Kingdom and the United states, enlarging the

membership of the Commission established by the resolution of 20 January 1948 to .

five and recommending to the Governments of India and Pakistan various measures

designed to bring about a cessation of the fighting and to create conditions for

a free and impartial plebiscite to decide whether the state of Jammu and Kashmir

was to accede to India or Pakistan. At the 287th meeting of the Council (23 April),

Belgium and Colombia were nominated as the two additional members of the Commission,

the members named earlier being Argentina (chosen by Pakistan) and Czechoslovakia

(chosen by India).

After further discussion at the 289th meeting (7 May), the President designated

the United states as the third member of the Commission, in view of the failure

of Arge~tina and Czechoslovakia to agree upon a third member.

At the 312th meeting (3 June), the Security Council adopted a modified version

of a Syrian draft resolution (S/u19), directing the commission of mediation to

proceed v7ithout delay to the area of dispute and to study and report to the Council,

when it considered it appropriate, on the matters raised in the letter dated

15 January 1948 from the Foreign Minister of Pakistan in the order outlined in

paragraph D of the Councilts resolution of 20 January 1946.

(c) Interim reports of the United Nations Commission for India and Patistan and
appointment of a United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan

On 22 November 1943, the United Nations Commission submitted to the Security

Council an interim report (S/llOO) dealing with its activities until

22 September 1948. A second interim report (S/11~6) was submitted by the

Commission on 13 January 1949. In these·reports the Commission informed the

Security Council of its adoption, on 1) August 1948 and 5 January 1949, of

. resolutions embodying a cease-fire order and principles to serve as a basis for

.., truce agreement between the parties, as well as measures relating to the holding
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of a plebiscite following implementation of the demilitarization process to be

established in the truce agreement. The Commission stated that the cease-fire

had become effective as of 1 January 1949.

The United Nations Co~mission returned to the sub-continent on 4 February 1949

in order to vlOrk on the implementation of the agree!1ent embodied in the t,'1O

resolutions. In presenting the Commissionls third interim report to the Security

Council (s/1430 and Add.l and 2), submitted on 5 December 1949, its Chairman

reported that sinc' the Commissiop1s return to the sub-continent, despite constant

efforts, no subs"" ,ial progress had been made in implementing part 11 of the

Commission IS resolution of 13 August 1948 which d(;)alt ,dth the truce and was

concerned principally with the vlithdrawal ef troops. The Commission had therefore

deemed it advisable to refer the matter back to the Security Council with the

recommendation that the Council should designate, in lieu of the Commission, a

single individual with broad authority to endeavour to bring the two Governments

together on all unresoived issues.

On"16 December 1949, the representative of Czechoslovakia on the Commission

submitted a minor~ty report (s/1430/Add.3) criticizing certain aspects of the ,lork

of the Commission and calling for the establishment of a new United Nations

Commission for India and Pakistan, composed of representatives of all the States

members of the Security Council in order to guarantee the full independence of

the Commission.

The Council considered these reports at its 457th meeting (17 December),

when it decided to request the President of the Council to meet informally with

the parties concerned and examine with them the possibility of findipg a mutually

satisfactory basis for dealing with the question at issue. No agreement was

reached as a result of the efforts made by the President. After further discussion,

on 14 March 1950 (470th meeting), the Council adopted resolution s/1469,

submitted by Cuba, Norway, the United Kingdom and the United states, ~hich

provided for appointment of a United Nations Representative to assist in the

preparation and to supervise the implementation of the programme of

demilitarization to be agreed upon by the parties) and to exercise the powers

and responsibilities devolVing upon the Commission. The Representative was

also empowered to explore other possible solutions of the question. On

12 April 1950, the Security Council appointed Sir Owen Dixon, of Australia,
I .

as United Nations Representative.
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(d) Report of the first United Nations Representative, Sir Owen Dixon, and
appointment of a successor, Mr. Frank P. Graham

Sir Owen Dlxon 1s report, submitted on 15 September 1950 (S/179l ) indicated .1
no further progress towards the demilitarization of the State or towards agreement

on other means for disposing of the State of Jammu and Kashmir. Sir Owen Dixon

wondered whether it might not be better to leave the parties to themselves in

negotiating terms for the settlement of the problem, and indicated that he was

not prepared to recommend any further course of action on the part of the Council.
,

In a letter dated 14 December (S/1942), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of

Pakistan expressed concern over the delay in dealing with the report of the

United Nations Representative, and declared that various steps were being taken

by the Government of India and the Maharajah1s Government in,Kashmir to prejudice

the holding of a free and impartial plebiscite to decide on the accession of

the state.

At the 503rd meeting (26 september), the President of the Security Council

had already expressed the Council's gratitude to the United Nations Representative

and had voiced the Council1s wish to relieve him of his mission in accordance with

Sir Owen Dixon1s request. The Council undertook consideration of the report at

its 552nd meeting (21 February 1951). After considerable discussion, a revised

joint draft resolution submitted by the United Kingdom and the United States

(S/2017/Rev.l) was adopted at the 539th ~eeting (50 March), inter alia, reminding

the Governments and authorities concerned ~f the principle embodied in various

Security Council resolutions that the final disposition of the State of Jammu and

Kas~ir would be made in accordance with the w~ll of the people expressed through

a free and impartial plebiscite conducted under the auspices of the United Nations,

providing for appointment of a United Nations Representative to succeed

Sir Owen Dixon and instructing that Representative, inter alia, to effect the

demilitarization of the State of Jammu and Kashmir on the basis of the two

UNCIP resolutions. At the 543rd meeting (30 April), the Council approved

the appointment of Mr. Frank P. Graham as United Nations Representative.

/ '.' .
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(e) Reports submitted to the Security Council by ~~. Graham (1951-1953)

Five reports have been submitted to the Security Council by the United Nations

Representative, Mr. Graham (15 October 1951 - S/2375 and Corr.l and 2;

13 December 1951 - s/2448; 22 April 1952 - s/2611 and Corr.l; 16 September 1952 

S/2783 and Corr.l; and 27 March 1953 - S/2967). In his first report, the

United Nations Representative set forth a twelve-point draft agreement be~ween

the Governments of India and Pakistan concerning demilitarizatiQn of the State of

Jammu and Kashmir. The United Nations Representative indicated that agreement had

been reached on the first four points in the proposals.and set forth the position

of the two parties on the remainder of the points. The Security Council began

consideration of the first report at its. 564th meeting (18 October 1951) and

continued et the 566th meeting (10 November) when a resolution (S/2392) submitted

by the United Kingdom and the United States requesting the United Nations

. Represe~tative to continue his efforts was adopted.

In his second report (s/2448), the United Nations Representative informed

the Council that agreement had been reached on four more of the points of the draft

agreement, but that the basic differences between the two Governments remained

essentially the same. After consideration of the report by the Security Council

(~t its 570th to 572nd meetings (17, 30 and 31 January 1952), the President of

the Council stated that the consensus of the Council was that the United Nations

Representative was empowered to continue his efforts to accomplish his mission.

In his third and fourth reports (s/2611 and S/2733), the Unit~d Nations

Representative informed the Security Council of acceptance by the two Governments

of other points in the twelve-point draft agreement which he had submitted to

them. Agreement had not been reached, however, on the number and character of

forces to remain on either side of the cease-fire line nor on the date by which

the Plebiscite Administrator would be appointed to office. He had accordingly

proposed definite minimum figures for those forces, but it had not been possible

to secure agreement on the numbers proposed. The United Nations Representative

set forth the views of the parties on an alternative draft presentation of

principles which would serve as the criteria for fixing the quantum of forces to

remain on either side of the cease-fire line at the end of the demilitarization

period.

/ ...
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After discussion at the 605th-611th meetings (10 October, 6 November,

5, 8, 16 and 25 December 1952), the Security Council adopted a resolution (S/2633)

which urged the Governments of India and Pakistan to negotiate in order to reach

agreement on the specific number of forces to remain on each side of the cease

fire line at the end of the period of demilitarization, the numbers to be arrived

at bearing in mind the principles or criteria submitted to the parties by the

United Nations Representative. The number of forces was to be between ),000 and

6,000 on the Pakistan side and between 12,000 and 18,000 on the Indian side of the

cease-fire line. The United Nations Representative was requested to continue to

make his services available to the parties and to keep the qouncil informed of

any progress.

In his fifth report (S/2967), the United Nations Representative informed

the Security Council of further meetings and conversations with the two

Governments. None of the proposals put forward had proved acceptable to both

parties ..

(f) Consideration by the Security Council in 1957

On 2 January 1957, Pakistan requested that the Security Council should

be convened at an early date to consider the Kashmir question (S/3767). The

Council considered the question in a series of meetings held from 16 January

1957 to 21 February 1957 (761st - 774t~ meetings). On 24 January (765th

meeting), the Security Council adopted, by 10 votes in favour, with 1 abstention

(USSR), a draft resolution submitted by Australia, Colombia, Cuba, the

United Kingdom and the United States of America (S/37'78). This resolution

provided that the Council, reminding the Governments and Authorities concerned

of the principle embodied ~n previous resolutions of the Council and in the

UNCIP resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949, that the final disposition

of the state of Jammu and Kashmir would be made in accordance with the will of

the people expressed through the democratic method of a free and impartial

plebiscite conducted under the auspices of the United Nations, reaffirmed its

resolution of 1) March 1951 and declared that the convening of a Constituent

Assembly and any action that had been or might be taken by that Assembly to

determine the future shape and affiliation of the entire state of Jammu and

/ ...
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Kashl:lir or any part thereof, er action by the parties concerned in support of any

such action by the Asse~ilily, would not constitute a disposition of the state in

accordance with the above principle. The Council also decided to continue its

consideration of the dispute.

On 20 February (773rd ueeting), a draft resolution (S/3787) subnitted

jointly by Australia, Cuba, the United KingdOl:1 and the United states of llr;lerica,

as well as anendtlents (S/3789 and S/3791 and Rev.l and Corr.l) to it, were put

to the vote. None of these proposals ivas adopted. A neiT joint draft resolution

(S/3792 ai1d Corr .1) subl.1itted by Australia, the United Kingdol:l and the

United states of Jlr.Jerica was voted upon on 21 February and ivas adopted by

10 votes in favour, with one a"0s\:(':<":on (;,:n~). It provid.0.c.l.; ::'[.81' al).o., tLo.:-l'(:

Council l~E:r_',)(;f)t its President, the l'c;prcscntative of S\Teden, to examine Ilith the

Governnents of India and Pakistan any proposals which, in his opinion, were likely

to contribute towards the settlenent of the dispute, having regard to the previous

resolutions of the Council and of the UNCIP; to visit the sub-continent for that

purpose; and to re~ort to the Council not later than 15 April 1957. The

GovernLlents of India and Pakistan were invited to co-operate with the President

of the Council, and the Secretary-General and the United Nations Representative

Here requested to render such assistance as the President night request.

(~) Report of the President of the Security Council

On 29 April, Mr. Jarring, President of the Security Council for the Llonth of

February 1957, submitted a report (S/3821) on the results of his nission. After

a revieil of the discussions conducted i·,ith the I'arties, he concluded that, i-,hile

he felt unable to report to the Council any concrete proposals likely at that

tiue to contribute tOivards a settlel:lent of the dispute, both parties i"ere still

desirous of finding a solution to the probleu.

