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SUMMARY STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY-CENERAL
ON MATTERS OF WHICH THE SECURITY CCUNCIL IS SEIZED
AND ON THE STAGE REACHED IN THEIR CONSIDERATION¥,

Pursuant to rule 11 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security
Council, the Secretary-General submits the following statement on matters of

which the Security Council is seized and on the stage reached in thelr

consideration on 8 February 195k.

1. THE IRANTAN GUESTICHN

By a letter dated 19 Jamuary 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 medium of
its officials and armed forces, in the interpal affairs of Iran, a situation
had arisen which might lead to international friction. He requested the
Executive Secretary, in accordance with Article %5 (1) of the Charter, to bring
the matter to the attention of the Security Council, 80 that the Council might
investigate the situation and reconmend appropriate terms of settlement.

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

Pirst Year, First Series, Supplenment No. 1, page lT), the Head of the USSR
delegation stated that the allegation made by the Tranian delegation was devoid

"o of any foundation.
At its second meeting (25 Jenuary), the Security Council included the item

in its age da.

* NOUB:

This consolidated summary staterent is being igsued for the convenience
of the members of the Security Council, so that a brief account of the
proceedings of the Council on matters of which it is seized may be found
in one document.
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At the fifth meeting (30 January), the Security Council adopted a
resolution (a} noting that both parties had affirmed their readiness to seek a
solution of the matter at issue by negotiation; and that such negotiations would
be resumed in the near future; and (b) requesting the parties to inform the
Council of any results achieved in sucn negotiations.

By a letter dated 18 March {5/15), the Iranian Avbassador to the
United States of America, in accordance with Article 35 (1) 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 nsintenance
of international peace and security. He stated that the Soviet Union had
continued to waintain its troops in Iranian territory after 2 March 1946,
contrary to the express pré@isiens of article V of the Tripartite Treaty of
Aliiance of 29 January 1942, and that the Soviet Union was continuing to
interfere in the internal affairs of Iran through the medium of Soviet agents,
officials and armed@ forces,

By a letter dated 19 March (S/16), the representative of the Soviet Union
informed the Secretary-General that negotiations were being conducted between
the Government of Iran and the Goverament of the Soviet Union, and suggested
that the meeting of the Security Council be postponed.

The above letters dated 18 and 19 March, together with other ccumunications
relating to the Iranian question, were included in the Council's agenda at its
26th meeting (26 March).

After taking various procedural decisions, the Security Council, at its
30th meeting (4 April), adopted a draft resolution 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
Tranian Government were reguested to report to the Council whether 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 required.

By a letter dated 6 April (S8/30), the representative of the Soviet Union
proposed that the Iranian question be removed from the agenda of the Counecil,

on the ground that, under the understanding between the Government of Iran and
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the Governwent of the Soviet Union, full evacuation of the USER froops from
Tran had been started on 24 March and would be concluded in five or six weeks.
As was known from tue jeint USSR-Iranian communiqué published on L4 pApril, an
understanding on all points had been reached between the two Governments.

In a letter dated 9 April (8/33), the Iranian Ambassador stated that it
was his Government's desire that the question should remain on the agenda of
the Security Council. In a letter dated 15 April (S/37), the Iranian
Ambassador communicated the text of a telegram from his Government withdrawing
its complaint from the Council, .

By a letter dated 16 April (5/39), the Secretary-General submitted a
memorandum concerning the legal aspects of the gquestion of the retention of
the Iranian question on bthe agerda. The Council referred the memorandum to the
Committee of Experts, which submitted its report (S/k2) on 18 April.

At the 36th meeting {23 April}, the Secufity Council rejected a draft
resolution submibtted by the representative of France, requesting the Jecretary-
General to collect the necessary information in order to complete the Council's
report o the Assenmbly, in accordance with Article 24 of the Charter, on the
manner in which it hed dealt with the case placed on its agenda on 26 March
at the request, now withdrawn, 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 was contrary to the Charter and that, accordingly, his delegation did
not consider it possible $o take any further part in the discussion of the
guestion by the Counecil.

" By a letter dated 6 May (8/53), the Iranian Ambassador reported on the
withdrawal of USSR troops.

At the UOth meeting (8 VMay), the Security Council adopted a draft

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

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

that the Government of Tran 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 Covernment to submit a complete
report immediately upon the receipt of the information which would enable it

to do so.
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By letters dated 20 and 21 May (S/66 and S/68), the Iranian Ambassador
submitted additional information with respect to the matters brought to the
Security Council's attention by his Government. With the letter éated 21 May,
the Iranian Ambassador cormunicated the text of a telegram from the Iranian
Prime Minister stating that reports had been received to the effect that
USSR troops had evacuated Azerbailjan.on 6 May.

' At the 43rd meefing (22 May), the Security Council adopted a draft

resolution submitied by the representative of the Netherlands, providing that

the discussion of the Iranian question should be adjourned, the JLouncil to be

called together at the request of any of its members.

| By a letter dated 5 December iéhé‘(S/EOh), the Iranian Ambassador
forwarded a report concernlng the existing state of affairs in Azerbaijan.

Since the 43rd meeting, the Security Council ﬁas not discussed this

| .

|

|

\

|

agenda item.

2. SPECTAL AGREEMENTS UNDER ARTICIE 43 ANDITHE ORGANTZATTOL
OF THE ARMED FORCES MADE AVATIABLE TO THE SECURITY COUNCIL
At the 23rd meeting (16 Pebruary 1946), the Council directed the Military
Staff Committee, as its first task, to examine from the military point of view,
the.provisions of Ariicle 43 of the Charter and submit the results of the study
and any recommendations to the Council in due course. )

At the 105th meeting (13 February 1947), the Council, in its resolution
(8/268/Rev.1/Corr.1) concerning the implementation of General Assembly
resolutions 41 (I) and 42 (I), requested the Military Staff Committee to
submit its recommendations in pursuance of Article 43 as soon as possible, and,
as a first step, to submit not latér than 30 April 1947, its recommendations
with regard to the basic principles which should govern the organigzation of
armed forces, to be made available 4o the Security Council.

' By letter dated 30 April (8/336), the Military Staff Committee submitted
its report on "General Principles governing the organization of the armed
forces made available to the Security Council by Member nations of the

United Nations™.
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General discussion of the report began at the 138th meeting (4 June).
Replies to several questions raised during the discussion on the articles of
the report were received from the Military Staff Committee (5/380, S/39L4 and
S/395). At the 146th meeting, the Council requested the Committee to submit an
estimate of the overall strength or the armed forces to be nade available to
the Security Council, indicating tThe strength and composition of the separate
comporents and the proportions that should be provided by the five permanent
members. At the 149th meeting, the Council considered the Committee's
estimate (S/394) and also decided to request the Military Staff Committee's
interpretation of the initial contribution of armed forces referred to in
articles 10 and 11. The answer of thé Military Staff Committee was circulated
as document S/408.

At the 142na, 143rd, 1H5th and 149th 'meetings, the Council adopted in
first reading articles 1-k, ¢, 10, 12-15, 18, 19, 22-24, 29, 30, 35-L0, with
amendrents to some of these articles offered by the representatives of
Australia and Belgium. Agreement was not reached on the remaining articles.
At the 15Tth 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. RULES OF PRCCEDURE OF THE SECURITY CGUNCIL

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 Becurity Council has not discussed a letter dated 5 September 1947
(8/540/Corr.1) from the representative of the United Kingdom suggesting several

additional rules of procedure concerning Council meetings.
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L. STATUTE AND RUIES CF FRCCEDURE COF THE MILITARY STAFF CCMMITTEE
At its 23rd meeting (16 February 1946), the Security Council agreed to

postpone consideration of the report of the Military Staeff Commititee concerning
its statute and rules of procedure (8/10 as revised in 8/115). The Council
instructed the Committee of Bxperts to examine the report. FPending approval
of the report by the Council, the Military Staff Committee was authorized to
carrf out its business along the lines suggested in its reports.

The report of the Committee of Fxperts was circulated on 17 July 1947
(s/421), but has not so far been placed on the Council's «genda.

5. THE GENERAL REGUIATICN AND REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS AND
INFORMATION ON THE ARMED FCRCES CF THE UNITED NATTONS -

(a) ZInclusion of the items in the agenda

By a letter dated 27 December 1946 (5/229), the representative of the
USER transmitted for inclusion in the agenda of the Council a draft resclution
having to do with the implementation of General Assembly resolution 41 (I)
concerning the general regulation and reduction of armed forces. The proposal
was placed on the agenda of the 88th meeting (31 December). In the agenda of
the 90th me=ting, the USSR p.oposal and a draft resolution (8/233) presented
at the B8th meeting by the repredentative 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 §/231} and proposals
regarding its implementation..."”.

At the 90th meeting, resclution 42 (I) of the Gereral Assembly concerning
"Information on Armed Forces of the United Natlons" was placed on the agenda
of the Council. At the 102nd meeting (11 February 1947) examination of the

two items was combined.

(b} Implementation of General Assembly resolution 41 (I)

(i} Bstablishment of the Commission for Conventional Armaments

At the 90th meeting, the Council formally accepted General Assembly
resolution 41 {I) and decided to proceed to consideration of its implementation.

Discussion began at the 92nd meeting (15 January 1947). Draft resolutions were




5/3175
English

—_—

Page T

intreduced by the representatives of France (S/243), Australia (5/2k9),

Colcmbia (S/2%1) and the United States (8/26k). At the 105tk neeting

(13 February), the Sccurity Council resolved (S, .¢8/Rev.l/Corr.l), inter alia,
to set up a Commpission for Conventional Armewents composed of representatives

of membters of the Security Council %o 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 Armanents

By 2 letter dated 25 June 1947 (S/387), the Chairman of the Commission
transwitted 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 schere for the organization of the Commission’s work. The
report also transmitted a plan of work (8/587, Annex C)} which had been submitted
to the Commission by the representative of the USSR At the 152nd meeting
(8 July 1947), the Council adopted by 9 votes with 2 abstentions {Poland, USSR),
the plan of work adopted by the Commission for Conventional Arraments. (The
USSR plan of work was not put to a vote.) 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 (III)

(i) Trapsmission to Commission for Conventional Armaments

By a letter dated 1% January 1949 the Secretary-General transmitted to the
Security Council General Assembly resolution 192 {ITI). At the 40Tth meeting
of the Council {8 February), the representative of the USSR submitted a draft
resolution (8/1246/Rev.1) dealing with the contents of the General Assembly
resolution. At the 408th meeting (10 February), the representative of the
United States submitted a draft resolution {8/1248) recommending that General
Assembly resclution 192 (III) be transmitted to the Commission for Conventional

Arrwaments for acticn according to its terms. At the same meeting, the



5/ 3175
English
Page 8

representative of the USSR proposed (8/1249) that his earlier draft resolution
(8/1246/Rev.1) and General Assembly resolution 192 {III) be transmitted to the
Commission for Conventional Armements, and, separately, tc the Atomic Energy
Commission.

The United States draft resolution (S/1248) was adopted by 9 votes with
2 abstentions.

The second USSR draft resolution (S/1249) was rejected by a vote of
3 in favour (Bgypt, Ukrainian SSR and USSR) and 8 abstentions.

The first USSR draft resolution (8/1246/Rev.l) was rejected by a vote of
2 in favour (Ukrairian SSR and USSR) and 9 abstentions.

{ii) Working paper of Commission for Conventional Armements for
implementation of General Assembly resolution 192 (III)

By a letter dated 4 August 1949 (8/1372), the Chairman of the Commission for
Conventional Armaments transmitted to the President of the Security Council a
working paper adopted by the Commission at its 19th nmeeting on 1 August 1949,
ccncerning implementation of General Asgembly resolution 192 (III).

On 27 September the representative of France submitted a draft resolution
(8/1399/Rev.1) 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's discussion to the General Assembly.

The representative of the USSR submitted a draft resolution (S/1405) calling
for the submission by States of informetion on both conventicnal armaments and
atomic weapons. A revision of this draft resolution (S/lhOS/Rev.l) called fonr
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 on
conventional armaments and armed forces under adegquate 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.

