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ADDENDUM

Page 41, end of section B: Add the following paragraph:

“At the 356th meeting, the Chairman drew the attention of the Council to a
cable from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Provisional Government of
Israel (S/985) requesting elucidations on two paragraphs of the resolution of
19 August. After a short discussion, the provisional agenda was rejected, having
received 2 votes in favour (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics) with 9 abstentions.”

Page 100, Appendix III: Amend the phrase relating to the “356th meeting” to
read as follows:

“356th The India-Pakistan Question. The Palestine Question.”
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INTRODUCTION

The Security Council submits the present!
report to the General Assembly in accordance with
Article 24, paragraph 3, and Article 15, paragraph
1, of the Charter.

Essentially a summary and guide reflecting the
broad lines of the debates, the report is not
intended as a substitute for the records of the
Security Council, which constitute the only com-
prehensive and authoritative account of its deliber-
ations and decisions.

With respect to the present membership of the
Security Council, it will be recalled that the Gen-
eral Assembly, at its 149th meeting on 8 October
1948, during the first part of the third session,
elected Cuba, Egypt and Norway as non-perma-
nent members of the Security Council for & term
of two years beginning 1 January 1949. The inem-
bers retiring on that date -were Belgium, Colombia
and Syria. The newly elected members of the
Security Council also replaced those retiring
members on the Atomic Energy Commission and
on the Commission for Conventional Armaments,

The period covered in the report is from 16
July 1948 to 15 July 1949, during which time the
Council held ninety-two meetings,

* This is the fourth annual report of the Security Council
to the General Assembly. The previous reports in the
same series were issued under the symbols A/93, A/366
and A/620.

Part I of the report gives a summary of the
proceedings of the Security Council in connexion
with its responsibility for the maintenance of
international peace and security.

Part 1I-deals with the work of the commissions
of the Security Council dealing with the control
of atomic energy and with the general regulation
and reduction of armaments.

Part IIT covers the admission of new Members,
the respective functions of the Security Councii
and the Trusteeship Council with regard to
strategic trust areas, the conditions under which
a State which is a party to the Statute of the
International Court of Justice but is not a Member
of the United Nations may participate in electing
the members of the Court, the eiection of five
members to the International Court of Justice,
and the application of Liechtenstein to become a
party to the Statute of the International Court of
Justice.

Part IV contains an account of the work of the
Military Staff Committee.

Part V contains matters brought to the attention
of the Security Council but not placed on the
agenda.



Part 1

QUESTIONS CONSIDERED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL UNDER ITS

RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF INTERNATIONAL
PEACE AND SECURITY

Chapter 1
THE INDONESIAN QUESTION

Introductory note. The Indonesian question has
been on the agenda of the Security Council since
31 July 1947, and the discussions on the question
through the 329th meeting on 6 July 1948 are
covered in the Security Council’s last report to
the General Assembly (A/620). After calling
upon the forces of the Netherlands and the
Republic of Indonesia, on 1 August 1947, to cease
hostilities and to settle their disputes by arbitra-
ticn or by other peaceful means, the Council, on
25 August 1947, offered to assist in the pacific
settlement of the dispute through a committee of
three members of the Council. With the assistance
of that Committee of Good Offices, composed of
the representatives of Australia, Belgium and the
United States of America, the parties concluded a
Truce Agreement and accepted eighteen political
principles as an agreed basis for negotiations
toward a political settlement. These documents
were signed on board the USS Renville on 17 and
19 January 1948, and at the close of the period
covered in the Council’s last report, referred to
above, the Committee of Good Offices was con-
-tinuing its efforts to bring about a comprehensive
political agreement,

A. Resolution of 29 July 1948

In a cablegram dated 23 July 1948 (S5/918),
the Committee of Good Offices on the Indonesian
question reported that from that date the Republi-
can delegation would participate only in the wrrk
relating to the implementation of the Truce Agrec-
ment. The Republican delegation had pointed out
that there had been a complete standstill in politi-
cal negotiations during the preceding eight weeks
and that the Netherlands delegation had cate-
gorically refused to discuss the Australian-United
States draft outline of an over-all political settle-
ment, whereas the Republican Government con-
sidered that the proposals in that draft outline
constituted the only possible means of resolving
the deadlock. The Netherlands delegation, on the
other hand, had maintained there was no stand-
still in the political negotiations.

As requested by the Security Council on 6 July
1948, the Committee, on 24 July, submitted a
report (S/919) on thie restrictions on the trade
of Indonesia and the reason for delay in the
implementation of article 6 of the Truce Agree-
ment. The report noted that, six months after
the signing of the Truce Agreement, which had
provided that trade and intercourse should be
permitted as far as possible with the parties
agreeing upon such restrictions as might be neces-
sary, Republican-controlled areas of Java and

Sumatra still suffered from shortages of most
types of materials and manufactured goods that
could not be produced locally. The Committee
concluded that, pending the conclusion of an
agreement restoring economic and political unity
in Indonesia, the economic plight of Republican-
controlled territories could not be substantially
ameliorated until a way was found to relax the
existing regulations governing domestic and inter-
national trade which had been promulgated by
Netherlands Indies civil and military authorities
between January 1947 and the signing of the
Truce Agreement which had continued in effect
to the date of the report.

The discussion of the Indonesian question dur-
ing the period under review opened at the 341st
and 342nd meetings on 29 July 1948, The represen-
tatives of Australia, India, the Netherlands, the
Philippines and the Republic of Indonesia, who
had previously been invited to participate, re-
sumed their places at the Council table for the
discussion of the question.

At the 341st meeting (29 July), the represen-
tative of the REPUBLIC OF INDONESIA emphasized
that the decision of his Government to suspend
political negotiations no more than underlined a
situation which had existed for more than a
month. The Republican delegation had consis-
tently made use of every opportunity offered by
the Committee to reach a solution. He challenged
the Netherlands to show one case in which it had
accepted and the Republic had rejected a pro-
posal made by the Committee. Commenting in
detail on the Committee’s report on restrictions
on trade in Indonesia, he found that it sub-
stantiated his previous statements (326th and
329th meetings) to the effect that the Dutch were
blockading the Republic. He reaffirmed the Repub-
lican Government’s acceptance of the Australian-
United States proposals as a basis for negotia-
tions, while noting that the proposals involved
considerable concessions on the part of the
Republic.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS said
that the slow progress of the negotiations to that
time had been only temporary and due to cir-
cumstances independent of anyone’s goodwill. He
wondered if the Republican action was a new
manifestation of what the Netherlands was re-
luctantly forced to regard as a desire to create
an impossible situation. He considered that the
routing and licensing system did not constitute a
blockade or an attempt to cut off completely the
Republic’s commerce but was solely designed to



promote legitimate trade, and that the regulations,
which were necessary to counteract Republican
practices of looting and stripping the country and
to stop the importation of war material, were com-
patible with the Renville political principles. He
thought that the Republic had rejected the Nether-
lands attempts to co-operate, and was bringing
the matter before the Council in an attempt to by-
pass and delay the Committee of Good Offices.

The representative of the PHILIPPINES con-
sidered that the findings of the Committee showed
that an economic blockade had been enforced by
the Netherlands against the Republic of Indonesia
since January 1947, and that the blockade consti-
tuted a violation of article 6 of the Truce Agree-
ment, Considered with Netherlands activities in
the political field, the action made clear that the
Netherlands was subjecting the Republic to a
deliberate process of political attrition and eco-
nomic strangulation, He called for immediate ac-
tion by the Security Council on the basis of the
Committee’s reports in order that the prospect of
a pacific settlement of the dispute should not
vanish.

The representative of CHINA submitted a draft
resolution (S/931) which, he explained, refrained
from pronouncing judgment but aimed at con-
structive action and at promoting an early solu-
tion. The text follows:

“The Security Council,

“Having considered the Committee of Good
Offices’ report on the Federal Conference opened
in Bandung on 27 May 1948 (S/842), third in-
terim report (S/848 and S/848/Add.1), report on
standstill in politicsl negotiations (5/918) and
report on restrictions on trade in Indonesia

(5/919) ;

“Calls upon the Government of the Netherlands
and the Republic of Indonesia with the assistance
of the Council’s Committee of Good Offices, to
maintain strict observance of both the military and
economic articles of the Renville Truce Agree-
ment, and to implement early and fully the twelve
Renville political principles and the six additional
principles.”

He noted that the various Council members
had different attitudes on the question, both on
political and juridical grounds, and that the Coun-
cil should not commit itself to a course of action,
the consequences of which it could not foresee.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA considered that the difficulties which
had led to a slowing down of negotiations for a
political settlement were in the course of being
surmounted and that it would be possible for the
negotiations to be resumed with every prospect of
success. In view of that situation and taking into
account the arguments of the representative of
China, he said that the United States delegation
wouid support the Chinese draft resolution.

At the 342nd meeting (29 July), the represen-
tative of Syria expressed the opinion that by
adopting the Chinese draft resolution the Council
would be acting within its competence, leaving it
to the Committee of Good Offices to implement
the Renville principles agreed upon by both
parties. Whether or not it was called a blockade,
trade rectrictions did exist which violated those
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principles. He would therefore support the
Chinese proposal.

The representative of the UNION OF Sovier
SociaristT RepuBLIcs stated that the Committee’s
reports and the statements heard by the Council
showed clearly that the Netherlands had broken
off political negotiations, was subjecting the Re-
public to a harsh economic blockade and was in-
tensifying its efforts to establish a United States
of Indonesia and Netherlands-Indonesian Union
with puppet states, despite attempts to conceal the
real facts. The member States of the Committee
were trying to minimize the significance of such
events as the concentration of the Netherlands
Army in Indonesia, and to impose a settlement on
the Republic. Even the Committee was forced to
admit that Netherlands restrictions had resulted
in an almost complete prohibition of the importa-
tion into Republican territory of goods, transport
equipment and materials necessary for recon-
struction work. The Council was duty bound to
take effective measures to protect the legitimate
interests of the Republic and its people. The
Chinese draft resolution gave the false impression
that the two parties had the same degree of
responsibility for the blockade, reverted to the
oppressive Renville Agreement and was addressed
to the Committee of Good Offices which had itself
admitted its failure to discharge its task. For
those reasons the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics delegation could not support the Chinese
proposal, for it would further, not the interests of
the Indonesian Republic, but the colonial interests
of the Netherlands.

The President, speaking as representative of the
UKRAINIAN SoOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLIC, en-
dorsed the views of the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. He con-
sidered that the Chinese proposal did not provide
an answer to the numerous questions raised by
the Committee, particularly its statement that
attempts to render good offices had failed.

The representative of ARGENTINA stated that his
delegation would support the Chinese proposal
which, in its view, fulfilled the requirement of
impartiality expected of the Council and removed
any doubts regarding the authority of the Com-
mittee of Good Offices.

Decisions: At the 342nd meeting on 29 July
1948, the Chinese draft resolution (S5/931) was
adopted by 9 votes, with 2 abstentions (Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Souviet So-
cialist Republics).

The Council also ngreed to refer to the Secre-
tariat a request (S/929) from the Committee of
Good Offices for wvehicles for its wmilitary assist-
ants.

There was some discussion of a proposal by the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics to request the Committee of Good
Offices to transmit the Australian-United States
draft outline of an over-all political settlement re-
ferred to in its report of 23 July.! When the United
States representative suggested that the draft out-
line be distributed confidentially to the Council
members by the Secretariat, the representative of

! See chapter 4, section J of the Council’s last report to
the General Assembly (A/620) for the discussion of a
similar proposal made at the 328th meeting on 1 July
during the consideration of the Committee’s third interim
report.
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the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics did not
press for a vote on his proposal.

B. Resolutions of 24 and 28 December
1948

On 15 November 1948 the Committee of
Good Offices submitted its fourth interim report
(S/1085). On 12 and 18 December, the Com-
mittee submitted special supplementary reports
(S/1117 and S/1129). These reports described
the latest developments in Indonesia, the Com-
mittee’s unsuccessful efforts to bring about a re-
sumption of negotiations and the collapse of direct
talks between the parties. The Committee ex-
pressed doubts that truce enforcement could be
maintained at even the unsatisfactory level then
existing as thé possibility of political agreement
became more remote.

By a letter dated 19 December 1948 (S/1128),
the United States deputy representative on the
Security Council requested that the Council con-
vene in emergency session on 20 December to
consider the question further in the light of the
military operations which, according to reports
received by the United States Government, had
commenced in Indonesia on 18 December.

At the 387th meeting (20 December) which
had been convened in accordance with that request,
the PRESIDENT submitted a telegram he had just
received from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics requesting
that the meeting be postponed until 22 December
because of the absence from Paris of the repre-
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics. The telegram recalled that at the Council’s
meeting of 17 December it had been agreed that,
should it be necessary to call an emergency meet-
ing during the second fortnight of that month, the
members of the Council would be notified three
days in advance. After some discussion, the request
of the representative of the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics was complied with. At the suggestion
of the representative of Syria, the Council decided
to call upon the Committee of Good Offices for
information regarding the military operations re-
ported to be in progress.

Reports received from the Committee of Good
Offices on 20 and 22 December (S/1129/Add.1
and S/1138) described the outbreak of hostilities
in Indonesia. The Committee expressed the view
that, in commencing military operations on 19 De-
cember, the Netherlands Government had acted in
violation of its obligations under the Renville Truce
Agreement and that possibilities of negotiations
under the auspices of the Committee had not been
exhausted nor even adequately explored.

At the 388th meeting (22 December), the repre-
sentative of the NETHERLANDS stressed that the
declared aim of Netherlauds policy in Indonesia,
which had been confirmed by the principles of the
Linggadjati and Renville Agreements, was the pro-
motion of the freedom of Indonesia in order to
create a sovereign federation of Indonesia, linked
In voluntary and equal partnership with the King-
dom of the Netherlands in a Netherlands-
Indonesian unicn. The promise of independence
had also been laid down in the amended Nether-
lands Constitution and confirmed in the agreement
with the Indonesian leaders of the n-  Republican
federal areas. He charged that the /. overnment of
the Republic of Indonesia, while pledging itself

to co-operation towards the same ends, had, in pub-
lic utterances, propagated an entirely opposite state
of affairs and ever-increasingly vielated the Ren-
ville Truce Agreement. From the month of April
1948 the number of violations had progressively
increased ; compared with fifty-two in the last week
of March, there had been 350 truce violations in the
second week of December. Moreover, information
gathered by Netherlands authorities indicated that
the Republic planned to foment large-scale unrest
in Netherlands-controlled territory in January
1949.

Concerning the charges of Netherlands co-opera-
tion in the establishment of separate new States, he
said that, in the Renville Agreement, the Republic
had subscribed to the federal system, and had
expressly agreed that popular movements looking
toward political organization which were in accord
with the princinles of the Linggadjati Agreement
should not be prevented. He described his Govern-
ment’s attempts during the preceding months to
reopen negotiations with the Republic. The main
issues on which an unbridgeable gap existed, which
were questions of the powers of Crown representa-
tives during the interim period, of a unified or
divided command, of a separate Republican Army,
of ever-increasing violations of the Truce Agree-
ment, were all the result of the desire of the Repub-
lic for hegemony over all Indonesia. The Republic
had given communism ample opportunity to estab-
lish itself and to infiltrate into key positions in the
Government, in the Army and m the Republic’s
labour and youth movements.

All these facts had forced the Netherlands Gov-
ernment to the conclusion that it was impossible
to reach a political agreement with the Republic.
For that reason, the Netherlands had, on 18
December, promulgated a special decree providing
for the institution of an all-Indonesian federal
interim government, temporarily without the par-
ticipation of the Republican areas. The decree was.
the outcom:e of negotiations with representatives of
the so-called federal areas, and the Netherlands
Government did not -think it would be fair any
longer to deny to that group, which was not less
nationalistic than the Republic and which repre-
sented two-thirds of the Indonesian population, the
possibility of setting up a democratic structure.
The Netherlands Government had had either to
yield to the Republic or to proceed on its own
authority without, and as far as necessary, against
the Republic. The decision for the second alterna-
tive had been taken unarimously by the Nether-
lands Cabinet and was supported by the Nether-
lands Parliament with the exception of the
Communist Party.

The Netherlands representative concluded his.
statement by repeating the opinion of the Nether-
lands Government that the Indonesian question
was outside the Council’s competence for the
following reasons: (1) because the Charter dealt
only with relations between sovereign States; (2)
because the matter was within the domestic juris-
diction of the Netherlands; and (3) because the:
situation did not endanger international peace and
security.

Cabling from New York on 21 December
(S/1140) the representative of the PHILIPPINES
expressed regret at being unable to attend the
enfergency meetings in Paris. In his opinion, the
first duty of the Council was to call upon the
Netherlands to deeist forthwith from further hos~



tile activities, to withdraw its troops and to release
the authorities of the Republic of Indonesia.

At the 389th meeting (22 December), the repre-
sentative of the RePuBLIC OF INDONESIA submitted
that military action had been the intention of the
Netherlands from the very beginning and was the
final step in its policy of economic and political war-
fare, carried out in violation of the Renville Truce
Agreement. The charges of infiltration of Republi-
can armed forces into Netherlands-occupied terri-
tories had been played up to justify the Netherlands
military action. Those so-called infiltrations were
merely former Republican soldiers who had been
withdrawn by the Republic in accordance with the
Truce Agreement and had managed to slip across
the status quo line in order to get home and rejoin
their families, when an agreement was not reached
as rapidly as had been anticipated. Denying the
Netherlands charges that the Republic had been
unwilling and unable to adhere to the agreements,
he cited the reports of the Committee of Good
Offices as proof that the Dutch interpretations of
agreements had been arbitrary and that the Repub-
lic had been willing to accept any objective
interpretation.

The representative of the Republic, denying the
Netherlands allegation that large-scale action
against the Netherlands in Indonesia had been
scheduled by the Republic to start on 1 January
1949, pointed out that the allegation was illogical
in view of the poor equipment of the Republican
Army, and quoted from the Committee’s report to
support his denial. The final Netherlands demands,
in its ultimatum of 17 December, would have
amounted to the complete dissolution of the Repub-
lic and to the surrender of all its political, military
and economic powers in advance of negotiations,
thus making bona fide negotiations impossible.
The Netherlands military action was a breach of
peace endangering the stability of all of South-East
Asia. Republican guerrilla activities could and
wuould be carried on for years if necessary, and
the populations of West and East Java had already
risen up in arms against the Netherlands, refuting
the allegations that differences of conception as to
the future of Indonesia existed between the people
of Netherlands-held territories and the people of
the Republic. The Republic, as well as the popula-
tion of the other areas of Indonesia, defended the
idea of federation.

He considered that the launching of the Nether-
lands attack at the very moment when the General
Assembly and the Security Council were adjourn-
ing in Paris reflected calculated contempt and defi-
ance of the Security Council, as manifested earlier
in the Netherlands Government’s attempts to by-
pass the Committee of Good Offices and present
it with faits accomplis. He requested the Council
to order an immediate cease-fire, to issue an order
to the Netherlands for the immediate withdrawal
of its troops to the positions held under the Truce
Agreement, and to call for the immediate release
of the Republican authorities captured by the
Netherlands forces. Finally, he called for speedy
transmission of the Council’s order to the parties,
for its implementation under the supervision of
the military observers serving with the Committee
of Good Offices, and for the continuance of the
Committee in Indonesia with greater authority.

The representative of the UNITED STATES oF
AMERICA stressed that the position of his Govern-
ment in the matter was the same as it had been in
1947, when the previous outbreak of hostilities in
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Indonesia had occurred. He quoted the Security,
Council resolution of 1 August 1947 (S/459) and
the statement of the United States representative
regarding the Council’s competence to call on the
parties to cease hostilities as a provisional measure
under Article 40 of the Charter. His Government
failed to find any justification for the renewal of
military operations in Indonesia, especially when it
was considered that the resources of the Committee
had not been utilized for seven months. Before
denouncing the Truce Agreement and resorting to
military action, the Netherlands should have
reported the alleged extension of truce violations
by the Republic directly to the Security Council.
The Netherlands had not complied with article 10
of the Truce Agreement, which required a party
wishing to terminate the truce to so notify the
Committee of Good Offices and the other party,
The Council should expressly instruct the Com-
mittee to prepare a report which would enable the
Council to determine where the ultimate responsi-
bility lay for the failure of the Committee’s efforts
to effect a peaceful solution, and why the Nether-
lands and the Republic had not resumed negotia-
tions under the Committee’s auspices during the
period from May to December 1948. In the view
of the United States representative the Council
was obligated under the Charter immediately to
order a cessation of hostilities and to require armed
forces of both parties to withdraw to the zones
delineated in the agreement of 17 January 1948,

The United States representative stressed that
the Council’s cease-fire resolution of 1 August 1947
was still binding on both parties and had been
violated by the recent Netherlzands military action.
In the considered view of the United States Gov-
ernment, the renewed outbreak of hostilities might
prove a grave threat to international peace. Accord-
ingly, the United States had joined with the delega-
tions of Colombia and Syria in submitting the
following draft resolution (S/1142):

“The Security Council,

“Noting with concern the resumption of hos-
tilities in Indonesia, and

“Having taken note of the reports of the Com-
mittee of Good Offices,

“Considers such resumption of hostilities to be
in conflict with the resolution adopted by the
Security Council at its 171st meeting of 1 August
1947 ;

“Calls upon the parties
“(a) To cease hostilities forthwith ; and

“(b) Immediately to withdraw their armed
forces to their respective sides of the demilitarized
zones established under the Truce Agreement of
17 January 1948;

“Instructs the Committee of Good Offices to
report to the Security Council fully and urgently
by telegraph on the events which have transpired
in Indonesia since 12 December 1948, assessing the
responsibility for the outbreak of hostilities.”