(h) Consideration of the report by the 8ecurity Council

On 2l August 1957, Pakistan requested (8/38G8) that a l.1eeting of the

Security Council be held to discuss Mr. Jarringfs report (8/3821) and to consider

further action. On 27 Septer.lber 1957, the Council uet to consider the report

and discussed the India-Pakistan question at fourteen l.leetings beti',een then and

2 December.
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On 16 November 1957, a draft resolution (S/3911) was SUblJitted to the council

by Australia, Colombia, the Philippines, the United Kingdom and the United states.

It prOVided that the Council, (a) thanking Mr. Jarrins, (b) observing that the

Governments of India and Pakistan recognized and accepted the commitments

undertaken by them in the two UNCIP resolutions, which envisaged the determination

of the future status of the state of Jan~lu and Kashr.lir in accordance with the

will of the people through the delJOCratic method of a free and impartial

plebiscite, and (c) considering the importance which it had attached to

demilitar:i.~oat:;.onof the state as one of the steps tmvards a settlement; would:

(1) request the two Governments to avoid aggravation of the situation and to

establish and maintain an atcosphere favourable to the pronotion of further

negotiations; (2) request the United Nations Representative for India and

Pakistan to malee any recol~nendations to the parties for further action which he

considered desirable in connexion with Part I of the UNCIP resolution of

13 August 1948, having regard to his third and fifth reports and the report of

Mr. Jarring, and to enter into negotiations with the two GovernlJents in order to

implement Part 11 of the 13 August 1948 resolution and in particular to reach

agreement on a reduction of ,forces on each side of the cease-fire line to a

specific number, arrived at on the basis of the relevant Security Council

resolutions and having regard to Dr. Grahamts fifth report; and (3) call upon

the Governments of India and Pakistan to co-operate with the United Nations

Representative in order to formulate an early agreement on demilitarization

procedures, which should be impleme'.J.ted ,vithin three r.l0nths of such an agreement

being reached.

On 27 November, the representative of sweden submitted amendments (S/3920)

vlhich would replace (1) the reference in the preamble to "commitments" by a

reference to the Councilfs resolution of 17 January 1948, (2) replace operative

paragraph 2 by a new text requesting the United Nations Representative to make

any recor.ll.1endations to the parties for further appropriate action ,vith a vieH

to making progress towards the implementation of the UNCIP resolutions and towards

peaceful settlement and (3) delete operative paragraph 3.

On 2 December, the ar.lendments and the draft resolution, as amended, were

each adopted by 10 votes in favour, with 1 ahstention (USSR) (for text of adopted

resolution, see 8/3922 ),
/ ' ..
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(i) Report of the United Nations Representative

On 28 March 1958, the United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan

submitted his report (S/3984) on his discussions with the Governments of India

and Pakistan in purauance of the Security Council resolution of 2 Decel~ber 1957

(S/3922).

The India-Pakistan question has not been discussed by the Council since its

808th meeting on 2 DeceLller 1957. A number of cOQillunications have, however, been

received by the Council from the two Governments bearing on this question.

14. THE CZECHOSLOVAK QUESTION

By a letter dated 12 March 1948 (S/694), the representative of Chile informed

the Secretary-General that his Government had noted that, on 10 March 19L~8,

Mr. Papanek, permanent representative of Czechoslovakia, had sent a communication

to the Secretary-General, alleging that the political independence of Czechoslovakia

had been violated by the threat of the use of force by the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics. In accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Charter, the representative

of Chile, leaVing aside the question whether Mr. Papanek had the status of a

private individual or of the legitimate representative of his Government,

requested the Secretary-General to refer to the Security Council the question

raised in Mr. Papanek's letter. He further requested that the Council should

investigate the situation in accordance with Article 34. By a letter dated

15 March (s/696), the representative of Chile conrrJunicated to the SecretarY-General

Mr. Papanekfs letter of 10 March.

At its 268th meeting (17 March), the Security Council included the

communication dated 12 March from the representative of Chile in its agenda and

invited that Government's representative to participate in its discussion.

At the 272nd meeting (22 March), the Security Council invited Mr. Papanek to

make a statement, in accordance with rule 39 of its prOVisional rules of procedure.

At the 278th meeting (6 April), the Security Council adopted a resolution

(S/711) based on a United States draft resolution, inviting the Government of

Czechoslovakia to participate vTithout a vote in the discussion of the Czechoslovak

question. In reply to that invitation the ne"T representative of Czechoslovalda

stated (S/718) that his Government did not find it possible in any way to take part

/ ...
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in the discussion. The matters involved Here exclusively Hithin the donestic

jurisdiction of czechoslovakia, '''hich rejected the unfounded complaint ,·,hich had

been put before the Security Council.

At the 281st l:1eeting(12 April), the representative of 'Chile SUbl:1itted a draft

resolution proposing the appointment of a sub-COr.1l11ittee, "'ith a nel;lbership to be

determined by the Security Council, to receive and hear evidence, stateuents and

testimonies and to report to the Council at the earliest possible time. At

the 288th meeting (29 April) the representative of Argentina requested that the

Chilean proposal be put to the vote, and suggested that the SUb-CODIJittee should

be composed of three members of the Council.

At the 303rd meeting (24 May), the President put to the vote the question

,,,hether the Chilean draft resolution should be considered as a matter of

procedure. The President interpreted the result as a decision to regard the draft

resolution as a matter of substance, since a pernanent member had voted negatively

on the preliminary question. Several representatives opposed that ruling, and

after submitting it to a vote, the President stated that his ruling stood. The

Chilean draft resolution, as completed by the representative of Argentina, ",as then

put to the vote and was not adopted, since a perl:18nent l:1ember had voted against it.

At the same meeting, the representative of Argentina submitted a draft

resolution (S/782), stating that the Security Council considered it advisable to

obtain further oral and ",ritten evidence regarding the situation in Czechoslovakia

and entrusting the Council's Committee of Experts ",ith the task of obtaining such

evidence.

Since the 305th meeting (26 May 1948), the 3ecurity Council has not discussed

this agenda iten.

15. THE QUESTION OF THE FREE TERRITORY OF TRIESTE

(a) Yugoslav request

By letter dated 28 July 1948 (S/927), the representative of Yugoslavia

requested the Security Council to consider the question of the independence and

integrity of the Free Territory of Trieste, and in particular to examine the

legality of certain agreements concluded by the administration of the British

United States zone of the Free Territory '''ith the Government of Italy.

I .. ·
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He further re~uested the Council to declare the above-mentioned agreements to be

violations of provisions of the Treaty of Peace with Italy pertaining to the

independence of the Free Territory of Triestej to undertake the measures <lbich

the Yugoslav Government considered necessary and sufficient to nullify the

agreements; and to assure that the Governments of the United States and the

United KingdoQ respected their international obligations, thus guaranteeing the

independence of the Free Territory of Trieste.

The Council included this question in its agenda under the title: liThe

question of the Free Territory of Trieste" at its 344th meeting (L~ August 1948),

when it invited the representative of Yugoslavia to participate in the discussion.

TI1e Council considered the ~uestion in the course of eight meetings in the month

of August 1948. Cn 13 August, the representative of Yugoslavia submitted a draft

resolution (S/968) by which t~e Council would determine that a series of agreements

concluded between the Allied Military Co~nand and the Government of Italy were in

contradiction to certain obligations undertaken by the Allied and Associated Powers

and Italy under the Treaty of Peace with Italy; would declare these agreements

incompatible with the status of the Free Territory of Trieste and therefore null

and voidj and would call upon the Governments of the United Kingdom and the

United States to avoid any future action contrary to the Treaty.

On 19 August, the representative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft

resolution (S/980) to the effect that the ~ecurity Council considered it urgently

necessary to settle :the question of the appointment of the Governor of the Free

Territory of Trieste.1I
At the 35Lj·th meeting (19 August), the Yugoslav draft resolution and the

Ukrainian draft resolution were put to the vote and vrere not adopted.

(b) USSR note

In a communication dated 3 July 1952 (S/2692), the USSR delegation requested

circulation of the texts of notes sent by the USSR Governrnent to the Governments

of the United States of hnerica and the United Kingdom. These notes dealt with

the understandine; between the Governments of the United States of J\merica, the

United Kingdom and Italy, published on 10 May 1952, concerning participation by

Italy in the administration of the Anglo-American zone of the Free Territory of

Trieste.

-

/ ...
7.1 See item 6 above entitled Appointment of a Gcvernor for the Free Territory

of Trieste.
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(c) Memorandum of Understanding

By letter dated 5 October 1954 (S/3301 and Add.l), the Observer of Italy

and the representatives of the United Kingdom, the United states and Yugoslav~a

transmitted to the Security Council the text of a Memorandum of Understanding

and its c'Yli; <:,~~E:S concerning practical arrangements for the Free Territory of Trieste,

initialled at London on the same date by representatives of their Gover11laents.

On 12 October (S/3305), the representative of the USSR informed the Council that

his Government took cognizance of that agreement.

In a letter dated 17 January 1955 (S/3351), the Observer of Italy and the

representatives of the United Kingdom, the United States and Yugoslavia reported

that the necessary steps had been taken to carry out the arrangements provided

for in the Memorandum of Understanding.

16. THE HYDERABAD QUESTION

By a cable dated 2l August 1958 (S/986), eonfirmed by a lette:' of the ,;~rlle

date, the Secretary-General of the Department of External Affairs Cl the

Government of Hyderabad communicated to the President of the Security Council

his Government's request that the dispute which had arisen between Hyderabad

and India be brought to the Council's attention in accordance with ~rticle 35,

paragraph 2, of the Charter. On 8 September 1948, he communicated a decision

(S/996) by the Government of Hyderabad to become a party to the Statute of the

International Court of Justice.

By cable (S/998) dated 12 Septenber 1948, the Government of Hyderabad

requested that its complaint be put on the agenda as soon as possible in view

of Indian preparations for an imminent invasion of Hyderabad. Another cclble

(S/lOOO) of 13 September stated that the invasion was taking place and hostilities

had broken out in various parts of Hyderabad. On 15 September, the Governnent of

Hyderabad submitted a memorandum (S/lOOl) in support of its application to the

Council.

The conu.lunications of 21 August and 12 and 13 September (S/986, 8/998 and

S/lOOO) ,.,ere included in the agenda at the 357th I;1eeting (16 septeuber) held in

Paris. Several representatives made the reservation that this action did not

prejudGe the Council IS competence or any of the ['lerits of the case. Having been
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invited to take places at the Council table, the representatives of Hyderabad and

India l:lade stater.1ents at that l.leeting. The discussion continued at the

359th l:leetinc; (20 8eptcl:lber ) •

By cCl'l.lUnications dated 22 Septenber (S/lOll and Add.l), the Nizam of

Hyderabad requested the SecretarY-General to note that the complaint made by his

Governr.:ent to the 8ecurity COl;ncil had been '''ithdrmm by hil:l and that the deleGation

to the Security Council had ceased to have any authority to represent hir.1 or his

state.