-
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. The question was discussed at the %50th through 452nd meetings {11, 1k and
18 October 1949), The French draft resolution (5/1399/Rev.l) was not adopted.
The vote was § in favour and 2 égainst (Ukrainian SSR, USSR), one of the negative
votes being that of a permanent member. The USSR draft resolution (S/lhOS/Rev.l)
was not adopted, the vote being 3 in favour (Egypt, Ukrainien SSR, USSR), one
against (China) and T abstentions. . The alternative F}ench draft resolution
(s/1408/Rev.1) was not adopted. The vote was 8 in favour, 2 against
(Ukrainian SSR, USSR) and one abstension (Argentina), one of the negative votes
being that of a2 permanent member.

& draft resclution (S/lth) 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 Commission for Conventional
Armarents, together with the records of the Council and the Commission
discussions was adopted by 9 votes in favour with 2 abstentions {Ukrainian SSR,

USSR) .

{d) Second progress report of the Commission for Convenvional Armaments

By a letter dated 4 August 1949 (8/1371), the Chairman of the Commission for
Conventional Armements transmitted to the President of the Security Council two

resolutions adopted by the Commission concerning items 1 and 2 of the

-Cormission's plan of work and an accompanying report. On 27 September, the

representative of the United States submitted a draft resolution (5/1398) calling
for approval and transmission to the General Assembly df the resclutions of
the Commission.

The question was discussed at the 450th meeting (11 October 1949). The
United States draft resoluticn was not adopted. The vote was 9 in favour,
2 against {Ukrainian SSR and USSR), one of the negative votes being that of a
permanent member. A draft resolution (8/1403) submitted by the representative
of the United Kingdom to transmit to the General Assembly the resolutions of the
Cormission and its report was adopied by a vote of_9 in favour with

2 abstentions {Ukrainian S8R, USSR).

(e} Consideration of General Assembly resolubtion 3C0 (IV)

By a letter dated 6 December 1849 (8/1429), the Secretary-General
transmitted General Assembly resolution 300 (IV).to the President of the
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Suourity Cvuncil. A Jraft resoluticn (8/1445), submitted at the h6lst meeting
{1) Juruary 1Y5Q) Ly the representative of ¥rance, proposing that General Assembly
resolution 3C0 (IV) te transmitted to the Ccrmission for Conventional Armaments
fer further study in acccordance with its plan of work, was adopted at the 462nd
weeting (17 January 1950) bty a vote of 9 in favour (Yugoslavia not voting, the
USSR being absent).

By a letter dated 10 August 1950 {8/1690), the Chairman of the Ccemmission for
Conventional Armaments itransmitted the third progress report of the Commission to
the President of the Security Council. The report has not been placed on the

agenda of the Security Council nor considered by i%.

{(f}) Establishment of the Disarmament Commission and dissolution of the
Cormission for Conventional Arnaments

The subject of effective regulation and reduction of conventional arraments
was discussed at the fifth session of the General Assembly in connexion with the
agenda item "International control of atomic energy®. By resolution 496 (V) the
Assembly established a Committee of Twelve to report on means whereby the work of
the Avomic Energy Commission and the Conventional Armament Commission might be
co-ordinated and their functions merged. At the sixth session, the Assembly, by
resolution 502 (VI) of 11 January 1952, took note of the recommendation of the
Cormittee cf Twelve (A/l922) and established under the Security Council a
Disarmament Commission and dissolved the Atomic Energy Commission. The Ccmmission
was, with the guidance of certain specified principles and directives, 10 prepare
proposals for “the regulation, limitation and balanced reductién of all arred
forces and all armaments, for the elimination of all major weapons adaptable to
wass destruction, 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
resclution, the Security Council, at its STlst meeting (30 Janvary 1952), dissolved

the Commission for Conventional Armaments (8/2506).

(g) Subsequent developments - 30 January 1952 to date

The Disarmament Commission has thus far transmitted three reports to the
General Assembly and the Security Council (DC/lT, dated 29 Msy 1952; DC/20, dated
1% October 1052;: and DC/}E, dated 20 August 1953). The regulation, limitation

and balanced reduction of a2ll armed forces and armaments has been discussed by the

]
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General Assembly in comnexion with reports of the Commission at its seventh and
eighth sessions and been the subject of its resolutions 70 (VII) of 3 April 1953
and 715 (VIIX) of 28 November 1953, They have not been discussed by the Security

Council. .

6. APPOINTMENT OF A GOVERNOR FCR THE FREE TERRITORY OF TRIESTE

(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 89th meeting
(7 January 1947). At its 9lst meeting (10 Januery), 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 consulbstion with the Governments of Yugoslavia and Italy.

(b} Inclusion in the agenda

By a letter dated 13 June 1947 (S/374), the representative of the
United Kingdom requested that an early date be fixed for the discussion by the
Council of the sppointment of a Governor for the Free Territory of Trieste.

At its 143rd meeting (20 June 1947), the Council decided, by 9 votes to one

(USSR), with one abstention (France), to imclude the question in the agenda.

(¢) Conmsideration by the Security Council (1947-1949)

After discussion at its 1blth and 155th meetings held in private (20 June
and 10 July), the Council set up a sub-committee of three menbers, composed of
representatives of Australia, Colombia and Poland, to colliect 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 the Council decided
at the latter meeting (18 Decenmber) to request the Govermments of Ttaly and
Yugoslavia to consult with each other in an effort to reach agreement on a
candidate.
| The replies of the Governments of Italy (S/6Lb and S/647) and of Yugoslavia
{(8/646) indicated that no mgreement had been reached.



5/3175
English
Page 12

The Council resumed the discussion at its 233rd and 265th neetings held in
private. At the latter meeting (9 March 1948), it agreed to postpone consideration
of the matter and to take up the question again at the request of any member of
the Counril.

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-occcupied zcne of the Free Territory, the three
Governments had decided to recommend the return of the Free Territory to Italian
sovereignty as the best solution to meet the democratic aspirations of the people
and to make possible the re-establishwent of peace and stability in the area. The
three Governments had prdposed 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 (8/707).

By a letter dated 8 February 1949 (8/1251), the representative of the USSR
requested that the gquestion of appointment of a Governor of the Free Territory be
considered by the Security Council in the near future. The Council resumed
consideration of the matter st its L1lth meeting (17 February) at which the USSR
representative submitted a draft resolution (8/1260) providing that the Council
appoint Colonel Fluckiger as Goverhor of the Free Territory. After further
discussion at its 412th, 422nd and 42hth meetings, the USSR draft resolution was
rejected at the latter meeting (10 May), having received 2 votes in favour
(Ukrainian SSR, USSR), with 9 abstentions.

(d) Counsideration by the Security Council (1953)

By a letter dated 12 October 1953 (8/5105), address=d to the President of
the Security Council, the representative of the USSR, referring to the
declaration made on 8 October 1953 by the Governmants of the United States and
the United Kirgdom on the question of Trieste, requested that a meeting of the
Council be convened to discuss the 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 Flﬁckiger as Governor.




S/ 3175
English
Page 13

At its 625th meeting (15 October), the Council decided 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 634th
meeting, it decided to postpone the discussion for a further three weeks. At
its 6hlst meeting (2% November), the Council decided by 9 votes to one (USSR},
with one abstention (Lebanon) to postpone the discussion uwatil the week of
8-15 Tecember, with the proviso that the date of the meeting would bhe set
by the President.

At its B4Tth meeting (& December 1953), the Council decided to postpone
consideration of this gquestion pending the outcome of current efforts to find

a solution to the Trieste problem.

7. THE EGYPTIAN QUESTION

By a letter dated 8 July 1947 (S/k10), the Prime Minister and Minmister
for Poreign Affairs of Bgypt informed the Secretary-General that British troops
were being maintained in Egyptian territories against the unanimous will of
the people. Such act was contrary to the letter and spirit of the Charfer and
to General Assembly resolution 41 (I) adopted on 1l December 1946. Moreover,
the occupation of the Sudan by the British arme” forces and the pursuance there
of their hostile policy had 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 maintenance of international peace and security.
Direct negotiations had been attempted in conformity with Article 23 of the
Charter, but to no avail. Consequently, the Egyptian Government brought their
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
British troops from Bgypt, ineluding the Sudan; (b) the termination of the
present administrative regime in the Sudan.

Tne Security Council placed the guestion on its agenda at the 159th meeting
(17 July). Discussion started at the 175th meeting (5 August) and continued
through the 189th, 193rd, 196th, 198%h, 199th, 2CCth and 201st nmcetings
(10 September 1947). At the 189th meeting (20 August), the representative of

Brazil submitted a draft resolution (5/507) recommending to the Governments of
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the United Kinpdem and Egypt {a) to resume direct negotiations and, should such
negotiations fail, to seek a solution of the dispute by other peaceful means of
their own choice; and {b) to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
of the negotiations.
_ At the 198th meeting (28 August), the Brazilian draft resclution as amended
by China {8/507/Add.1}, Belgium {8/507/Add.1) and Australie (S/516) was rejected
by a vote of 6 in favour, one against (Poland)}, and 3 abstentions {Colombia,
Syéia and the USSR). In accordance with paragraph 3 of Article 27 of the Charter,
the United Kingdom representabive did not take part in the voting. At the same
meeting, the representatiﬁe of Colombia submitted a draft resolution (8/530},
calling upon the Governments of the United Kingdcm and Egypt (1) 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
Zgyptian territory, mutual assistance being provided in order to safeguard in
time of war or imminent threat of war the liberty and security of navigetion
of the Suez Canal; and (b)ito terminating the joint administration of the
Sudan with due regard to the principle of self-determinaticn of peoples and
their right to self-government; (2) to keep the Security Council readily
informed of the progress of their negotiations.

At the 2C0th meeting (29 August), the Colombian draft resclubion was voted
upon in parts and rejected.

At the 20lst weeting (10 September), the representative of China submitted
a draft resolution (S/S&?) recomrending that the parties: (a) resume negotiations,
and (b} keep the Security Council informed of +the progress of those negotiations
and report therecn to the Council in the first instance not later than
1 January 1948, At the same meeting, the Chinese draft resolution and the
Australian amendments (S/549) thereto were rejected, failing to obtain the
affirmative 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

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

L
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8., THE INCONESIAN QUESTION

{a) Inclusion of the question in the agenda

The Indonesian gquestion was brought before the Council by two letters, dated
30 July lQhT, frcm the Government of India and from the Goverrment of Australia,:
In its letters (S/h47), the Govermment of India, under Article 35, paragraph 1,
of the Charter, drew the Council'!s o -nbtion to the situation in Indonesia,
which in its opinion endangered the mai.tenance of international peace and
security, The Council was reguested to take the necessary measures to put
an end te the situation,

The letter from the Australian Govermrent (S/4L9) stated that the
hostilities in progress in Java and Sumatra constituted a breach of peace
under Article 39 and urged the Council to fake immediate action to restore
international peace and security,

The gquestion was included in the Council'!s agenda at the 17lst meeting
(31 July 19%7), when the representabtives of Indonesia and the Netherlands were
invited to participate in the discussion, The Security Council subseguently
invited the representatives of the Philippines, the Republic of Indonesia,
Australia,&/ Belgium,£/ Burma and Pakistan to participate in the discussion
at various stages. Ulenbers of the United Wations Coumittee of Good Offices
and of the Ccmmission for Indonesia were also invited to participate in the
discussion during later stages.

(b) From the cease-fire resolution to the breakdown of the "Renville" Agreement
{August 1947-December 1948)

On 1 August 1947, the Security Council adopted a resolution (5/459)
calling upon the parties to cease hostilities forthwith, to settle their
disputes by arbitration or by other peaceful wmeans, and to keep the

Security Council informed about the progress of the setitlement,

i/ Representatives of Australia and Belgium were invited to participate in
the discussion of the guestion after these two countries ceased to be
markers of the Security Council at the end of 1947 and 1948 respectively.
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By letters dated 3 and U4 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 cablegraﬁ dated
5 August {S/469), the Vice-Prewier of the Republic of Indonesia informed
the Council that his Govermment had decided to order a cessation of hostilities.
He requested that the Council appoint a Committee to secure effective
implementation of the cessaticn of hostilities.