In a report dated 23 December (S/1146), the
Committee of Good Offices informed the Council
that most of the Committee’s military observers in
Netherlands-controlled territory were complying
with orders received from the Netherlands military
commanders in their areas to proceed to Batavia.
The Committee stated that it felt obliged to report
immediately to the Council on the action, taken
by the Netherlands Military Command without



reference to the Committee, and was awaiting
advice from the Council as to the future {functions
of the Committee’s military assistants.

At the 390th meeting (23 December), the répre-
sentative of CHINA submitted that the Council, by
its decision of 1 August 1947, had not made any
reservation as to its competence, although strong
reservations had been made by certain delegations.
To discuss that issue now would be academic, for
it was unthinkable that the Council would be pre-
pared to admit that it lacked competence in the
matter at this late date. The resolution of 1 August
1947 was unquestionably still valid and binding
upon the parties. The Netherlands should have
brought its complaints to the attention of the Com-
mittee or of the Security Council, if necessary,
instead of resorting to military action. He did not
doubt that the Republican side had its faults and
shortcomings, but felt convinced that real partner-
ship and co-operation between the parties could
never be built upon the employment of force. The
growing gravity of the situation, he submitted,
called for prompt action and for a resolution more
specific and unequivocal than that of 1 August
1947. Accordingly, the Chinese delegation would
support the draft resolution jointly submitted by
the delegations of Colombia, Syria and the United
States.

The representative of AUSTRALIA questioned the
President’s failure to convene a meeting on the
Indonesian question before 20 December, although
he had received a specific request (S/1120) from
the representative of Indonesia on 14 December.
He found it extraordinary that the question of
competency was raised again in the light of recent
developments and supported and added to the
reasons given by the Chinese representative for the
Council’s competence. The attitude of the Nether-
lands was a clear-cut and deliberate violation of
Article 25 of the Charter and the consequences, if
the Council faced up to the matter, must be expul-
sion of the Netherlands from the United Nations.
The Netherlands had violated the solemn pledge it
had given in accepting the Council’s resolutions of
1, 25 and 26 August 1947, and had also violated
the Council’s resolution of 29 July 1948 and article
10 of the Renville Truce Agreement. The Nether-
lands authorities had avoided their obligation to
use the Committee whereas the Republic had
desired the negotiations to be carried out under
Committee auspices. He strongly criticized the
manner and motives of the Netherlands in taking
military action and stressed the potentially grave
consequences.

The Australian representative, considering that
the joint Colombian-Syrian-United States draft
resolution did not fully meet the facts of the short-
term problem before the Council, submitted an
amendment (S/1145) expressing the hope that it
would be sponsored by a Council member. The
amendment called for replacing the last paragraph
of that draft (S/1142) by the following text:
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{¢) Immediately to release the President and
other political prisoners arrested since 18
December,

“Instructs the Committee of Good Offices:

“(a) To observe and report to the Security
Council on the compliance with sub-paragraphs
{a) and (b) above;

“(b) To ensure that there are no reprisals or
punitive action against individuals.”

In conclusion he pointed out that the Council

had laid down a third alternative to the two men- -

tioned by the Netherlands representative, name- -

ly that of peaceful negotiation and arbitration if -

necessary.

The PresipENT, replying to the criticism of

the Australian representative with regard to the

convening of the Security Council to deal with the |
Indonesian question, pointed out that the request .

of the Republican representative had been trans-

mitted immediately to all members of the Council -

as an official document (S/1120), but that no
member of the Council, or the Australian delega-

tion, had seen fit to demand an extraordinary .
meeting of the Council or the inclusion of the
question in the agenda for either of the meetings .

on 17 December.

At the 391st meeting (23 December), the rep- -

resentative of Syria drew the Council’s attention
to a cablegram (S/1135) from the Secretary-
General of the Arab States expressing their con-
cern over the latest events in Indonesia, He

stressed that the seven States of the Arab League

had recognized the Republic of Indonesia subse-

quent to the Linggadjati Agreement, in which the

Netherlands Government had itself give de facto
recognition to the authority of the Republic. None
of the threé grounds given by the Netherlands to
justify its military intervention were acceptable.
If a party appeared unwilling or unable to execute
its obligations, the other party should refer the
matter to the Security Council or to the Interna-
tional Court of Justice instead of resorting to
force. Any State was obliged, and should be able
to prevent infiltration into its territories without
having to wage war against the country whence

those elements came. The question of law and’

order in the Republic, given by the Netherlands
as the third reason for its action, was the re-
sponsibility not of the Netherlands bu- of the Re-
public itself. The arrest of the President of the
Republic of Indonesia and other political per-
sonages of the Republic, who were responsible
for maintaining law and order in that country,
was an inexcusable action. He would therefore
support the amendment suggested by the Aus-
tralian representative to the joint draft resolution.
He added that the Security Council was obliged
to act wherever disturbances of the peace occur-

red in the world and that such actions liad been’

taken by the Council in other places without its
competence being contested. Moreover, the method
of settling the dispute had been agreed upon by
the parties themselves consequent to the Council’s
resolutions. He considered that the term “police
action” was not a correct one and, in view of the
scope of the fighting, the Security Council would
have to take immediate steps to stop the hostilities.

The representative of INDIA, stressing his
Government’s concern in the matter and the im-
portance of a peaceful settlement for the main-
tenance of tranquillity in South-East Asia,
considered that the reports of the Committee of
Good Offices bore convincing testimony of the
willingness shown by the Republican Government
during the negotiations to appreciate the point of
view of the other party. On the other hand, the
Netherlands had not manifested any real desire
for a negotiated settlement, but had actually de-
cided to use armed force. The military action,
evidently based on long preparations, was a fla-
grant breach of the Truce Agreement. He con-
tested, on the basis of the Committee’s reports,



the Netherlands argument that the Republican
violations of the truce had rendered military action
necessary and that, in view of Mr. Soekarno’s
proposed visit to India, there was no point in
carrying on negotiations.

He considered that no free elections could take
place in Indonesia while the Republican Govern-
ment, which represented a substantial portion of
the population, was crushed and its leading mem-
bers imprisoned. His Government felt that the
Security Council should order an immediate cease-
fire, the withdrawal of Dutch troops to lines
demarcated by the Truce Agreement and the
release of the leaders of the Republic and other
persons arrested since the opening of hostilities,
He associated himself with the representatives of
the United States, China, Australia, and Syria in
their statements regarding the Council’s compe-
tence in the matter.

The representative of the UNION OF SoviET
SocraList RerusLics considered that the Security
Council had thus far dealt neither firmly nor
effectively with the Indonesian question. He re-
called that the Netherlands, after having recog-
nized the Republican Government de facto under
the Linggadjati Agreement, had launched an un-
provo‘kecf military attack against the Republic in
July 1947, and that the Security Council at that
time had not adopted the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics proposals for a withdrawal of troops
and the creation of a commission representing all
member States of the Council. Although the Ren-
ville Agreement had been imposed on the Republic
by the Netherlands with the help of the Commit-
tee of Good Offices, the Netherlands had imme-
diately started to violate that agreement by
unilateral actions and an economic blockade
against the Republic. The abstract resolution
adopted by the Council on 29 July 1948 had been
ignored by the Netherlands and later negotiations
did not yield results because of its attitude, which
had finally succeeded in creating a deadlock. The
Committee had stood aside from the negotiations,
undermining the Council’s authority or acting
independently of it. The United States represen-
tative on the Committee had, during that peried,
secretly exerted pressure on the Republic to make
concessions to the Netherlands, and had incited
the Republican Government to suppress the
activities of democratic Indonesian patriots. The
Netherlands Government, on the other hand, had
used the period to prepare a new armed attack
against the Republic, exerting political pressure
on the Republic and falsely accusing the Republic
of truce violations.

The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics considered that the demands
put forward by the Netherlands Government in
connexion with the November visit of its dele-
gation had showed clearly that it had no serious
intention of achieving a negotiated settlement with
the Republic. He analysed the final bilateral nego-
tiations as an attempt by the Netherlands to put
the blame on the Republic in order to conceal from
world public opinion its aggression against the
Republic. In his opinion, the Netherlands second
unprovoked attack initiated on 19 December was
a calculated act of aggression, carried out in vio-
lation of the decisions and principles of the United
Nations. He summed up his views as to the action
which the Council should take in a draft resolu-
tion, submitted formally at the 392nd meeting (2-

December) as follows (S/1148 and S/1148/
Corr.1):

“The Security Council,

“Condemning the aggression of the Netherlands
Government which has again started military
operations against the Indonesian Republic in
violation of the well-known Renville Agreement
of 17 January 1948,

“l. Reguires the immediate cessation of mili-
tary operations,;

“2. Requires, as a first step towards the settle-
ment of the conflict the withdrawal of the Nether-
lands troops to the positions they occupied before
the renewal of military operations;

“3. Requires that the Netherlands Government
shall set free immediately the President of the
Indonesian Republic and other Republican politi-
cal leaders arrested by the Netherlands military
authorities ;

“4, Resolves to set up a commission of the
Security Council composed of representatives of
all the States members of the Security Council ;

“S. Instructs the Commission to supervise the
fulfilment of the resolution on the cessation of
military operations and the withdrawal of troops,
and to assist in settling the conflict as a whole
between the Netherlands and the Indonesian
Republic.”

He considered the Netherlands attempts to
justify its action as false and far-fetched, particu-
larly the reference to the “communist menace”.
Such aggressors needed anti-communist propa-
ganda solely as a smoke screen for colonial war
they were waging in Indonesia. He gave several
reasons why he considered the Council was fully
justified and competent to consider the Indonesian
question and to take a decision on it. He criticized
the joint draft resolution presented by Colombia,
Syria and the United States as giving the false
impression that the Security Council was uncer-
tain which party had been the aggressor. For
those reasons, the delegation of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics could not support the
joint draft resolution.

At the 392nd meeting (24 December), the rep-
resentative of the Unrrep Kincbous said that the
solemnly expressed intentions of the Netherlands
Sovereign and Government to accord independ-
ence to the United States of Indonesia and to
support its admission to the United Nations should
not be disregarded. He wondered, however,
whether the attitude of the Netherlands in ques-
tioning the competence of the Council was realis-
tic since the situation in Indonesia was one which,
in the terms of the Charter, might lead to inter-
national friction. His Government deplored the
decision of the Netherlands to resort to force. If
the Netherlands Government had been sincerely
convinced that terrorist acts and infiltrations from
Republican territory were of such magnitude as
to render further direct negotiations impossible,
it should have enlisted the services of the Com-
mittee of Good Offices to bring the matter to the
attention of the Security Council.

He said that his delegation would support the
joint draft resolution (S/1142) without commit-
ting itself to any view of the legal issues regard-
ing the competence of the Council or the parti-
cular clause of the Charter under which it might
take action. This was not the first question the



Council had had to deal with in which the legal
issues were doubtful, and the joint draft resolu-
tion was such as to allow the Council to take action
without exceeding its powers.

The representative of FRANCE recalled that the
preliminary question of the Council’s competence
in the Indonesian question had previously been
set aside by the Council. He argued that the pro-
visions of the Charter made clear that it was con-
cerned with the relations between States in terms
of international law. The texts of both the lL.ing-
gadjati and Renville Agreements provided for the
existence of the Republic only as an integral part
of a federation of States; the Republic therefore,
did not qualify as a State in the meaning of the
Charter on the basis of international law. The only
attitude which the Council could legitimately
adopt in the present case was that of offering its
good offices. If the situation in Indonesia was such
that it might give rise to international complica-
tions, the Council would be competent to deal
with it, but nothing warranted the view that such
a situation existed. The question of competence
of the Security Council, or of the United Nations
as a whole, was of primordial importance and the
position of the French delegation would be de-
termined by those legal considerations. The action
taken by the Netherlands Government was brutal
and shocking, but feelings on that score could
not alter the legal considerations. The French
delegation would therefore abstain from voting on
the draft resolutions which had been placed before
the Council.

The representative of CaNADA stated that his
Government deplored the breakdown of negotia-
tions and the resumption of hostilities in Indonesia.
In its opinion, the Security Council should first
call for the immediate cessation of hostilities, and
the Canadian delegation would therefore support
the joint draft resolution (S/1142) on that point.
The next step would be the establishment of con-
ditions on which permanent peace could be built.
To achieve that aim, the Security Council should
have at its disposal the best possible information
regarding the military and political situation pre-
vailing on the spot. The Committee of Good
Offices should be called upon to supply such in-
formation, and to recommend to the Security
Council what practical steps the Council might
take. The Canadian delegation would introduce a
draft resolution to that effect.

The representative of the N:THERLANDS denied
that the telegram of 17 December constituted an
ultimatum, that the military action had been pre-
pared months in advance, or that the requirements
of article 10 of the Truce Agreement had not been
fulfilled. To the allegation that the Netherlands
had invented the pretext of infiltration by Repub-
lican troops in order to explain insurrections in
the federal areas, he replied that there had been
no such insurrections and that photostatic copies
of the Republican Commander’s instructions to
infiltrate those areas had been found on captured
Republican soldiers, and were in his possession
available for inspection. Replying to the United
States representative he stressed that the suspen-
sion of political negotiations in July 1948 had been
brought about not by the Netherlands but by the
Republic, whose persistent truce violations the
Netherlands had not reported directly to the Se-
curity Council because the parties had agreed not
to send reports to the Council ot to avail them-

selves of the intermediation of the Committee of
Good Offices.

He contested the provision of the joint draft
resolution that the resumption of hostilities was
in conflict with the Council’s resolution of 1 August
1947, with which the Netherlands had fully com-
plied. He said that the provision calling upon the
parties to cease hostilities would restore conditions
as chaotic or worse than those prevailing previ-
ously. The present operations would not continue
a day longer than was absolutely necessary. The
Netherlands had been compelled to adopt meas-
ures against evildoers, as had India in Hyderabad.
In connexion with the last paragraph of the joint
proposal, he emphasized the opinion of the Nether-
lands that the Committee of Good Offices had
no competence to investigate or to assess responsi-
bilities for the internal conflict within the terri-
tory of one of the Members of the United Nations.
Opposing sub-paragraph (b), he said that with-
drawal of Netherlands troops from the areas they
had occupied would lead to terrible acts of re-
taliation by undisciplined elements against the
population of those areas.

The representative of the REPUBLIC OF INDONE-
s1A emphasized that a mere cease-fire would only
confirm the present position of the Netherlands
and prejudice that of his country. A cease-fire
demand should be accompanied by a demand for
immediate withdrawal of Netherlands troops to
the truce lines and the release of the Republican
leaders.

The President, speaking as the representative
of BEeLcium, said that while everyone undoubt-
edly deplored the recent turn of events in In-
donesia, no good could come of harsh words. The
fact that the question of the Council’s competence
had never been elucidated, and was expressly
reserved, had been taken into consideration in the
resolutions which the Council had since adopted.
The Republic had itself confirmed in the Renville
Agreement that sovereignty was vested and would
continue to be vested in the Netherlands until
transferred by the Netherlands to the future
United States of Indonesia; moreaver, it could
not be maintained that international peace was
threatened by the events in Indanesia. He pointed
out that the Netherlands Government had again
declared itself ready to see the question of the
Council’s competence submitted to the Interna-
tional Court of Justice. The Belgian delegation
would continue to associate itself with Council
action within the framework of previous Security
Council resolutions and might even go further, but
only on the condition that an opinion of the In-
ternational Court of Justice showed that the
Charter could be applied to the case. Action by
the United Nations must not be governed by
political opportunism but by the principles of
justice and international law.

The representative of CHINA expressed the
opinion that the Council’s competence in the ques-
tion was not simply a legal matter which could be
settled by an opinion of the International Court
of Justice but was in fact, a political decision.

Decisions: At the 392nd meeting, on 24 De-
cember 1948, the Council wvoted paragraph by
paragraph on the draft resolution submitted
jointly by Colombia, Syria, and the United States
of ~lmerica (S§/71142), and on the amendment
thereto proposed by clustralia (S/1145). The
Council adopted all paragraphs of the following



resolution by 7 votes, with 4 abstentions (Belgium,
France, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,?
Union of Soviet Soctalist Republics) (S/1150):

“The Security Council,

“Noting with concern the resumption of hostili-
ties in Indonesia, and

“Having taken note of the reports of the Com-
mittee of Good Offices,

“Calls upon the parties:
“(a) To cease hostilities forthwith, and

“(b) Immediately to release the Presildent and
other political prisoners arrested since 18 De-
cember ;

“Instructs the Committee of Good Offices to
report to the Security Council fully and urgently
by telegraph on the events which have transpired
in Indonesia since 12 December 1948, and to
observe and report to the Security Council on the
compliance with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b)
above.”

The wote on the parts of the joint draft resolu-
tion and the sub-paragraph of the Australian
amendment, wlhich were not adopted, was as
follozs

Paragraph 3 of the preamble: 6 votes in favour,
with 5 abstentions (Belgium, Canada, France,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,? Union of
Sowiet Socialist Republics).

“(b) Immediately to release the President and
graph of drafi resolution: 5 wvotes in favour, with
6 abstentions (Argewtina, Belgium, Canada,
France, Ukrainian Sowviet Socialist Republic?

-Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).

Sub-paragraph (it) of the Australian amend-
ment : 4 votes in favour (China, Colombia, Syria,
United States of America), with 7 abstentions?

Before the votes were taken on the pzragraphs
concerned, the representative of the UNIoN oF
SOVIET SoCIALIST REPUBLICS maintained that the
demands for cessation of hostilities and with-
drawal of troops and for the release of prisoners
should be addressed to the Netherlands alone,
since the aggression and arrests had been carried
out by that country. He pointed out that such a
course of action was envisaged in the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics proposal.

Decisions: At the 392nd meeting on 24 Decem-
ber 1948, the Council also wvoied paragraph by
paragraph on . the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics draft resolution (S/1148 and 571148/ Add.
1), which was not adopted since nome of the
paragraphs obtained the affirmative votes of seven
members. The result of the vote follows:

Preamble and paragroph 5: 2 wotes in favour
(Syria, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), with
9 abstentions.?

Paragraphs 1 and 2: 4 votes in favour (China,
Colombia, Syria, Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics), with 7 abstentions.?

Paragraph 3: 3 votes in favour (China, Syria,
Union of Sowiet Socialist Republics), with 8
abstentions.?

? The representative of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic was absent, for reasons explained subsequently
(393rd meeting), and the President ruled that he should
be counted as having abstained.

Paragraph 4: 1 vote in favour (Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics), with 10 abstentions.?

During the voting on the USSR draft resolu-
tion, the representative of the UNITED STATES oF
AMERICA explained that he would abstain be-
cause he considered that the USSR draft resolu-
tion largely duplicated the one on which the
Council had just voted.

The representative of the Unitep KiNgpom
said his delegation would follow the same course.

The representative of the UNioN oF Sovier
Sociavrist REePuUBLICS replied that there was a
difference of substance between the joint draft
resolution and the USSR draft resolution. The
former was addressed to both parties while the
latter was addressed to the Netherlands aggressor.

The representative of Cmina stated that his
delegation would vote according to the sub-
stance of the several paragraphs of the USSR
draft resolution. If some paragraphs were adopted
they might be combined with the resolution al-
ready adopted or constitute a separate resolution.
There would be no inconsistency in such a pro-
cedure.

At the conclusion of the voting, the represen-
tative of CanapA expressed the opinion that the
sub-paragraph of the joint draft resolution calling
upon the parties to withdraw their troops, which
had failed of acceptance, had not provided the
most flexible and realistic procedure for dealing
with the situation. He submitted the following
additicnal draft resolution ($/1149) :

“The Security Council

“Instructs the Committee of Good Offices to
submit a report at the earliest possible date,
recommending to the Security Council what prac-
ticable steps the Security Council may take, in
view of the existing situation in Indonesia, to
bring about the speedy establishment of peaceful
conditions there.”