By note dated 2!~ 8eptember (8/1015), the Hyderabad delesation c;ave its Vie"ls

on the situation in Hyderabad and state'd that it vas inperative that the 8ecurity

Council should l:leet to revie,,, the situation.

The CculJ.cil considered tl~ese communicatiorls at the~;:;(,tll Licc:tin(3

(28 8eptel:lber) and heard stateraents by the representatives of Hyderabad and

Ind::"a.

",'j' letter dated 11 October (8/1051), the Head of the Hyderabad delegation

inforLled the President of the Council that he did not propose to ask that the,
delegation be represented at the next Council neeting on the question.

On 24, Nover.1ber, the leader of the Indian delegation inforned the President

of the Council that the Indian delegation dealin~ with the Hyderabad question,

which on 6 October in a cOL~unication to the then President had requested that

the itel:1 be rel:1oved frO).1 the agenda, had been "ithdrmm (8/1089).

By letter dated 10 December (8/1115), the Governr.lent of India infol'l.1ed the

Security Council tIlat conditions in Hyderabad ,,,ere peaceful and norr.181. In tIle

circur.1stancea, India did not propose to send a representative to the Council to

discuss tIle Hyderabad question.

In a letter dated 12 Decenber (S/1118), tIle Head of tIle Hyderabad delegation

stated that it Has clear that tIle Niz8r.1 was virtt;olly a prisoner of the Indian

military authorities. Under tIle circumstances, his delegation considered it to

be :its duty to reassert its authority RS crisinally appointed.

In a letter (8 /112!1.) dated 13 Deceml er, the representative of India,

transnitted to the I'resi•. .:..:nt 0f the Council a report on the situation in Hyderabad.

The report was made witIlout prejudice to the question of the Council's cODpetence.
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At the 384th meeting (15 Deceubel'), the representative of Paldstan, pursuant

to a request of 6 October (S/102'{). ,,,as invited to participate in the discussion

01' this question. Further consideration was postponed until after the Ccuncil's

returll to Lal>:e Success.

The representative of India, in e. letter dated 18 Nay 1949 (S/132L~) SUbr.litted

that the question should be rei:loved 1'1'01:1 the agenda and requested an 011portunity

to state his Governuent's vielVs IJore fully on the question of conpetence.

The Council heard stater:ents by the representatives of India and Paldstan at

the 425th and 420th I.leetings (19 and 24 Nay). To date, no further l.~eetine; has

been held concerning the question.

By letter dated 19 August (8/1380)" the representative of Hyderabad s·ubl.litted

charges of is,cr(' ...d:' :cn'~' of Hyderabad offices, '''hich he desired to present to the

Council upon resuLwtion of the debate on this question.

17. IDENTIC NGTIFICl\.TIONS Dl\.TED 29 SEPTEMBER 19L~8 FReN THE GOVERNMEIljTS
OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, THE UNITED KIl\G:COM .f\lIJ1) THE UNITED STATES

OF .ffi.1ERICl\. TO THE SECRETJ\.RY-GENERl\.L

On 29 September 19L~8, the Secretar~''·General received identic notifications

(S/1020 and Add.l) froD the Governments of France, the United KingdoD and the

United States of Al:1erica dra,·ling attention to the serious situation "'hich had

arisen as a result of the iuposition, by the Governl:1ent of the Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics, of restrictions on transport and C01:11:1Unications betl-Teen the

Uestern Zones of Occupation in Gerr,lany and Berlin. The notifications stated that

this action by the Governuent of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics '-las

contrary to its obligations under Article 2 of the Charter and created a threat to

the peace "1ithin the 1:1eanine; of Chapter VII of the Charter. The three Governr.1ents

requested tpat the Security Council consider this question at the earliest

opportunity.

The identic notifications '-lere placed on the provisional aGenda of the

361st neeting (4 October 1948), but the adoption of the agenda lVas opposed by the

representatives of the Union of 8 r viet Socialist Republics and tIle Ukrainian Soviet

Socialist Republic. After further discussion at the 362nd neeting (5 october)

the agenda was adopted, whereupon the representatives of the USSR and the

Ulrrai:lian 3BR stated that the Council IJajority's adoption of this question for '.
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consideration ~onstituted a violation of Article 107 of the Charter and that

accordinGly their deleGations 'vould not participate in the considrration of the

question in the Security Council.

The Council continued its consideration of the !.latter at the 363rd and

364th l.leetings (6 october) and at the 3GGth neeting (15' October). The President

requested certain additional inforLlation, and the Council adjcurned until 19 October

to allow an opportunity for the representatives concerned to prepare the

infornation, 'vhich ,vas furnished at the 3G8th neeting (19 October) by the

representatives of France, the United Kingdon and the United states.

At the 370th !.leeting (22 October), a draft resolution (S/1048) was subnitted

by the representatives of Argentina, BelGiuD, Canada, China, Coloriliia and Syria,

which 'vould call on the four occupyiu0 Powers to prevent any incident which would

aggravate the situation in Berlin, reBove all restrictions applied since

1 March 1948, and hold an il:JrJediate neeting of the four l:Jilitary governors to

arrange for the unification of currency in Berlin. The Council adjourned the

discussion until 25 October.

At the 372nd rJeeting (25 October) the joint draft resolution (s/1048) was

put to the vote. It was rejected owing to the negative vote cast by a pernanent

lJenber of the Council. No further neetings have been held on this subject.

By letter dated 4 May 1949 (S/1316), the representatives of France, the

United KingdOm and the United states inforned the Security Council that their

respective Governnents had concluded an agreer.1ent v1ith the Governnent of the

USSR providinc; for the lifting of restrictions on cODl:lUnications, transportation

and trade with Berlin.

18. II~TERNATIONAL CONTROL OF ATOMIC ENERGY~/

(a) Introductory note

General ASSel:lbly resolution 1 (I) of 24 January 191J.6 J which E"::.-tablished the

AtOl:Jie Energy Cor.1r.1ission, directed tne Cor.u:Jissj.on to subuit its reports and

recor.u'.1endations to the Coun~il and stated that the Council should issue directions

to the C01':11.1ission in r.latters affecting security.

§j See also i ten 5: The General Rogulation and Reauction of 111'1 ~:\:'.1ents and
Inforl;mtion on the Arued Forces of the United Nations.
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(b) First report of the CCl:lI.lissioll

BJ" letter dated 31 r,eceuber 1945 (8/239) the Chairr.:an of the Atonic Enerm'

CC:luission transuitted the Ccr;nissionts first report to the Council. On

13 February 1947 (lo5th l.:eetinG), the CO'llllCil K::;nn its consideratio:d of the

report. On 18 li'ebl'1.lan' (108th .:eeting), the representative of the USSR stib:.Jitted

aL:ei1duents al1d additions (S /283) to the re110rt. No substantive decisions \rere

reached by the Council upon either the report or the proposed ar,endl.:ents and

additions, but it ,·laS ac;reed unanincusly (S/296) on 10 March (117th lleetLlC;) to

return the uhole problen to the COl.J.1ission lvith a request for the foruulation of

the specific proposals provided for in the General ~\ssel.lbly resolution.

(c) Second report of the COLll:lission

By lette:>.' dated 11 Septel'.1ber 1947 (8/5)7) the Chairl.1an of tte COL:l.lission

transr.ritted to the Council the Conuission l s second report. The Coullcil did llot

l,lace the cOilsideration of that report 0:1 its agenda.

(d) Third report of ti:le COl:lnission

By letter dated 26 May 1948 (8/812) the Chairuan of the COLl.lission transl1itted

the COf,11.1ission l s third report to the Council, ,.hich considered it at three l.:eetinc;s

bet"Teen 11 and 22 June. At the 318t:1 ueetinc; the United states subl:litted a draft

resolution (S/836) under "'hich the Council ,vould have accepted the three reports

of the COI:luission and proved the General findings and recotmendations of the

first report, the specific proposals of t!le second report and the "report and

recorJuendations ll of tte third report. On 22 June (32)th meetinc) the United states

draft resolution Has put to the vote, but as a perI:Janent nenber voted in the

negative the resolution Has not adopted. It Has then resolved (8/852) to direct

the Secretary-General to trai:lsnit to the General ["ssenbly, as a l.,atter of r;pc:c:i ;~1

concern, the COl.,l.lission1s three reports tOl3ether Hith the records of the Council fS

deliberations.

(e) 'l'he COLJnission I s resolutions of 29 July and the Council f s resolution 01
.L0 Septe,.lbel' .LSJ4SJ

By letter dated 29 truly 1949 (8/137'7) the Chairl:1an of the CcrJ.]ission

,·"l:tl1suitted to the Council the text£', of t,m resolutions (l\Ec/4.2 and i'lEC/tl"?)

,;' b" the CCLl.lission 011 29 July, "Thich questioned the uSeftllness of further

I

~

•

.,e Connission in the absence of a ll~:,;j.r, for aGreeuent auonc; the

/ ...

8/4098
.GllGlish
rage 66

(b) First report of the CCl:lI.lissioll

BJ" letter dated 31 r,eceuber 1945 (8/239) the Chairr.:an of the Atonic Enerm'

CC:luission transuitted the Ccr;nissionts first report to the Council. On

13 February 1947 (lo5th l.:eetinG), the CO'llllCil K::;nn its consideratio:d of the

report. On 18 li'ebl'1.lan' (108th .:eeting), the representative of the USSR stib:.Jitted

aL:ei1duents al1d additions (S /283) to the re110rt. No substantive decisions \rere

reached by the Council upon either the report or the proposed ar,endl.:ents and

additions, but it ,·laS ac;reed unanincusly (S/296) on 10 March (117th lleetLlC;) to

return the uhole problen to the COl.J.1ission lvith a request for the foruulation of

the specific proposals provided for in the General ~\ssel.lbly resolution.

(c) Second report of the COLll:lission

By lette:>.' dated 11 Septel'.1ber 1947 (8/5)7) the Chairl.1an of tte COL:l.lission

transr.ritted to the Council the Conuission l s second report. The Coullcil did llot

l,lace the cOilsideration of that report 0:1 its agenda.

(d) Third report of ti:le COl:lnission

By letter dated 26 May 1948 (8/812) the Chairuan of the COLl.lission transl1itted

the COf,11.1ission l s third report to the Council, ,.hich considered it at three l.:eetinc;s

bet"Teen 11 and 22 June. At the 318t:1 ueetinc; the United states subl:litted a draft

resolution (S/836) under "'hich the Council ,vould have accepted the three reports

of the COI:luission and proved the General findings and recotmendations of the

first report, the specific proposals of t!le second report and the "report and

recorJuendations ll of tte third report. On 22 June (32)th meetinc) the United states

draft resolution Has put to the vote, but as a perI:Janent nenber voted in the

negative the resolution Has not adopted. It Has then resolved (8/852) to direct

the Secretary-General to trai:lsnit to the General ["ssenbly, as a l.,atter of r;pc:c:i ;~1

concern, the COl.,l.lission1s three reports tOl3ether Hith the records of the Council fS

deliberations.

(e) 'l'he COLJnission I s resolutions of 29 July and the Council f s resolution 01
.L0 Septe,.lbel' .LSJ4SJ

By letter dated 29 truly 1949 (8/137'7) the Chairl:1an of the CcrJ.]ission

,·"l:tl1suitted to the Council the text£', of t,m resolutions (l\Ec/4.2 and i'lEC/tl"?)