On 26 August 1947, the Security Council adopted two resolutionms {5/525).
The first provided for establishment of a ccmmission composed of the consular
representatives in Batavia of members of the Security Council to report on
the situation in Indonesia., In the other resolution, the Security Council
expressed its readiness, if the parties so requested, to assist in the
-settlement of the dispute through a committee of the Council consisting of
three of its members. Each of the parties was to select one mewber and
the third was to be chosen by the two so selected,

By letters dated 4 and 18 September 19k7 (S/5h5 and S/56k), the
representatives of the Netherlands and of. the Republic of Indonesia informed
the Council that the Goverrments of Belgium and Australia had accepted their
respective invitations to serve on the Councilts Ccmmittee 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
of Qctober 19&?, wvhen the Council discussed the interim report (8/575) and
the full report (S/586) of the Consular Commission at Batavia, the
Security Council, on 1 November, adopted a resolution (8/597) which provided,
inter alia, that the Committee of Good Offices assist the parties in
reaching agreement on an arrangewent which would ensure the observance of
the cease-fire resolubtion, On 19 December, the Council agreed that the
.Committee of Good Offices should continue with the same membership after
31 Decenber 194?, although Australia's membership in the Security Council
ended on that date.
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On 17 January 1948, the President of the Security Council read a cablegran

(8/650) from the Chairman of the Cowmittee of Good Offices stating that the
delegations of the Republic of Indonesia and the Netherlands would sign a
truce agreewent on 17 January 1948 on board the USS “Renville” and that,
immediately thereafter, both parties would sign an agreement on twelve
political prineciples which were to form the agreed basis for discussion
ccncerning the settlemené of the dispute. On 19 January, six additional
political principles were accepted by, the pariies., The above documents cane
to be known as the Renville Agreement.

On 28 February 1948, the Security Council adopted a resolution {S/678)
in which it noted the first interim report of the Commitiee of Good 0ffices
(8/649 and Corr.l) with satisfaction and meintained its offer of good offices,
The Council also adopted a resclution {S/689) requesting the Committee of
Good Offices to pay particular atitention to political developments in
Western Java and Madura and to report thereon at frequent intervals,

In the course of 19&8, the Security Council received various reports
from the Commitiee Of Good Qffices on developments in Indonesia and on
the negotiations between the parties, culminating in the special reporis
vhich it subtmitted on 12 and 18 December regarding the collapse of direct
talks between the representatives of the Netherlands and thza Republic of
Indonesia (S/1117 and $/1129).

{e) TFrom the resumption of military operations to the Round Table Conference
at the Hague (December 1948~December 1949)

On 20 Decewber, the Council convened in emergency session {387th meeting)
at the request of the United States representative (S/1128) to consider the
Indonesiaﬁ question in the light of the resumption of military operations 4n
Indonesia oh 19 December. The Committee of Good Offices submitted a number
of reports (S/1129/add,1, S/1138, S/1ikk, 5/1146, 5/1154k, S/1156 and S/1166)

concerning the outbreak of hostilities and later develogments in Indonesia.
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Cn: 24 Lecemter, the Council adopted a resolution (S/1150) calling upon
the parties tc cease hostilities forthwith., The CGovernment of the Netherlands
was called upon immediately to release the Fresident of the Repub;ic of Indonesia
and other political prisoners avrested since 18 Decewber. The Couneil alse
instructed the Conmittee of Geed 0Offices to report on events since 12 Deceuwber
and on the parties; ccmpliance with the above directives. OCn 28 Decenmber,
the Council adopted@ a resolution {S/1165) requesting the Ccnsular Commission
in Batavia to report fully on the situation in the Republic of Irdonesia,
covering observance of the cease-fire orders and conditions in areas under
military occupation or frcm which armed forces wight be withdrawn. On the
sawe date, the Council adepted a resolution (S/1164) noting that the Government
of the Netherlands had not released the prisoners as requested by the resclution
of 24 December, and calling upon the Netherlands CGovermment to set them free
forthwith and to report to the Couneil within twenty-four hours.

After further discussion in the course of the month of Januvary, the
Security Council, on 28 January 1949, adopted a resolution (8/123k) in which,
inter alia, 1t once again called upon the parties to cease all military
operations, called for the release of all political prisoners arrested by
the Netherlands Covernment in the Republic of Indonesia since 17 December 1948
and recommended that the parties undertake negotiations, with fhe assistance
of the Comwmission, for the establishment of a federal, independent and
sovereign United States of Indonesia at the earliest possible date, The
transfer of sovereigniy over Indonesis by the Government of the MNetherlands
to the United States of Indonesia should take place at the earliest possible
date and in any case no later than 1 July 1950, Variocus other provisions
of the resolution concerned the return of the Republican Government to
Jogjakarta and called for the progressive return to the administration of
that CGovernment of the other areas controlled by the Republic under the
Renville Agreerent., The Ccumitiee of Good Offices was to be lnown as the

United Hations Commission for Ind&nesig.
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Cn 1 Inxch 19h9, the United Waticns Ceowmission foar Indonesia sutmitticd a
report (S/lETO ard Corr.l) which was followed by three supplewentary reports.
during the remairder of the menth of Karch (8/1270/Add.1-3). The report
stated that the Netherlands Govermment had not released the Republican political
rrisoners and had refused to permit the re-establishment of the Republican
Government at Jogjakarta, that there had been no negotiations under the
resolution, and that there had bheen no actual or cruplete cessation of
hostilities. The report also gave details of a proposal by the Retberlards
Goverrment to convene a round-table conference on the Indonesian guestion
at The Hague, a propossl viewed by the Ccmmission as a counter-proposal
cr a substitute for the 28 January resolution of the Security Council.

The Ccrmissicn requested indications as to what its position should be towards
the invitation, |

After discussion inthe course of a number of meetings, the Security Council,
on 2% Msrch, approved by 8 votes with 3 abstentions (France, Ukrainian SSR, USSR),
a directive to the Commission stating that it was the sense of the Council that
the Ccumission should assist the parties in reaching agreement as to the
implementation of the Councilts resclution of 28 January and as to the time
and conditions for holding the proposed conference at The Hague., If such
an agreement was reached, the holdirg of such a conference and participation
in it by the Ccmmission would be consistent with the purposes and objectlves
of the resolution of 28 January.

The Commission reported on 9 May {S/1320) that both parties had accepted
ite invitation to discussions pursuant to the Councilts directive.

On 4 August, the Commission reported (S/1373) that a cease-fire had
been ordered by the two Governments on 53 August, that the Goverrnument of the
Republic had been restored to Jogjakarta, and that the time and conditions
Tor the Round-Table Conference 4t The Hague had been settled.
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On 8§ Novewber 1949, the Commission submitted a special report (S/1417)
on the Round-Table Conference held at The 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 resider-
of New Guinea, however, was excepted, ard its status was to be determined
within a year of the transfer of sovereignty.

<he Coumission stated that it would continue to carry out its functions
in accordance with its terms of reference and that, in accordance with the
agreement reached at the conference, it would observe in Indcnesia the
implementation of the decisions reached at The Hague,

The Security Council commenced discussion of the special report of the
Commission on 12 Decemwber 1949, when the Fresident of the Council (the-
representabive of Canada) submitted a draft resol*on (S/1%31) congratulating
the parties on the successful conclusion of the ﬁéund—Table Conference,
welcoming the establishment of the Republic of the United States of Indonesis
and commending the Commission. It also vequested the Cormission to continve
to discharge its responsibilities, ineluding in particular observing and
assisting in the iwplementation of the agreemwents reached at the Round-Table
Conference,

The representative of the Ukrainian SSR sutmitted a draft resolution
{8/145,) calling for withdrawal of Netherlands forces, the release of
political prisoners by the Netherlands Government and for the establishment
of a United Nations Commission composed of representatives of States menbers
of the Security Council which would vnguire into the activities of the
Netherlands authorities and would sutmit %o the Council Proposals for the
sebttlement of the conflict between the Netherlands and the Republic of Indornesia
on the basis of recognition of the indépendence‘and sovereign rights of the
Indonesian people. This proposal provided also Tor dissolution of the

Conmisgion for Indonesia,
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On 13 Decenber 1949, the Canadian draft resolution wes voted upon in
parts. The first part of the resclution received 9 votes in favour and
2 zbstentions {Ukrainian SSR, USSR)., The second part received 8 votes in

favour, and 2 votes against (Ukrainian S5R, USSR), with 1 abstention (Argentina).

One of the opposing votes being that of & permanent wember of the Council,

the resolution was not adopied.

On the same date, the Ukrainian SSR resolution was rejected by 9 votes
to 2 {Ukrainian SSR and USSR), Following the vote, the Fresident of the
Security Council stated that rejection of the Canadian draft resolution had
no effect whalscever on the previcus deeisions taken by the Couneil which

remained in full force and effect.

(@) TFrom the transfer of sovereignity to the adjournment of the Cowmission
sine die {December 194G - 3 April 1951)

The United Nations Commission for Indor «sed g number of reports
in the course of 1950 (8/14k9, /1663, S/L."7 : -/* /5 and Corr.l). These
reports dealt with the implewentation of + - - ~ . reached at The Hague,
including the trensfer of sovereignty which .. - _.u place on 27 Deceuber 1949,

the repatriation of Netherlands forces and the dissolubion of the Royal
Netherlands Indonesian Army (KNIL), as well as with events which tock place
in The South Moluccas, following the proclamation, on 25 April 1950, of a
"South Moluceas Republic' by a group of persons who had seized authority in
the islands. ’

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 necessary. It summarized
the develcpments 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,
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It also dealt with a special Union Conference held at The Hague on
i December 1950 to deal with the gquestion of the status of Few Guinea,
No agreement had as yet been achieved on the status of that territory.
Since the military problems vere virtually solved, since no cther matters
had been sutwitted by the parties, and since no items remained on its agenda,
the Coumission had decided that, while holﬁing itself at the disposal of the
parties, it would adjourn sine die.

The Security Council has not so far discussed this report,

9. VOTING PRCCEDURE IN THE SECURITY CCUNCIT,

By a letter dated 3 January 1947 (5/237), the Secretary-General
transmitted to the Security Council the text of General Asseunbly
resolution 40 (I) of 15 December 1946, which recommended to the Council
"the early adoption of practices and procedures, consistent with the Charter,
to assist in reducing the diffiﬁulties in the spplication 5f Artiele 27
and to ensure the prompt and effective exercise by the Security Council
of its functions".

At its 197th meeting (27 August 1947), the Council decided to refer
the matter to the Coumittee of Experts; which was instructed to submit to
the Council its recommendatiocns on the weasures that the latier should
adopt in view of the Assenbly!s recouwmendation,

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.1/160). The Committee has not so far discussed this
question, '

On 21 November, the Secretary-General transmitied 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 ccmmittee which the Council might
designate to co-operate with the Interiwm Coumittee in the study of the problem
of the voting procedure in the Council.

At its 22hth meeting (19 Decenmter 1947), the Security Council decided that
the Secretary-General's letter conveying the Assewbly's resolution should be

received by the Council,
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10. REFORTS OF THE TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACTFIC ISLANDS

In a letter dated 17 February 1947 (S/28l) the United States representative
subtmitted for the approval of the Security Council, in accordance with
Article 83 of the Charter, the text of a draft Trusteeship Agreement for the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. After discussion at the 113th
meeting {26 February) and subsequent meetings, the Council, at its
124th meeting (2 April) approvea the Agreement which came into force on
18 July 1947,

The question of formulating precedures to govern the detailed aprlication
of Articles 87 and 88 of the Charter tc that strategic area was raised by the
Secretary-General in a letter dated T November 1047 (8/599). After discussiaon
of the matter by the Council, on the basis of a report of the Committee of
Experts dated 12 Janvary 1948 (8/642), meetings were held betveen ccumittees
appointed by the Security and Trusteeship Councils and the resulting agreement’
vas euwbcdied in a resolution (8/642) adopted by the Council at its 415th
reeting (7 March 1949), This agreement dealt with the respective functions
of the Two Councils in respect of strategic areas in general.

The United States Govermment and the Trusteeship Council have periodicaily
submitted reports to the Security Council in virtue of these agreements,

The United States Government has also given notice of periods when access

to parts-of the Trust Territory has been restricted for security reasons.

11, APFLICATTONS FCOR MENMBERSHIP

Upon recommendation of the‘Security Council, the General Assewbly has
approved ihe admission of: Afghanistan (19 Novewber 1946), Burma (17 March 19i8),
Teeland {19 November 1946), Israel (11 May 19&9), Pakistan (30 September 1947), {
Sweden (19 Hovember 1946), Thailand (16 Decewber 1946), Yemen (30 September 1947),-
and Indcnesia (28 September 1950).