The representative of the NETHERLANDS con-
sidered that giving the Committee of Good Offices
the task of making certain proposals, without
the previous consent of the parties, would be
contrary not only to the Committee’s terms of
reference but also to the nature of good offices.
If the Canadian draft resolution were adopted,
the Netherlands Government would therefore
have to reconsider its attitude with regard to that
Committee,

The representatives of AUSTRALIA and CHINA
considered that the purport of the Canadian pro-
posal was not clear since the expression “peaceful
conditions” might imply either short-term or long-
range considerations. The former suggested that,
in view of the fact that the military observers had
been ordered to return to Batavia, the following
words should be added: “Requests the Consular
Commission to continue to make the services of
its military observers available to the Committee
of Good Offices.” That amendmeni would also
make the objective of the Canadian proposal
clearer.

The representative of Canapa explained that
his delegation had in mind the short-term military
situation, not the long-term political settlement.

? The representative of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic was absent, for reasons explained subsequently
(393rd meeting), and the President ruled that he should
be counted as having abstained.
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He accepted an amendment suggested by the
representative of the United States to substitute
the words “with a view to enabling the Security
Council to decide”, for “recommending to the
Security Council”, in order te keep the proposal
within the terms of reference of the Committee of
Good Offices.

The representative of Syria proposed that the
following words be added to the Canadian draft
resolution: “especially on the technical possibili-
ties of withdrawal of the armed forces to their
former positions prior to 18 December 1948”, He
also supported the amendment proposed by Aus-
tralia. He considered that the Council’s instruc-
tions to its Committee were not the concern of
the parties.

The PrESIDENT, speaking as the representative
of BerLGiumM, considered that the Committee of
Good Offices could by its terms of reference
function only with the consent of both parties,
and he was therefore unable to support the
amended Canadian draft resolution.

The representative of the Unitep Kincpox
expressed the hope that the Netherlands Govern-
ment would enable the Committee to seek this in-
formation which it required.

The representative of the Uxron oF Sovier
Soctarist RevusLIcs considered that the Secu-
rity Council had every justification for immediately
adopting a resolution on the withdrawal of
Netherlands troops from the territory of the
Republic, and said that his delegation would there-
fore abstain from voting on the Canadian drait
resolution,

Decisions: At the 392nd meeting on 24 Decem-
ber 1948, the Syrian and Australion amendments
and the Canadian draft resolution (S/1149) were
put to the vote. They were not adopied, having
failed to obtain the affirmative wvotes of seven
members. The Syrian amendment received 5 votes
in  favour (China, Colombia, Syrie, United
Kingdom, United States of America), with 6
abstentions.

The Australian amendment and the Canadian
draft resolution received 6 votes in favour (Canada,
China, Colombia, Syria, United Kingdom, United
States of America), with 5 abstentions.

By cablegrams dated 25 and 26 December
(S/1154 and S/1156) the Committee of Good
Offices reported to the Council pursuant to its
resolution of 24 December. Their reports outlined
the chief events since 12 December, summarized
the military operations since 19 December, ana-
lysed facts relating to the truce and the general
role of the Committee, and set out the texts of
letters addressed to the parties concerning the
Council’s resolution of 24 December.

At the 393rd mecting (27 December) the
representative of the NETHERLANDS said that,
pending the receipt of information necessary to
determine its position toward the Security Coun-
cil’s resolution of 24 December, the Netherlands
Government wished to state that the action un-
dertaken in Indonesia had generally not led to
hostilities on a large scale. In Java the operational
pbase had practically ended. Whether later clashes
with irregular armed bands could be avoided, it
was, however, not possible to predict. The Nether-
lands authorities had taken steps to alleviate the
needs of the population in the areas concerned.
The Governments of the Netherlands and of

Indonesia would see that all those participating in
the consultations for the establishment of a federal
interim government would be able to do so in
full freedom; meanwhile fourteen prominent Re-
publicans in Batavia had already been released.
The Netherlands Government had also issued in-
structions that the military experts at the disposal
ol the Commitiez of Good Oftices, and their staff,
should be given opportunity to study the course of
events.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SocraList REepUBLIC explained that the unex-
pected delay in his arrival due to visa difficulties
had prevented him from participating in the
Council’s recent emergency meetings (388th
through 392nd) on the Indonesian question. He
stated that the United States had rendered large
financial and military assistance to the Nether-
lands and could not, therefore, escape political and
moral responsibility for its continued aggression
against the Republic, contrary to the principles
of the Charter. The Council majority, led by the
United States delegation, had by its conduct
encouraged the Netherlands aggression, despite
the warnings of the delegations of the Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, and had, by its passivity,
failed to fulfil the task imposed on the Council by
the Charter. The resolution of 24 December
showed that the attitude of the Council had not
changed, for the aggressor and the victim were
virtually placed on an equal footing. Aided by the
mechanics of voting, a political game had been
played and had resulted in the rejection of the
proposal for the withdrawal of Netherlands
troops. He concluded that the Security Council
must- rectify that situation, and introduced the
following draft resolution (S/1158) :

“The Security Council

“Considers it necessary that the Netherlands
troops should be withdrawn immediately to the
positions which they occupied before military
operations against the Indonesian Republic were
renewed.”

The representative of the Union oF Sovi:r
Socrarist REPUBLICS, considering that the state-
ment of the Netherlands representative constituted
a direct refusal on the part of his Government to
cease hostilities against the Republic, submitted
the following draft resolution (S/1159):

“Tlie Security Council,

“Noting that the Netherlands Government has
so far failed to put an end to military operations
against the Indonesian Republic, :

“Orders military operations to cease within
twenty-four hours of adoption of the present
resolution.”

The representative of Syrra considered the
statement of the Netherlands representative indi-
cated that the cease-fire clause of the resolution
of 24 December would not be implemented in any
way and that the Council’s order for the release
of the President of the Republic and other
prominent political leaders had not yielded the
desired results. The Council would have achieved
nothing if the forces of the Netherlands were
not withdrawn in order to allow the Government
of the Republic to resume its proper authority
on its own territery. In his opinion, the Security
Council should take a firmer stand to stop the
Netherlands aggression.




The representative of INpIA considered the
Netherlands statement to be an outright rejec-
tion of the Security Council’s resolution of 24
December. The recent reports of the Commit-
tee of Good Offices showed that the Council must
insist on the immediate implementation of that
resolution, and that it should adopt a resolution
calling for the withdrawal of the armed forces
to the lines held prior to the commencement of
hostilities.

The representative of AUSTRALIA considered
that the Netherlands Government, by delaying a
decision to request information from its author-
ities in Indonesia, had thus disobeyed the Coun-
cil’s resolution. The Council’s authority had been
deliberately flouted, and the Australian Govern-
ment had therefore been surprised at the weak
resolution passed by the Council. Each day pass-
ing without effective action by the Council fur-
ther prejudiced the situation of the Republic.
His Government considered that the Council
should at least order the withdrawal of forces to
the status guo line, even at that stage.

The representative of the Unitep Kincpom
was of the opinicn that since the Council had
received an interim reply from the Netherlands
Government which showed appreciation of the
gravity of the decision taken by the Council on
24 December, it would be appropriate to wait to
see what the Netherlands Government would
finally decide to do in response to the will of the
Council. The proposals of the Ukrainian SSR
and the USSR (S/1158 and S/1159) were in
substance identical with the USSR draft resolu-
tion which had been voted upon on 24 Decem-
her, and it would not be consistent witu the Coun-
cil’'s practice and dignity to vote on the same
thing twice at a very short interval without
compelling reason. He would therefore abstain
from voting on those two draft resolutions.

The representative of ARGENTINA considered
that the Council’s primary concern should be the
cessation of hostilities and that in the present
question the Council had confined itself to offer-
ing its good offices to the parties because of
doubts concerning its competence. He did not
see how an order to withdraw treops could be a
provisional measure without prejudice to the
rights of the parties, as provided by Article 40,
and pointed out the practic.' impossibility of
enforcing such an order. Therefore, he thought
the Council should carefully consider all aspects
of the problem at a later date, and particularly
the objections concerning its competence.

The representative of CoLoMBIA said that there
was no basic difference between the paragraph
of the joint draft resolution which had called
for the withdrawal of troops, and the proposal
now submitted by the representative of the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. If the
Council wished to maintain its prestige, it must
see that its cease-fire demand was carried out
and, as far as possible, that armed forces were
withdrawn to their original positions. If the
Ukrainian SSR proposal were not adopted, the
Colombian delegation would submit a draft
resolution requesting the Consular Commission
in Batavia to report fully to the Council on the
situation in Indonesia, such report to cover the
observance of the cease-fire orders and the con-
ditions prevailing in areas under military occu-
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pation or from which armed forces now in occu-
pation rnight be withdrawn.

The representative of the UNITED STATES oF
Awmerica considered that, if the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics genuinely had in mind the
accomplishment of results, the paragraphs of the
joint draft resolution which had been rejected, in-
cluding that calling for the withdrawal of troops,
would have been adopted. If the Ukrainian SSR
and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics pro-
posals were put to the vote at the present meeting
the United States delegation would abstain from
voting. He expressed his dissatisfaction with the
declaration of the Netherlands Government and
the hope that it would be amplified at the next
meeting.

The representative of CHINA considered that
the response of the Netherlands to the Council’s
resolution of 24 December had been disappoint-
ing and needed further clarification. The Council
should know clearly what the Netherlands Gov-
ernment intended to do, and should await fur-
ther information before taking any new decisions.

The representative of the UnioN orF Sovier
SociaList ReEPUBLICS pointed out that, even if
his delegation had voted in favour of the joint
draft resolution, the provisions of that resolu-
tion which were rejected would still not have
obtained the requisite number of votes. On the
other hand, the Anglo-American majority of the
Council had turned down the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics proposals including the im-
portant first step of the withdrawal of Nether-
lands troops, thus adopting a policy of shielding
and encouraging the Netherlands aggression. The
United States representatives in Indonesia had,
on the one hand, incited the Government of the
Republic to suppress the democratic movement
and, on the other hand, had brought pressure to
bear on the Republican Government to make
even greater concessions to the Netherlands
aggressors. Continuing the attempt to solve the
Indonesian question behind the back of the
Security Council, the joint draft resolution,
which had now been accepted by the Council
majority, hypocritically appealed to both parties
and sacrificed principles and logic to selfish con-
siderations. The results and mechanism of the
voting unveiled the political game played by the
Anglo-American bloc. It was clearly foreseen
that even the hypocritical provision calling on
both parties to withdraw their forces would fail
of adoption because of the abstention of Canada
and Argentina, and the United States and United
Kingdom representatives confidently voted in
favour of it. But when faced with the proposal
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics dele-
gation for the withdrawal of Netherlands troops,
they revealed that they were not really in favour
of such a withdrawal by abstaining and giving
far-fetched excuses.

The Security Council had committed a grave
error in adopting the weak and unsatisfactory
resolution of 24 December and should correct
it by adopting the new proposals of the Ukrain-
ian Soviet Socialist Republic and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics. There was no need
for further information or delay to decide on
this step and it was clear that the Netherlands
Government was disregarding the Council’s
resolution.
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Decisions: At the 393rd meeting on 27 Decem-
ber 1948, the Ukrainian SSR draft resolution
(S/1158) and the USSR draft resolution
(S/1159) were put to the vote and were not
adopted, having failed to obtain the affirmative
votes of seven members. The vote on the Ukrainian
SSR draft resolution was 5 wotes in favour
(China, Colombia, Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Social-
ist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics),
with 6 abstentions. The wvote on the USSR draft
resolution was 4 votes in favour (Colombia, Syria,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics), with 7 abstentions.

The representative of the REpuBLICc oFf INDO-
nEsiA considered that the Netherlands Govern-
ment was playing for time and would comply
with the Council’s resolution only when [its
military objectives had been achieved. Denying
the Netherlands statement that its action in
Indonesia had met no resistance, he pointed out
that spectacular results from guerrilla defence
could not be expected within the first week of a
war, but that, according to his latest informa-
tion, the population of maior cities and towns in
both West and East Java was fighting against
the Netherlauds army. He requested the Security
Council to assure full implementation of its
orders, bearing in mind that the Republican
Government in its policy had shown a faith in
the Council to the extent of endangering its own
military security.

At the 395th meeting (28 December), the
representative of CHINA circulated the follow-
ing draft resolution (S/1162):

“The Security Council,

“Noting that the Netherlands Government has
not so far released the President of the Republic
of Indonesia and other political prisoners, as
required by the resolution of 24 December 1943,

“Calls upon the Netherlands Government to
set free these political prisoners forthwith and
report to the Security Council within twenty-
four hours of the adoption of the present reso-
lution.” :

The representaiive of the RepusLiC oF InN-
nonEsia read out an official communiqué issued
by the Netherlands Government stating that a
number of the Republican leaders would be
moved to hotels in the mountains outside Java.
He urged the adoption of the Chinese draft
resolution.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS
stated that he had asked his Government for
authoritative information on the Press reports
quoted by the Republican representative. His
Government had not yet been able to send him
the necessary instructions to clarify its attitude
toward the Council’s resolution, but he would be
able to make a statement the next day. He
therefore asked for a short delay, pointing out
that adoption of the Chinese drait resolution
would be censuring his Government before its
answer had been given.

The representative of CHina, denying that
any censure had been intended, said that he
failed to see any reason for delay, since no harm
would be done if the Netherlands Government
had already decided to release the prisoners.

The representatives of Svyria, the UNITED
StaTES oF AMERICA, INDIA and AUSTRALIA sup-
ported the Chinese draft resolution.

The representative of the Unitep KincpoMm
felt it would be appropriate to accede to the
Netherlands representative’s request for a short
delay. He said that his delegation would there-
fore abstain from voting on the Chinese draft
resolution if it were put immediately to the vote.

The representative of the UNION oF SOVIET
SocraListT Repusrics considered the Netherlands
Government, counting on the support of its patrons
in the Security Council, was continuing to draw
out the question while making every effort speedily
to complete its aggression against the Indonesian
Republic. ¥ie supported the Chinese draft resolu-
tion, although he did not think it went far enough.

There was some discussion on the wording of
that draft, and the Chinese representative agreed
to the insertion of the word “all” before “others”
in the first paragraph of his draft resolution
(5/1162).

Decision: The Chinese draft resolution, as
amended (S/1164) was adopted by 8 votes, with
3 abstentions (Belgium, Fronce, United Kingdom).

The representative of CoLoMBIA formally sub-
mitted (S/1160) the draft resolution calling for
a report from the Consular Commission which he
had suggested at the 393rd meeting. He thought
that the members who had abstained on the pro-
posals for a withdrawal of troops might desire
additional information. In order to overcome the
objection that the character of the Committee of
Good Offices might be changed if it were assigned
such a task, he explained that he had followed the
Council’s resolution of 25 August 1947 in asking
the consular representatives in Batavia to report.

The representative of the NETEERLANDS saw no
objection to giving such a task to the Consular
Commission, but pointed out that the words “by
agreement between the parties” which appeared at
the end of the Council’s resolution of 25 August
1947 tad been omitted from the new draft resolu-
tion.

The representative of the UNioN oF Sovier
Sociarist REePUBLICS stated that the Council
should have its own organ and representatives to
whom it had full power to issue directives, and
that the Colombian draft resolution was neither
useful nor effective. In effect, it would revoke
the Council’s resolution of 24 December, which
assigned the task of supervision io the Council’s
Committee of Good Offices, imperfect as it was,
and would create the illusion that the Council was
doing something about the withdrawal of troops.

The representative of CoLoMBIA pointed out to
the Netherlands representative that his draft reso-
lution asked only for a technical report from the
Consular Commission and th~t it would then be
up to the Committee of Good Offices to help the
parties reach agreement on the withdrawal of
troops. To the representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, he replied that the draft
resolution, while not perfect, represented a step
forward in the circumstances.

The representative of SvRIA supported the
Colombian draft resviation because, in his opinion,
it showed that the Council still had under con-
sideration the importart question of the with-
drawal of forces.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS re-
marked that if that were the interpretation to be
read into the draft resolution, he would have to
oppose its adoption very strongly.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SovVIET
SociaList REPUBLIC stated that his delegation was



unable to support the Colombian draft resolution.
He considered that the Council’s position would be
absurd if it had to depend on information from
foreign consuls whose impartiality was open to
grave doubts, and that the Colombtan draft resolu-
tion would only screen further Dutch aggression.

The representatives of FrRance and Bereium
said that they would support the Colombian draft
resolution, since the Council’s competence was not
involved and the purpose was merely to keep the
Council fully informed. The representative of
Belgium added that any interpretation of the draft
resolution not in keeping with Netherlands sover-
eignty must be discounted.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA observed that there was no intention to
slight the Committee of Good Offices. He indicated
that he would support the draft resolution.

Decision: At the 395th meeting on 28 December
1948, the Colombian draft resolution (S5/1160)
with several- drafting changes accepted by the
Colombian representative, was adopted by 9 votes,
with 2 abstentions (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re-
public, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), in the
following terms (S/1165):

“The Security Council

“Requests the consular representatives in Ba-
tavia, referred to in paragraph 5 of the resolution
adopted on 25 August 1947, at the 194th meeting
of the Council, to send as soon as possible, for the
information and guidance of the Security Council,
a complete report on the situation in the Republic
of Indonesia, covering in such report the observ-
ance of the cease-fire orders and the conditions
prevailing in areas under military occupation or
from which armed forces now in occupation may
be withdrawn.”

By cablegram dated 29 December (S/1166),
the Committee of Good Offices informed the Coun-
cil of its further requests to the parties concerning
their compliance with the Council’s resolution of
24 December, but stated that no official communi-
cations had been received from either party. The
report added that no authorization had yet been
received from the Netherlands authorities for the
Committee’s military observers to return to the
field.

At the 396th meeting (29 December), the repre-
sentative of the NETHERLANDS stated that hostili-
ties would cease in Java at the latest on 31 Decem-
ber 1948 but not until two or three days later in
Sumatra, where there was a special emergency
situation. He added that it would remain necessary
to act against disturbing elements. The Nether-
lands Government would shortly lift restrictions
on the freedom of movement of a number of promi-
nent personages which had been the inevitable
consequence of military measures, on the under-
standing that the persons concerned would refrain
from activities endangering public security. All
possible facilities would be granted to the Consular
Cemmission and the military observers. Lastly, the
Netherlands Government had decided that its
Prime Minister would leave for Indonesia within
a few days and hoped that it would be possible
shortly after his arrival to begin the consultations
for the establishment of an all-Indonesian federal
interim government.

The representative of the ReEPUBLIC OF INDO-
NESIA said his delegation was extremely disap-
pointed by the development of the discussions and
by the decisions on the Netherlands violations of
the Truce Agreement. He considered the Nether-
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lands statement to be in complete defiance of the
Council’s resolution and reserved his position until
the Council had taken the necessary steps to deal
with the situation.

The representative of the Unitep KiNcpom
considered that the Netherlands statement went
some way toward meeting the Council’s wishes, as
expressed in its resolution of 24 December. While
aware of the seriousness of the question, his Gov-
ernment believed that the Council should adjourn
the discussion of the Indonesian question until it
had reconvened in Lake Success early in January,
At that time the Council could see how far its
wishes had been carried out and what further steps
should or need be taken.

The representative of INDIA had come to the
conclusion that the Netherlands Government had
rejected the Council’s resolution in the clearest
terms. He expressed the hope that the Council
would act in such a way to revive the hopes of
the peoples of the world that problems would be
settled through the Security Council and the
United Nations.

The representative of Svrra, who also found
the Netherlands statement unsatisfactory, pointed
out that the dates for the cessation of hostilities
had been fixed on the basis of military advice and
not in compliance with the Council’s resolution,
and that the Netherlands did not intend to release
the Republican prisoners either immediately or
unconditionally.

The representative of the UNioN oF Sovier
Sociarist REPUBLICS considered that the Nether-
lands statement constituted a challenge to the
United Nations from an unbridled aggressor and
could only be explained by the fact that the Nether-
lands Government had been emboldened by the
support it had received from the delegations of the
United Kingdom and the United States. The Coun-
cil was faced with the alternative of taking effec-
tive measures to compel respect for its decisions or
of accepting the approbrium which would be cast
on the Council by the aggressor and its protectors.
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics delegation
favoured the first alternative, and asked if the
Anglo-American majority were prepared to take
effective measures.