,;' b" the CCLl.lission 011 29 July, "Thich questioned the uSeftllness of further

I

~

•

.,e Connission in the absence of a ll~:,;j.r, for aGreeuent auonc; the

/ ...



•

S/4098
English
Page 67

six permanent members. vllien the Council considered the reatter at its 446th and

447th meetings (15 and 16 September), two draft resolutions l1ere introduced: a

Canadian draft resolution (S/1386~ proposinB that the Commission's resolutions

be transmitted to the General Assembly and a USSR draft resolution (S/1391!Rev.l)

requesting the Commission to continue its work vdth a ~iew to fulfillinG the tasks

entrusted to it by the General Assembly's resolutions Of 24 January and

14 December 1946. The Canadian draft resolution, as amended by the U1~rainian SSR

was adopted and the USSR draft resolution was rejected.

(f) Dissolution of the Atomic Energy Commission and creation of the
Disarmament Commission

Since 16 September 1949 the Council has not discussed the interDational

control of atomic energy. The subject, however, has been considered in

consultations among the six permanent members of the CommissiC?n, bet"Teen

9 August 1949 and 19 January 1950; at the fifth session of the General Assembly;

in the Committee of Twelve (established by resolution 496 (v)); and at the

sixth session of the General Assembly particularly in a sub-comnittee consisting

of the President as Chairman and the representative of France, the USSR, the

United Xingdom and the United States. At that session by resolution 502 (VI)

of 11 January 1952, the General Assembly, noting the recommendation of the

Committee of Twelve that the Assembly should establish a new Commission to

carry forward the task originally assigned to the Atomic Energy Commission and

the Commission for Conventional Armaments, established under the Security Council

a Disarmament Commission. The Commission has the same membership as the

previous commissions and reports periodically to the Security Council and the

General Assembly•.2/

For account of the proceedings and reports of the Disarmament Commission
and its Sub-Committee, which v~s established on 19 April 1954, see above
5 (f) and 5 (g), The General Regulation and Reduction of Armaments and
InfQrmation on the Armed Forces of the United Nations.
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/ ...



s/4098
English
Page 68

19. COMPLAINT OF ARMED INVASION OF TAI\oTAN (FORMOSA)

In a cable dated 24 August 1950 (S/1715), addressed to the President of the

Security Council, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Central People's

Government of the People's Republic of China stated tha~ on 27 June
,

President Truman' had announced the decision of the Government of the

United States of America to prevent by armed force the liberation of Taiwan by

the Chinese People's Liberation Army. The fact that Taiwan was an integral part

of China was based on the history and confirmed by the Cairo Declaration of

1943 and the Pot.sdam communique of 1945. It was the Council's duty to take

immediate measures to bring about the complete withdrawal of all the U~ited States

invading forces from Taiwan and from other territories belonging to China. The

representative of the United States replied to these charges in a letter dated

25 August (S/1716) •

At the 530th meeting (30 November), the Security Council rejected the

following tWQ araft resolutions:

(a) a draft resolution submitted on 2 September (5/1757) by the

representative of the USSR, providing, ~~, that the Council

should (i) ~ondemn the action ot ,the United States Government as an

act of aggression and as an intervention in the internal affairs of

China, and (ii) propose to the United States Government that it

immediately withdraw all its air, sea and land forces from the

island of Taiwan and from other territories belonging to China;

(b) a draft resolution submitted on 28 November (5/1921) by the

representative of the Central People's Government of the People's

Republic of China and sponsored by the representative of the

Soviet Union, providing, inter alia, that the Council should (i) condemn

the United States Government for its criminal acts of armed aggression

against tnc Chinese territory of Taiwan; and (ii) demand the complete

withdrawal b;y the United States Government of its forces of armed

aggression from ~2£1iw. \' in order that peace and security'in the Pacific

and in Asia might be ensured.

Since the 530th meeting the Security Council has not discussed this agenda

item. /." .
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20. COMPLA1N'I' OF BOMBING BY AIR FORCES OF THE TERRITORY OF CHINA

By a cable dated 28 August 1950 (S/1722), the Minister for Foreign Affairs

of the Central People's Government of the People's Republic of China informed

"the Secretary-General that, on 27 August, military aircraft of the United States

forces in Korea had flown over Chinese territory on the ri@1t bank of the

Yalu river, .had strafed buildings~ railway stations and railway carriages and

had killed or ~founded a number of people.

By a letter dated 29 August (S/1727), the representative of the

United States of America informed the Secretary-General that the instructions

under which aircraft were operating under the Unified Command in Korea

strictly prohibited them from crossing the Korean frontier into adjacent

territory. No evidence had been received to indicate that those instructions

had been violated, but the United States would welcome an investigation on the

spot by a Commission appointed by the Security Council.

By a cable dated 30 August (S/1743), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of

the Central People's Government of the People's Republic of China charged that

United States military aircraft had again flown over Chinese territory, on

29 August, and had killed or wounded a number of people.

At its 493rd meeting (31 August), the Security Council included the question

in its agenda under the title "Complaint of bombing by air forces of the

territory of China".

At its 499th meeting (11 September) the Council rejected a USSR proposal

(S/1759) that a representative of th~ Chinese People's Republic be invited to

its meetings and considered the following draft resolutions:

(a) a USSR draft resolution submitted on 31 August (S/1745), which, after

revision (S/1745/Rev.l), provided that the Council should, inter alia,

condemn the illegal acts of the United States Government referred to in

the above cables dated 28 and 30 August, and call upon the United States
•

Government to prohibit such acts;

(b) a United states draft resolution submitted on 1 September 1950 (S/1752),

providing, inter alia, for the establishment of a Commission composed of two

representatives, one appointed by the Government of India and one by the

/ ...
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Government of Sweden, to investigate the allegations contained in the

above cables dated 28 and 30 August.

The t,'lO clraft resolutions were put to the vote at the 501st meeting

(12 September). Tile United States draft resolution vTas not adopted, m'Ting to

the negative vote of a permanent member. The USSR draft resolution was also

rejected.

By a letter dated 2 October 1950 (S/1832), the representative of the

United states informed the Secretary-General that a detailed investigation of

the charges in the communications dated 28 and 30 August had disclosed that

tvTO aircraft of the United Nations Command had by mistake flovm over the

territory of China and fired on an airstrip near Antung. The investigation had

corroborated none of the other alleged violations.

Further cOlITffiunications from the Central People's Government of ~he People's

Republic of China concerning alleged violations of China's territorial air space

,{ere received on 24 September (S/1808), 18 October (8/1857), 26 October (S/1870)

and 28 October (S/1876).

Since the 501st meeting the Security Council has not discussed this agenda

item.

21. COMPLAINT OF FAILURE BY THE IRANIAN GOVERNMENT TO COMPLY HITH
PRCVISIONAL MEASURES INDICATED BY THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF

JUSTICE IN THE ANGLO-IRf~lIAN OIL COMPANY CASE

(a) Inclusion of the item in the agenda

On 26 Hay 1951, the United Kingdom instituted proceedings in the

International Court of Justice against Iran in connexion with the application

of the Agreement of 1933 betv~en the Imperial Government of Persia and the

Anglo-Persian Oil Company, Limited. A court order dated 5 July 1951 (8/2239),

" issued at the request of the United Kingdom, granted interim Il'.easures of

protection in accordance vTith Article 41 of the Statute of the Court. The order

stdted, inter alia, that the indication of such measures in no vTay prejudged the

question of oche jurisdiction of the Court to deal vTith the merits of the case but

was intended to preserve the respective ri@lts of the parties pending the

Court's decision.

/
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I~ a letter dated 28 September (S/2357), the representative of the

United Kingdom requested the President of the Security Council to place the

item on the provisional agenda. He enclosed a draft resolution (S/2358),

providing, inter alia, that the Council (1) call upon the Government of Iran

to act in all respects in conformity "Tith the provisional measures indicated

by the Court and in particular to permit the continued residence at Abadan of

the staff affected by the recent expulsion orders or the equivalent of such

staff, and (2) request the Government of Iran to inform the Council of the

steps taken by it to carry out the resolution.

At the 559th meeting (1 October)" the Council decided to include the

question in its agenda. The representative of Iran was then invited to

participate in the discussion.

(b) Discussion by the Security Council

The'Security Council discussed the question in a series of meetings held

during the month of October 1951. In the course of the discussion, the

representative of the United Kingdom submitted in turn two revisions

(S/2358/Rev.l and 2) of the draft resolution sponsored by his delegation, the

second r~vision incorporating amendments (8/2379) submitted jointly by India

and Yugoslavia. Under the second revision, the proposal called for (1) the

resumption of negotiations at the 3arliest practicable moment in order to make

further efforts to resolve the differences between the parties in accordance

with the purposes and principles of the Charter; and (2) the avoidance of any

action aggravating the situation or prejUdicing the positions of the parties.

On 17 October (562nd meeting), the representative of Ecuador submitted a

draft resolution (S/2380) under which the Council,without deciding on the

question of its own competence, would advise the parties concerned to reopen

negotiations as soon as possible with a view to making a fresh attempt to

settle their differences in accordance with the purposes and principles of the

Chartt:'.

After further discussion, the Security Council at its 565th meeting

(19 October) adopted a French motion to adjourn the debate until the Court

had ruled on its ovm competence in the matter.

/ ...
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(c) Judgement of the International Court of Justice

On 19 August 1952 the Secretary-General communicated to the members of the

Security Council for their information a copy of the judgement of the

International Court of Justice, given 22 July 1952, in which the Court by

9 votes to 5, found that it had no jurisdiction in the case (S/2746). It was

noted that the Court's order of 5 July 1951 indicating provisional measures of

protection in the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company case (S/2239) ceased to be

operative' upon delivery of this jUdgement and that the provisional measures

lapsed at the same time.

22. QUESTION OF AN APPEAL TO STATES TO ACCEDE TO AND RATIFY
THE GENEVA PROTOCOL OF 1925 FOR THE PROHIBITION OF THE

USE OF BACTERIAL WEAPONS

On 14 June 1952, the representative of the USSR submitted a draft

resolution (s/2663) calling on the Security Council to appeal to all States,

Members and non-members of the United Nations, vmich had not ratified or

acceded to the Protocol for the prohibition of the use of bacterial weapons,

signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, to accede to and ratify the Protocol.

The Council included the item in its agenda at the 577th meeting (18 June).

At ttat meeting the representative of the United States proposed that the USSR

draft resolution be referred to the Disarmament Coramission.

At the 583rd meeting (26 June) the USSR draft resolution (s/2663) failed

of adoption, the vote being 1 in favour (USSR), 'with 10 abstentions.

In vievT of this decision, and noting that the ~uestion of the control and

elimination of weapons of mass destruction vTas under discussion in the

Disarmament Commission, the representative of the United States withdrew his

proposal.

Since the 583rd meeting the Council has not' discussed this item.