The following applications have not been recommended by the Security Ccuncil
as they have not received the concurring votes of all rermanent members:
Jordan, Portugal, Ireland, Ttaly, Australia, Finland, Ceylon, Republic of Korea,

Nepal, Libya, Japan, Viet-Nam, Cambodia and Laos.
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The following applications have feiled to secure seven affirmative votes
in the Security Council: Albania, Mongolian People's Republic, Hungary,
Romania, Bulgeria, Demccratic Peoplets Republic of Korea, and Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam,

Since the last report of the Security Council to the General Asseubly
concerning the guestion of Admission of Wew Mewbers (A/2208), the following
resolutions, adbpted by the General Assembly, have been transmitted to the
Security Council for its information:

By letter dated 9 January 1953 (S/2901), the Secretary-General
transmitted to the Security Council the text of General Assenbly
resolution 620 (VII), drawing particular attention to parts B-G, under
which the Assembly requested the Council to take note of the determination
that Japan, Viet-Naw, Cawbodis, Laos, Libya and Jordan weré, in the
Assemblyts Judgment, peace-loving States within the meaning of Article b,
were able and willing to carry out the obligations of the Charber and
therefore should be admitted to wembership.

By letter dated 28 October 1953 (8/3131), the Secretary-General
transmitted the text of General Assembly resolution 718 (VIII), by which-
it esﬁablished a Commititee of Good Offices on the Admission of New Members,
This Committee, consisting of the representatives of Bgypt, the Netherlands
and Peru, was empowered to consult with members of the'Security Couneil
with the object of exploring the possibilities of reaching an agreement
which would facilitate admission of new Meubers in accordance with
Article 4 of the Charter, The Committee was to report at the eighth, cr
at the latest at the ninth session of the Assenbly.

The Council has not discussed this question since Septenmber 1952,

12, THE PALESTINE QUESTION

(a) Inclusion of the item in the agenda
In a letter dated 2 December 1947 (4/61k4), the Secretary-Genersl
trensmitted to the President of the Security Council General Assembly

resolution 18L (IT) of 29 November 1947 concerning the future Government of
Palestine (Plan of Partition). At its 222nd weeting (9 Deceuwber), the Council
tock note of that resolution and decided to postpore the discussion of the matter.
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The Council adopted, at its 263rd meeting (5 March 19%8) a resoluticn
(8/6S0) based on a United States draft, as emended by Belgium, colling upon
the permanent members to consult together regarding the situation in Palestine
and aprealing to all Governments to act to prevent such disorders as were
cccurring in Palestine. On 19 March, those permanent memwbers of the Council
who had consulted itogether recommended that the Council should make it clear
to the parties concerned that the Council was determined nct to permit the
existence in Palestine of any threat to the peace and that it would take
further action by all means available to it to bring about the izmediate

cessation of violence and the restoration of peace in Palestine.

{v) BEstablishment ¢f the Consular Truce Commission

At its 277th meeting (1 April), the Council adopted two resolutions (S/71h)
submitted by the United States, the first one calling for a truce in Palestine,
and the second requesting the Secretary-General to convoke a special session
to consider fTurther the guestion of the future Govermment of Palestine,

In accordance with fhe terms of the first resolution, the representatives
of the Jewish Agency and of the Arsb Higher Committee met with the President
in order to agree upon a basis for the truce. Since agreement could not be
reached, the Council adopted on 17 April 1948 & resolution outlining the
principles and machinery for a truce (S/723). Subsequently, on 23 April 1948,
the Council established a Truce Commission {S/727) to assist in the
implementation by the parties of the Council!s truce resolution of 17 April
and to be composed of the representabives of those medvers 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 armed hostilities on 14 May 1948, the Council
adopted on 22 May a resolution calling upon the parties to issue cease-Tire
orders within thirty-six hours of the adoption of the resolution (S/773).

1
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The provisional Governwent of Israel communicated to the Council its
acceptance of the truce on 24 May (8/779), whereas the Arab States informed
the Council that the 17 April truce resolution sﬁould be first cbserved so
that the cease-fire might lemd to a Just and lasting solution (8/792).

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,
and instructing Count Folke Bernadotte, the United Nations MEdiator,i/ to
supervise the cease-fire, in concertwith the Truce Commission which was to
be provided with military observers, und to make contact with the parties
with a view to carrying oub his functions as determined by the General Assembly.,

The Arab Staetes and the Provisional Goverrment of Israel advised the
Council of their acceptance of the resolution (8/80k, S/810}.

At its 3513th weeting (3 May), the Council agreed that the KMediator
should e given full authority to interpret the terms of the cease-fire
fesolution. Only if his interpretation was challenged should the matter

be sutmitted to the Council.

(d) The Security Council truce resolution of 15 July 1948

The first truce in Palestine went into effect on 11 June 1948, Since
the first truce was to expire on 9 July 1948, the Council addressed on
7 July an urgent appeal to both Jews and Argbs for the prolongation of the
truce (S/867). Nevertheless, fighting started again in Palestine,

At the 333rd meeting (13 July), the Mediator presented to the Couneil
an oral report supplementing his previous written report (S/888), wherein he
called upon the Council to order an immediate cease-fire, At 1ts 338th meeting‘
(15 July), the Council adopted a resolution (8/902), describing the situation
in Palestine as a threat to the peace within the meaning 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,

%/ In its resclution 186 (S-2) adopted on 1l lay 1948, the General Assembly had
empewered a United Nations Mediator to prcemote a peaceful adjustment of the
future situation of Palestine, and relieved the Palestine Cormission of
further respensibility under resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947.

The Medigtor was directed to conform with such instructions as the
General Assembly or the Security Council might issue.
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Since many alleged violations were brought to the notice of the Couneil,
especially in the Negev area, the Council took variocus decisions to remedy
the situation, These resclutions, which were taken at the meetings of
19 October, 4 and 16 November and 29 Decewber 1948 (S/1ckhk, S/1070, 5/1080,
§/1169), were concerned chiefly with calling upon both parties to cease fire
and to start negotiations for armistice agreements., On 17 September 1948,
the Security Couwacil was inforimed of the assassination in Palestine of
Count Folke Bernadotte, the Mediator. The Council, at its meeting on
18 Septeuwber, approved the cablegram sent on the previocus day by the
Acting Secretary-General empowering Dr, Ralph Bunche to assume full authority

over the Pglestine mission until further notice,

(e) Conclusion of the Armistice Agreements

On 1l December 1948, the CGeneral Assembly established by resolution 194 (ITT)
a Palestine Coneciliation Commission (Prance, Turkey and the United States)
which was, inter alia, %o assume the function of the Acting Mediator under
resolution 186 (S5-2) of 14 May 1948, and to take steps to assist the Goverrments
and authorities concerned to achieve a final settlement of all questions
cutstanding between thenm.

By letter dated 6 January 1949 {S/1187), the Acting Mediator, Dr. Bunche,
inforged the Fresident of the Security Council thabt the Govermment of Egypt and
the provisional Govermment of Israel had unconditionally accepted a proposal
providing for a cease-~fire in the Negev area, to be immediately followed by
direct negotiations, under United Natioms chairwanship, on the implementation
of the Councilt!s resolutions of 4 and 16 November 1948, calling for the
conclusion of Armistice agreenents.

Between February and July l9h9, Armistice Agreements were signed between
Tsrael on the one hand, and Egypt (S/1264/Rev.1l), Lebanon {5/1296/Rev.1), the
Hashemite Kingdem 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 stabus of the

*
armistice negotiations and the truce in Palestine (S/l357).~/

%/ Meanvhile, at its 20T7th meeting (11 May 1949), the General Assembly, upon.the
recormendation of the Security Couneil, had decided to admit Israel to
membership in the United Nations. .
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At the 43T7th meeting (11 August), the Council adopted a resolution {5/1362)
raying tribute to Count Folke Bernadotie and, upon the completion of their
responsibllities, expressing appreciation to the Acting Mediator and the members
of the staff of the Palestine llission, At the same meeting, it adopted another
resolution (8/1367) which, inter alia, expressed the hope that the parties, by
weans 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; relieved
the Acting Mediator of any further responsibility under Security Council
resolutions; noted that the Armistice Agreements were to be supervised by
Mixed Armistice Commissions under the chairmanship of the United Nations
Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Ofganization; and requested the
Chief of Staff to report toc the Couneil on the observance of fhe cease~fire
in Palestine, BSince 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 speecial

refererce to General Assembly resolution 19% (III) of 11 December 1948, was

‘placed on the agenda of the 433rd 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 Asseribly, Uhile the Assembly has discussed various
aspects of the Palestine questiog at each subsequent session, the Council has

not resumed discussion of this matter.

(g) Charges by Egypt of alleged violation of the Egyptian-Tsrael Armistice
Agreement

By letter dated 9 Septemwber 1950 (3/1789 and Corr.l), Egypt drew to the
attention of the Security Council the expulsion by Israel of thousands of
Palestinian Arabs into Egyptian territory and alleged violations by Israel

of the Egyptian-Israel General Armistice Agreement,
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At the 5lith meeting (20 October), the Council agreed to invite
General Riley, Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization, to
proceed to Lake Success for the purpose of giving additional information
regarding this question. The Council also decided at the 518th wmeeting
(6 November) that Dr. Ralph Bunche, former United Nat..ons Acting Nediator
for Palestine, be invited to provide the Council with additional information
concerning the question,

At its 52hfh meeting {17 Novewber), the Council adopted the revised
draft resolution {S/1907 and Corr.l), submitted by France, United Kingdcm
and the United States which called upon the parties %o consent to the
handling of The present complaints according to the procedures established
in the Armistice Agreements; requested the Israel-Egyptian Mixed Armistice
Commission to give urgent attention to the Egyptian complaints of expulsion
of thousands of Palestine Arabs and called upon both parities to give effect
to any finding of the Israel-Bgyptian Mixed Armistice Commission regarding
the repatriation of aﬁy such Arabs who, in the Commission's opinion, were
entitled to return; and authorized the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision
Organization to recommend to Israel and Bgypt and other appropriate Arab
States such steps as he considered necessary to control the movenent of

nowadic Arabs across international frontiers or armistice lines.

(h) Charges by Syria of alleged violation of the Armistice Asreement regarding
the Huleh Marshes

At the 5hlst meeting {17 April 1951), the Council comnsidered the
various items concerning alleged violations of the Syrian-Israel General
Armistice Agreements vhich had been subtmitted by the representatives of
Syria and Israel (see S/Agende 541), The Council agreed to defer further
consideration until such time as General Riley, Chief of Staff of the
Truce Supervision Organization, should be able to come bgfoﬁe the Council
for the purpose of pfoviding it with further information. b

At the 545th meeting (8 May), the Council adopted a resolution noting that
Tighting was continuing in the demilitarized zone and ealling upon the parties
to cease fighting (5/2130).
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At the ShTth meeting, the Council adopted a joint draft resolution {s/2152)
and 5/3152/Rev.l) sutmitted at the previous meeting by the representatives of
France, Turkey, United Kingdcm and United States which, inter alia, (l) called
vron the Governwent of Tsrael to ccmply with the request of the Chief of Staff
and of the Chairman of the Israel-Syria Mixed Armistice Commission to ensure
that the Palestine Land Develorment Ccempany cease all operations in the
demilitarized zone until such time as an arrangement was wade through the
Chairman of the Israel-Syria Mixed Armistice Ccmmission for the continuation
of the drainage project; (2) found that the aerial action taken by Israel
forces on 5 April and any future aggressive military action by either party
in or around the demilitarized zone should be regarded as constitubing a
violaticn of the cease-fire provision of the Security Council resclution of
15 July 1948, and as inconsistent with the terms of the Armistice Agreement
and the obligations assumed under the Charter; and (5) 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 Ccumission should supervise their return and rehabilitation

in a manner to be determined by the Cowmission,

(1) The Suez Canal question

By letter dated 11 July 1951 (8/2241), the representative of Israel
requested that the following item be placed on the agenda of the Security Council
for an urgent discussion: "Restrictions imposed by Egypt on the passage of
ships through the Suez Canal®,

The Council began consideration of this guestion at the S5hOth weeting
(26 July) and invited the representatives of Israel, Bgypt and Iraq to
participate without vote in the Council's discussion of the guestion,

At the 558th meeting (1 September), the Council adopted a resolution
(8/2322) which found, inter alia, that the practice of interfering with
passage through the Suez Canal of goods destined for Tsrael was inconsistent
with the objectives of a peaceful settlement and the establishment of
permanent peace in Palestine. The draft resclution called upen Egypt to
terminate the restrictions on the passage of international commercial shipping

and goods through the Suez Canal wherever bound and to cease all interference
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with such shipping beyond that essential to the safely of shipping in the Canal

itself and o the observance of the intermational couventions in force.