The representative of the UNITED STATES oF
AMERICA noted that the Netherlands representa-
tive had been unable to inform the Council that
either of the requirements of its recent resolutions
had been complied with; no additional resolution
of the Council was needed to bring out that fact.
There seemed to be, however, a full realization of
the seriousness of the matter on the part of the
Netherlands Government and he was convinced
that the Security Council was bringing about a
strong sense of restraint. The fact that any particu-
lar resolution was not adopted did not mean that
the Council’s consideration of the question was
terminated. He hoped that the Council could
return to the Indonesian question, when it recon-
vened at Lake Success in January, with further
indication from the Netherlands Government that
it had reconsidered the situation.

The representative of CHINA considered that
no useful purpose would be served by further dis-
cussion of the Indonesian question in Paris. He
reserved the position of his delegation until discus-
sion had been resumed at Lake Success.

The representative of AUSTRALIA, stating that
his delegation had found few if any positive points
of compliance in the Netherlands statement, feared
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that by the time the Council reconvened in Lake
Success it would be presented not only with a fait
accompli but with the complete liquidation of the
Republic. The Council had failed in that particular
case mainly through the play of, or reliance upon,
national interests instead of real international truth
and justice. He expressed the hope that, when the
question came up again, the Council would find a
little more decision, good sense and moral courage.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SoctaLisT REPUBLIC considered the Netherlands
statement insolent and defiant to the Security
Council. Full responsibility for the conduct and
attitude of the Netherlands Government rested
with the United States, which had obstructed the
adoption of the USSR and Ukrianian SSR pro-
posals for an immediate cessation of hostilities and
for the withdrawal of Dutch troops from Republi-
can territory. The Council should put a end to
the situation and call the Netherlands aggressor
to order.

The PRESIDENT stated that, since no other repre-
sentative wished to speak, he considered that the
Council desired to adjourn discussion of the ques-
tion until it had reconvened in Lake Success.

The representative of the UNI1ON oF SoVIET
Socrarist REPUBLICS pointed out that the Anglo-
American majority had not given an affirmative
answer to his delegation’s proposal to take effective
measures against the Netherlands aggressor.

By cablegram dated 3 January 1949 (S/1179),
tae Minister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan in-
formed the Security Council that the Netherlands
action in Indonesia had shocked and distressed all
the people of South-East Asia. His Government
considered that the minimum action required was
withdrawal of Dutch troops to lines held before
military action was commenced, the release and
restoration to full freedom and authority of Re-
publican leaders, and the resumption of negotia-
tions for a peaceful settlement through ' the
Committee of Good Offices. He urged the Council
to take that minimum action immediately if the
authority of the United Nations was to be
vindicated.

€. Resolution of 28 January 1949

When the Security Council reconvened in Lake
Success, on 7 January 1949, it had before it, at
the 397th meeting, a report from the Committee
of Good Offices (S/1189) stating that neither
sub-paragraphs (e¢) nor (&) of the resolution of
24 December had been implemented. The report
also pointed out that, as a result of the failure of
Netherlands authorities to authorize or facilitate
the return of the Committee’s military observers
to the field, the Committee had been without any
opportunities for observation. It requested the
Council to define the respective functions of the
Committee and of the Consular Commission under
the resolutions of 24 and 28 December, and raised
the question whether the continuance of the Com-
mittee in the present circumstances would serve
any useful purpose. The Council also received a
request (S/1190) from the Consular Commission
for clarification of its position in relation to the
Committee,

Before opening the discussion, the Council ap-
proved the request (S/1192) of the representative
of Belgium, whose term as member of the Security
Council had expired, to continue to participate in
the discussion of the Indonesian question.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS stated

that the Netherlands forces had ceased hostilities
in the whole of the former Republican territory,
but that the Netherlands Government would have
to disclaim responsibility if coniinuing hostile state-
ments by Republican leaders should lead to new
clashes with scattered groups. Losses during the
military action had been far below the number of
peaceful Indonesian civilians murdered by Republi-
can infiltrants during the month preceding the
action. As soon as hostilities in Java and Sumatra
had ended on 5 January, the Netherlands authori-
ties had taken measures to terminate the enforced
residence of all who had been detained. He named
five Republican leaders released in Jogjakarta and
four others, including President Soekarno, who
had also been released but whose freedom for the
time being had been limited to the island of
Bangka for reasons of public security.

He informed the Council that the necessary in-
structions had been given to enable the Commniittee
of Good Offices, the Consular Commission and the
military experts to carry out their tasks under the
resolutions of the Security Council, and that the
first steps towards reconstruction, both material
and political, had already been taken. He declared
that his Government continued to stand by the
political principles underlying the Linggadjati and
Renville Agreements.

The representative of the RepusLic oF INDO-
NEsIA asserted that the Netherlands had ignored
the Council’'s cease-fire order until its military
aims had been achieved. While officially ordering
a cessation of hostilities, the Netherlands had
simultaneously ordered its army to fire on the
Republican guerriilas, who had and still remained
among the Dutch units in accordance with their
defence tactics. The only solution for a real cease-
fire would be for the Council to reconsider the
question of the withdrawal of Dutch troops.

Pointing out that the Netherlands had not yet
complied with the Council’s order to release the
President and members of the Republican Govern-
ment, since they had not been given freedom of
action nor freedom of movement, he expressed the
hope that the Council would force the Dutch to
comply. The trip of the Netherlands Prime
Minister to Indonesia had been designed to create
the impression that the Republic had already been
defeated militarily, did not represent bomna fide
negotiations with the Indonesians, and would result
in an effort to impose a governmental structure on
the Indonesians. Any such governmental structure
would only mean the continuation of guerrilla
warfare in Java and Sumatra and popular uprisings
in the other islands. The question of the with-
drawal of Netherlands troops would also have to
be reconsidered in the light of the opinion of the
countries of South-East Asia that the Netherlands
was endangering the peace in that area.

The representative of the PHILIPPINES sub-
mitted that nothing had happened since his cable
(S/1140) of 21 December to the Council in Paris
which would diminish its pertinence to the prob-
lem before the Council, for the Netherlands had
not ceased hostilities nor released the President
and other officials of the Republic. Condemning
the vacillation, contradiction and irrelevancies that
had marked the discussions in Paris, he declared
that a decision for the withdrawal of Netherlands
troops had not been taken only because of an incon-
sequential difference in phrasing between the joint

.draft resolution and the USSR draft resolution.

He expressed the opinion that there was no means
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of ensuring the observance of a cease-fire unless
and until a withdrawal of troops had taken place.
He quoted the statement made by the representa-
tive of the United States on 22 August 1947, that
if the parties failed to comply with the Council’s
cease-fire order, the Councii, under Article 40,
would have to take such failure into account in con-
sidering further action. He appealed to the mem-
bers of the Council not to allow themselves to be
deflected by narrow self-interests from the urgent
task which remained to be done.

The representative of AUSTRALIA considered that
the Council could not remain oblivious to the
defiance of its authority and the continuing threat
to peace, but should restore conditions of con-
fidence in which a settlement could be freely
regotiated. The minimum requirements were that
(1) the Republican leaders be given complete free-
dom; (2) Netherlands troops be withdrawn from
the areas they had seized ; and (3) all negotiations
be conducted in the presence of the Committee of
Good Offices. Two further steps necessary to facili-
tate a final settlement were as follows: (1) super-
vision of plebiscites and elections by the Cominittee
of Good Offices; (2) decisions by the Committee
on a time-table for elections and the transfer of
ultimate sovereignty to the United States of Indo-
nesia.

The representative of INDIA, noting that the
Prime Minister of India had issued invitations to
fifteen Asian countries to discuss the Indonesian
problem, emphasized that the conference was not
intended to by-pass the United Nations, but to
co-operate with the Council. There was no doubt
that the Council's resolutions had not been
carried out by the Netherlands Government and
that it was impossible to carry out the cease-fire
order without withdrawing troops. The Prime
Minister of India had not exaggerated when he
had said that, if no effective measures were taken,
the consequences would be disastrous for the whole
of Asia and for the whole of the world. The situa-
tion raised the question of the implications of the
North Atlantic Pact and of whether tire continu-
ance of Marshall aid to the Netherlands was justi-
fied. He expressed the hope that the Security
Council’s response to the Netherlands challenge
would be swift and effective.

The representative of EGYPT considered that the
Council had r:ot sc00d up sufficiently to its respon-
sibilities in dealing with the Indonesian question;
even the weak resolution of 24 December had not
been implemented. The Council could at least take
a much firmer stand and not submit to force and
a fait accomph.

By cablegram dated 8 January (S/1193), the
Committee of Good Offices reported that arrange-
ments had been approved by Netherlands authori-
ties for the dispatch of military observers to various
areas in Java and Sumatra. Also by cablegram
dated 8 January (S/1195), the Government of
Iran expressed its regret to the Council over the
reopening of hostilities in Indonesia as well as the
hope that the parties would give all assistance to
the Committee of Good Offices and comply with
the Council’s recommendations.

At the 398th meeting (11 January), the Security
Council agreed to the request of the Government
of Burma (S/1200) to participate in the discussion
of the Indonesian question.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AmEeRIicA stated that his Government still could
find no adequate justification for the military action

taken by the Netherlands in Indonesia, which, in
its view, was in conflict with the Renville Agree-
ment and the Council’s resolutions of 1 August and
1 November 1947. The continuance of military
action by the Netherlands forces until all military
objectives had been taken could not be regarded
as compliance with the cease-fire order of 24 De-
cember 1948 and the clear intent of the Council’s
resolutions was that the high officials of the Re-
publican Government should be restored to a posi-
tion in which thev would be free to exercise their
governmental authority. The representative of the
Netherlands had failed to relieve his Government
of the serious charge that it had violated the
Charter of the United Nations.

He regarded the record of non-co-operation on
the part of the Netherlands in the work of the
Committee of Good Offices as indicative of a
reluctance to utilize the procedure for pacific
settlement made available by the United Nations,
and declared that the use of illegal force would not
effect a solution of the problem. The views of his
Government on the settlement of the political issues
were contained in the plan which the United States
representative on the Committee of Good Offices
had submitted to the: two parties on 10 September
1947 (S/1117/Add.1). He criticized the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics for obstructing the suc-
cessful operation of the United Nations by insisting
that the Council’s emergency meeting in Paris be
postponed for three days, by refusing to support
the joint draft resolution at that time, and by
secking to undermine and overthrow the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Indonesia “hrough the
Communist Party. The facts showed that the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics was not interested in
supporting the Republic or in restoring peace to
Indonesia. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
did not want an independent Indonesia.

The representative of CHINA presented what he
considered to be the essential elements of a con-
structive and definitive solution of the Indonesian
problem, as follows: (1) the holding of a free
plebiscite in Indonesia to elect a constitutional con-
vention which would draft and adopt a future
constitution for the United States of Indonesia;
(2) the provision of guarantees regarding peace
and order in Indonesia; (3) the adoption by the
United Nations of a more positive role in Indo-
nesia in the future. In present world conditions,
any Member State which denied the competence of
the United Nations in an effort to make peace was,
in his opinion, taking a reactionary position.

The representative of NorwaAy stated that, in
the opinion of his Government, the military action
undertaken by the Netherlands Government in
Indonesia had been neither justified nor in accord-
ance with the spirit and the letter of the Charter,
although the Netherlands Government had several
reasons to complain about the attitude of the Re-
public. By not bringing its complaint before the
Security Council, the Netherlands Government had
shown disregard for the United Nations. A real
cessation of hostilities and a real release of prison-
ers were the first and necessary conditions for
any further action by the Council, and in principle
the Netherlands Army must be withdrawn from
the Republic’s territory, subject to satisfactory
arrangements for the maintenance of law and order.
The next step, and by far the most important, was
the solution of the difficulties between the parties,
which could only be accomplished by the resump-
tion of negotiations on the basis of the Renville



principles, with the Security Council or thg Com-
mittee of Good Offices empowered to mediate, to
arbitrate and act as trustee.

The representative of the UNION OF SoVIET
SocIALIST REPUBLICS, after analysing the voting
on the various draft resolutions submitted at the
emergency meetings in Paris, concluded that the
United States delegation, with the assistance of
the United Kingdom delegation, had, with the help
of the voting mechanism, first defeated its own
proposal for the withdrawal of troops by both
parties, and then, by abstaining, had defeated t'he
proposals of the USSR delegation and the Ukrain-
ian SSR delegation for the withdrawal of Nether-
lands troops from the territory of the Republic.
He noted that the majority of the Council, led by
the representatives of the United States and the
United Kingdom, had also rejected the USSR
draft resolution ordering the Netherlands Govern-
ment to halt hostilities within twenty-four hours,
and the USSR proposal of 29 December to adopt
effective and decisive measures to force the Nether-
Jands to fulfil the Council's decision.

He stated that the Marshall Plan had helped
the Netherlands Government to carry out its
attack on the Republic and that, under the pro-
visions of the Brussels Treaty, the members of
the Western European Union could not help but
consult amongst themselves concerning the prep-
aration by the Netherlands of an attack upon the
Republic. No insinuations concerning the “attitude
of Moscow" and the so-called communist threat in
Indonesia would help the representative of the
United States of America to hide the responsibility
of his Government in the preparation of the Nether-
lands aggression. He said that the Council must
demand the fulfilment of its resolutions and must
force the withdrawal of Netherlands troops from
the territory of the Republic.

On 14 January the Committec of Good Offices
forwarded the firsi report (S/1212) of its military
observers following their return to the field. The
report stated, inter alia, that destruction of roads,
bridges and property had been, and still was taking
place on a much greater scale than was anticipated
by the Netherlands military authorities, and that
the number of Netherlands troops in the newly-
occupied areas was insufficient to prevent roving
bands of guerrillas from moving freely and from
performing acts of sabotage.

At the 400th meeting (14 January), the repre-
sentative of the NETHERLANDS expressed the opin-
ion that the measure in which the Council’s resolu-
tions had been carried out by the Netherlands
entitled his country to a more balanced and fair
appraisal than it had received. He noted, inter alia,
that the only action which was still allowed to the
Netherlands troops was against disturbing ele-
ments who endangered public security or inter-
fered with the supply of food and other essential
commodities to the population; that all but a few
of the permanent political leaders upon whom en-
forced residence had been imposed enjoyed full
freedom of movement; that imposition of that
enforced residence upon certain political leaders
during hostilities was in perfect harmony with in-
ternational law and practice and that the Council
was overstepping its authority in interfering in
that matter; that the Netherlands authorities had
made several efforts to provide facilities for the
military observers. Some of the most violent attacks
had been made by representatives of Governments
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whose records of compliance with Security Council
resolutions were anything but impeccable. As ex-
amples, he cited the attitude of Syria in the Pales-
tine question, of India in the Kashmir question,
and of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in
the Greek and Korean questions. The recent state-
ment by the representative of the United States
showed a marked lack of impartiality and an unfair
appraisal of facts.

Finally, he stated that the Netherlands Govern-
ment, after having given due consideration to a
time-table for the execution of its programme, had
come to the following conclusions: that the federal
interim government would be instituted within one
month, and would at once start preparations for
the holding of free general elections under United
Nations observation in the third quarter of the
present year, if possible; that the elected represen-
tative body would then draw up a constitution for
the United States of Indonesia which would be
submitted to the participant States for their assent;
that a round-table conference would be held be-
tween the representatives of the Netherlands and
of Indonesia to discuss a draft statute for the
Netherlands-Indonesian Union, that the Nether-
lands Government would do all within its power to
achieve the transfer of sovereignty to Indonesia in
the course of the year 1950.

The representative of the UNiTED KiNgpoM
said that his Government was seriously concerned
that the Netherlands Government appeared not to
have complied saiisfactorily with the terms of the
Council’s resolution of 24 December, although it
would be, to some extent, reassured by the latest
Netherlands statement. The Council would wish,
however, to have complete assurance that political
prisoners were released unconditionally and that
the local agencies of the United Nations were given
every possible facility within reason to report on
the development of events. While the Council
should not set its seal of approval on the results
of the so-called police action, a complete and im-
mediate withdrawal of Dutch forces would leave a
very dangerous vacuum. He suggested that per-
haps, on the advice of local United Nations agen-
cies, a beginning might be made in the building up
of law and order in regions where the services of
troops might be dispensed with without undue
danger. When the Netherlands Government fur-
nished the Council with clear evidence that it was,
in fact, taking steps to implement the undertakings
contained in the statements of the Queen of the
Netherlands and the Netherlands Prime Minister,
an atmosphere favourable for the necessary nego-
tiations would be created.

The representative of Cusa stated that the
United Nations was not created only for the pur-
pose of finding practical solutions for disputes
between States, but also to make concrete the
purposes and principles of the Charter. The present
problem was a test case. The one great truth which
towered above all arguments was that the people
of the Republic of Indonesia had earned their right
to independence.

The representative of BurRMaA agreed with much
in the statements of the representatives of China
and Norway, which carried the assurance that the
Council was determined to act at once and firmly.
He recalled that the news of the unwarranted
attack by Dutch forces on the Indonesian Republic
had filled his Government with a sense of horror
and indignation, and that it felt strongly that the
Indonesian situation, if not checked, would disturb



not only the peace of South-East Asia, but also
the peace of the world. The Netherlands had defied
the Security Council and had violated the Charter.
In the view of his delegation, the suggestions con-
tained in the statements of the representatives of
the United States, China and Norway represented
an essentially practical basis for negotiating to-
wards a satisfactory solution.

The representative of AUSTKALIA found nothing
new in the latest statement by the Netherlands
representative, except a vague indication of certain
stages of procedure in the assumption of sover-
eignty by the United States of Indonesia. It was
niisleading to suggest that Republican resistance
had collapsed; he quoted information he had re-
ceived to the contrary. The Council must insist on
the release and restoration of complete personal,
official and political freedom to the Republican
leaders, and on a withdrawal of the Netherlands
troops occupying Republican areas, essentials
which were lacking in the broad programme out-
lined by the Netherlands. The Council, having now
gone so far, could not escape responsibility for the
basic character of the contents of the final settle-
ment, and might even recommend the basis and
some of the contents of that settlement.

At the 401st meeting (17 January), the repre-
sentative of the RepusLIiC oF INDONESIA de-
clared that none of the arguments put forward
by the Netherlands representative could stand
up against the overwhelming evidence produced
by the Committee of Good Offices that there had
been no compliance by the Dutch with the Coun-
cil’s resolutions. The Committee’s report of 14
January (S/1212) contradicted the impression,
which the Netherlands representative had tried
to build up, that the fighting in Indonesia was
over. He considered several other points made
by the Netherlands representative to be a com-
plete misrepresentation of the facts. Referring
to the statement of the Norwegian representa-
tive, he said that the records of the Committee
would prove that the provisions of the Truce
Agreement had been fully carried out by the
Republic. He criticized the political programme
outlined by the Netherlands representative, con-
tending (1) that the unilateral pledge for crea-
tion of the United States of Indonesia constituted
the final sanction for Dutch aggression rather
than a basis for the solution of the Indonesian
question; (2) that free elections could be held
only if conducted by a United Nations agency
without the presence of Netherlands troops;
and (3) that the sovereignty offered was incom-
plete. It would be impossible for the people of
the Republic to consider any proposal which was
not based on the fullest restoration, both political
and territorial, of the Republic of Indonesia. He
stressed that the granting of larger powers to
the Security Council agency in Indonesia was
a necessity, as was the establishment of a definite
time-table for the negotiations.

The representative of Inpra rejected the refer-
ence made by the Netherlands representative to
the Kashmir question, and noted that the earlier
statement of that representative on the release
of Republican prisoners had been completely
inaccurate. Emphasizing that it was important
for the Council to pass a resolution before the
convening of the New Dethi Conference on Indo-
nesia on 20 January, he considered that the
following essential points should be stressed:
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(1) that the imprisoned leaders should be released
immediately and established as an authority with
which further negotiations could be conducted;
(2) that the Security Council should take a more
active part in the implementation of any resolu-
tion; (3) that there should be a withdrawal of
troops and a restoration of the authority of the
Republic at the earliest possible moment; (4)
that definite dates should be fixed for the plebi-
scite and for the transfer of complete sovereignty
to the United States of Indonesia; and (5) that
any Republican Government established during
the interim period should have the necessary
financial and other resources for discharging effec-
tively the normal functions of government.

Decision: At the 401st meeting on 17 January
1949, the Council agreed to a request from the
Republican delegation (S/1214) for facilities for
the exchange of official messages between the Indo-
nesian delegation at Lake Success and the Repub-
lican Government at Muntok (Bangka) and Prapat
(Sumatra) through the Committee of Good Offices
at Batavia. The Council also agreed, on the basis
of a further request from the Republic, to ask the
Committee to arrange with the local Netherlands
authorities in Indonesia to make available trans-
portation facilities and safe conduct for officials
designated by the Republican Government to pro-
ceed to Lake Success.