23. QUESTION OF A REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGED BACTERIAL WARFARE

On 20 June 1952, the representative of the United States submitted a draft

resolutiOi.l (s/267l) under the t~rms of which the Security Council, noting,
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inter alia, the concerted dissemination by certain Gover.nments and authorities

of grave accusations charging the use of bacterial warfare by United Nations

forces and recalling that the Unified Command had immediately denied the

charges and requested that an impartial investigation be made of them, would

request the International Committee, of the Red Cross to investigate the charges

and to report the results to the Security Council. .

The Council included the item in its agenda at the !J8lst meeting (25 June).

~t the 585th meeting (1 July) a USSR draft resolution (S/2674/Rev.l)

calling for invitations to representatives of the People's Republic of China and

a representative of the Korean People's Democratic Republic to attend the

meetings of the Council at which the.item was discussed, was rejected.

At the 587th meeting (3 July) the United States draft resolution (s/2671)

was put to the vote but was not adopted O\fing to the negative vote of a

permanent member.

At the same meeting 'the representative of the United States submitted a

. draft resoluti.on (s/2688) under the terms of 'Vlhich. the Security Council, noting,

inter alia, that by reason of the negative vote of the USSR the Council was

prevented from arranging for an impartial investigation of the charges in question,

would '(1) conclude that these charges must be presumed to be without substa~ce

and false and (2) condemn th~ practice of fabricating and disseminating such

false charges.

At the 590th meeting (9 July) the United States draft resolution (s/2688)

was put to the vote and was not adopted since'a negative vote was cast by a

permanent member of the Council.

Since the 590th meeting the Council has not discussed this item.

•

24. LETTER DATED 29 MAY .i.954 FROM THE ACTING REPRESENTATIVE OF THAILAND TO
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

In a letter dated 29 May 1954 (S/3220), the acting representative 'of

Thailand requested that a meeting of the Security Council be held to consider a

situation whic~, in the. view of his Government, represented a threat to the

security of Thailand, the continuance of which was likely to endanger the

/ ...
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maintenance of international ·peace and security. Referring to large-scale

fighting which had repeatedly taken place in the immediate vicinity of Thai

territory, and to the dangerous potentialities of the tension in that area which

nlade it essential for the United Nations to have authentic and objective

observation and reports, he stated that he was bringing the situation to the

attention of the Council to the end that the Council might provide for

observation under the Peace Observation Commission.

At the 672nd meeting (3 June), the Council included the item in its agenda

and invited the representative of Thailand to participate in the discussion in

accordance with rule 37 of the provisional rules of procedure.

At the 673rd meeting (16 June), the representative of Thai~and submitted

a draft resolution (S/3229), the operative part of which provided that the

Council should request the Peace Observation Commission to establish a sub

commission with authority to despatch to Thailand as soon as possible such

observers as it deemed necessary, to visit Thailand if necessary, to consider

such data as might be submitted to it by its members or observers, and to make

such reports and recommendations as it deemed necessary to the Peace Observation

Commission and to the Security Council. The draft resolution further provided

that if the sub-commission considered that it could not accomplish its mission

without observation or visit also in States contiguous to Thailand1 it should

report to the Peace Observation Commission or to the Security Council for the

necessary instruction.

At the 674th meeting (18 June), the draft resolution of Thailand (S/3229)

was put to the vote at the request of the representative of the United States.

Since a negative vote was cast by a permanent member, the draft resolution was

not adopted.

Since the 674th meeting, the Security Council has not considered the item

further.
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25. CABLEGRAM DATED 19 JUNE 1954 FROM THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL RELATIONS
OF GUATEMAlA ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

In a cablegram dated 19 June 1954 (S/3232), the Minister for External

Relations of Guatemala requested the President of the Security C01IDCil to

convene a meeting urgently in order that, in accordance with Articles 34, 35

and 39 of the Charter, the Counc;U nifg!.lt tal~e t:le measures necessa:ry to

prevent the disruption of peace and international security in Central America

and also to put a-stop to the aggres~ion in progress against Guatemala.

At the 675th meeting (20 June), the Council included the cablegram in its

agenda, after which the President, under Article 32 of the Charter, invited the

representatives of Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua to participate in the

discussion.

The representatives of Brazil and Colombia introduced a joint draft

resolution (S/3236) vnlich provided that the Council should refer the complaint

to the Organization of American States for urgent consideration and should

request that Organization to inform the Council as soon as possible, as

appropriate, on the measures it had been able to take in the matter.

The representative of France proposed that a final paragraph should be

added to the draft resolution Whereby the Council, without prejudice to such

measures as the Organization of American States might take, would call for the

immediate 'bermination of any actions likely to cause further bloodshed and

would request all Members of the United Nations to abstain, in the spirit of

the Charter, from giving assistance to any such action. The amendment was

accepted by the sponsors of the joint draft resolution (S/3236/Rev.l).

The joint draft resolution as amended was put to the vote but was not

adopted, since a negative vote was cast by a permanent member.

. The representative of France reintroduced his amendment to the joint draft

resolution as a separate draft resolution (S/3237), which was unanimously

adopted •

At the 676th meeting '(25 June), convened at the request of the

representative of Guatemala (S/3241 and S/3244) and of the representative of
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25. CABLEGRAM DATED 19 JUNE 1954 FROM THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL RELATIONS
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the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (S/3247), the Security Council had

before it, amongst other documents, a cablegram dated 23 June (S/3245) from the

Inter-American Peace Committee informing it that the representative of

Nicaragua, supported by the representative of Honduras, had pro~osed that a

con~ittee of in~uiry of the Inter-American Peace Committee should be set up

and immediately proceed to Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua and that the

Committee had unanimously decided to inform the Guatemalan Government of the

decision, expressing the hope that it would agree to that procedure.

The provisional agenda for the 676th meeting read "Cablegram dated

19 JtUle 1954 from the Minister for .External Relations of Guatemala addressed

to the President of' the Security Council and letter dated 22 June 1954 from the

representative of Guatemala addressed to the Secretary-General" •. After

discussion, the Council voted on the adoption of the agenda for the meeting,

and failed tc approve it.

Three communications, dated 27 June, 5 July and 8 July were later

~eceived from the crlairman of the Inter-American Peace Committee (S/3256,

S/3262 and S/3267): the first one related to the despatch of a fact-finding

committee to Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua; the second stated that the

three countries had informed the Committee on 2 July that the dispute between

them had ceased to exist; and the third transmitted the report of the Inter

American Peace Committee.

By a cablegram dated 9 July (S/3266), the Minister fo~ External Relations

of Guatemala informed the President of the Security Council that peace and order

had been r~stored in his country and that the Junta de Gobierno of GUatemala

saw no reason why the Guatemalan ~uestion should remain on the agenda of the

Council.

26. lErTER DATED 8 SEPTEMBER 1954 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE

SECURITY COlnJCIL

In a letter dated 8 September 1954 (S/3287), the representative of the

United States of America requested that an early meeting of the Security Council

be called to consider an incident which had taken place on 4 September when a
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United States Navy aircra±~ on a peaceful mission over international high seas

had been attacked and destroyed by two aircraft with Soviet lnarkings.

At the ~79th meeting (10 September), the Council included this item in its

agenda. Introductory statements were made by the representatives of the

United Stat(s and the USSR. .A letter from i~le USSR representative was

circulated (S/3288) transmitting copies of the notes ~hich his Government had

addressed to the United States Government on 5 and 8 September in ~onnexion

with the incident of 4 Sept~mber.

At the 680th meeting held on the same day, the Security Council continued

its general debate on the question raised in the letter dated 8 September from

tEe United States representative. At the close of the meeting, the President

stated that the list of speakers had been exhausted and that the Council would

reconvene if and when any delegation so requested. There has been no further

discussion of this item.

27. LETTER DATED 28 JANUARY 1955 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF NEH ZEALAND
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING THE
QUESTION OF HOSTILITIES IN THE AREA OF CERTAIN ISLANDS OFF THE COAST
OF THE MAINLAND OF CHINA. LETTER DATED 30 JANUARY 1955 FROM THE
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ADDRESSED
TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING THE QUESTION OF
ACTS OF AGGRESSION BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AGAINST THE
PEOPLE I S REPUBLIC OF CHINA IN THE AREA OF TAIHAN AND eTHER ISLANDS

OF CHn~A

In a letter dated, 28 January 1955 (S/3354), the representa.tive of

New Zealand brought to the atten'cion of the Security Council the occurrent,.:; ,1f

armed hostilities between the People I s Republic of China and the Republic .,f

China in the area of certain islands off the coa~t of the mainland of China,

stating that-those hostilities had made'it clear that there existed a situation

the continuance of which we.S likely to endanger the maintenance of international

peace and security.

In a letter dated 30 January (S/3355), the representative of the Union of

. Soviet Socialist Republics charged that the intervention of the United States

of A~erica in the internal affairs of Qlina and the recent extension of'acts of

aggression by the United States against the People's Republic of China in the
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area of Tailvan (Formosa) ,and other islands of China were aggravating tension in
the Far East and increasing the threat of a new' war. A draft resolution ~"as

attaChed, the operative paragraph of which provided that the Security Council
should (1) condenul the acts of aggression by the ~nited States against th~
~eople's Republic of China; (2) recommend ~hat the United states Government
should take immediate steps to put an end to those acts of aggression and to
intervention in the internal affairs.of China; (3) rec?mmend that the
United states Government should immediately withdraw' all its naval, air and land
forces from the island of Taiwan and other territories belonging to alina; and
(4) urge that no military action should be permitted in the Tail"an area by
either side, so that the evacuation from the islands in that area of all armed
forces not controlled by the People's Republic of China might be facilitated••

On 31 January (S/3356), the representative of the USSR submitted a draft
resolution providing that the Security Council should decide to invite a
representative of the Central People's Government of the People's Republic of
China to att~nd its meeting in order to participate in the discussion of the
item subroitted by the USSR.

At the 689th and 690th meetings (31 January), the Council considered the
question of including the two let.ters in its agenda, and tool\: the follolving
decisions upqn a procedural motion by the representative of the United Kingqom:
(1) the item proposed by New Zealand was included in the agenda; (2) the item
proposed by the USSR was included in the agenda; (3) an amendment by the USSR
providing that the Council should include the USSR item as the ,first item in
its agenda was'rejected; and (4) the consideration of the New Zealand item
would be concluded before the Council would take up the USSR item.

Upon the motion of the representative of New Zealand, the Council then
decided to invite a representative of the Central People's Government of the
People's Republic of illlina to participate in the discussion of the New Zealand
item and to request the Secretary-General to convey that invitation to the
Central People's Government.

On 4 February (S/3358), the ~ecretary-General circulated an exchange of
cablegrams between himself and the Prime Minister of the State Council and
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the People's RepUblic of China r~garding the
invitation of the Council.
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At the 691st meeting (14 February), the Security Council continued its

consideration of the New Zealand item in the light of the fact that the People's

Republic of Chin& had declined its invitation to be represented. A number of

statements were made with regard to a suggestion that in the circumstances the

Council could best proceed by adjourning consideration of the item pending further

study and consultation on ways to secure the cessation of hostilities. The

representative of the USSR moved that since it appeared that consideration of

the item had been completed, the Council should proceed to the consideration of

the USSR item. The USSR motion was rejected, apd the Council adjourned:for the

time being its consideration of the New Zealand item.