{3} Ccmpliance with and enforcement of the General Armistice Agreements, with
special reference to recent acts of violence, and in particular to the
incident at Qibiy® on 14-15 Cectober: report by the Chief of Stalf of
the Truce Supervision Crganization

In identical letters dated 17 Cctober 1953, the permanent representatives
of France (3/3109), the United Kingdom (S/311C) and the United States (8/3111)
reguested an grgent meeting of the Security Council to consider the matter of
the tension between Israel and the neighbouring Arab States, with particular
refercnce to recent acts of violence and to compliance with and the enforcement
of the General Armistice Agreements.

The Council held ten meetings between 19 Cetober and 25 November 1953,
during which time Major General Vagn Bemnike, Chief of Staff of the Truce
Supervision (rganization in Palestine, presented a comprehensive report conecerning
the activities ard decisions of the Four Mixed Armistice Commissions, particularly
regarding the Qibiys incident.

As a result of that report, as well as his answers to the various
questions put to him, the representatives of France, the United Kingdcm and
the United States submitted a joint draft resolution (8/3139/Rev.2) which
(1) found that the retaliatory action ét Qitiys taken by armed forces of Israel
and all such actiovns constituted a violation of the cease-fire provisions of
the Council's resclution of 15 July 1948 and werc inconsistent with the partiest
cbligations under the General Armistice Agreement and the Charter. (2) expresséd
the strongest\pensure of that action, calling upon Israél to take effective
neasures to pré}ént all such actions in the future; (3) took note of the fact
that there was a s&ﬁétantial evidence of crossing of the demarcation line by
urauthorized persons often resulting in acts of viclence and requested the
Goverrment of Jordan to continue and to strengthen the measures which they were
already taking to prevent such crostings: () recalled to the Governments of
Tarael and Jordan their obligations under Security Couuncil resclutions 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
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Erogress by peaceful means ﬁowards a lasting settlement of the issues
outstanding between them that the parties abide by their obligaﬁions under

the General Armistice Agreement and the resolutioﬁs“of-the_Security Council;
and (6) requested the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization to
rercrt within three wonths to the Council with such recommendations as he might
consider appropriate on compliance with and endorcement of the General Armistice
Agreements, with particular reference to the provisions of that resclution 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 Tsrael and Jordan. At the

EkCth meeting {20 Novemker 1953), the joint draft resolution was adopted.

(k) Complaint by Syria against Israel 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 permanent
representative of Syria complained to the Council that on 2 September 1953
Israel had started in the Demilitarized Zone to divert the Jordesn River into
a new channel with a view to making it flow through its own territory. He
charged that that action violated the proviéibns cf the Israel-Syrian Armistice
Agreement, rarticularly Article V thereof. He alsb recalled that the Chief of
Staff had requested Israel on 23 dctober to stop all operations. .

Following a report by the Chief of Staff on the question (§/3122), the
Council started discussing the question at its 629th meeting (27 Cctober). At
the 63lst meeting (27 Cctober), the Council adopted a resolution (S/3128)
wherein it deemed it desirable that the works started in-the Demiliterized Zone
should be suspended pending the urgeﬁt exemination of the guestion by the
Council, and took note with satisfaction of the statement made by the Israel
representative at that meeting regarding the undertaking given by his Goverrment
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
United Kingdom and the United States submitted at the 648th meeting (16 December)
a joint draft resolution ($/3151/Rev.2) under which the Council would (1) endorse
the request by the Chief of Staff to the Govermment of Israel dated
@5 September 1953; (2) call upon the rarties to the dispute to comply with all
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the decisions and requests made by the Chief of Staff in the exercise of his
authority under the Armistice Agreement; (3) request and authorize the Chief of
Staff to explore possibilities of reconciling Israel and Syrian interests invelved
in the dispute over the diversion of Jordan waters at Banat Ya'qub, including full
satisfaction of existing irrigation rights at all seasons, while safeguarding the
rights of individuals in the Demilitarized Zone, and to take such steps in
accordance with the Armistice Agreement as he might deem appropriate to erfect a
reconciliation; (4) request the Secretary-Gemeral to place at the disposal of the
Chief of Staff a sufficient number of experts, in particular hydraulic engineers,
to supply him 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
90 days on the measures taken to give effect to that resclution.

At the 656th meeting (22 January 1954}, the Council failed to adopt the
revised joint draft rescluticn owing to the negative vote of a permanent member.
There were 7 votes in favour, 2 against (USSR and Lebanon) and 2 abstentions
(Brazil and China).

During the discussion of the gquestion, the representative of Lebancn
submitted one draft resolution on 18 December 1953 (8/3152) and another draft
resolution at the 655th meeting (21 January 1954). The Council has not yet

acted on these resolutions.

{1) Recent complaints from Israel and Egypt

At its 657th meeting on 4 February 1954, the Security Council had on its
provisional agenda, under the Palestine question, a complaint by Israel against
Egypt concerning (a) enforcement by Egypt of restrictions on the passage of ships
trading with Israel through the Suez Canal, and (b) interference by Egypt with
shipping proceeding to the Israeli port of Elath.on the Gulf of Agaba (5/3168 and
Ada.l). Following discussion of the matter, the Council decided to include this
question on its agenda as sub-item (I.), and alsc to include as sub-item (II.),
for separate consideration, = complaint by Egypt ageinst Israel concerning
"violations by Israel of the Egyptian-Israeli CGeneral Armistice Agreement at the
demilitarized zone of El-aAuja" (S/3172}.

At its 658th meeting on 5 February, the Council commenced general debate

on the first sub-item approved at its previous meeting.
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15. THE INDTA-PAKISTAN QUESTION

() Inclusion of the question in the asenda

Ry a letter dated 1 Jenwary 1948 (5/628), the representative of Tndias, under
Article 35 of the Charter, reguested the Security Council to cell on Pekistan to
stop immediately giving assistance to invaders in the State of Jammu and Kashmir,
sinée such assistance was an act of aggression ageinst India. The matter was
admitied to the agende of the Security Council at the 226th meeting on
6 January 1948. The representetives of Indis and Pakistan were invited to
participate in the discussion without vote, in accordance with Article 31 of the
Charter. At the request of the representative of Pakistan, further consideration
was postponed wntil 17 Jenuvary. By a letter dated 15 January (S/646), the
Foreigﬁ Minister of P.i.lstan submitted three documents replying to India’s charges
and levelling cherges by Pakistan on vwhich the Council was reguested to take
action.

By a letter dated 20 Janvary (8/655), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Pakistan rgquested consideration of matters in the Pakistan complaint other than
the Jammu and Kashmir question. 1In consequence, the Security Council decided, at
its 231st meeting, to change the title of the question, considered until then as

the "Jemmu and Keshmir Question", to the "India-Pakistan Questicn®.

(b) Estatlishment of the United Wations Commission for Indiaz and Pekistan
{Secvrity Council resolutions of 17 Jenuary, 20 January, 21 Apil end
3 June 1948)

At the 22;?’011 through 229th meetings (14-17 January), the Security Council
heard statements by the representatives of the two perties concerned., AL the
£29th meeting, a draft resolution” submitted by the representative of Belgium
(8/651), calling upon the parties to take all measures to improve the situation,
was adopted by 9 votes with 2 abstentions (Ukrsinian SSR, USSR}, The
representative of the United Kingdom then proposed thaet the President of the
Council meet with the represgntatives of the two Governments concerned so as to

find common ground for a settlement.
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Following his telks with the parties, the President reported to the Council
at its 230th meeting (20 January) and svbmitted a draft resolution {(8/654) whi-n
had been drawn up as a result of the talks, establishing a commission of thiee
members to Invesiigete and to exercise nediation. One member was to be selecteu
by India, one by Pakistan, and the third was to be designated by the two so
selected. This resolution was adopted a% the same meeting by 9 votes, with
2 abstentions (Ukrainian SSR, USSR},

At its 286th meeting (21 April 1948}, the Council considered and edcpted a
draft resclution {8/726) submitted jointly by the representatives of Belgium,
Cangdas, China, Colcubla, the United Kingdom and the United States, enlarging the
membership of the Commission established by the resclution of 20 January 1948 to
five and recommending to the Governments of India and Pakistan.various measures
designed to bring sbout a cessabion of the fighting and to create conditions for s
free and impartial pleblscite to decide vhether the State of Jammu and Kashmir was
to accede to Indla or Pakisten. At the 287th meeting of the Council (23 April),
Belgium and Coloubia were nominated as the two addiiional members of the Commission
by 7 votes, with 4 sbetentions (Belgium, Colombia, Ukrainien SSR, USSR}, the
members named esrlier being Argentina {chosen by Pakistan) and Czechoslovakia
{chosen by India).

After further discussion at the 289th meeting (7 May 1948), the President.
designated the United States as the third member of the Commission, in view of the
failure of Argentina and Czechoslovakia to agree upon g third mewber.

At the 312th meeting (3 June 1948), the Security Councll adopted a modified
version of a Syrian draft resolution (5/819) by 8 votes, with 3 abstentions {China,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR}, directing the commission of mediation to proceed without
delay to the area of dispute arnd to study and report to the Council, when it
considered it appropriste, on the matters raised in the leiter dated 15 January 1948
from the Foreign Minister of Pekisten in the order outlined in paragraph D of the
Councilts resvlution of 20 Jenuary 1948.
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{c}) Interim repertes of the United Natlons Commisslon for India and Pakistan and
appointment of a Unlted Neticns Representative for Indie and Pakistan

On 22 November 1948, the United Nations Commission submitted to the Security
Council en interim report (S/1100) dealing with its activities until
22 September 1948. A second interim report (S/1196) was submitted by the
Commission on 13 January 1949, In these reports the Commission informed the
Security Council of 1ts adoption, on 13 August 1948 end 5 January 1949, of
resolutions embodying a cease-fire order and principles to serve ag a basis for
a truce agreement between the partles, as well as measures relating to the holding
of a plebilsclte following implementation of the demilitarization process to be
established in the truce agreement. The Commnission stated that the cease-fire
had become effective as of 1 January 1049,

The United Nations Commission returned to the sub-continent on 4 February 1949
in order te work on the implementation of the agreement embedied in the two
resolutions, In presenting the Commission's third interim report to the Security
Council (S/1430 and Add.l and 2), submitted on 5 December 1949, its Chairman
reported that since the Commrission's return to the sub-continent, desplte constant
efforts, no substantial progress had been made in implementing part II of the
Commission's resolution of 13 August 1948 which deslt with the truce and was
concerned principelly with the withdrawal of %roops. The Commission had therefore
deemed 1t advisable to refer the matter back to the Security Council with the
recommendgtion that the Council should designate, in lieu of the Commission, &
single individuel with broad asuthority to endeasvour to bring the two Governments
together on all unresolved issues.

On 16 December l9h9, the representative of Czechoslovekia on the Commissilon
submitted a minority report (S/1430/Add.3) criticizing certein espects of the work
of the Commission end celling for the esteblishment of & new United Nations
Commission for Indle and Pgkistan, composed of representetives of 811 the States
members of the Security Council in order to guarantee the full independence 'of the
Commission,
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The Council considered these reports at 1ts L5TW¥ meeting (17 December 1949),
vhen 1t decided by 9 votes in favour, with 2 sbstentions (Ukrainian SSR, USSR), to
reqpest'the President of the Council to meeﬁ informally with the partles concerned
and examine with them the possibility of finding a mutuslly satlefactory basis for
deaeling with the questions at issue. No agreement was reached as a result of the
efforts made by the President. After further discussion, on 14 Merch 1950, the
Council sdopted a joint draft resolution (S/146Ll) submitted by Cube, Norway, the
United Kingdom and the United States, by 8 votes in favour, with 2 sbstentlons
(Indie, Yu?oslavia), one mexber of the Councll (USSR) being absent. This
resolution provided for appointment of a United Nations Representative to assist
in the preparatlion and to supervise the implementation of the programme of
demiliterization to be agreed upon by the parties, and to sxercise the powers and
responsibilities devolving upon the Commission. The Reprecentative was also
enpowered to explore other possible solutlons of the question. On 12 April 1950,
the Security Council declded by a similar vote to appoint Sir Owen Dixon, of
Australia, as United Nations Representative. .