At the 402nd meeting (21 January), the repre-
sentative of BELGIUM, quoting from earlier state-
ments by other representatives, argued that the
question of the competence of the Council had
been deliberately left in suspense and that the
Council had been careful to remain on the ground
of good offices. The Council should not contem-
plate further measures without having ascertained
by reference to the International Court of Justice,
that it had the power to take those measures. The
Council could not afford the risk of giving rise
to the imputation of acting arbitrarily or under
the influence of political opportunism, a risk
which the Council would assume if it remained
deaf to the request of a State that the question
of its competence should be studied by a court
according to the criteria of law and justice.

The representative of CuBa submitted the fol-
lowing draft resolution on behalf of the delega-
tions of Cuba, China, Norway and the United
States (S/1219) :

“The Security Council,

“Recalling its resolutions of 1 Augast 1947, 25
August 1947, and 1 November 1947, with respect
to the Indonesian question;

“Taking note with approval of the reports
submitted to the Security Council by its Commit-
tee of Good Offices for Indonesia;

“Considering that its resolutions of 24 Decem-
ber 1948 and 28 December 1948 have not been
fully carried out;

“Considering that continued occupation of the
territory of the Republic of Indonesia by the
armed forces of the Netherlands is incompatible
with the restoration of good relations between
the parties and with the final achievement of a
just and lasting settlement of the Indonesia
dispute;

“Considering that the establishment and main-
tenance of law and order throughout Indonesia
is a necessary condition to the achievement of the
expressed objectives and desires of both parties;



“Noting with satisfaction that the parties con-
tinue to adhere to the principles of the Renville
Agreement and agree that free and democratic
elections should be held throughout Indonesia for
the purpose of establishing a constituent assembly
at the earliest practicable date, and further agree
that the Security Council should arrange for
the observation of such elections by an appro-
priate agency of the United Nations; and that the
representative of the Netherlands has expressed
his Government’s desire to have such elections
held not later than 1 October 1949;

“Noting also with satisfaction that the Govern-
ment of the Netherlands plans to transfer sov-
ereignty to the United States of Indonesia by 1
January 1950, if possible, and, in any case,
during the year 1950;

“Conscious of its primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security,
and in order that the rights, claims and position
of the parties may not be prejudiced by the use
of force:

“1. Calls upon the Government of the Nether-
lands to ensure the immediate discontinuance of
all military operations, calls upon the Govern-
ment of the Republic simultaneously to order its
armed adherents to cease guerrilla warfare, and
calls upon both parties to co-operate in the restora-
tion of peace and the maintenance of law and
order throughout the area affected.

“2. Calls upon the Government of the Nether-
lands to release immediately and unconditionally
all political prisoners arrested by it since 17
December 1948 in‘the Republic of Indonesia ; and
to permit the officials of the Government of the
Republic of Indonesia to return ai once to Jogja-
karta in order that they may discharge their
responsibilities under paragraph 1 above and in
order to exercise their appropriate functions in
full freedom, including administration of the
city of Jogjakarta. The Netherlands authorities
shall afford to the Government of the Republic
of Indonesia such facilities as may reasonably
be required by that Government for its effective
functioning in Jogjakarta and for communication
and consultation with all persons in Indonesia.

“3. Recommends that, in the interest of carry-
ing out the expressed objectives and desires of
both parties to establish a federal, independent,
and sovereign United States of Indonesia at the
earliest possible date, negotiations be undertaken
as soon as possible by representatives of the
Government of the Netherlands and representa-
tives of the Republic of Indonesia with the
assistance of the Commission referred to in para-
graph 4 below on the basis of the principles set
forth in the Linggadjati and Renville Agreements,
and taking advantage of the extent of agreement
reached between the parties regarding the pro-
posals submitted to them by the United States
representative on the Committee of Good Offices
on 10 September 1948; and in particular, on the
basis that:

“(a) The establishment of the interim federal
government which is to be granted the powers of
mternal government in Indonesia during the in-
terim period before the transfer of sovereignty
shall be the result of the above negotiations and
shall take place not later than 15 March 1949;

“(b) The elections which are to be held for
the purpose of choosing representatives to an
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Indonesian constituent assembly should be com-
pleted by 1 October 1949; and

“(c) The transfer of sovereignty over Indo-
nesia by the Government of the Netherlands to
the United States of Indonesia should take place
at the earliest possible date and in any case not
later than 1 July 1950;

“Provided that if no agreement is reached by
one month prior to the respective dates referred
to in sub-paragraphs (ea), (&) and (c) above,
the Commission referred to in paragraph 4 (a)
below or such other United Nations agency as
may be established in accordance with paragraph
4+ (¢) below, shall immediately report to the
Security Council with its recommendations for a
solution of the difficulties.

“+. (a) The Committee of Good Offices shall
henceforth be known as the United Nations Com-
mission for Indonesia. The Commission shall act
as the representative of the Security Council in
Indonesia and shall have all of the functions
assigned to the Committee of Good Offices by the
Security Council since 18 December, and the
functions conferred on it by the terms of this
resolution. The Commission shall act by majority
vote, but its reports and recommendations to the
Security Council shall present both majority and
minority views if there is a difference of opinion
among the members of the Commission.

“(b) The Consular Commission is requested
to facilitate the work of the United Nations Com-
mission for Indonesia by providing military
observers and other staff and facilities to enable
the Commission to carry out its duties under the
Council’s resolutions of 24 and 28 December 1948
as well as under the present resolution, and shall
temporarily suspend other activities.

“(c) The Commission shall assist the parties
in the implementation of this resolution, and
shall assist the parties in the negotiations to be
undertaken under paragraph 3 above and is
authorized to make recommendations to them or
to the Security Council on matters within its
competence. Upon agreement being reached in
such negotiations the Commission shall make
recommendations to the Security Council as to
the nature, powers, and functions of the United
Nations agency which should remain in Indonesia
to assist in the implementation of the provisions
of such agreement until sovereignty is transferred
by the Government of the Netherlands to the
United States of Indonesia.

“(d) The Commission shall have authority to
consult with representatives of areas in Indonesia
other than the Republic, and representatives of
such areas may be permitted to participate in the
negotiations referred to in paragraph 3 above.

“(e) The Commission or such other United
Nations agency as may be established in accord-
ance with its recommendations under paragraph
4 (c) above is authorized to observe on behalf
of the United Nations the elections to be held
throughout Indonesia and to make recommenda-
tions ‘regarding the conditions necessary (@) to
ensure that such elections are free and demo-
cratic, and (b) to guarantee freedom of assembly,
speech and publication at all times provided that
such guarantee is not construed so as to include
the advocacy of violence or reprisals.

“(f) The Commission should assist in achiev-
ing the earliest possible restoration of the civil



administration of the Republic. To this end it
shall, after consultation with the parties, recom-
mend the extent to which, consistent with reason-
able requirements of public security and the
protection of life and property, areas controlled
by the Republic under the Renville Agreemcnt
(outside of the city of Jogjakarta) should be
progressively returned to the administration of
the Government of the Republic of Indonesia, and
shall supervise such transfers. The recommenda-
tions of the Commission may include provision
for the economic well-being of the population of
the areas involved in such transfers. The Com-
mission shall, after consultation with the parties,
recommend which if any Netherlands forces shall
be retained temporarily in any area in order to
assist in the maintenance of law and order. If either
of the parties fails to accept the recommendations
of the Commission mentioned in this paragraph,
the Commission shall report immediately to the
Security Council with its further recommenda-
tions.for a solution of the difficulties.

“(g) The Commission shall render periodic re-
ports to the Council, and special reports whenever
the Commission deems necessary.

“(h) The Commission shall employ such ob-
servers, officers and other persons as it deems
necessary.

“5. Requests the Secretary-General to make
available to the Commission such staff, funds and
other facilities as are required by the Commission
for the discharge of its functions.

“6. Calls upon the Government of the Nether-
lands and the Republic of Indonesia to co-operate
fully in giving effect to the provisions of this
resolution.”

The representative of CuBA noted that the
essential objectives which he had mentioned in
a previous statement were all covered by the joint
draft, with the exception of that for the with-
drawal of Netherlands armed forces by succes-
sive steps in order that, when the duly elected
Government of the United States of Indonesia
assumed office, no foreign troops should remain
in its territory. While his delegation was not fully
satisfied, it sponsored the paragraph in the joint
draft on that point as a compromise on dissenting
opinions.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA considered that the major premises on
which the joint draft resolution was based were
as follows: (1) that the Council must continue
to concern itself with the Indonesian question;
(2) that there were still two parties to the dispute;
(3) that the Council could not put its seal of
approval on the results of the recent military
action and that the real problem was the method
and timing of the withdrawal of troops in such
a way as not to create other, and perhaps even
greater, difficulties; (4) that the negotiations
should be assisted by an agency of the Council
and that a ‘goal must he set up for the consumma-
tion of negotiations; and (5) that it was essential
to any workable settlement in Indonesia that it
be the result of agreement of those concerned
and, for that reason, that the representatives of
non-Republican parts of Indonesia should have
an opportunity to participate in the negotiations.

The representative of CHINA noted that the
joint draft resolution was a co-operative effort
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that would require from the two parties to the
dispute, as it had from the sponsors, a large
measure of compromise and accommodation. He
emphasized (1) that if there was to be a nego-
tiated settlement the responsible high officials of
the Republic must be given freedom of action; (2)
that the problem of Indonesia could be worked out
only in an atmosphere of peace; (3) that in
regard to both the restoration of civil adminis-
tration and the withdrawal of the Netherlands
Army, the resolution paid special attenton to
the requirements of public security; (4) that the
establishment of an interim federal government,
the elections to choose representatives to a con-
stituent assembly and the transfer of sovereignty
by the Netherlands to the United States of Indo-
nesia were the great creative acts to bring about
the new and independent Indonesia and should
form the topics of negotiations and that because
of delays in the past, target dates for the negotia-
tions had been established; (5) that the resolution
provided for a commission of the United Nations
to assist the authorities in the negotiations and
in the general implementation of the Council's
resolutions.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS ex-
pressed fear that the present wording of sub-
paragraph (d) of paragraph 4 of the joint draft
would cause a painful impression on the Federal-
ists, since they felt that they should be invited,
not just permitted, to take part in the negotiations.

The representative of the UnioN or Sovier
SociaList REpuBLics declared that the joint
draft resolution was fully to the taste of the
aggressor, was acceptable to its protectors and
supporters in the Council, and ignored the legiti-
mate interests of the Indonesian Republic and its
people. He pointed out that the preamble, accord-
ing to which both sides were continuing to adhere
to the principles of the Renville Agreement, did
not correspond to reality; that the functions of
the Republican Government were restricted to
the city of Jogjakarta under the conditions of
a Netherlands occupation regime and the release
of the Republican leaders was provided for,
above all, in order that they might give an order
to their armed adherents to cease guerrilla war-
fare against the invaders; that under the condi-
tions of a Netherlands occupation regime there
could be no question of free and equal negotia-
tions or of free and democratic elections; that
the same Committee of Good Offices, under a
new caption but with wider powers, would con-
tinue to be a screen for Netherlands aggression;
and that, instead of requiring the withdrawal of
Netherlands troops, the draft resolution was
limited to instructing the proposed new commis-
sion to present at some time in the indefinite
future recommendations on that point.

Summing up the position of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics delegation with regard to the
draft resolution, he declared that his delegation
had maintained that all Netherlands troops be
withdrawn from the territory of the Republic
immediately, unconditionally and without any
reservation and that the question of that with-
drawal could not be left to the discretion of the
Commission and still less to that of the Nether-
lands aggressors. The adoption of the proposed
resolution would mean an open approval of the
Netherlands Government’s aggression against the
Indonesian Republic.



On 21 January, the Council received a letter
from the Minister for Forei Affairs of the
Government of Iraq (S/1221) stating that the
sudden Dutch attack on the forces of the Indo-
nesian Republic and territory had come as a grave
shock to all liberty-loving people in Asia. He
urged the Council to take immediate steps to
see that its wishes regarding a cease-fire and the
release of Republican leaders were immediately
carried out, and that the Dutch be required to
withdraw to the positions which they had held
prior to the commencement of military operations.

By cablegram dated 23 January 1949 (5/1222),
the Foreign Minister of India transmitted to the
Security Council a resolution adopted by the
Conference on Indonesia which had been held in
New Delhi from 20-23 January. Attending the
Conference had been representatives of the Gov-
ernments of Afghanistan, Australia, Burma,
Ceylon, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Iran, Iraq, Leba-
non, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Syria
and Yemen with observers from China, Nepal,
New Zealand and Siam. The cablegram stated
that the Member States of the United Nations
represented at the Conference recognized their
obligation to give effect to any measures which
the Council might take in order to bring about a
solution of the Indonesian problem, and requested
that the Council give due weight to the resolution
adopted by the Conference. The operative part
of the resolution was as follows:

“Recommends to the Security Council of the
United Nations:

“1. That members of the Republican Govern-
ment, other Republican leaders and all political
prisoners in Indonesia, be immediately restored to
complete freedom;

“2. That the Republican Government be en-
abled to function freely and, to this end,

“(i) The residency of Jogjakarta be handed
back immediately to the Republic and the Nether-
lands authorities refrain from taking any action
that may interfere with the effective funciioning
of the Government of the Republic. That Govern-
ment should also have facilities for communica-
tion and freedom. of consultation throughout
Indonesia;

“(ii) Such areas of the Islands of Java, Suma-
tra and Madura as were held by the Govern-
ment of the Republic on the 18th December 1948,
be restored to the Republic not later than 15
March 1949;

“(iii) Dutch forces be withdrawn

“(A) Immediately from the residency of Jog-
jakarta, and

“(B) Progressively from the rest of the Re-
publican territory mentioned in (ii), such with-
drawal to be effected in stages and under
conditions to be prescribed by the Good Offices
Committee or any other body to be appointed by
the Security Council and to be completed not
later than 15 March 1949;

“(iv) All restrictions imposed by the Nether-
lands authorities on the trade of the Republic be
immediately removed ;

“(v) Pending the formation of the interim gov-
ernment referred to in 3, the Republican Govern-
ment be afforded all facilities for communication
with the outside world ;
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“3. That an interim government composed of
representatives of the Republic, and representa-
tives of territories in Indonesia other than those
under the authority of the Republic commanding
the confidence of the Indonesian people, be
formed not later than 15 March 1949, with the
approval and assistance of the Good Offices Com-
mittee, or any other body that may be appointed
by the Security Council. Pending the result of the
deliberations of the constituent assembly referred
to in paragraph 6 below, no new regional govern-
ments shall be formed or recognized;

“4. That, subject to the provisions of para-
graph 5, such interim government shall enjoy full
powers of government including control over its
armed forces. To ensure this, all Dutch troops shall
be withdrawn from the whole of Indonesia on a
date to be determined by the Good Offices Commit-
tee, or any other body appointed by the Security
Council. Pending such withdrawal, Dutch forces
shall not be used for the maintenance of law and
order except at the request of the interim govern-
ment and with the approval of the Good Offices
Committee or any other body that may be
appointed by the Security Council;

“5. That the interim government shall have
such freedom in external affairs as may be deter-
mined, in consultation with the interim govern-
ment and the Netherlands authorities, by the
Good Offices Committee or any other body that
may be appointed by the Security Council ;

“6. That elections for the constituent assembly
of Indonesia be completed by Ist October 1949;

“7. That power over the whole of Indonesia be
completely transferred, by the 1st January 1950,
to the United States of Indunesia whose relation-
ship with the Netherlands shall be settled by ne-
gotation between the Governments of the United
States of Indonesia and of the Netherlands;

“8.A. That the Good Offices Committee, or
any other body appointed by the Security Council,
be given authority to secure the application of
the foregoing recommendations under the super-
vision of the Security Council to whom it shall
report as frequently as may be necessary;

“B. That, in the event of either party to the
dispute not complying with the recommendations
of the Security Council, the Security Council
shall take effective action under the wide powers
conferred upon it by the Charter, to enforce the
said recommendations. Member States of the
United Nations represented at this conference
pledge their full support to the Council in the
application of any of these measures;

“C. That the Security Council be pleased to
report, for consideration by the United Nations
General Assembly at its adjourned session com-
mencing in April 1949, the measures taken or
recommended by the Council for a solution of the
Indonesian problem and the action taken by the
parties concerned to give effect to these
measures.”

On 24 January, the Committee of Good Offices
forwarded to the Council an analysis (S/1223)
of the military situation in Indonesia. The report
concluded that, to be completely effective, a cessa-
tion of hostilities necessarily must be agreed upon
by both parties. Since the Republican Government
had been prevented from functioning, there was no
authority on the Republican side to implement the
Security Council resolution. Despite the Nether-
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lands orders to its troops to cease hostilities, such
cessation had not been and could not be attained
in the present situation.

At the 403rd meeting (25 January), the rep-
resentative of INDIA urged that the joint draft
resolution before the Council be modified to bring
it in conformity, so far as practical, with the reso-
lution adopted at New Delhi. He indicated the
following modifications as being absolutely essen-
tial if the joint draft was to be made workable:
(1) that there be a withdrawal of troops before a
specified date, say 15 March next; (2) that there
be at least four or five months of settled govern-
ment in order that the plebiscite might be held
in a free and democratic atmosphere; (3) that
the Commission be instructed to recommend what
economic resources should be provided for the
proper functioning of the new Republican Gov-
ernment.

The representative of NorwayY explained that
the intention of the authors of the joint draft was
to find a peaceful solution based on conciliation.
He did not consider there was much difference
between that plan on the one hand, and the one
accepted by the Republic on the USS Renville
and the recent Netherlands proposal on the other
hand, except that the United Nations would serve
as mediator in carrying out the proposed solution
because of the mutual mistrust of the parties. He
emphasized that it would be impossible for the
Council to accept the contention of the Nether-
lands that the Republic no longer existed. The
principle of the withdrawal of military forces was
contained in the joint draft resolution, although
its implementation was left to the Commission in
order to ensure the maintenance of peace and
order.

The representative of EGYPT was of the opinion
that a spirit of excessive leniency to the Nether-
lands was reflected in several parts of the joint
draft, even though the Council’s decisions had been
defied by the Netherlands. The Council should
order a speedy and progressive withdrawal of
Netherlands forces as a first step, the residency of
Jogjakarta should be immediately handed back
to the Republican Government. He expressed the
hope that the joint draft would be rendered more
appropriate to the requirements and seriousness
of the sitnation.

The representative of the Unitep Kincpom
supported the joint draft resolution, observing that
the original ideas of the New Delhi proposals and
of the joint draft resolution were similar, but that
the latter had been somewhat modified in the
process of consultation. It offered a good com-
promise, for example, on the question of the with-
drawal of troops, and would not be improved by
the insertion of anything that might be ideally
perfect, but not practically possible.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SoviET
SocraLisT ReEpuBLIC considered that the basis of
the joint draft resolution, as well as of the pro-
gramme outlined by the Netherlands delegation
was the elimination of the Republic and the re-
establishment of the old colonial order. He com-
mented that the paragraph calling upon the Re-
publican Government to order its armed adherents
to cease guerrilla warfare was absolutely illegal
and favourable only to the aggressor; that the
paragraph on free elections had been inserted to
mislead world opinion since none was possible
until the troops had been withdrawn; that the

clause relating to the creation of a provisional
government in Indonesia was based on false
grounds, since it would be under the control of
the Netherlands; and that the continued presence
of the Netherlands armed forces for the purpose
of what was called maintaining law and order was
entirely unacceptable.

The representative of the PRILIPPINES went on
record as favouring umequivocably and unre-
servedly the recommendations of the New Delhi
conference. Noting that the joint draft and the
New Delhi resolution had the same fundamental
objectives in view, he explained in detail a number
of points in the latter resolution which he thought
should be incorporated in the joint draft, particu-
larly the earlier date for the transfer of sovereignty,
the withdrawal of Dutch troops by 15 March 1949,
and the provisions for the removal of restrictions
on the trade of the Republic.