28 • SITUATION CREATED BY THE UNILATERAL ACTION OF THE EGYPTIAN
GOVERNMENT IN BRINGING TO AN END THE SYSTEM OF INTERNATIONAL
OPERATION OF THE SUEZ CANAL, WHICH WAS CONFIRMED AND COMPLETED

. BY THE SUEZ CANAL CONVENTION OF 1888

In a letter dated 23 September 1956 (S/3654), the representatives of France

and the United Kingdom requested the President to convene a meeting on

'26 September to consider this item, and referred to their letter of

12 September (S/3645) which had drawn the attention of the President of the

Council to the situation created by the action of the Egyptian Government in

attempting unilaterally to bring to an end the system of inte~national operation

of the Suez Canal, which had been confirmed and completed by the Suez Canal

Convention of 1888. The letter had added that since the action of· the Egyptian

Government had created a situation which might endanger the free and open passage

of shipping through the Canal, a conference had been called in London on

16 August 1956. Of the twenty-two States attending that conference, eighteen;

representing over ninety per cent of the user interest in the Canal, had put

forward proposals to Egypt for the future operation of the Canal. The Egyptian

, Government had refused to negotiate on the basis of those proposals, which, in

the opinion of the French and United Kingdom Governments, offered means for a just

and eqUitable solution. The two Governments conJidered that the Egyptian refusal

was an aggravation of the situation which, if allowed to continue, would

constitute a manifest danger to peace and security.
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At its 734th meeting (26 September) the Council included thia item on its

agenda and rejected a proposal to consider it simultaneously with an Egyptian

item also relating to the Suez Canal (see item 29 below).

·The Council continued its discussion of this question at its 735th through

738th meetings (5) 8 and 9 October), and then continued its consideration in the

course of its 739th through 741st meetings, held i~ private on 9, 11 and

12 October.

Following further consideration at its 742nd and 743rd meetings (13 October),

the ~ouncil unanimously adopted a resol~tion (S/3675) agreeing that any

settlement of the Suez question should meet the following requirements: (1) there

should be free and open transit through the Canal without discrimination, overt

or covert - this to cover both politic~l and 'technical aspectsj (2) the

sovereignty of Egypt should be respectedj (3) the operation of the Canal should

be insulated' from the politics of any country; (4) the manner of fixing tolls and

charges should be decided by agreement between Egypt and the userSj (5) a fair

proportion 'of the dues should be allotted to developmentj ana (6) in case of

disputes, unresolved affairs between the Suez Canal Company and the Egyptian

Government should be set~led by arbitration with suitable terms of reference and

suitable provisions for the payment of sums found to be due. The principles set

out in the resolution had been agreed to in the course of private meetings of the

Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Egypt, France and the United Kingdom, held ~n

the office of the Secretary-General.

At the same time the Council, owing to the negative vote of a permanent

member, failed to adopt four other operative paragraphs which had followp.d the

adopted part of the resolution as originally submitted by France and the United

Kingdom (S/367l). The ~oun~il did not vote on a draft resolution of Yugoslavia

(S/3672), or on the joint draft resolution submitted previously by France and the

United Kingdom (S/3666).

With a letter dated 24 April (8/3818), the Minister of Foreign Affairs of

Egypt transmitted a Declaration on the Suez Canal and the arrangements for its

operation, made on 24 April by the Government of Egypt "in fulfilment of their

participation in the .Constantinople Convention of 1888, noting their understanding

of the Security Council resolution of 13 October 1956 and in line with their

I ...
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st'atements relating to it before the Council ll
, and requested that the Declaration,

with the obligations therein, which constituted an internati?nal instrument,

should be received and registered accordingly by the Secretariat.

, In the light of this Declarat~on, the Security Council gave further. '

consideration to this question at its 776th and 777th meetings (26 April 1957),

convened at the request of the United States (S/3817 and Rev.l), and at its

778th and 779th meetings (20 and 21 May), convened at the request of France

(s/3829) .
With a letter dated 18 July (S/3818/Add.l), the Minister for Foreign Affairs

of Egypt, in pursuance and for the purposes of paragraph 9 (b) of the Egyptian

Declaration, transmitted a declaration on the compulsory jurisdiction of the

International Court of Justice, in accordance with Article 36, paragraph'2, of

the Statute.

29. ACTIONS AGAINST EGYPT BY: SOME POWERS, PARTICULARLY FRANCE AND
THE UNITED KINGDOM, WHICH CONSTITUTE A DANGER TO INTERNATIONAL
PEACE ANoD SECURITY AND ARE SERIOUS VIOLATIONS OF THE CHARTER OF

THE UNITED NATIONS

In a letter dated 24 September 1956 (s/3656) the representative of Egypt

recalled'his letter of ~7 September (s/3650) concerning the Suez Canal and

requested that the Council be urgently convened to consider ~his item. In that

letter the representative of Egypt had stated,~ alia, that on 26 July 1956,

the Government of Egypt had enacted a law nationalizing the Suez Canal Company,

an action taken by Egypt in the full exercise of its sovereign rights and without

challenge to or infringement of the rights of any nation. It had been met by

declarations by France and the United Kingdom conveying threats of force, by

measures of mobilization and movement of armed forces, by hostile economic

measures, and by incitement to the employees ,and pilots working in the Canal to

abandon their work in an attempt to sabotage the operation of the Canal. Several

offers by the Government of Egypt to enter into negotiations at a conference for

reviewing the ~onvention of 1888 bad been made to no avail, and instead certain

Governments had created a "Users Association", ~'lhich Egypt considered' incompatible

with its dignity and sovereign rights. Being determined to spare no effort to

I . ..
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reach a peaceful solution of the Suez Canal question on the basis of the

recognition of the ~egitimate and sovereign rights of Egypt and in accordance

with the Charter of the United Nations, Egypt considered it indispensable that

an end be put to acts such as those complained of, which were a serious danger.to

international peace and security and were violations of the Charter.

At its 734th meeting (26 September) the Cou:1cil included the Egyptian item

in its agenda, and rejected a proposal that it be considered simultaneously with

the item on the Suez Canal submitted by France and the United Kingdom (see

item 28 above).

Following the adoption by the Council of a resolution relating to ,the

complaint of France and the United Kingdom, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of

Egypt addressed a letter to the Preqident of the Council on 15 October (S/3679)

in which he stated that as a contribution by the Government of Egypt to the

provision of a proper atmosphere for future negotiations, he had not pressed for

the immediate consideration of the item on the Council's agenda which had been

submitted by Egypt.

30. IUIE SITUATION IN HUNGARY

On 27 Qctober 1956, the representatives of France, the United Kingdom and

the United States of America requested (S/3690) a meeting of the Council to

consider an item eutitled liThe situation in Hungary" pursuant to the provisions

of Article 34. They st~ted that foreign military forces in Hungary were

violently repressing the rights of the Hungarian people,. which were secured by

the Treaty of Peace to which Hungary and the Allied and Associated Powers were

parties. On 28 October 1956, the representative of the Hungarian People's

Republic transmitted (S/3691) a protest against the calling of a meeting to

consider questions regarding the events in Hungary which stated tha~ the events

of 22 October 1956 and thereafter, and the measures taken in the course of those

events, were exclusively within the domestic jurisdiction of Hungary.

On 28 October (746th meeting), the Council decided, by 9 votes to 1 (USSR)

~ith 1 abstention (Yugoslavia), to include the question in its agenda. The·item

was discussed at that meeting and three further meetings (752nd, 753rd and 754th)

on 2, 3 and 4 November 1956.
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During consideration of the watter by the Security Council, a number of

communications were received from the President of the Council of Ministers of

Hungary and Acting Minister for Foreign Affsirs, addressed to the Secretary-General

(A/3251, S/3726 and S/3731). In the second of these communications, the Ht'ngarian

Government requested the Secretary-General to call upon the great Powers to

recognize the declared neutrality of Hungary and to ask the Security Council to

instruct the Soviet and Hungarian Governments to start negotiations immediately.

These communications also referred to Soviet military movements in Hungary and to

proposals for the ,vithdrawal of Soviet troops stationed in that'country.

On 3 November, the United States submitted a draft resolution (S/3730) under

which, inter alia, the Council would: (1) call upon the USSR to desist forthwith

from any intervention, particularly armed inter,vention, in the internal affairs

of Hungary; (2) express the hope that the USSR would withdra~ its forces from

Hungary without delay; (3) affirm the right of the Hungarian people to a

government responsive to its national aspirations and dedicated to its

independence ,and well-being; (4) request the Secretary-General, in consultation

with the heads of appropriate specialized agencies, to'explore on an urgent

basis the need of the Hungarian people for food, medicine and other similar

supplies, and to report to the Council as soon as possible; and (5) request all

Members, and invite national and international humanitarian organizations, to

co-operate in making available such supplies as might be required by the

Hungarian people.

On Sunday, 4 November 1956, the Council was urgently summoned to meet

at 3 a.m. to consider reports of a new and violent attack by Soviet troops in

Budapest and elsewhere in Hungary.

The Council had before it a revised United States draft resolutIon

(S/3730!Rev.l) by which, in addition to the gbove-mentioned provisions, the

Council would call upon the USSR to cease ,the introduction of additional armed

forces into Hungary and to withdraw all its forces from that country without

delay. It received 9 votes in favour to 1 against (USSR), and was not adopted

owing to the negative vote of a permanent member of the Council.
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The United States representative then submitted a draft resolution (S/3733),

which the Council adopted by 10 votes to 1, by which the Council decided to call

an emergency special session of the General Assembly, as provided for in

General.Assembly resolution 377 (V) entitled "Uniting for peace", to consider the

situation in Htmgary.

31. MILITARY ASSISTANCE RENDERED BY THE EGYFTIAN GOVERNMENT
TO THE REBELS IN ALGERIA

In a letter dated 25 October 1956 (S/3689 and Corr.l) addressed to the

Secretary-General, the representative of France requested ~nclusion of the item

"Military assistance rendered by th~ Egyptian Government to the rebels in Algeria l1

in the agenda of a forthcoming meeting of the Security Council. In an accompanying

memorandum, the French Government gave details of the seizure, on 16 October, of a

ship loaded with arms and ammunition destined for the Algerian Maq~is. It was

stated.that the ship had been loaded in Alexandria by Egyptian military personnel

in uniform, and had been carrying clandestine passengers who had taken military

training courses in Egypt.

At the 747th meeting on 29 October 1956, the representative of France repeated'

. the charges made in the above c0mmunication and requested the Couvcil to take up
I

the matter immediately in order to put an end to a situation which,if it

continued, was l~kely' to threaten the maintenance of international peace and

security. The Security Council decided without a vote to include the item in

the agenda. The Egyptian delegation was then invited to participate in ·the debate

and the meeting was 'adjourned to give it time to make its preparations. The

Council has not so far resumed consideration of the matter. A further

communication on this matter from the representative of France (S/3783) was

transmitted to the President of the Security Council on 4 February 1957.

32. LETTER DATED 30 OCTOBER 1956 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF
EGYPT ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNOIL

By a letter dated 30 October 1~56 (S/3712), the representative of Egypt

transmitted to the President of the Council a letter from the Egyptian Minister for

I
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Foreign Affairs stating that the United Kingdom Government on that date had handed

the Government of Egypt an ultimatum to stop all warlike actions by land, sea and

air, withdraw all Egyptian military forces ten miles from the Suez Canal, and

accept temporary occupation of Egyptian territory by British and French forces of.
key positions at Port Said, Ismailia and Suez. Egypt requested that the Security

Council be convened immediately to consider the British-French act of aggression.