(a) Report of the first United Netions Representative, Sir Owen Dixon, and
appointment of a successor, Mr, Frank P. Grabham .

Sir Owen Dixon's report, submitted on 15 September 1950 (S/1791), indiceted
no further progress towerds the demilitarization of the State or towards agreement
on other means for disposlng of the State of Jemmu and Kashmir. Sir Owen Dixon
wondered whether it might not be better to leave the parties to therselves in
negotiating terms for the setilement of the problem, and indicated that he was not
preparéd to recommend any further course of action on the part of the Council.

In a letter dated 14 December 1950 (S/1942), the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of Pakisten expressed concern over the delay in dealing with the report of the
United Wations Representative, and declared that varlous steps were being taken by
the Govermnment of Indis and the Msharajeh's Government In Kashmir to prejudice the
holding of a free and impartisl plebiscite to decide on éhe accession of the State.

At the 503rd meeting (26 September 1950), the President of the Securlty
Council hed already expressed the Councll's gratitude to the Urnited Natlons
Representative and hed voiced the Councilfs wish to relleve him of his mission
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in sccordance with Sir Owen Dixon's request. The Councll undertook considerstion
of the report at its 532nd meeting (21 February 1951). After considerable
discussion, a revised joint draft resolution submitted by the United Kingdem and
the United States (S/2017/Rev.l) was adopted at the 539th meeting on 30 March 1951
by 8 votes to none, with 3 sbstentions {India, USSR, Yugoslevia). The resolution,
inter alia, reminded the Governments and authorities concerned of the principle
embodled in varicus Security Council resolutions thet the final disposition of the
State of Jammu: end Kashmir would be masde in accordence with the will of the people
expressed through a free and lmpartial plebilscite conducted under the auspices of
the United Nations, provided for appointment of a United Nations Representative to
succeed Sir Owen Dixon and instructed thael Representative, inter glia, to effect
the demilitarization of the State of Jammu and Kashmir on the basis of the two
UNCIP r.solubions. A% the Sh3rd meeting, on 30 April 1951, the Council approved
the appointment of Mr. Frank P. Graham as Unlted Nations Representative by 7 votes,
with & abstentions (India, Netherlands, USSR, Yugoslavia).

&

{e) Reports submitted to the Security Council by Mr. Graham (1951-1953)

Five reports have been submitted to the Security Council by the United Nations
Representative, Mr. Grahem (15 October 1951 - $/2375 and Corr.l and 2;
18 December 1951 - S/2hk8; 22 April 1952 - 5/2611; 16 September 1952 - S/2783
and Corr.l; and 27 March 1953 - 8/2967). In his first report, the United Nations
Representative sel forth a 12-point draft agreement between the Governments of
Indla and Pekistan concerning demilitarization 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 at the 566th
meeting (10 November) when a joint draft resolution (8/2390) submitted by the
United Kingdom and the United States requesting the United Nations Representative
to continue his efforts was adopted by 9 votes with 2 abstentions {Indis, USSR).
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In his second report, the United Netions Representative informed the Council
that sgreement 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 Securlity Council at its
570-572nd meetings (l?, 30 and 31 Januvary 1952), the President of the Council
stated that the consensus of the Council wes thet the United Netions Representative
vas empowered to continue his efforts to asccomplish his mission. The President
noted that the representative of the USSR did not concur in thet srrvangement.

In his thiyd and fourth reporits, the United Nations Representative informed
the Security Council of acceptance by the two Governmenits of other points in the
i2-point draft agreement which he had submitted them. Agreement haed not heen
reached, however, on the number and character of forces to remain on elther side
of the cemse-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 egreement on the mumbers |
proposed. The United Nations Representative set forth the views of the parties
on an alternative drafi presentation of principles vwhich would sexve as the
eriterie for fixing the quantum of forces to remain on either side of the cease-
fire line at the end of the demililtarization period.

After discussion at the 605th-6l1lth meetings (10 October, 6 November,

5, 8, 16 and 25 December 1952), the Security Council adopted a modified joint
United Kingdom-United States draft resclution (S5/2883) by 9 votes, with one
abstention (USSR). One member of the Council (Pakisten) did not participate in
the voting. In thils resolution, the Security Council urged the Govermments of
Indisa end Pakistan to negotiste in order to reach agreement on the specific number
of forces to remein 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
criteris subwltted to the parties by the United Nations Representative. The
number of forces was to be between 3,000 and 6,000 on the Pekisten side and between
12,000 and 18,000 on the Indian side of the cease-fire line. The United Nations
Representatlve was requested to continue to meke his services avallable to the

parties and to keep the Council informed of any progress.
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In hie fifth report (8/2967)5 the United Nations Representative informed
the Security Council of further meetings and conversetions with the two
Governments. None of the proposals put forward had proved acceptable to

both perties.

1. THE QZECHOSLOVAK QUESTION

By & letter dated 12 March 1948 (S/694), the representative of Chile
informed the Secretary-Genersl that his Government had noted that, on
10 Merch 1948, Mr. Papanek, permenent representative of Czechoslovakia, had
sent & communicetion to the Secretary-General, alleging that the political
independence of Cgechoslovakia had been violated by the threat of the use of
force by the Union of Soviet Sccialist Republics. In accordance with
Article 35(1) of the Charter, the representative of Chile requested the
Secretary-General to refer to the Security éouncil the question raised in
Mr. Papanek's letter. He further reguested that the Council should investigate
the situation in accordance with Article 34. By a letter dated 15 March
(8/696)}, the representative of Chile communicated to the Secretary-General
Mr. Papanek's 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 ite discussion.

At the 272nd nmeeting {22 March), the Security Council invited Mr. Papanek
to make o statement, in accordance with rule 39 of its provisicnal rules of
procedure.

At the 278th meeting (6 April}, the Security Council adopted a resolution

‘(S/Tll) based on a United States draft resolution, inviting the Government off

Czechoslovakia tc participate without a vote in the discussion of the Czechoslovak
question.

In reply to that invitation the representative of Czechoglovakisa appointed
to replace Mr. Papanek stated (s/718) that his Covernment did not find it
possible in aﬁy way to take pert in the discussion, The matters involved were
exclusively within the domestic jurisdietion of Czecheslovakie, which rejected

the unfounded complaint which had veen put before the Security Council.
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on 6 April the representative of Chile submitted & draft resolution
proposing the appointment of a sub-committee, with a membership to be determined
by the Security Council, to receive and hear evidence, statements 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 under rule 38 of the provisional
rules of procedure of the Security Council, and suggested that the sub-committee
should be composed of three members of the Council.

. At the 300th meeting (21 May), the CQouncil invited Mr. Papanek to make
a supplementary statement.

At the 303rd meeting {2k May), the President put to the vote the question
whether the vote which the Security Council would take on the Chilean draft
resolution should be considered as a matter of procedure.  There were 8 votes
cast in favour and 2 sgeinst (Ukrainian SSR, USSR), and one abstention (France).
The President interpreted that vote as a decision to regard thé draft resclution
as a matter of substance, since & permanent member had voied negatively on the
preliminary gquestion. Several representatives opposed that ruling, and the
President submitted it to a vote.Six votes were cast to anpul the ruling and
2 votes (Ukrainian SSR, USSR) against its annuiment, and 3 abstentions (France,
United Kingdom, United States). The President stated that his ruling stood.

At the seme meeting the Chilean draft resolution, as completed by the
representative of Argentina, was put to the voite; there were 9 votes in favour
and 2 against (Ukrainian SSR, USSR) . Since a permanent member had voted
ageingt the draft resolution, it was not adopted.

At the 305th meeting (26 May 1948), the representative of Argentina submitted
a draft resolution (8/782),stasting thet the Security Council coneglidered i%
advigable to cbtain further oral and written evidence regarding the gituation
in Czechoslovakia and entrusting the Council!s Committee of Experts with the
tagk of obtaining szuch evidence:

Since the 305th meeting the Security Council has not discussed this agenda
item.
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15. THE QUESTICN OF THE\?REE TERRITCRY OF TRIESTE

By letter dated 29 July 1948 (8/927), the representative of Yugoslavia
requested the Security Council %o consider the gquestion of the independence and
integrity of the Free Territory of Trieste, and in particular to examine the
legality of certain asgreements concluded by the administration of the British-
United States zone of the Free Territory with the Government of Italy. He
further reguested 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 Trieste; to undertake th? messures
which the Yugoslav Government considered necessary and sufficient to nullify
the agreements; and to assure that the Governments of the United States and
the United Kingdom respected their international obligations, thus guaranteeing
the independence of the Free Territory of Trieste.

The Council included this question in its agénda under the title:

The question of the Free Territory of Trieste at its 3Lith meeting (4 August 1948,
when it invited the representative of Yugoslavia to participate in the discussion.
The Council considered the question in the course of seven meetings in the month
of August 1948. On 13 August, the representative of Yugeslavia submitted a

draft resolution (8/968) by which the Council would determine that a series of
agreements concluded between the Allied Military Comwend and the Government of
Ttaly were in contradiction to certain obligations undertaken by the Allied

and Asscciated Powers and Ttaly 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 void; and would call upon the Governments of

the United Kingdom and the United States to avoid any future action contrary

to the Treaty.

Cn 19 August, the representative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft
resclution (8/980) to the effect that the Security Council considered it ’
urgently necessary to settle the gquestion of the appointment of the Governor

-
of the Free Territory of Trieste.

* See item 6 above cubitled Appointment of a Governor for the Free Territory
of Trierte.
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On 19 August, the Yugoslav draft resolution received 2 votes in favour
(Ukrainian SER, USSR), with 9 abstentions, and was not adopted.  The Ukrainian
draft resolution received U votes in favour {Chins, Syria, Ukrainian SSR, USSR),
with 6 abstentions, and also failed of adoption. The United Kingdom did not
perticipate .in thé voting.

Tn & communicetion dated 3 July 1952 (8/2692), the USSR delegation requested
circulation of the texts of notes sent by the UBER Covernment to the Govermnments
of the United States of Americe and the United Kingdom. These notes dealt with
the understanding between the Govermments of the United States of America, the
United Kingdom and Italy, published on 10 May 1952, concerning particigpation
by Ttaly in the administfation of the Anglo-American zone of the Free Territory

of Trieste.

16. TOE HYDERABAD QUESTION

By a cable (S/086) dated 21 August 1948, confirmed by a letter of the
same date, the Secretary-General of the Department of External Affairs of 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 Article 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 (8/998) dated 12 September 1948, the Covernment of Hyderabad
requested that its cemplaint be put on the agenda as soon as possible, in view
of Indian preparations for an imminent iavasion of Hyderabad. Ancther cable
{8/1000) of 13 September stated that the invasion was taking place and
hostilities had broken out in various parts'of Hyderabad. Cn 15 September,
the Government of Hyderabad submitted a memorandum {5/1001) in support of its

application to the Council.
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The communications of 21 August and 12 and 13 September (S8/986, 5/998 and
S/1000) were placed on the provisional agenda of the 357th meeting (16 September)
held in Paris. At that meeting, the Council decided by 8 votes in favour, with
3 abstentions, to include the question in its agende. Several representatives
made the reservation that this action 4id not prejudge the Councills competence
or any cf the merits of the case. Having been invited to iske placea at the
Council table, the representatives of Hydergabad and Indls made statements
at that meeting. The 3discussion continued at the 359th meeting (20 September).

By communications dated 22 September (S$/1011/Add.1), the Nizam of Hyderabad
requested the Secretary-General to note that the complaint made by his Government
to the Security Council ﬁad.been withdrawn by him and thet the delegation to the
Security Council had ceased to have any authority to represent him or his State.

By note dated 24 September (8/1015), the.Hyderabad delegation gave its views
on the situation in Hyderabad and stated that it was imperative that the Security
Council should meet to review the situation.

The Council considered these communications at the 360th meeting
(28 September) and heard statements by the representatives of Hyderabad and
India. ' ‘

By letter dated 6 October 1948 (S/1027), the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of Pakistan requested that Paekistan be permitted to participate in the discussion
of the Hyderabad question.