At the 404th meeting (27 January) the repre-
sentative of the REPUBLIC OF INDONESIA remarked
that his delegation realized that the sponsors of
the joint draft resolution (S/1219) had been
forced to make compromises. He expressed regret
that by doing so, the adoption of measures to solve
the Indonesian problem would, to a great extent,
be dependent on considerations which had nothing
to do with the merits of the case. Under the pres-
ent terms of the joint draft, which did not call
for a withdrawal of Netherlands troops, there
would be no guarantee whatsoever that the Re-
publican Government could maintain the status of
its territory economically, financially, and politi-
cally. The Republic would therefore be completely
at the mercy of the Dutch in case of a deadlock in
the negotiations. The fact that the United Nations
agency in Indonesia would not have decisive
powers would also give rise to difficulties. In view
of the Committee’s reports on the military situa-
tion, it would be wrong to assume that the imme-
date withdrawal of Netherlands troops would
create a vacuum,

He urged the Council to make the fullest pos-
sible use of the ideas contained in the New Delhi
resolution and to embody them in the joint draft
to secure the attainment of the following points:
(a) that the withdrawal of Netherlands troops to
the truce lines of 17 January 1948 and the restora-
tion of the territory under Republican control on
18 December 1948, should be completed not later
than 15 March 1949, when the interim govern-
ment should come into existence; (&) that Dutch
troops should be immediately withdrawn from the
area of Jogjakarta, a well-defined administration
unit comprising the city of Jogjakarta and adjoin-
ing areas, and progressively from the rest of the
Republican territories under conditions prescribed
by the United Nations Commission for Indonesia;
(c) that the Republic of Indonesia should be given
ian adequate economic basis; (d) that the elections
for a Constituent Assembly should be completed
not later than 1 October 1949 and that the transfer
of sovereignty over the whole of Indonesia should
be completed not later than 1 January 1950,

The representative of AUSTRALIA considered it
to be not only proper but inescapable that the
Council should take the New Delhi resolution into
full account in reaching its own conclusions. Com-
paring the texts in detail, he urged that the joint
draft resolution be brought into conformity with
the New Delhi resolution on the position of the
Council's agency in Indonesia, on the provisions
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relating to the economic situation in the Repub-
lican areas and on the withdrawal of Nptherlan@s
forces and administration from Republican terri-
tory.

At the 405th meeting (27 January) the repre-
sentative of CHINA introduced the following

amendments on behalf of the sponsors of the joint
draft resolution (S/1230).

1. Paragraph 2 should be revised to read as
follows:

“Calls upon the Government of the Netherlands
to release immediately and unconditionally all
political prisoners arrested by it since 17 December
1948 in the Republic of Indonesia; and to facili-
tate the immediate return of officials of the Gov-
ernment of Indonesia to Jogjakarta in order that
they may discharge their responsibilities under
paragraph 11 above and in order to exercise their
appropriate functions in full freedom, including
administration of the Jogjakarta area, which shall
include the city of Jogpakarta and its immediate
environs. The Netherlands authorities shall afford
to the Government of the Republic of Indonesia
such facilities as may reasonably be required by
that Government for its effective function in the
Jogjakarta area and for communication and con-
sultation with all persons in Indonesia.”

2. Paragraph 4 (d) should be revised to read
as follows:

“The Commission shall have authority to con-
sult with representatives of areas in Indonesia
other than the Republic, and to invite representa-
tives of such areas to participate in the negotia-
tions referred to in paragraph 3 above.”

3. Paragraph 4 (f) should be revised to read
as follows:

“The Commission should assist in achieving
the earliest possible restoration of the civil ad-
ministration of the Republic. To this end it shail,
after consultation with the parties, recommend the
extent to which, consistent with reasonable re-
quirements of public security and the protection
of life and property, areas controlled by the Re-
public under the Renville Agreement (outside of
the Jogjakarta area) should be progressively
returned to the administration of the Government
of the Republic of Indonesia, and shall supervise
such transfers. The recommendations of the Com-
- mission may include provision for such economic
measures as are required for the proper function-
ing of the administration and for the economic
well-being of the population of the areas involved
in such transfers. The Commission shall, after
consultation with the parties, recommend which if
any Netherlands forces shall be retained tempo-
rarily in any area (outside of the Jogjakarta area)
in order to assist in the maintenance of law and
order. If either of the parties fails to accept the
recommendations of the Commission mentioned in
this paragraph, the Commission shall report im-
mediately to the Security Council with its further
recommendations for a solution of the difficulties.”

The representative of Burma expressed the
hope that the Council would incorporate in its
resolution the many constructive proposals em-
bodied in the resolution of the New Delhi Con-
ference, which he noted were deliberately mod-
erate. The first necessary step in the present
situation was to give the Republican political
leaders and officials full freedom so that they
might assume, once again, their proper functions

and authority. He explained the reasons for his
support of the New Delhi proposals on the ques-
tion of the withdrawal of Netherlands troops, on
which, in his opinion, the cessation of hostilities
depended ; on the date for the transfer of sov-
ereignty to Indonesia; and on provisions for
economic resources for the re-established Repub-
lican Government.

The representative of Canapa supported the
joint draft resolution (S/1219) and the amend-
ments thereto (S/1230) as a practical basis for
settlement. For purposes of clarification, he pro-
posed an amendment to paragraph 4 (e) which
was later accepted by the sponsors as follows:

In the first sentence of paragraph 4 (e) replace
the words “and to make” by the following: “and
is further authorized, in respect of the territories
of Java, Madura and Sumatra, to make.”

In the same sentence, replace “such” (fourth
word following (a) ) by “the”.

The representative of BELgrum considered that
some members of the Council were acting on
political and other considerations and that there
was a general tendency to forget that, under the
Charter, the United Nations must attempt to
maintain international peace and security in con-
formity with the principles of justice and inter-
national law. The difficulties which confronted the
Council in the Indonesian question did not arise
from the aims sought, but rather from the means
which had been used to attain these ends. The
Security Council should understand that its role
was not to impose arbitrary decisions but to seek
constructive solutions.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AwnmEerica declared that it was clear that the objec-
tives of the New Delhi Conference and of a ma-
jority of the members of the Security Council
were the same. Commenting on the differences
between the New Delhi resolution and the joint
draft resolution before the Council, he explained
that (a) 1 July 1950 had been selected as the date
by which there was reasonable certainty that all
the necessary preliminaries to an orderly transfer
o: sovereignty could be completed; (b) that, while
accepting the principle of the progressive with-
drawal of Netherlands forces, the sponsors of the
joint draft believed the Commission on the spot
could and should fix the time for the withdrawal ;
and (c) that the recent amendments to the joint
draft had taken care of the question of the economic
viability of the Republic more adequately.

The representative of the Union oF Sovier
Sociarist RepusBLics asked for a clarification of
“the city of Jogjakarta and its immediate environs”
and also asked whether, under paragraph 2 of
the joint draft resolution, the Netherlands troops
would remain in the Jogjakarta region.

The representative of CHINA replied that the
Jogjakarta area included the city and certain sur-
rounding territory, the determination of which
would be left to the Commission on the spot. In
regard to the withdrawal of Netherlands troops,
he called attention to paragraph 4 of the preamble
and paragraph 4 (f) of the operative part of the
joint draft resolution.

The representative of the UNIoN oF SoviET
Sociauist RepuBLIics declared that he did not
consider that his second question had been an-
swered.

At the 406th meeting (28 Januarv) the repre-
sentative of EcveT sald he would have liked to



have seen a better draft resolution and would
look upon the present one as merely one step
forward which must be followed by others. He de-
clared that he would vote for the joint draft
resolution as amended (S/1219, S/1230, S/1232)
with the understanding that the Council would
keep the situation in Indonesia under review until
an ultimate solution had been achieved.

The representative of ARGENTINA said that,
because of grave differences between the major
Powers, the Council was not in a position to cope
adequately with situations calling for international
harmony and unity of purpose. For that reason,
he believed that the exercise of the Council’s good
offices represented the best means of action and
that, if the Council limited itself to that role, the
objections to its competence lost a good deal of
their strength. He would supnort the joint draft
resolution on that understanding, except for those
parts which his delegation did not consider cor-
responded to its basic position in the matter.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SociaList RepusLics considered that it had be-
come perfectly apparent that a number of countries
in the Anglo-American bloc had openly sided with
the aggressor and had rejected even the modest
and reasonable proposals of the New Delhi Con-
ference for the withdrawal of Netherlands troops
from Jogjakarta. Stating that he was proceeding
according to the p.inciples of the Charter, par-
ticularly the principle that the Security Council
acted on behalf of all Members of the United Na-
tions, he submitted the following amendment to
replace paragraph 1 of the operative part of the
joint draft resolution:

“The Netherlands troops shall be immediately
withdrawn to the positions provided for by the
Renville Truce Agreement.”

Expressing the hope that this amendment would
find support from members of the Security Coun-
cil, he stated that his delegation considered that
the adoption of measures for putting an end to
Netherlands aggression against the Indonesian
Republic, the withdrawal of Netherlands occupa-
tion forces from the territory of the Republic, and
the restoration of the Republic’s former status
were not only in accordance with the desires and
hopes of the Indonesian people but also with the
interest of all Members of the United Nations and
with the aim of strengthening international peace
and security.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS as-
sured the nations represented at the New Delhi
Conference that their concept of a resurgent Neth-
erlands imperialism, which had been the basis of
their resolution, had been fundamentally incor-
rect. He explained that the fundamental objections
of the Netherlands to certain elements in the joint
draft resolution were that it (1) required the
Netherlands Government, during the interim
period, to renounce certain fundamental rights of
sovereignty ; (2) constituted an unprecedented in-
terference in the internal affairs of a State, thus
violating Article 2, paragraph 7 of the Charter;
(3) was absolutely impracticable and would create
an even more uudeniable situation than the one
which had caused all the trouble; and (4) dupli-
cated yet partly deviated from the detailed pro-
gramme and time-table worked out jointly by the
Netherlands Government and the Federalists, and
thus would have a confusing and paralysing effect
on the work of political reconstruction.
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The paragraphs of the joint draft resolution to
which the Netherlands had fundamental objections
were paragraph 2; sub-paragraph (c¢) of para-
graph 3; the last sentence of sub-paragraph (a)
of paragraph 4; and sub-paragraph (f) of para-
graph 4. He stated that if the Council adopied
that draft resolution, it would create a most unfor-
tunate situation between the Council and the
Netherlands Government. The Netherlands Gov-
ernment would carry out the resolution to the
extent to which it was compatible with its respon-
sibility for the maintenance of real freedom and
order in Indonesia.

Decisions: A4t the 406th meeting on 28 January
1949, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
amendment and the joint draft resolution were put
to vote. The Union of Sowmet Socialist Republics
amendment (S/1233) received 4 wotes in favour
(Cuba, Egypt, Ukrawnian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lic, and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), with
7 abstentions and was therefore not adopted.

The joint draft resolution, as amended by its
sponsors and the Canadian representative, was
adopted paragraph by paragreph (S/1234), with
no votes against, and with 1 to 4 abstentions on
each paragraph. The representative of France
abstained on all paragraphs. The representatives of
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics abstained on
the reference to the Council’s resolution of 25
August and 1 November 1947 in the first para-
graph of the preamble, on paragraphs 2, 5, 6, and 7
of the preamble, and on all paragraphs of the opera-
twe part of the resolution except the sentence
covering the release of political prisoners in para-
graph 2. The representative of Argenting abstained
on the last part of paragraph 3 of the operative part
of the resolution, and on all of paragraphs 4, 5,
and 6.

D. Counecil’s directive of 23 March 1949
to the Commission

On 15 February 1949 the United Nations Com-
mission for Indonesia recommended (5/1258) to
the Security Council that, in light of the recent
developments at The Hague, the Commission’s
initial reporting date under the Security Council
resolution of 28 January be postponed from 15
February to 1 March. At the 410th meeting (16
February), the Council accepted the Commission’s
recommendation, with the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics dissenting.

The Commission, therefore, submitted its report
on 1 March (S/1270 and Corr. 1), and during the
Council’s discussion it transmitted three supple-
mentary reports (S/1270/Add. 1, Add. 2 and
Add. 3). The report stated that the Netherlands
Government had not released the Republican
political prisoners 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 been
neither actual nor complete cessation of hostilities.
In reporting on political activities in Indonesia
since the adoption of the council’s resolution of
28 January, the report described an approach by
the BFO (Assembly for Federal Consultation) to
the Republican leaders interned on Bangka Island
and gave details of a proposal by the Netherlands
Government to convene a round-table conference
on the Indonesian question at The Hague on 12
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March. The report concluded that no agreement
had been reached on an interim federal government
because of the Netherlands Government’s failure
to accept the procedures of the 28 January reso-
lution. The Commission, stating that it viewed the
invitation of the Netherlands Government to a
round-table conference as a counter-proposal or
substitute for the 28 January resolution, requested
instructions as to what its position should be
towards the invitation.

The Security Council discussed the Commis-
sion’s report at the 416th through its 420th meet-
ings (10 to 21 March). At the 417th meeting (11
March), the Council approved the request of the
representative of Pakistan (S/1283) under Ar-
ticle 31 of the Charter, to participate in the dis-
cussions on behalf of his Government.

At the 416th meeting (10 March), the repre-
sentative of the NETHERLANDS stated that his
Government noted with satisfaction that its aims
were identical with the aims of the Security Coun-
cil, as stated in the resolution of 28 January, but
felt obliged to maintain its objections to certain
aspects of the method recommended by the reso-
lution. However, certain essential steps had been
taken by the Netherlands Government under para-
graphs 2 and 3 of the resolution. The restrictions
imposed upon the Republican Jeaders had been
lifted and they remained subject cidy io certain
limitations of travel and residence which were
generally applicable in certain areas under military
control. The Netherlands had announced its will-
ingness to negotiate with the Republican Govern-
ment and actually had resumed informal talks
through representatives who had been repeatedly
dispatched to Bangka.

But the Netherlands Government had serious
objections to restoration of the Republican Gov-
ernment in Jogjakarta, since that restoration would
inevitably give rise to the fear that the Republic
might become the dominating power over the
whole of Indonesia, would make the maintenance
of law and order an impossibility, and would entail
the restoration of the same old militarist and ex-
tremist influences which had been the main
stumbling-block in past negotiations. He quoted
statements by the so-called Republican Emergency
Government in Sumatra rejecting the Council’s
resolution and instructing Republican followers to
continue fighting.

Under the circumstances, the Netherlands Gov-
ernment had drawn up a revolutionary new
scheme. Its principal provision was for the imme-
diate holding of a round-table conference of all
the parties to the Indonesian question at The
Hague to draw up all necessary arrangements for
a transfer of sovereignty within a few months, for
the simultaneous establishment of the Netherlands-
Indonesia Union, for the drafting of the agree-
ments pertaining thereto, and for the formation of
a representative federal government for the whole
of Indonesia, and to make arrangements, if neces-
sary, for a brief interim period. The Assembly for
Federal Consultation had accepted the Netherlands
invitation and he requested the Council to allow
the United Nations Commission for Indonesia to
take part in the round-table conference and to
further its success. He pointed out two advantages
over the Council’s resolution: the transfer of
sovereignty would take place a whole year earlier,
and the length of the transition period would be
reduced to practically no time. The main difference

lay only in the question of the restoration of the
Republican Government,

The representative of the PHILIPPINES con-
sidered that the Netherlands attitude towards the
provisions of the Council’s resolution of 28 Janu-
ary had been characterized by double talk or by
outright defiance. On the other hand, the Republic
had been scrupulous in its respect for and observ-
ance of the Council’s resolutions and had showed

an exemplary disposition to come to terms with
the Netherlands,

He declared that the Netherlands proposal
would change the whole basis of the negotiations
and the positions of the parties relative to each
other. He considered that proposal to be an at-
tempt to by-pass the Council, which must re-
enforce its decisions and compel their observance
through the appropriate provisions of the Charter.
He noted that the nineteen States represented at
the New Delhi Conference on Indonesia had
pledged their full support to the Council in the
application o’ any of those measures.

The represent.iive of the REpusLic oF INDO-
NESIA stated that the Netherlands Government
had presented its new proposal instead of comply-
ing with the Council’s resolution of 28 January
and that, on the basis of past experience, the Re-
publicans could not trust such proposals. He
quoted excerpts from letters from Dutch soldiers
in Indonesia describing the torturing of guerrilla
fighters and asked for an investigation, by any
competent international organ, of the methods
being employed by the Netherlands Army in Java,
Sumatra and Madura.

He said that the Netherlands proposal did not
even guarantee a real transfer of sovereignty, much
less an acceleration. In fact, the amendment to the
Netherlands Constitution, on which the proposal
had been based and whicit had been adopted uni-
laterally, provided that the Netherlands-Indone-
sian Unicn would guarantee judicial warrants and
a good government in Indonesia. Furthermore,
the Netherlands had usurped for itself any final
decision in the proposed conference by announcing
that it was prepared to examine “in how far” any
proposed solution was “compatible with its respon-
sibility”. The Dutch intention was to reduce the
powers of the United Nations Commission to the
mere function of good offices or less; and, by
inviting the President of the Republic to appoint
a delegation the Netherlands was obviously trying
to isolate the Republican leaders from the Repub-
lican troops and guerrillas. In that connexion, he
requested the Council to order its military ob-
servers to report on the military situation, which
he considered to be a new and decisive element in
the struggle. In his opinion, the Dutch were trying
to force the Federaiists, who had struggled to free
themselves from the status of puppets, to return
to their original role.

He added that the Republic would not be un-
veceptive to a possible speeding up of the transfer
of sovereignty to the United States of Indonesia
through the instrumentality < f a round-table con-
ference, if the Republic were guaranteed that such
a conference did n.t put aside the Council’s reso-
lution of 28 January, did not reduce the functions
and position of the United Nations Commission,
and did not alter the status of the two parties to
the dispute. However, any decision to participate
in such a conference would have to be taken by a
full Cabinet session of the Republican Government



functioning in Jogjakarta, and the Council’s para-
mount task was the implementation of its resolu-
ion of 28 January.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA stated that his Government continued
to believe that the Council’s resolution of 28 Janu-
ary represented a sound and practical basis for
a just and lasting solution of the Indonesian
question, although little progress had been made
in implementation. He noted that the Netherlands
had not offered the unconditional freedom con-
templated in the Council’s resolution and had not
been prepared to restore the Republican Govern-
ment to its capital at Jogjakarta, although the
proposed accelerated transfer of sovereignty would
give the Republic the power to restore the capital
at Jogjakarta within twelve weeks. The United
States was unzbie to understand the attitude of
the Netherlands on this question, and emphasized
that military action could not be allowad to elimi-
nate one of the.parties before the Security Council.
Until the Republican Government could resume
governmental responsibility at Jogjakarta, it could
not be expected to assume the responsibilities
which negotiations for a just and lasting political
settlement required and entailed. If the parties
came to an agreement on the terms and conditions
for holding the proposed conference at The Hague,
his Government believed that such a conference
would be consistent with the basic purposes and
objectives of the Council’s resolution of 28 January
which, of course, would remain in full force and
effect. In the meantime, it would be appropriate
for the Commission to consult with the representa-
tives of the Netherlands, the Republic and the
leaders of the Assembly for Federal Consultation
and to assist them in reaching such an agreement.

At the 417th meeting on 11 March, the repre-
sentative of INDIA said that the Netherlands must
demonstrate its sincerity by co-operating with the
Security Council and by taking action at least in
regard to the preliminary steps essential to the
resumption of negotiations. The Netherlands pro-
posal, in its form at that time, was not an adequate
substitute for the Council’s plan. The Council
should stand firmly by its resolution of 28 January
and should not consider the Netherlands proposal
until and unless the necessary preliminary steps
had been taken by the Netherlands Government.
He expressed the hope that there would be no
hesitation in regard to the consideration of the
action that should be taken to make the Council’s
resolution effective.

The representative of BeLGiuM declared that
the Council should use the same prudence and
forebearance which had brought success to its
efforts in Palestine and Kashmir, particularly
since the Council’s competence in the Indonesian
question had always been considered highly doubt-
ful by several members of the Council. There was
no question of an nction tc the Netherlands
to emancipate the people of Indonesia for, under
Article 39 of the Charter, the Security Council’s
power to make an injunction was limited to meas-
ures envisaged under Articles 41 and 42, which
referred not to the substance of the dispute but to
enforcement measures for the maintenauce or
restoration of peace and security. At any rate, the
Netherlands Government had been the first to
proclaim its decision to give the people ,f  do-
nesia their independence.

inju
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A new step of considerable importance had been
taken by the Netherlands in its proposal to ac-
celerate the transfer of sovereignty to Indonesia.
The Republican Government had made its return
to Jogjakarta a preliminary condition, but the
Security Council could not disregard the opinion
of the Metherlands Government that the local
situation rendered an immediate return of the
Republican Government to Jogjakarta impossible.
Why could the Republican Government not choose
another site temporarily? The way had been pre-
pared; it was only a question of inducing all
parties concerned to meet without delay.

The representative of AusTRALIA said that
nothing which had happened should deflect the
Council from maintaining the attitude and position
it had laid down in its resolution of 28 January.
The Council was being asked to accept a reversal
of its own decisions because of conditions which
had arisen solely from the refusal of the Nether-
lands to carry out that resolution. The military
facts in Indonesia were far more real than the
apprehension and unfounded doubts which had
been expressed by the representative of the Neth-
erlands. The Council must accept whatever con-
sequences under the Charter would follow in the
event of continued non-compliance by one of the
parties. The basic conditions which might persuade
the Security Council to agree to the holding of a
conference broadly along the lines proposed by
the Netherlands Government, provided the Repub-
lican authorities themselves were agreeable, were
the restoration of the Republic and the main-
tenance of the status and authority of the United
Nations commission in such negotiations.