The Council considered the Egyptian complaint at its 750th and 751st meetings

(30 and 31 October), following its completion of consideration of the item:

IITh8 Palestine question: steps for the i~ediate cessation of the military action

of Israel in Egypt ll (see item 12 (t».

Following rejection of a motion to declare a Yugoslav draft resolution

(S/3719) out of order, the Security Council adopted a resolution (8/3721) which,

considering that a grave situation had been created by action undertaken against

Egypt and taking into account that the lack of unanimity of its permanent me~bers

at the 7k9t,h and 750th meetings of the Council had prevented it from exercising

its prim~ry responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and

security, decided to call an emergency special session of the General Assembly

as provided in the General Assembly's resolution 377 (V) in order to make

appropriate recommendations.

I.·.
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33. LE'ITBE DATED 13 FEBRUARY 1958 FROllI THE PERJvIANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF
TUNISIA TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING:
"COMPIAII.i;T BY TUNISIA IN RESPECT OF AN ACT OF AGGRESSION CO!'lJ\lI'ITED
AGAINST IT BY FRANCE ON 8 FEBRUARY 1958 AT 8AKIET··SIDI- YOUSSEF"

34. LE'ITER DATED 14 FEBRUARY 1958 FRO~I T.HE PER~~NENT REPRESENTATIVE OF
FRANCE TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCEr~ING:

"SITUATION RESU1'rING FROM THE AID FURNISHED BY TUNISIA TO REBELS
ENABLING THE~I TO CONDUCT OPERATIONS FROM TUNISIAN TERRITORY DIRECTED
AGAINST THE INTEGRITY OF FRENCH TERRITORY AND THE SAFETY OF THE

PERSONS AND PROPERTY OF FRENCH NATIONALS" (see item 39 (a) below)

In a letter dated 13 February 1958 to the President of the Security Council

(S/3952), the representative of Tunisia requested him to convene the Council for

the purpose of considel'ing the complaint by Tunisia (item 33). On 17 Februaly,

he addressed a letter (S/3957) to the President of the Security Council in respect

of the request contained in document S/3952.

In n. letter dated 14 February 1958 to the President of the Security Council

(8/395J: ), the l'cpresentative of France requested that at its next meeting the

Council consider the complaint by France against Tunisia (item 34).

At its 81lth meeting (18 February 1958), the SGcurity Council included these

t,'1O questions in its agenda. After having invited the representative of Tunisia

to participate in the discussion and hearinG statements by members of the Council

and the parties concerned, the Council decided tG adjourn under rule 33, in the

liGht of the efforts at conciliation ,;hi ch had been reported to it.

35. LE'ITER DATED 20 FEBRUARY 1958 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SUDAN
ADDRESSED TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL

By a letter dated 20 Febr~ary 1958 (8/3963), the permanent representative of

the Sudan requested nn urgent meGting of thG Security COUl'cil to discuss "the

grave situation existing on the ,Sudan-Egypt border, resulting from the massed

concentration of EGyptian troops movinG tOl-lards the Sudanese frontiers."

The Council considered the question at its Q12th meeting on 21 February 1958,

and invited the representative of the parties c. "' ned to participate in the

discussion.

After statements by the parties concerned and by members of the Council,

the President concluded the meeting by 8'.<1, ill.': up the vie,.,rs of the Council to

/oO'
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the effect that it took note of the assurances of the representative of Egypt

reG;arding thE. postponement of the settlelilent of the frontier question until

after the Sudane~~ elections.

36. COMPLAINT OF THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE USSR IN A LErrTER TO THE
PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY CO~JCIL DAT~D 18 APRIL 1958 E~TITLED:

"URGEI~T MEASURES TO FliT AN END TO FLIGHTS BY UNITEf STATES
r·ULITARY AIRCRAFT ARMED 'iUTH ATOMIC AND HYDRCGEIJ BOl·illS IN THE

DIRECTION OF THE FRO]':iTIERS OF THE SOVIET UNION"

By a letter dated 18 April 1958 (S/3990), the representative of the USSR

requested the President to convene an urgent meeting of the Security Council to

consider the question of "Urgent measures to put an end to fliGhts by United

States military aircraft armed "Tith atomic and hydrogen bombs in the direction of

the frontiers of the Soviet Union". On tte same day, he transmitted a statement

(S/3991) on this question made by the MiDi~ter of Foreic;n Affairs of the USSR.

At its 813th meeting (21 April 1958), the Security Council included the item

in its agenda. The representative of the USSR introduced a draft resolution

(S/3993) providing that the Security Council, having examined the questions

submitted by the Soviet Union and considering that the practice of makj.ne; such

flights increased tension in international relations, constituted a threat to

the security of nations and, if continued, might lead to a breach of ",orld peace

and the unleashing of an atomic war of annihilation, should call upon the United

States to refrain from sending its military aircraft carrying atomic and hydrogen

bombs tmrards the frontiers of other states for the purpose of creatinG a threat

to their security or staging military demonstrations.

The representatives of the USSR, the United States, Canada, China, France,

the United Kingdcm, Japan, Iraq, Colombia and Fanama made statements concerning

the question. A motion by the representative of the USSR to adjourn further

consideration of the matter until the afternoon of the follo,{inG day, 22 April,

"Tas rejected by l~ votes to 2, "Tith 5 abstentions. FollmTing further discussion,

the Council rejected another USSR motion to adjourn consideration under the

morning of 22 l\pril, by 6 votes to 2, "Tith 3 abstentions. The representative of

the USSR, after making a statement, declared that his delegation ''1Ould not press

its draft resolution to the vote, and vithd.rell it.
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The Sec\'rity Council continued its consideration of this question at its

814th thro~~n 817th meetings, held on 29 April snd 2 May 1958. The Council had

the follmdDg proposals before it for consideration:

(1) A draft resolution submitted by the United states on 28 April (S/3995)

providinG that the Security Council, inter alia, should (1) reco~nend that

there be promptly established the Northern zone of international inspection

against surprise attack, comprising the area north of the Arctic Circle Hith

certain exceptions and additions, that ,\las considered b;}r the United Nations

Disarmament Sub-Ccmmittee of Canada, France, the USSR, the United Kingdom

and the United States during August 1957j (2) call upon the five states

mentioned, together Hith Denmark and Nor,.ay, and any other States having

territory north of the Arctic Circle which desired to have such territory

included in the zone of inspection, at once to designate representatives

to participate in irr~ediate discussions Hith a view to agreeing on the

technical arrangements requiredj and (3) decide to keep the matter on its

agenda for such further consideration as might be required.

(2) A draft resolution submitted by the USSR on 28 April (S/3997) identical

to the draft resolution (S/3993) Hithdrawn at the previous meetin~, ,.ith the

addition of a ne,. paragraph providing that the Security Council, mindful of

the necessity for taking steps as soon as possible to avert the threat of

atomic i.arfare and ease international tension, should note with satisfaction

that preliminary talks Here in progress between the interested States ,.ith

a view to the convening of a summit conference to discuss a number of urgent

proolems, including the question of dra,.ing up measures to preclude the

danger of surprise attack: and should express the hope that the summit

conference "Tould be held at the earliest possible date.

(3) An amendment by Sweden (S/3998) to the United States draft resolution,

submitted on 29 April, providing for the insertion of a ne,. next-to-last

paragraph "Thereby the Council Hould express the vie'-T that such discussions

might serve as a useful basis for the deliberations on the disarmament

problem at the summit conference on the convening of which talks ,.,rere in

progress.

I/ ...

A

i
,I

I

I

s/4098
English
Page 88

The Sec\'rity Council continued its consideration of this question at its

814th thro~~n 817th meetings, held on 29 April snd 2 May 1958. The Council had

the follmdDg proposals before it for consideration:

(1) A draft resolution submitted by the United states on 28 April (S/3995)

providinG that the Security Council, inter alia, should (1) reco~nend that

there be promptly established the Northern zone of international inspection

against surprise attack, comprising the area north of the Arctic Circle Hith

certain exceptions and additions, that "las considered b;}r the United Nations

Disarmament Sub-Ccmmittee of Canada, France, the USSR, the United Kingdom

and the United States during August 1957j (2) call upon the five states

mentioned, together Hith Denmark and Nor,.ay, and any other States having

territory north of the Arctic Circle which desired to have such territory

included in the zone of inspection, at once to designate representatives

to participate in irr~ediate discussions Hith a view to agreeing on the

technical arrangements requiredj and (3) decide to keep the matter on its

agenda for such further consideration as might be required.

(2) A draft resolution submitted by the USSR on 28 April (S/3997) identical

to the draft resolution (S/3993) Hithdrawn at the previous meetin~, ,.ith the

addition of a ne,. paragraph providing that the Security Council, mindful of

the necessity for taking steps as soon as possible to avert the threat of

atomic i.arfare and ease international tension, should note with satisfaction

that preliminary talks Here in progress between the interested States ,.ith

a view to the convening of a summit conference to discuss a number of urgent

proolems, including the question of dra,.ing up measures to preclude the

danger of surprise attack: and should express the hope that the summit

conference "Tould be held at the earliest possible date.

(3) An amendment by Sweden (S/3998) to the United States draft resolution,

submitted on 29 April, providing for the insertion of a ne,. next-to-last

paragraph "Thereby the Council Hould express the vie'-T that such discussions

might serve as a useful basis for the deliberations on the disarmament

problem at the summit conference on the convening of which talks ,.,rere in

progress.

I/ ...

A

i
,I

I

I



I

l

s/1:oc)i3
English
Page 09

At the 816th meeting (2 May L the United states accepted the Siledish

amendment) 'lith the substitution of the llord lla" for the word "the" l'efore the

'{Grds "sUlmnit cc'nference". This change ,,,as accepted by S'''eden.

At the 817th meeting (2 May)} the Council voted on the proposals before it.

The United states draft resolution (S/3995)} as revised by incorporating the

Swedish amendment (S/3998) received 10 votes in favour and 1 against (USSR). The

negative vote being that of

resolution ,,,as not adopted.

9 votes to 1 (USSR)} llith 1

a permanent member of the Council} the draft

The USSR draft resolution (S/3997) 'm.s rejected by

abstention (Sweden).

37. LETTER DATED 22 MAY 1958 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF LEBANON ADDRESSED
Tr') THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING: "CClvlPIAIJ:ljT BY
LEBANON IN RESPECT OF A SITUATION ARISING FROM THE IJ:ljTERVEJ:ljTION OF
THE mUTED ARAB REPUBLIC IN THE IJ:ljTERNAL AFFAIRS OF LEBANON} THE
CONTINUANCE OF ~~ICH IS LIlCELY TO ENDANGER THE ~~INTENANCE OF

IJ'.iTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITy lI

By a letter dated 22 May 1958 (s/4007)} the representative of Lebanon

requested that an urgent meeting of the Council be held to consider the folloHing

question: "Comnlaint by Lebanon in respect of R situation arising from the

intervention of th~ United Arab Republic in the internal affairs of Lebanon} the

continuance of which is likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace

and security". The intervention} it was stated} included the infiltration of

armed bands from Syria} the participation of United Arab Republic nationals in

acts of terrorism and rebellion against the established authorities in Lebanon}

the supply of arms from Syria to individuals and bands in Lebanon rebelling

against the established authorities} and the waging of a violent radio and press

campaign in the United Arab RepUblic calling for strikes} demonstrations and the

overthrow of the established authorities in Lebanon.