By letter dated 11 October (8/1051), the Head of the Hyderabad delegation
informed the President of the Council that he did not propose to asgk that the
delegation be represented at the next Council meeting on the question.

By letter dated 20 November 1948 (8/1084k), the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of Pakistan requested the Council to deal with the question et an early date.

Cn 24 November, the leader of the Indian delegation informed the President
of the Council that the Indian delegation dealing with the Hyderabad question,
which on 6 October in a communicetion to the then President had requested that
the item be removeod from the agenda, had been withdrawn (8/1089). At its 382nd
and 38%rd meetings (25 November and 2 December 1948), the Council discussed

certain procedural questicns.
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By letter dated 6 December (8/1109), tié Minigter for Foreign Affairs of
Pakistan requested that a meeting of the Counéil be called as soon as possgible
to ensble it fo deal with this question before its adjournment.

By letter deated 10 December (S/1115)}, the Covernment of India informed
the Security Council that conditions in Hyderabad were peaceful and normal.

In the circumstances, India did not propose to gend a representative to the
Council to discuss the Hyderabad question. "

In a2 letter dated 12 December ( b/lllB), the Head of the Hyderabad delegation
stated that it was clear that the Nizam was v1rtually a prisgoner of the Indian
military authorities. Under the circumstances, hiﬁ delggation considered it
to be its duty to reassert its authority as originE}}y;appointed. -

In a letter (S/llEh) dated 13 December,the representafive of India
transmitted to the President of the Council a regmwt'dp'the sltuation in
Hyderabad. The report was made without prejudice to ﬁhe guestion of the
Council's competence. i_ _

At the 38kth meeting (15 December), the .representative of Pakistan was
invited to participate in the discussion of this questlon Further
conpideration was postponed until after the Couneil's return to Lake Success.

By letter (S/1317) dated 4 May 1949, the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of Pakistan requested an early meeting to consider the si%uatiOn.

The representative of India, in a letter (S/132k) da£¢d 18 May 1949,
submitted that the question should be removed from the ageﬂda and requested
an opportunity to state his Government's views -more fully oﬁ-the question of

1

competence. L

The Council heard statements by the .epregentatives of india and Fakistan
at the 425th and 426th meetings (19 and 2k May). To date, nb further meeting
has been held concerning the question. E

17. IDENTIC NOTIFICATIONS DATED 29 SEPTEMBER 1948 FRCM THE COVERNMENTS
OF THE FRENCH REFUBLIC, THE UNITED KINGDCM AND THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO THE SECRETARY -GENERAL

On 29 September 1948, the Secretary-General received jdentit notifications
(8/1020) from the Governments of France, the United Kingdcm and the United States

of America drawing attention to the serious situation which hed arisen as a




8/3175
English
Fage 46

result of the imposition, by the Goverﬁmént 9f the Union of Soviet Secialist
Republics, of restrictions on transport and communications between the Western
Zones of Ceccupation in Germany and Berlin, The notificétions stated that
this action by the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

was contrary to its obligations under Article 2 of the Charter and created

a threat to the peace within the meaning of Chapter VIT of the Charter. The
three Qovermments requested that the Security Council consider this question
at the earliest opportunity.

The identic notifications were placed on the provisional agenda'of the
36ist meeting (4 OCctober 1948}, but the adoption of the agenda was opposed by
the representatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. After further Qiscussion at the 362nd
meeting (5 October) the agenda was adopted by 9 votes to 2, whereupon the
representatives of the USSR and the Ukrainian SSR stated that the Council
wajority’s adoption of this question for consideration congtituted a violation
of Article 107 of the Charter and that accordingly their delegations would
not participate in the consideration of this question in the Security Council. |

The Council considered these notifications at the 36%rd and 36hth
(6 October) and at the 366th meetings (15 Cctober). The President requested
certain additional information and the Ceouncil adjourned until 1S October
to allow an opportunity for the representatives concerned to prepare the
information which was furnished at the 368th meeting 619 October} by the
representatives of France, the United Kingdom and the United States.

At the 370th meeting (22 October), a draft resolution (S/10u8) was submitted
by the representatives of Argentina, Belgium, Canéda, China, Colombis and Syria.
The Council adjourned the discussion until 25 Cctober. ‘

At the 372nd meeting (25 Octobar) the joint draft resolution (S/1048) was
put to the vote. It received 9 votes in favour and 2 against {Ukrainian SSR,
USSR) but was rejected since one of the negative votee was cast by & permanent
rember of the Council. .

By letter dated 4 May 1949 (8/1316)? the representatives of France, the
United XKingdcm and the United States informed the Security Council that their
respective Governments had concluded an agreement with the Government of the
UBSR providing for.the listing of restrictions on ccumunications, transportation
and trade with Bexrlin. '

Since the 372nd meeting the Council has not discussed this item.
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18. INTERNATICNAL CONTROL OF ATOMIC ENERGY

{a) Introductory Note

General Assembly resolution 1(I) of 24 January 1946, which established
the Atomic Energy Commission, directed the Commission to submit its reports and
reconmendations to the Council and stated that the Council should issue

directions to the Commission in meiSers affecting security.

(b) Pirst report of the Commission.

By letter dated 31 December 1946 (S/239) the Chairman of the Atcmic Energy
Commission transmitted the Cux aission's first report to the Council, which began
its consideration on 13 February 1947. On 18 February the representative of the
USSR submitted amendments and additions (8/283) to the repsrt. v - i stantive
decisions were reached by the Council upon either the report o the prososed
amendments and additions, but it was agreed unanimously (S/£:5) ov 10 ¥ersa to
return the whole problem to the Commission with a request for the forrulation

of the specific proposals provided for in the General Assembly resolution.

(¢} Second report of the Commission

By letter dated 11 September 1947 (8/557) the Chairman of the Commission
transmitted to the Council the Commission’s second report. The Council did not

place the consideration of that report on its agenda.

(@) 'Third report of the Commission
By letter dated 26 May 1948 (5/812) the Chairman of the Commission

transmitted the Commission's third report to the Council, which considered

it at tﬂree reetings between 11 and 22 June. The United States submitted a
draft resolution (8/836) under which the Council would have accepted the three
reports of the Commission and approved the general findings and reccmmendations
of the first report, the specific proposals of the second report and the "report
and reccmmendations' of the third report. In the voting on 22 June the

United States draft resclution received 9 votes in favour and 2 sgainst

(Ukrainian SSR and USSR), but as a permanent member voted in the negative the




8/3175
English
Page 48

resolution was not adopted. It was then resolved (S/852) by 9 votes, with
2 abstentions (Ukrainian SSR and USSR}, to direct the SBecretary-General to
transmit to the General Assembly, as & mutter of specisl concern, the
Cemmission's three reports together with the records of the Council's

deliberations.

{e} The Ccmmission's resolutions of 29 July and the Council's resclution
of 10 September 102G

By letter dated 29 July 1549 (8/13??) the Chairman of the Commission
transmitted to the Council the texts of two resolutions (AEC/h2 and ARC/45)
adopted by the Commission on 29 July, which questioned the usefulness of
further discussion in the Commission in the absence of a basis for agreement
ampong the six permanent members. When the Council congidered the matter on
15 end i6 September, two draft resolutions were introduced: a Canadian draft
resolution (S/1386) proposing that the Commission's resolutions be transmitbed
to the General Assembly and & USSR draft rescolution (S/l}9lfRev.l) requesting
the Commission to continue its work with a view to fulfilling the tasks
entrusted to it by the General Assembly's resoluticns of 24 January and
1% December 1946.  The Canadian draft resolution, as amended by the .
Ukrainian SSR, was adopted by 9 votes with 2 abstentions {Ukrainian S8R
and USSR). The USSR draft resclution was rajected by 2 votes in favour
(Ukrainian SSR and USSR) with 9 abstentions.

(£) Digr lution of the Atomic Ernergy Commission and creation of the
Digarmament Conmission

Since 16 September 1949 the Council has not discussed the international
control of atomic energy. The subject, however, has been considered in
consultations among the six permanent members of the Commission, between
9 August 1949 and 19 January 1950; at the fifth session of the Qeneral Assembly;
in the Committee of Twelve (esteblish-:d by resolution 496{V)); and at the
sixth session of the Zeneral Assembly particularly in a gub-committee
consisting of the President as Cheirman and the representativesof France,

the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States. At that session by
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resalnticn YCR(VI) of 11 J?LVFTX LW, the General Asvembly,unting tle
recommendation of the Committee S Twelve that the Assemtly should estaklish
a new Commiesion to carry forward the tack originally assimued to the Atomic
Energy Ccmmiseion and the Conmission for Conventional Armarents, ebvtablisheAd
urder the Security Council a Disarmasment Ccrmicsion. The Commission hae the
t:u rwenbership as the previous commissions and reports reriodically, for
inforration, to the Security Council and the General Agsemtly. Discuseion

of international control of atomic energy has since continued in that
Commission and at the seventh and eighth segsions of the General Asserhly

in connexion with reports of the Disarmament Cormission. In accordance with
General Assembly resolutions 562(VI) and 7CH(VII) three reports of th-
Disarmament. Commission (DC/lT, dated 29 May 1952, BC/EO, dated 13 October 1952
. and LC/32, dated 20 August 1953) have been transmitled to the Security Council,
but have not been discussed. Resoclution T15(VIII) adopted by the General
Assembly on 28 November 1953 requested the Commission to report again not
later than 1 September 1954,

19. CCMPLAINT CF ARMED INVASICN OF TATWAN (FORMOSA)

.In 2 ceble dated 2k August 1950 (5/1715), addressed to the President of
the Security Council, the Minister for Foreign Affalrs of the Central People's
Government of the People's Republic of China stated that on 27 June
Fresid 1t Truman had announced the decision of the Government of the United
States of America to prevent by armed force the liberation nf Taiwan by
the Chinese Peopie’s Liberation Army. The fact that Taiwan was an integral
part of China was based on history and confirmed by the Caira Declaration
of 1943 and the Potsdam cormuniqué of 1945. Tt was the Council's duty
to take immediate mescures to bring about the complete withdrawal of all the
United States invading forces frem Taivan and from other territories belonging
to China. The representative of the United Stetes reaplied in a letter dated
25 August {5/1716).
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At T desndt oo oo (00 dgprmst ), the Secnrity Counell ineluded tie
qeesti-n L ity agenda ander the title oemplaint of arred fwwasion of '
Tadwal [Worecen )t

Arter rejecting at subsequent mectinge soveral proposals dealing,
inter alia, with the guestion of an iﬁvitation o a representative of the
Centrai Penplg's Goverirent of the People's Republic of China, lhe Council,
at its 5CHth meeting {29 September) voted on an Feuadorian draft resolution
(S/l823/00rr.l), inviting o representative of the Central teople's Governmpent of
the People's Republic of Chipa to attend the meetings of the Council held
atter 15 Novemter 1950 during the discussion of that Govoernmwent's declaration
regarding an armed invasion of Taiwan (Formosa ). TFarts ol lhe preamble and
the entire operative part of the drait rosolution were adopted in votes
on the individual paragraphs. When the draft resolution wag put to the
vote as a whole (8/18%6), 7 votes were cast in ravour and 3 against (Clina,
Cukz, the United States), with une abstention (Fgypt). The representative
of China naintained that the final provision of the draft resoiution
(paraphrased atove) wac a question of ‘substance and that his vote against
the draft resolution should he regarded as a velo.

At the 507th meeting (29 September), the Fresident asked the Council to
vote on the guestion whether it regarded the vote taken on the Ecuadorian dralt
resolution as procedural.. There were O votes cast in the affirmative and one
(China) against, with one abstention (Cuba). The Fresident stated that the
proposal that the Ecuaderian draft resoiution phould be regarded as procedural
had been adopted. The representative of China drew attention to the provisions
of the Declaration made on 7 June 1945 by the Four Powers which had sponsored
the San Francisco Conference, and stated that, since he had voted in the
negative, the proposal that the Bewadorian dralt resolution should bo
regarded as prcecedural had not been adepted. The Fresident ruled that,
nctwithstanding the objection of ihe reprencriative of China, the vote which
the Council had taker on the Ecuadorian dr-(* »osolution was procetarad . A
vote was then tnken on the chailonpe to the lrecidint's ruling. No votes
were cast in favour of the clal.enpe, nons were cnst against and there vere

no abstentions. Acecordingly, the Iresident’s rmoing efoecd.
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At the 525th meeting (27 November 1950), the President proposed that the
Security Council should congider together the items entitled “Cemplaint of
armed invasion of Taiwan {Formusa)™, and "Complaint of aggression upon the
Republic of Korea®. A USCR objection to the Presidentis proposal was rejected.