The representative of Canapa welcomed the
Netherlands proposal, with the proviso that the
round-table conference should be so arranged as
to take place with the agreement and co-operation
of all parties directly concerned. It would be useful,
in his opinion, if the services of the Council’s Com-
mission in Indonesia should be sought, to assist
the parties in reaching an agreement on the time
and conditions under which the proposed confer-
ence at The Hague could be held. It would be
understood that those exploratory discussions
would be without prejudice to the resolutions of
the Security Council and to the rights, claims or
positions of the parties. He suggested that no new
resolution of the Council would be required if the
President would communicate in that sense to the
Commission.

The representative of CHINA noted that agree-
ment in principle existed on the Netherlands pro-
posal to advance the date for the transfer of sov-
ereignty to Indonesia by one year and on a round-
table conference as a method of negotiations. There
was, however, an important element of disagree-
ment on the restoration of the Republic, although
the final position of the Republic in the minds of
its leaders and in the minds of the Netherlands
Government was not so very different. He con-
sidered the Netherlands argument, that the recon-
stitution of the Republic at the present time would
mean a loss of prestige for the Federalists and
the ennancement of the prestige of the Republic,
was a flimsy one and that, while the apprehension
of the Netherlands in regard to peace and order
seemed to be on stronger ground, the Council had
taken the latter question fully into consideration
in drafting its resolution of 28 January. He sug-
gested that there should be a preliminary confer-
ence in Indonesia to ensure the implementation



of paragraphs 1 and 2 of the Council’s resolution
of 28 January, which concerned only the Republic
and the Netherlands. After such a conference had
made some progress, there could be a round-table
conference to deal with the larger aspects of the
Indonesian problem referred to in paragraphs 3
and 4 of the resclution.

At the 418th meeting (14 March) the represen-
tative of PAKISTAN expressed the opinion that the
Council’s resolution of 28 January laid down the
most practical formula for the settlement of the
dispute although, to many observers, the conces-
sions to the Netherlands point of view had been
considerable. The constitution of the round-table
conference proposed by the Netherlands authori-
ties was unsatisfactory for, unless the Republican
Government was re-established in its capital and
was.free from all restraining influences, the voice
of its representatives would carry no conviction
with the gerneral public in that country, Further-
more, whenever britations were placed on the
authority of public ileaders in the exercise of their
lawful functions, tremendous incentive was given
to disruptive forces to represent themselves as
champions of the cause of the peace. The Pakistan
Government most earnestly hoped that the situa-
tion would not be allowed to become worse and
that the Security Council would proceed to imple-
meent its resolution of 28 January.

The representative of the RepuBLic oF INDO-
NEstA argued that the transfer of sovereignty
envisaged by the Netherlands proposal was not
complete, as desired by the Security Council, and
that the assumption on which the Canadian sug-
gestion had seemed to rest was therefore not valid.
In his opinion, the subject of any preliminary
conference in Indonesia should be the facilities to
be provided for the restoration of the Republican
Government, and a time-limit should be set. He
noted that the Netherlands proposal had already
brought a delay in the implementation of the
Council’s resolution which represented a serious
deterioration of the situation in Indonesia.

The representative of EGYPT noted that the
Netherlands Government, instead of implementing
the Security, Council’s resclution of 28 January,
had apparently been attempting to by-pass the
Council to gain time and to have wider scope for
arranging things. He expressed doubts as to
whether the round-table conference could be really
free and constructive unless the Republican Gov-
ernment were restored and its leaders zilowed to
get in touch with their own people. To the Belgian
representative, he pointed out that there was no
question of the council’s creating a State by
injunction since the Republic of Indonesia already
existed. He also did not think it wise to take the
Security Council’s action in connexion with the
Palestine question as a good example to follow.
In principle, he agreed with the idea of a pre-
limmary conference but emphasized that its pur-
pose should be to ascertain the best and most rapid
means of effecting the restoration of the Republic.

The representative of INDpIA emphasized that,
under the terms of the resolution of 28 January a
preliminary conference could be held with Repub-
lican leaders regarding the restoration of the
Republican Government to Jogjakarta, but any
subsequent negotiations must be with representa-
tives of that re-established Government. He also
agreed that a time-limit for the conference was
necessary.

The representative of the UnNioN OF SovIET
SociarList RepuUBLICS recalled that the majority
of the Security Council, led by the United States
and the United Kingdom, had rejected the USSR
proposals for the immediate withdrawal of Neth-
erlands troops from the territory of the Republic,
and that th= territory of the Republic had been
reduced solely to the City of Jogjakarta by the
Council’s resolution of 28 January. As a result of
that deal, the Netherlands Government had con-
cluded that it could ignore even that resolution.
No pretexts of the Netherlands representative
could shield his Government’s too obvious attempts
to liquidate the Republic. It was clear that the
calling of a conference by the Netherlands Govern-
ment was only an attempt to cover up its continued
aggression. The delegation of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics opposed the participation of
the Council’'s Commission in such a conference,
and saw no justification for a preliminary con-
ference. A Security Council decision had been
violated and it was the Council’s duty to demand
fulfilment of that decision.

The representative of the Unitep Kincboum
said that his delegation shared in wide measure
the views expressed by the United States repre-
sentative, in particular his belief that military
action could hot be permitted to eliminate one of
the parties to the dispute and that until the Repub-
lican Government had been re-established, it could
not be expected to assume the responsibilities
which the negotiation of a just and lasting political
settlement required. It was also essential that the
Commission should be enabled to function in the
discussions between the parties in a manner fully
consonant with the terms of the Council’s resolu-
tion of 28 January. His delegation did not wish
to cast any reflection on the sincerity of the Neth-
erland’s Government, but it was clear that the
latest Netherlands plan, generous and statesman-
like though it appeared to be, could not achieve
results unless all the parties concerned willingly
co-operated in putting it into effect. He therefore
supported the Canadian suggestion for exploratory
discussions under the Commission’s auspices and
agreed that no new resolution was required.

At the 419th meeting (16 March), the repre-
sentative of Norway supported the suggestion
outlined by the representatives of Canada and
China for a preliminary conference. He drew
attention to the fact that, in all disputes.involving
clashes between armed forces which had been
considered by the Security Council, charges of
atrocities had been made by both parties. It would
seem desirable if, in addition to the rules of war-
fare adopted at The Hague in 1907 and those
adopted in the Geneva Conventions on the treat-
ment of war prisoners and of the wounded and
sick in war, machinery could be established for
ascertaining whether the substantive rules of those
conventions were being observed in minor wars.
He did not wish to make any concrete proposals
but to draw the attention of the Security Council
and the parties to the importance of considering
what the Council could do in that and similar cases
and whether the Council, pending the establish-
ment of adequate machinery, inside or outside the
United Nations, should ask any of the organs of
the United Nations or any other international
organization — governmental or non-governmental
— to investigate the question of alleged atrocities
in Indonesia.

St



The representative of FraNcE said that the
Netherlands proposal to advance the transfer of
sovereignty to Indonesia by one year constituted
a new fact of great importance, and that a round-
table conference would obviously be useful for the
exploration of the elements of disagreement which
separated the parties. The Republican position that
a round-table conference could never be considered
as replacing the provisions of the Council’s reso-
lution was no doubt a misunderstanding. The
Council should make clear that the provisions of
its resolutions were not inflexible rules but formed
a framework designed to guide negotiators in their
work. The Security Council’s task was of necessity
one of conciliation, and in that connexion the sug-
gestion of the Canadian representative appeared
to be a happy one.

The representative of CuBa expressed his Gov-
ernment’s disappointment over the attitude of the
Netherlands Government toward the Council’s
resolution of 28 January, none of the three re-
quirements of which had been fulfilled by the
Netherlands Government. His delegation consid-
ered that all members of the Council had the duty
of demanding that the Netherlands implement that
resolution without any modification and that only
after its requirements had been fulfilled, could the
Council take note of other suggestions.

The representative of AusTraLia was of the
opinion that there was an unwarrantable risk of
prejudice to the Council’s resolution of 28 January
even in any carefully framed suggestion like the
Canadian-Chinese proposal, since it could very
easily lead to a discussion of matters of principle.
Moreover, there was a real danger that the Re-
publican leaders would be placed in a false position
by accepting an invitation to such a preliminary
meeting, since the people whom they represented
might believe that they were acting under duress.
The Council now stood on a perfectly clear position
and should take heed of the consequences which
would follow any step which would be regarded
as a weakening of its attitude.

The representative of the PHILIPPINES con-
cluded that a majority of those who had so far
stated their views supported the Indonesian con-
tention that the restoration of the Republic to fuli
authority in Jogjakarta was a condition sine gqua
non to the holding of any conference under United
Nations auspices. In his view, the Canadian pro-
posal that an exploratory meeting be held on the
terms and conditions for a round-table conference
at The Hague recognized the existence of an
obstacle, namely the non-restoration of the Re-
public of Indonesia, and then sought to avoid it.
On the other hand, the Chinese proposal tried to
meet that obstacle and -“emove it. In the view of
his Government, the Council ought not to embark
upon any method which could set aside the prin-
ciples of the resolution of 28 January. It was
apparent that the only sert of preliminary confer-
ence which the Republican leaders could enter
upon was one that would discuss arrangements
and facilities for their release and for the restora-
tion of the Republican Government.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS stated
that a thorough investigation in January of an
accusation similar to that made by the Republican
representative had proved it to be unfounded. On
the other hand, the Republican army had per-
petrated excesses on a very large scale. He stated
that the amendments to the Netherlands Consti-

tution, which the Republican representative had
criticized, were based upon principles which had
been agreed to by the Netherlands and the Re-
public in the Linggadjati and Renville Agreements
and subsequently adhered to by the Federalists.
If the restoration of the Republic in Jogjakarta
were to take place before the transfer of sov-
ereignty to an over-all Indonesian federal govern-
ment, the danger would be revived that the Re-
public would be either pushed or supported by its
reconstituted armed forces to impose its hegemony
on the whole of Indonesia. A way out of the im-
passe had been indicated by the Canadian and
Chinese suggestion for a preliminary conference,
His Government was willing to accept that sug-
gestion, with the terms of reference and objectives
formulated by the Canadian representative. The
grounds stated by the Republican representative
for not accepting Canadian proposal were weak
excuses, and he expressed the fear that the real
reason was the mistaken Republican belief that
the guerrilias would be able to exhaust the Neth-
erlands militarily. In order to dispel any doubts,
the Council should ask for the complete reports
of its military observers. Emphasizing that the

willingness of the Netherlands to negotiate a settle-

ment did not spring from weakness, he hoped that
the Republic would reconsider its attitude.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SoVIET
SociarisT REpUBLIC noted that even the watered
down and harmless resolution adopted by the
Security Council on 28 January had been ignored

by the Netherlands Government, which was con-

fident that it had protectors in the Security Coun-
cil. It was surprising that the Commission could
not see clearly for itself that its participation in
the round-table conference would give direct
assistance to the Netherlands Government in its
attempt to confuse world public opinion. That
Government, in agréement with some delegations
in the Council, was seeking an appropriate way
to destroy the Indonesian Republic. Although that
fact was well understood by the representatives
of Canada and China, they nevertheless were

attempting to convince the Council to accept the

device of a round-table conference. He opposed
the participation of the Commission in the round-
table conference at The Hague and the proposal
for a preliminary conference in Indonesia.

At the 420th meeting (21 March), the repre-
sentative of IND1a drew attention to the statement
of the Netherlands representative that his Gov-
ernment would maintain its offer of accelerated
independence only if it could be reasonably certain
that the disruptive influence of the Republican
Government would remain eliminated. In that
situation, he asked whether a preliminary confer-
ence to discuss the implementation of paragraphs
1 and 2 of the Council’s resolution of 28 January
would serve any purpose except to give the Neth-
erlands Government time to consolidate its posi-
tion in Republican territory. The matters which
the Security Council proposed to be discussed at
a preliminary conference, and which the Nether-
lands representative agreed to accept, must be
formulated in unambiguous language before the
Council departed from the programme of action
laid down in its resolution of 28 January.

The representative of the RepusLic oF INDO-
NEsIA charged that the Dutch were destroying
Jogjakarta, the capital of the Republic, and mis-
treating Indonesian leaders. He summarized the
position of his delegation as follows: (1) the reso-
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lution of 28 January must be immediately imple-
mented, in accordance with the procedure estab-
lished therein; (2) a preliminary conference
between representatives of the Republic and the
Netherlands, under the Commission’s auspices, to
consider the provision of facilities for the imme-
diate return of the Republican Government to
Jogjakarta, could be considered by his delegation
as a start in the implementation of the Council’s
resolution, but such a conference, and the restora-
tion of the Republic of Indonesia which would
follow, must take no more than fourteen days;
(3) the Commission should report immediately
on the situation in Jogjakarta; (4) after the res-
toration of the Republican Government, that Gov-
ernment should be able to participate lawfully in
whatever conferences or negotiations were pro-
vided for in the Council’s resolution or were
deemed necessary by both parties and the Com-
mission; (5) there should be a report, as soon as
possible, on the military situation, including the
situation in those areas occupied by the Nether-
lands before 18 December 1948; (6) there should
be an immediate investigation, by any competent
international organ, of atrocities.

The representative of PAKISTAN stated that any
proposals aimed at watering down the fundamental
directives contained in the Council’s resolution of
28 January must be firmly resisted. Nevertheless,
it was reasonable to concede that preliminary talks,
while unnecessary, might be allowed between the
parties, under the auspices of the Commission, so
as to arrange that the Republican leaders be re-
stored to full authority in the Jogjakarta area and
all fighting be brought to a standstill. The Council
would have to insist ¢n the implementation of
those latter points. He expressed the hope that
the representative of Canada would make clear
that his proposal had identically the same purpose
as that of the representative of China.

The representative of BELGIUM noted that the
Netherlands representative had dispelled any fears
in regard to the completeness of the transfer of
sovereignty to Indonesia; that there was no reason
to believe that the Netherlands Government was
trying to preclude the President of the Republic
from contacting political circles; and that the
Netherlands Government was authorized by the
Council’s resolution of 28 January itself to take
considerations of the maintenance of law and order
into account. He thought that the Canadian pro-
posal followed logically from the Council’s resolu-
tion and that the Commission should take account
of the necessity of maintaining law and order in
the fulfilment of its terms of reference. Some day
or other, the guerrillas would have to be stopped,
and it was in the interests of the leaders and people
of Indonesia to put an end to such viclence as
soon as possible.

The representative of EgypT took the view that
a matter of basic principle was involved, including
the right of self-determination. The Council, more-
over, must decide whether it would adhere to its
own mandate or submit to violence and another
foit accompli. The Council should try to find the
best ways and means of overcoming the difficulties,
but its resolution must be implemented and not
sidetracked. The Council must ensure that the
proposed conference at The Hague would be held
with Commission participation and that the politi-
cal leaders of the Republic were released and
allowed to get in touch with their people. He
added that when the Council by a large majority

adopted its resolutions on the Indonesian question,
it gave unequivocal proof of its conviction that it
was competent to deal with the matter.

At the 421st meeting (23 March), the repre-
sentative of Canapa further developed his sug-
gestion for exploratory discussions between the
parties under the auspices of the Commission. He
proposed that the President, on behalf of the
Council, communicate the following message to
the Commission the text of which, he added, had
the assent of those members of the Council who
had supported the resolution of 28 January
(5/1234) :

“It is the sense of the Security Council that the
United Nations Commission for Indonesia, in
accordance with the Council’s resolution of 28
January 1949, and without prejudicing the rights,
claims and positions of the parties, should assist
the parties in reaching agreement as to (a) the
implementation of the Council’s resolution of 28
January, and in particular paragraphs 1 and 2 of
the operative part thereof; and (b) the time and
conditions for holding the proposed conference at
The Hague, to the end that the negotiations con-
templated by the resolution of Z8 January may
be held as soon as possible. It is further the sense
of the Council that, if such an agreement is
reached, the holding of such a Conference and
the participation by the United Nations Commis-
sion for Indonesia in accordance with its terms of
reference, would be consistent with the purposes
and objectives of the Council’s resolution of 28
January 1949.”

The representative of the NETHERLANDS re-
viewed recent developments which he considered
many representatives had disregarded, emphasiz-
ing the efforts of the Netherlands to find a way
out of the present difficulties and contrasting its
attitude with that of the Republic. He denied that
the offer to accelerate the transfer of sovereignty
was dependent on the non-restoration of the
Republican Government at Jogjakarta or that
Jogjakarta was being destroyed by the Dutch. As
he saw it, at the preliminary conference the Neth-
erlands and the Republican representatives would
consider, under the auspices of the Commission,
whether ways and means could be found: (1) to
achieve the discontinuance of all military opera-
tions and of guerrilla warfare; and (2) to meet
the objections of the Republican leaders to their
participation in the round-table conference in such
a way as to ensure that the restoration of peace
and the maintenance of law and order should not
be endangered. He added that those subjects, and
the solution to be found, were inter-connected and
interdependent.

The representative of InD1a repeated the view
of his delegation that the preliminary conference
should be conducted in two stages. The Canadian
'suggestion did not make the procedure clear. He
asked for an authoritative interpretation of the
Canadian text by the President,

The representative of AuUsTRALIA expressed
disappointment that the Canadian suggestion did
not reflect more closely the real opinion of most
of the representatives participating in the discus-
sion, and that it proposed steps toward the im-
plementation of the Netherlands proposal rather
than the Council’s resolution of 28 January, He
pointed out what he considered to be several in-
consistencies and redundancies in the proposed
directive and said that it would be quite unreal



for the Council to expect the preliminary confer-
ence, as outlined therein, to reach any finality as
to the conditions for further negotiations.

The representative of the UNioN oF Sovier
Sociarist ReruBLics said the discussion had
confirmed his delegation’s view that he convoca-
tion of a conference such as had been proposed
would be not only useless but harmful, and would
encourage the aggressor by giving the false im-
pression that such a conference was necessary for
the implementation of the Council’s decision. The
Security Council should press for the immediate
and unconditional release of the political leaders
of the Indonesian Republic and for their return to
Jogjakarta, and detailed information about the
situation in Jogjakarta should ‘be demanded
immediately.

The representative of CHINA supported the
Canadian text, which he considered was intended
to implement the Council’s resolution of 28
January, with a preliminary stage in Indonesia
and, if that were successful, a second stage at
The Hague. In his opinion, it would be reasonable
for the Commission to say that the question of
the restoration of Jogjakarta to the Republican
Government should be taken up first and that,
while the actual process of restoration was under
way, there might be an exchange of ideas on the
other topics. It would be hampering the progress
of events in Indonesia, however, if the Council
should attempt to divide the process of negotia-
tions into further sub-stages.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA supported the action suggested by the
Canadian representative because it would open the
door to an arrangement between the parties in
which neither of them would lose dignity or
honour.

The representative of FRANCE stated that the
position of principle adopted by his Government
in regard to the Indonesian gquestion would not
permit his delegation to take part in the vote on
the Canadian proposal, but that his Government
considered it most desirable to effect a resumption
of contact between the parties.

The representative of ARGENTINA, who sup-
ported the Canadian proposal, considered that it
was the Security Council’s function to attempt
to bring the parties closer together and to seek a
peaceful solution of their problem.

The representative of EcypT said that he was
not entirely satisfied with the Canadian text, but
that he would vote for it if the following interpre-
tation of its meaning were not challenged: that
the political leaders of the Republic of Indonesia
would be freed and be enabled to get in touch
with their own people; that a preliminary con-
ference would be held for the purpose of setting
up a Government of the Republic; and that only
after that would further steps be taken for a
conference to continue the attempt to reach an
agreement between the parties.

The representative of the RepPusLic oF INDO-
NESIA said that, in his opinion, the interpretation
given by the representative of Egypt might be
acceptable to his Government.

Decision: At the 421st meeting on 23 March
1949 at the request of the representative of the
Uwnion of Soviet Socialist Republics, a vote was
taken on the text of the directive to the Commis-
sion suggested by the Canadian representative. It

was approved by 8 votes, with three abstentions
(France, Ukramian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).

E. Discussion between the parties pur-
suant to the directive of 23 March
1949

On 9 May, the Commission reported to the
Council that both parties had accepted its invita-
tion to discussions pursuant to the Council’s
directive of 23 March. The report (S/1320)
stated that at the fifth meeting of these discus-
sions, on 7 May, the Chairmen of the delegations
of both parties delivered statements on which
they had agreed in consultation and confirmed
that each found himself in accord with the posi-
tion set forth by the other.