The question was included in the Council's agenda at its 818th meeting

(27 May 1958).

The representatives of Lebanon and of the United Arab Republic were invited

to participate in the discussion 'vithout the right to vote. The Council then

postponed discussion of the question} first until 3 June and then successively

to 5 and 6 June. At the 823rd meeting (6 June) statements were made by the

representatives of Lebanon and the United Arab Republic.
/ ...
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At the 824th meeting (10 June) a draft resolution (S/4022) '\Vas submitted by

Sweden. It provideJ. that the Council, having heard the charges of the

representative of Lebanon and the reply by the representative of the United Arab

Republic, would decide to dispatch urgently an observation Group to proceed to

Lebanon so as to ensure that there ''1as no illegal infiltration of personnel or

supply of arms or other material across the Lebanese bordersj iiould authorize the

Secretary-General to take the necessary steps to that end and ''1ould request the

observation group to keep the Security Council currently informed thrGugh the

Secretary-General. This draft resolution was adopted by 10 votes in favour, i'1ith

1 abstention, at the 825th meeting (11 June).

On 16 June 1958, the Secretary-General submitted an inte:!.'im report (S/4029)

on the steps he had taken to''1ard implementinG the resolution of 11 June. The

first report of the United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon (s/h040 and

Corr.l) was submitted on 3 July. The representative of Lebanon submitted his

Government t s comments on this report in El. letter dated 8 July 1958 (S/1~C43). A

second (S/4069) and a third report (S/1~085) were submitted by the Observation

Group on 30 July and 14 August respectively. It also submitted t"iQ interim

reports (8/4051 and s/4052) on 16 and 17 July.

Discussion ''1as continued at the 827th-834th meetings (15-18 July). The

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted a draft resolution (s/hOh7 and

Corr.l) which provided, inter alia) that the Council call upon the United states

Government to cease armed intervention in the domestic affairs of the Arab States

and to remove its troops froru the territory of Lebanon irmnediately.

By a letter dated 17 July (sI4053) the representative of Jordan requested

consideration by the Council of his Government's complaint of interference in

its domestic affairs by the United Arab Republic (see item 40 below). The

USSR draft resolution "Ias revised (S/4.047/Rev.l) to provide that the Council

i-iOuld call upon the Governments of the United states and the United Kingdom to

cease armed intervention in the domestic affairs of the Arab States and to remove

their troops from the territory of Lebanon and Jordan immediately.

A United States draft resolution (S/1~050/Rev.l) provided) inter alia, that

the Council invite the Observation Group in Lebanon to continue to develop its

activitiesj request the Secretary-General to consult the Government of Lebanon
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and other Member Gtutes to mclce arrangements for additional measures to protect

the territorial integrity and independence of Lebanonj and call for the imuediate

cessation of all illegal infiltration of personnel or supply of arlUS or other

materiel across the Lebanese borders as, 'Jell as attacks upon the Goverruuent of

Lebanon by government-controlled radio and other information media calculated to

stimulate disorders.

The Council also had before it a draft resolution (S/405!~) submitted by

SHeden on 17 July, under Hhich the Council ,vould request the Secretary-General

to suspend the activities of the observers in Lebanon until furtller notice. At

the 834th meeting (18 July), the USSR draft resolution (s/4047/Rev.l) ,vas

rejected by 8 votes to 1, ,vith 2 abstentions. The United States draft

resolution (s/4050/Rev.l) received 9 votes in favour, 1 against 'vith 1 abstention

and Has not adopted oHing to the negative vote of a permanent member. The

Swedish draft resolution (s/4054) Has rejected by 9 votes to 2.

On 19 July, another draft resolution (S/4055) was submitted by Japan. As

subsequently revised (s/4055/Rev .1), it provided, inter alia, that the Council

request the Secretary-General to make arrangements for such additional measures

as he might consider necessary with a vieu to ensuring the territorial integrity

and political independence of Lebanon, GC. as to make possible the 'vithdrmml of

United States forces from that country.

Consideration of the question continued at the 835th meeting (21 JUly) and

836th and 837th meetings (22 July). The United States submitted a draft

resolution (S/!~056) providing that the Council decide to call an emergency

special session of the General Assembly in order to make appropriate

recoilluendations concerning the Lebanon complaint. The Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics also submitted a draft resolution (s/4057), under 'vhich the Council

would decide to call an emergency special session of the General Assembly to

consider the question of the intervention of the United States and the United

Kingdom in Lebanon and Jordan.

On 22 July, the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

submitted amendments (s/4063) to the Japanese draft resolution (s/4055/Rev.l) .

These "Here voted upon at the 837th meeting, "Then they \Vere rejected by 8 votes

to I, with 2 abstentions. The Japanese draft resolution received la votes in
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!. ::'",;lU' ~ 1 ~1Gc:in8t and uus not adoptvd. OIlinG to the negative '-,ote of 0. p8rl::anent

nel~lb0:l'. The Secretary-General then stated that he "lould use all ol'portunities

oi';'8red. to him, 'lithin the limits set 'by t:le Charter, towards developinG the

Unitell Nations effort, so as ~o help to pr~vent a i't.ll'ther deterioration of the

situution in the r·liddle East. That ,:oulI.1 mean the further developllent of the

United Nations Observation Group in LecGnon so as to give it all the significance

it could have, consistent 'lith its basic character as determined by the Security

Council in its resolution (S/4023) of 11 June 1953 and the Purposes and Principles

of the Charter. The Secretary-General concluded by statin[~ that the Security

Council ,;ould be kept fully informe·i on the steps to be taken by him in that

respect and, uere the Council to disapprove of those steps, he would accept the

consequences of its ,judGement.

By a letter dated ) August 1958 (S/L'.078) , the representative of the Union

of Soviet Socialist Republics requested an innuediate emerGency meeting of the

Security Council to consider the USSR draft resolution concerning the convening

of an emergency special session of the General Assembly (s/4057). The Security

Council resumed consideration of the ~uestion at its 838th meeting (7 August).

Prior to this meetins, the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics had submitted a revised version of the USSR draft resolution

(s/4057/Rev.l) and the representative of the United States of Anlerica had

submitted a revised version of the United States draft resolution (S/4056/Rev.l).

The representative of the United States accepted a nunilier of amendments to the

rev; :~ed Ul1i ted ~jtates draft resolution durinG the 838th meeting. The revised

U;·:. '1..",'+ ','c::olution, as thus nlodified, ,ms adopted unanimously

.'- _,. .Le II ;<,~~ .,-0,-, t~!S.t the Council, having considered items 2 and 3

',L t2111S j I :.l1:\1 L~O 01' the ITesent statement) on its agenda as contained in

::,,'1::: ..1t ;)/P<~enda/83i3., takinG into account that the lack of unanimity of its

rel'lnanent memb.:rG a.t i ts 83~th and 837th meetings had 1)1'evented it from

eX21'cisinG its primary reSI)Onsibility for the maintenance of international peace

and security~ decided to call an emergency special session of the General

Assembly.
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38. LE'ITER DATED 29 MAY 1958 F8CH THE REPRESENTATIVE OF TUNISIA TO
THE PRESIDEJl:T OF' THE SECURITY CGtJI:;CIL CONCERNING: IICONPIAIJ:I;T BY
TUNISIA IN RESPECT OF ACTS OF Affi.JED AGGRESSION COl,li·lI'ITED AGAINST
IT SINCE 19 NAY 1958 BY THE FRENCH MILITARY FORCES STATIONED IN

1T;..' TERRITORY AND IN ALGERIA 11

39. LE'ITER DATED 29 I,JAY 1958 FROl'I THE REPRESENl'ATIVE OF FRANCE TO THE
PREGIDEJl:T OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING: (a) liTHE COMPLAINT
BROGGHT BY FRANCE AGAINST TUNISIA ON 14 FEBRUARY 1958" (SEE
ITEM 34 ABOVE); AND (b) "THE SITUATION ARISING OuT OF THE
DISRUFTION, BY TUNISIA, OF THE r,10DUS VIVENDI \'lliICH HAS BEEN
ESTABLISHED SINCE FEBRUARY 1958 UITIi REGARD TO THE STATIONIJ.I;G OF
FRENCH TROOPS AT CERTAIN FOn;TS IN TUNISIAN TERRITORY"

In a letter dated 29 Ma;'l 1958 (s/ho13), the representative of Tunisia

requested the President of the Security Council to convene a nleeting to consider

the complaint by Tunisia (item 38). He transmitted an explanatory memorandum on

the question, and on 1 June (s/4019) transmitt~d a further memorandum outlining

the events complained of.

In a letter dated 29 May (si 4015), the representative of France requested

that at its next meeting the Security Council consider the complaint by France

(item 39 above), and also transmitted an explanatory memorandum.

At its 819th meeting (2 June 1958)) the Security Council included these two

items on its agenda and invited the representative of Tunisia to participate in

their consideration. Follmving statements by the representatives of Tunisia

and of France at the 819th and 820th meetings on 2 June, the Council proceeded

with the discussion of the tlVO questions, and continued that consideration at

the 821st meeting on 4 June. It I-TaS agreed, without objection) to adjourn

further discussion of the tl'lO questions until 18 June.

At its 826th meeting (18 June 1958)) the Security Council continued its

consideration of the tl'IO items. The representatives of France and Tunisia

informed the Council that on 17 June an agreement, in the form of an exchange

of letters, had been reached between their two Governments, providing for the

evacuation of French troops from Tunisian territory lvithin four months) Hith

the exception of those stationed in Bizerte) and for negotiations to define a

provisional status for the base at Bizerte. The President of the Security

Council Helcomed the statements of the representatives of France and Tunisia

and congratulated both Governments for having succeeded in removing their

difficulties through direct negotiations. I· ..
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40. LE'ITER rATED 17 JULY 1958 FRCH THE REPRESENTATIVE OF JORDAN
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING:
"COr.IPLAIJ:i:T BY THE HASHEMITE KIKGDOr.1 OF JORI'AN OF INTERFERENCE

IH ITS rCIvlESTIC AF'FAIRS BY 'IBE UNITED AFAB REFUBLIC"

In a letter dated 17 July 1958 (8/4053) the representative of Jordan

relluested the President to inscribe on t118 agenda of the Security Council,

for urgent consideratiQll by the Council, his Goverlnnent's complaint of

interference in its domestic affairs by the United Arab Republic.

At its 831st meeting on 17 July, the Security Council decided to include

this item in its agenda and invited the representative of Jordan to participate

in the discussion vithout vote. The Council also agreed that after initial

statements on the Jordanian complain had been concluded, it "lould proceed to

consider simultaneously the complaints subluitted by Lebanon and Jordan. (See

item 37 above.)
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