In accordance with ihe Security Council rescolution of 29 September,
{8/1836), the representatives of the Central People's Government of the People's
Republic of China attended the meelings at which the Council considered the two
items together.

&t the 53Cth meeting (30 November), the Securi%y Council rejected the
follewing two draft resolutions by similar votes of one in favour (USSR),

2 apainet, vith one member {India) not participating in the voting.

‘a} a draft resolution submitted on 2 September (8/1757) by the
vepraventative of the Soviet Union, providing, inter allia, that the Council
should (i) cordemmn the action of the United States Government as an act of
agpressiocn and as an intervention in the internal affaire of China; and
{11} propose to the United States Guvernment that it immediately withdraw all
its air, sea and land forceg from the island of Taivan and from Sther
territories belonging to Chinaj _

(b} a draft resolutiorn submitted on 28 November (S/1921) by the
reprevertative of the Central Peopletls Government of the Feoplet!s Republic of
China ard sponsored by the representative of thke Soviet Unicn, vroviding,
inter alia, that the Couneil should (1) condemn the United States Goverrment for

its criminal acts of armed aggressicn against the Chinese territory of Taiwan;
M

and (ii} demand the complete withdrawal by the United States Covernment of its
Forver of armed apgression frem Taiwan, in order that peace and security in the
Pacific and in Asia might be ensured.

At the same meeting, the Cuuicil voted on the draft cesoluhion (S/180%)
submitted jointly by Cuba, Dcuador, France, Norway, United Kingdcm and the
United Gtates. In voting on the draft resoluticn as a whole, there were
9 voles in favour, and 1 against (USSR), with one member (India) not
participating in the voting. The negative vote being that of a permanent
rember, the resolution waz not adopted.

Bince the 53Cth meeting the Pecurity Coureil bas not dizceussed this

agenda ilem.
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20. CCMELAINT CF BCMBING BY AIR FORCES OF THE TERRITCRY CF CHINA

By a cable dated 28 Auvgust 1950 (8/1722), the Mivlster for Foreign Affairs
of the Central People's Governwent of the Psople's Republic of Chiny inforwed the
Secretary-General that, on 27 August, military aircraft of ths United States
forces in Korea had flown over Chiness territory on the right bank of the Yalu
river, had strafsd bulldings, railwey stations and railway carriaées and had
killed or wounded a number of peopls.

By a letter dated 29 August (S/l?ET),lthe repressntative of the Thlted States
of America informed the Secretary-Gensral that the instructicns under which
air-craft were operating under the Thifiled Comwand in Kores strictly prohibited
them fromw crossing the Korean frontier into adjacent territory. No evidence had
been recelved to indicate that those instructions had been viclated, but the
United States would welcome an investigation on the spot by a Commission appointed
by thse Security Council, )

By a cable dated 30 August (S/1743), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
Contral People's Government of the People's Republic of China charged that
Unived States military aircraft had again flown over Chiness territory, on
29 August, and had killed or wounded a number of pecple.

- At 1ts 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",

After rejecting at its 499th meeting (11 September) a USSR proposal (8/1759)
that a representative of the Chinese People's Republic be invited to its westings,
the Security Cowncil considered the following draft resolutions:

(a) a USSR draft resolution submitted on 31 August (5/1745), which, after

" revision (S/1745/Rev.l), provided that the Council should, inter alia, condemn

the illegal acts of the Unlted States Government referred to in the above cables
dated 28 and 30 August, and call vpon the Tnited States Governmment to prohibit

such acts;




i
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(b} = Tnited States draft resolution submitted on 1 Sepbtember 1950 (8/1752},
providing, inter alia, for the esteblishment of a Commission cowmposed of the two
representatives, one appointed by the Government of India and one by the Government
of Sweden, to Investigate the allegations contained in the above cables dated
I+ and 30 August.

The two draft resolutions were put to the vote at the 50lst weeting
{12 September). There were 7 votes in favour of the United States draft regeluticn,
one against (USSR}, with 2 abstentions (India, Yugoslavie) and one member (China)
not participating. It was not adopted, the vote against being that of a perwanent
wember. The USSR draft resoclution was then velected by 8 votes to one (USSR},
with cne abstention' (Yugeslayia) and cne wewber (China) not participating.

By a letter dated 2 October 1950 (8/1832), the representative of the
United States informed the Secretary-Genexel that a detailed investigation of the
chargss In the communications dated 28 and 30 August had disclosed that two
aircraft of the United Mations Command bad by mistake flown over the territory of
Chinae and fired on an airstrip near Antung. The investigation had corroborated
none of the other alleged violations.

Since the 501st meeting the Security Council has not discussed this agendia
item,

21. CCMPLAINT CF FATLURE BY THE IRARTAN GOVERNMENT TC CCHTTY WITH
FROVISICNAL MEASURES INDICATED BY THE INTERNATICHAL, CCURT OF
JUSTICE IN THE ANGLO IRANIAN CII. COMPANY CASE

a, Inclugicn of ths ltem in the agenda

Cn 26 May 1951, the United Kingdom instituted proceedings in the International
Court of Justice against Iran in connexion with the application of the Agrserent
of 1933 bwtween the Imperial Government of Persia and the Anglo-Fersilan 01l
Comgany, Limited. A court order dated 5 July 1951 (8/2239), issued at the
request of the Unlieil Kinpidom, granted interim measures of protection in
accordance with Article 4} of the Statute of the Court, The order gtated,
inter alia, that the indlcation of such measures in no way 'prejudged the questicn
of the Jurlsdlcticn of the Court to deal with the merits of the case but was
intended to preserve the respsective rights of the parties pending the Court's

decigion,
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Tn o iehier dated 28 Ceptember 1551 (S/2357), the deputy permanent
ferreaeu*ntive of the United Kingdcm requested the President of the Securilty
enieil tw piace cn the provisicnal agerda the item: "Cemplaint of failure by
the ironian Goverrment to ccmply with provisional measures indicated by the
Trueynaticnal Court of Justice in the Anglo-Tranian 0il Ccmpany case". Ee
vrelosed a draft vesoluticn (8/2358) providing, inter alia, that the Council
‘1% ¢nll uper tke Zoverrment of Iran to act in all resrects in conformity with the
rrevicicnal mensures irdicated by the Court and in particular te permits the
sinyinuel residence at Abadan of the staff affected by the recent sxpulsicn orders
or the wguivalent i wuch staff, and (2) request the Governwent of Iran to inform
ke Conreil of the asteps taken by 1t t¢ carry out the resclution,

1ie notter wne Token up at the 559th meeting {l Qctobar 1951), when the
Courcil iseiled, by v votes to 2 (USSR, Yugoslavia) to include the question in
ite agend-. The representative of Tran was then invited to participate in the

liscuse lor.,

T. I'iscuenicn by the Becurity Counci

The deevrity Ceouncil discussed the guesticn In a2 geries of meetings keld
durine the zonth of Cetcber 1351, In the cuurss of‘the discuesion, the
represerrrtive of the Tnited Kingdem submittel in turn two rovisicns (8/2358/Rev.l
ard 2} -7 *ke irnrt resclution spensored ty his delegation, the second revision
incorporating amendments (S/2379) subm?tied jointly by Indla and Yugoslavia,

Under tke seccnd revisicn, the proposal 22l1led for {l} the resuvmpticn of
negotiaticneg at the earliest practicable mumewnt in wrdsr tc make further sfforts to
resclve the differences between the parties in accordance with the Purposes and
Principles of the Charter; and (2) the avoidance of any action aggravating the
gituvaticn or prejudicing the positicns of the rartiss.

Cn 17 Cctober, the revresentative of Teuador submitted a draflt resoluticn
(8/2380) under which the vcuncil, without deciding cn the question of its own
ccmpetenca,‘would advise the rarties ccncerned o reolren regotiations as socn as
possible with a view to making a freuh - ttempt tu settle their differences in

agcordance with the Purposes and Principles of tne Charier,
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After further discussicn, con 19 Octobsr, the Secwrity Council adopted, by
8 votes to cne (USSR), with 2 abstentions (United Kingdem, Yugeslavia), a French
motion te adjourn the debate untll the Court kad rules on its own competence

in the matter,

(¢) Juldguont of the International Court of Justice

Cn 19 August 1652 the Secretary-Gensral ccmmunicated.to the wembsrs of the
Security Council for their Information a copy of the Judgment of the Internaticnal
Court of Justioe; glven 22 July 1952, in which the Court by 9 votes to 5, found
that 1t hod no jurisdicticn in the case (S/2748). It was noted that the Courtts
Order of 5 July 1951 indicoeting Provisicnel Msasures of Protection in the Angle-
Irénian Cil Ccmpany cass (8/2239) ceased to be opesrative urcn dslivery of this

Judegment and that the Provisional Measures lepsed at the some tims.

22, QUESTICN (F AN APPEAYT, TO STATES TO ACCEDE TO AND RATIFY
THE GENEVA FRCGTCCCL CF 1925 FOR THE PRCHIBIYICKN OF THE
USE OF BACTERTAL WEAPCHS

O 14 June 1952, the representative of the ''SSR submitted a draft rescluticn
(8/2663) calling on the Security Council to appeal to ~11 States, Members and non-
members of the United Wations, whick kad net ratified or accedsd to the FProtocol
for the prohibition of the uwse cof bacterial weapcns, signed at Gerneva on
17 June 1925, te accsde to and ratify the Frotocol.

‘ The Council included tke item in its agenda at the 577tk meeting
(18 June 19$52). At that meeting the representative o1 the Tmited States prorcssd
trat the USSR draft resolution be referred to the Disarmamert Ccmmission.

At the 583rd meeting (26 Junc 1952) tne USSR dral+t rewolutsion (3/2663)
failed of adoption, the vote being one in favour (USSK), with 10 abslentions.

in view of this decisicn, and noting tkat the questicn of' the cortrol oni
eliminaticn of weapcns of masgs destructlion wag under diacussicn in the Msarmoment
Jcrmission, the representative o. the United Sfates withdrew riu rrovesal.

Since the 583rd meeting the Councll has not discussed this item.
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<3. GQUESTICN CF A REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATICN CF ALLEGED BACTERTAL WARFARE

Cn 20 June 1952, the representative of the United States submitited a draft
resolution {S/2671) under the terms of which the Security Council, noting, -
mter elis, the concerted dissemineticon by certain govermments and authorities of
srave accusations charging the use of bacterizl werfare by United Nations forces
and recalling that the Unifled Command had lmmediately denied the charges and
requested that an impartial investigation be wade of them, wouwld request the
Inrernaticnal Ccmmittee of the Red Cross to Invastigate the charges and to report
the results to the Security Council.

) The Council included the 1tem in its agenda at the 581st meeting
(25 June 1952). '

At the 585th meeting (1 July 1952) a USSR draft resolution (S/267hk/Rev.l)
calling for invitations to representatives of the Peopletls Republic of China
and a representative of the Korean Peoplels Democratic Republic to atitend the
mestings of the Counéil at which the item was discussed, was rejected by
10 votes to one (USSR).

At tre 587th meeting (3 July 1952) the United States draft resolution
(8/2671) was put to the vote. The vote was 10 in favour and one against (USSR).
Since the negative vote was cast by a permanent member of the Council, the
draft resolution was not adopted.

At the same meeting the representative of the United States submitted a

dvaft resolution (S/2688) under the terms of which the Security Council, noting,

inter alia, thet by reason of the negative vote of the USSR the Council was
rrevented froﬁ arranging for sn impartial investigatlon of the charges in
question, would (1) conclude that these cherges must be presumsd to be without
gubstance and false and (2) ccndomm the practice of fabricating and disseminating
such false charges. |

At the 5%0th meeting (9 July 1952) the United States draft resclution
(5/2688) waa put to the vote. The vote was § in favour, one against (USSR)
and cne abstenticn (Pakistan). Since the negative vote was cast by a permanent
member of the Council, the draft resoluticn was not adopted,

Since the 5%0th meeting the Council has not discussed this item.

*