The Chairman of the Republican delegation said
that he was authorized by the President and Vice
President of the Republic to give their personal
assurances that they favoured, and would urge
the adoption, by the Republican Government as
soon as possible after its restoration, of a policy
including (1) issuance of an order to Republican
armed adherents to cease guerrilla warfare; (2)
co-operation in restoration of peace and main-
tenance of law and order; and (3) participation in
a round-table conference at The Hague with a
view to accelerate the unconditional transfer of
real and complete sovereignty to the United States
of Indonesia.

The Chairman of the Netherlands delegation
stated that, in view of the undertaking just
announced by the Chairman of the Republican
delegation, his delegation agreed to the setting
up of joint committees under the auspices of the
Commission (@) to make necessary investigations
and preparations preliminary to the return of
the Republican Government to Jogjakarta; and
(b) to study and advise on measures to be taken
in order to effectuate cessation of guerrilla war-
fare and co-operation in the restoration of peace
and in the maintenance of law and order. Further-
more, the Netherlands Government agreed that
the Republican Government should be free and
facilitated to exercise its appropriate functions in
an area consisting of the residency of Jogjakarta;
reaffirmed its willingness to ensure immediate dis-
continuance of all military operations and to
release immediately and unconditionally all politi-
cal prisoners arrested since 17 December 1948 in
the Republic; agreed to refrain from the estab-
lishment, recognition or expansion of negaras
and daerahs affecting the territory under Repub-
lican control prior to 19 December 1948; agreed
that the number of representatives from the
Republic to a provisional representative body for
the whole of Indonesia would be one half of the
total membership, exclusive of the Republic’s

membership; was fully prepared to do its utmost.

that a round-table conference take place imme-
diately after the return of the Republican Govern-
ment to Jogjakarta for discussions as to the way
in which to accelerate the unconditional transfer
of real and complete sovereignty to the United
States of Indonesia; agreed that in all areas
outside the residency of Jogjakarta where civil,
police and other officials of the Government of
Indonesia were not operating, Republican civil,
police and other officials, where still operating,
would remain in function; understood that the
Netherlands authorities should afford to the
Republican Government such facilities as might



reasonably be required for communication and
consultation with all persons in Indonesia.

Following a meeting under its auspices on 23
June, the Commission issued a Press communiqué
regarding the results of the discussions to that
date. It was noted that the meeting was attended
by the Chairman and members of the Federal
Consultative Assembly, representing areas in In-
donesia outside the Republic, following a recent
invitation extended to them by the Commission
i0 participate in the discussions. The Chairman
of the Netherlands delegation had announced that
preparations for the return of the Republican
Government to Jogjakarta had proceeded to such
an extent that the Netherlands Government would
order its froops to start the evacuation of the
residency of Jogjakarta on 24 June.

The communiqué further stated that a meet-
ing of minds had been reached which would enable
the Republican delegation to make proposals to
the Republican Government, as soon as possible
after its restoration, for a cessation of hostilities
and as to the time and conditions of the proposed
round-table conference at The Hague. A memo-
randum expressing the meeting of minds on the
round-table conference said that the participants
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would strive for the convening of the conference
by 1 August 1949, and that sovereignty should
be transferred to the United States of Indonesia
before the end of 1949. The participants in the
conference were to be the Netherlands, the Repub-
lic of Indonesia, the Federal Consultative Assem-
bly and the United Nations Commission for Indo-
nesia. The procedure for the ratification of the
agreements reached was laid down, certain points
of procedure established and the following items
for the agenda set forth: (@) Provisional Consti-
tution of the United States of Indonesia; (b) the
Charter of Transfer of Sovereignty; (c) the
fundamental provisions of the Statute of the
Netherlands-Indonesian Union; (d) observation
of implementation of agreements; and (e) other
1tems.

In a Press communiqué issued by the Commis-
sion on 5 July, it was announced that the evacua-
tion of Netherlands troops from the Residency of
Jogjakarta, under the observation of United Na-
tions military observers, had been completed on
30 June. In a communiqué issued the following
day, it was stated that the Republican Government
had been re-established in Jogjakarta.



Chapter 2
THE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION

A. Message from the Chairman of the
United Nations Commission

As indicated in chapter 5 of the last annual
report (A/620), the Security Council, by resolu-
tions of 20 January (S/654) and 21 April 1948
(5/726), had established the United Nations
Commission for India and Pakistan composed of
the representatives of Argentina, Belgium, Colom-
bia, Czechoslovakia and the United States. The
Commission had arrived in Pakistan on 7 July
1948 and had immediately begun to consult with
the two parties regarding the establishment of a
cease-fire in the State of Jammu and Kashmir.

A message (S/987), dated 11 August 1948
from the Chairman of the United Nations Com-
mission informing the President of the Security
Council that the Secretary-General had been
requested to take steps to appoint, at short notice,
military observers for the supervision of the
cease-fire in Kashmir, was placed on the provi-
sional agenda for the 356th meeting (30 August).

The representatives of Syria and BeLcrum
objected to the inclusion of the item on the basis
that, under the terms of the Council’s resolution
of 21 April 1948, the appointment of observers
was within the competence of the Commission
itself.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA considered that the document in ques-
tion had been sent merely for the information of
the Security Council. He questioned the urgency
of the matter, in view of the fact that the members
of the Council had agreed not to meet before
the Paris session of the General Assembly unless
an emergency arose.

The PresmeENT declared that, in view of the
document and of the resolution of 21 April, the
Security Council ought to decide rapidly how and
on what principle the military observers were to
be selected and which countries were to send
them. The inscription on the agenda had been pro-
posed so as to allow an exchange of views among
the representatives on that important question,
which the Secretary-General was not empowered
to decide alone.

The representatives of Svria and Frawce
stressed that refusal to adopt the item would not
mean that the Council was not willing to discuss
the point in the future.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SocraLisT REPUBLIC pointed out that, in any case,
the removal of the question from the agenda
would create a most unfavourable impression on
the parties to the dispute, and, in particular, on
the people of India.

Decision: At the 356th meeting on 30 August
1948, the provisional agenda was rejected, having
received 2 votes in favour (Ukrainian Soviet So-
cialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics), with 9 abstentions.
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B. Consideration of the Commission’s
interim report

—— -

On 9 November 1948, the United Nations
Commission for India and Pakistan adopted an
interim report (S/1100) concerning its activities
from 15 June to 22 September 1948. On 22
November, the Chairman of the United Nations
Commission transmitted a communication from
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan con-
cerning alleged reinforcements and movements
of Indian troops in Kashmir and stated that the
Commission had appealed to the parties to refrain
from any action which might aggravate the situa-
tion and endanger the negotiations (S/1087).
Those documents were placed on the agenda of
the Security Council for the 382nd meeting (25
November).

On the proposal of the representatives of Syria
and Colombia, the Rapporteur of the United
Nations Commission was invited to the Council
table.

The RAPPORTEUR gave a brief summary of the
activities of the Commission and expressed the
hope that the conversations which had commenced
on the sub-continent of India would be continued
in Paris between the Commission and the two
delegations to the General Assembly, with a view
to finding a common ground for a peaceful and
definitive settlement.

The representative of CoLoMBIA suggested that
the Council should merely invite the parties to
continue their collaboration with the Commission.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AmMERICA supported the Colombian suggestion and
the appeal of the Commission contained in docu-

ment S/1087.

The representative of the Uwnitep KINGpoM
stressed the importance of finding the earliest
possible solution to the problem.

The representative of PAKISTAN, after express-
ing the tribute of his Government to the Commis-
sion for its work, stated that the situation in
Kashmir was deteriorating in view of the action
of the Indian Government described in docu-
ment S/1087. The recent Indian military advance
in northern Kashmir amounted to at least fifty
miles and artillery duels were taking place in the
southern part of the country. Consequently, the
number of refugees had grown considerably. The
Pakistan forces, which had entered Kashmir during
the last six months, had taken a purely defensive
action, but the deterioration of . .e military situa-
tion during that week might torce Pakistan to
take new military counter-measures and might
even spell the end of all possibilities for any kind
of peaceful settlement.

The representative of INDIA, arguing the right
of India to expel all outsiders from Jammu and
Kashmir, declared that the Indian military action
was of a defensive character and that no major
offensive had been contemplated. The Pakistan
and the Azad Kashmir forces had been attacking



the Indian positicns continuously, while the recent
operations in Ladakh and Poonch had the objec-
tive of safeguarding the Indian military situation
in that part of Jammu and Kashmir. On the other
hand, over a period of eight months, only 5,000
Indian troops had been sent to Kashmir, in part
for the purpose of replacing old garrisons and in
part to assist in the defensive action in the Ladakh
and Poonch areas.

The representative of PaxisTaN replied that
his country had never recognized the accession of
Kashmir to India and that the so-called defensive
Indian action had tremendously increased the
number of refugees. Nevertheless, the representa-
tives of both parties stressed their desire to find
a friendly solution.

Summing up the debate, the PRESIDENT state
with the approval of the Council, that the Council
wished: (1) to confirm to the Commission the
full support of the Security Council in its work
for the purpose of arriving at a peaceful solu-
tion; and (2) to bring to the attention of both
parties the need for refraining from any action
which might aggravate the military or the politi-
cal situation and, consequently, prejudice the ne-
gotiations carried out for the purpose of achieving
a final and peaceful understanding of the matter.
The President added that he would communicate
with the Commission and the parties accordingly.

C. Consideration of the Commission’s
second interim report

On 10 January 1949, the United Nations Com-
mission for India and Pakistan submitted, to the
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President of the Security Council, a second in-
terim report (S/1196), which was placed on the
agenda for the 399th meeting (13 January).

On the invitation of the President of the
Security Council, the Chairman of the Commis-
sion for India and Pakistan presented the Com-
mission’s interim report to the Council, empha-
sizing that the Governments of Pakistan and of
India, on 23 and 25 December 1948, had accepted
the final proposals which the Commission had
communicated to them on 11 December 1948. On
that basis, the Governments had declared the
cessation of hostilities in the territory of the State
of Jammu and Kashmir as of 1 January 1949.
Moreover, the Commission intended to return to
India shortly to assist the two Governments in the
implementation of the resolution of 13 August
1948 which appears in the Commission’s first
interim report (S/1100).

The PrESIDENT expressed the appreciation of
the Council to the Commission and to the two
Governments concerned.

The representatives of Inpra and PAKISTAN
expressed the gratitude of their respective Gov-
ernments for the work of the Commission and
their hope for a successful completion of the task.

The representatives of the Unitep Kincpom,
CHiNA, the UnNitep STATES oF AMERICA and
FrancCE endorsed the statement made by the
President.

The PresipENT stated that the Council had
taken note of the second interim report and
would like the Commission to return to the sub-
continent of India at its earliest convenience.



Chapter 3
THE HYDERABAD QUESTION

A. Communication dated 21 August
1948 from the Hyderabad Govern-
ment

By a letter dated 21 August 1948 (S/986), the
Secretary-General of the Hyderabad Department
of External Affuirs communicated to the Presi-
dent of the Security Council his Government’s
request that the grave 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. He said that,
unless settled in accordance with international
law and justice; the dispute was likely to endan-
ger the maintenance of international peace and
security. The letter stated that Hyderabad had
been exposed in recent months to violent intimi-
dation, to threats of invasion and to economic
blockade which were intended to coerce it into
‘a renunciation of its independence. The action
of India threatened the existence of Hyderabad,
the peace of India and the entire Asiatic continent,
and the principles of the United Nations. For
the purposes of the dispute, the Government of
Hyderabad accepted the obligations of pacific
settlement provided in the Charter.

B. Other communications from the
Hyderabad Government

By a letter dated 8 September (S5/996), the
Secretary of the Hyderabad Department of
External Affairs communicated his Government’s
request to become a party to the Statute of the
International Court of Justice, in conformity with
Article 93, paragraph 2, of the Charter, in order
to facilitate the peaceful solution, on the basis
of international law, of the difficulties which had
arisen between his Government and the Dominion
of India, in particular with regard to the interpre-
tation of the Standstill Agreement concluded
between the two countries on 21 November 1947,
Once Hyderabad had become a party to the
Statute, 1t was intended, with that objective, to
sign the optional clause of Article 36 of the
Statute.

In a cablegram dated 13 September (S/1000)
to the Secretary-General, the Secretary-General
of the Hyderabad Department of External Affairs
stated that Hyderabad was being invaded by
Indian forces and that hostilities had broken out
in various parts of the country.

On 15 September, in support of its application
to the Security Council, the Government of
Hyderabad submitted a written statement of its
case (S/1001) and a memorandum dealing with
the following subject-matter: the political history
of Hyderabad before and during British suze-
rainty; the cessation of British suzerainty; ne-
gotiations with the Dominion of India; the
communal issue; border incidents and subversive
activities; the blockade; and other data relating
to the State of Hyderabad.
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C. Discussion on inclusion of the com-
munications in the agenda

The communication dated 21 August (S/986)
from the Government of Hyderabad was included
in the provisional agenda for the 357th meeting
(16 September) together with communications
requesting urgent consideration and reporting
that hostilities had broken out. That was the first
meeting after the Security Council’s transfer
from New York to Paris, and several representa-
tives requested adjournment to permit receipt of
instructions and the arrival of the regular
representatives.

Decision: Following discussion, the Council
rejected the proposal of the representative of China
for adjournment until 20 September. The result
of the vote was 1 in favour, with 10 abstentions.

A number of representatives then made the
express reservation that adoption of the agenda
would not, in any way, prejudge the competence
of the Security Council or any of the merits of
the case. No objection was made to these reserva-
tions, although the representative of China con-
sidered that admission of a question to the agenda
might be held to imply a certain view of the
Council’s competence and juridical status of the
parties.

Decision: After discussion, the agenda was
adopted by § wvotes, with 3 abstentions.

D. General discussion

The representative of Hyberasap submitted
that the situation demanded immediate action by
the Security Council under Chapter VII of the
Charter, His Government asked that the Council
use its powers under the Charter to call a halt
to the invasion and to bring about a withdrawal
of the invading troops. Unless measures were
taken immediately, the world might be confronted
with a fait accompli following the use of force.
When those steps had been taken, he hoped that
the Council would consider, investigate fully,
and make recommendations upon the dispute be-
tween Hyderabad and India in relation to the
situation as it existed when the dispute was first
brought before the Council under Article 35,
paragraph 2.

The representative of Hyderabad then de-
scribed the blockade and the other facts of the
situation and said that it had been clear, from the
outset, that the Indian Government’s policy was
intended to create on the borders of Hyderabad
and India a condition of confusion and disorder
which would provide the aggressor wi. 1 a plausi-
ble justification for what would be described as
police action. Those plans had been made despite
the fact that the Standstill Agreemer* of 29
November 1947 between the two count.«s had
expressly provided that nothing in it should give
India the right to send in troops to assist in the
maintenance of internal order.



Turning to the question of the independent
status of Hyderabad, he quoted an official state-
ment made by the British Viceroy to the rulers
and representatives of the Indian States on 25
Tuly 1948, and reproduced in the White Book on
Indian States published by the Government of
India in July 1948, to the effect that the Indian
Independence Act released the States from all
their obligations to the Crown, and that the States
had complete freedom and were technically and
legally independent.

The Government of Hyderabad had offered,
and he affirmed that offer, to submit the question
of accession in matters of defence, external affairs
and communications for determination by a plebi-
scite on the basis of adult suffrage under the
supervision of the United Nations, provided that
negotiations were resumed free of dictation, and
that the conditions of freedom from outside inter-
ference and coercion were restored.

He then replied to the legal objections to the
Council’s competence based on the alleged do-
mestic jurisdiction of India in the matter, the
international status of Hyderabad and the Stand-
still Agreement. He maintained that, in fact, it
had been India which had violated the Standstill
Agreement and had repeatedly refused to abide
by the provision relating to the arbitration of
disputes concerning the iuterpretation of the
Agreement.

The representative of INDIA maintained that
Hyderabad was not competent to bring any
question before the Security Council; that it was
not a State; that it was not, and never had been
independent. The usefulness of the United Nations
would be impaired and the cause of peace dam-
aged if the provisions of the Charter were not
respected and if areas which did not possess the
characteristics of States were permitted to present
their grievances before the Security Council. The
account that had been given of his country’s
invasion of Hyderabad had no bearing on the
application made by Hyderabad on 21 Awugust.
Therefore, the case which the Security Council
should first consider was whether, on 21 August,
Hyderabad had been competent to come before
the Council. In due course, he would submit a
detailed analysis of the situation to demonstrate
that legally and politically Hyderabad could never
be an independent territory.

Without going into the merits of the case, the
representative of India indicated the events which
had exhausted his Government’s patience and
finally had obliged it to take action. He referred
to the heavy armaments in the possession of the
Hyderabad Government and the depredations of
the private armies which had been encouraged or
countenanced by the Hyderabad Government.

At the 359th meeting (20 September), the rep-
resentative of HyDERABAD said that no new in-
structions emanating directly from the Nizam had
reached his delegation. However, he suggested
that the discussion should be postponed for a few
days, in view of the surrender of the Hyderabad
forces and reports that the Nizam had given
instructions to the Hyderabad delegation not to
press the complaint before the Security Council.

The representative of Inpia read a telegram
from the Nizam to the President of the Hydera-
bad delegation, which had been transmitted by
the Indian Agent-General in Hyderabad, ordering
the withdrawal of the Hyderabad case from the
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Security Council. The Indian Government stated
emphatically that the action had been taken by
the Nizam himself without India’s request and
before the Indian Army had reached Hyderabad.

Indian troops had taken action to put an end
to atrocities and border incidents and to prevent
repercussions in the provinces adjoining Hydera-
bad and the rest of India. The ease with which
the Indian forces had entered was an indication
of the overwhelming goodwill of the people of
Hyderabad. In his opinion, the matter was con-
cluded by the instructions which the Nizam had
issued to the Hyderabad delegation.

The representative of the UNITED STATES oF
AmMmEerica said that the use of force did not alter
legal rights and the Government of India did not
predicate any rights on the use of force. From
that point of view, the situation had not been
materially changed since the previous (357th)
meeting. He felt sure that the parties would desire
to keep the Council informed and would supply
detailed information. He quoted a Press report
of a proclamation of the Indian Army Command
to the people of Hyderabad stating that an oppor-
tunity would be given to them to decide their
future internal government and relations with
India. His Government had no doubt that the
Government of India, in giving effect to that
declaration, would have in mind that the Members
of the Security Council and of the United Nations
would watch developments in Hyderabad with the
hope and expectation that the outcome would
demonstrate loyal support of the principles of the
Charter.

The representative of Inpra replied that his
Government shared the deep regret for the use of
force by any country on any occasion. He reit-
erated that force had been used in the present
case only to maintain law and order, which had
completely broken down in several parts of
Hyderabad. He emphasized that his Government
had repeatedly said that the will of the people
would determine the relationship of Hyderabad
with the Dominion of India and the form of
government which they wished for their own
State. While maintaining the domestic character
of the dispute, his delegation would be prepared
to report, in due course, to the Security Council,
full details of the steps which his Government pro-
posed to take to restore order and to ascertain
and give effect to the will of the people of
Hyderabad.

The representative of ARGENTINA expressed
surprise at developments in the Council. He con-
sidered that the representative of India had not
demonstrated that the Council had no competence
in the question and had not dealt with the merits
of the case. He could beileve the statements that
the Nizam and his people were co-operating with
the Indian Army since a refusal to co-operate
would have been difficult. He hoped that the ques-
tion of Hyderabad would remain on: the Council’s
agenda and that all members wotld be given an
opportunity to discuss the substance of the matter.

The representative of CoLoMBIA said that, if
the State and Government of Hyderabad were to
disappear, and if the Council found itself in a
situation where the question could no longer be
examined, his delegation would have to make a
reservation based on two of the fundamental prin-
ciples of the United Nations : the self-determination



of peoples and the condemnation of any forcible
acquisition of territory.

The representative of CANADA considered that
the question of competence need not be further
considered since the parties had undertaken to
supply information to the Council.

The representative of Syria said that the Se-
curity Council must keep the Hyderabad question
on its agenda. He suggested the possibility of
setting up an ad hoc committee to study the
problem.

E. Communication dated 22 September
1948 from the Nizam of Hyderabad
withdrawing the complaint

In a cable dated 22 September (S/1011), the
Nizam of Hyderabad informed the Secretary-
General that, on 13 September, he had sent a
message to the representative of Hyderabad order-
ing him to withdraw Hyderabad’s case from the
Security Council. He had also asked his Agent-
General in New Delhi to communicate the order
to that representative. To resolve all doubts in the
matter, he formaily requested the Security Council
to note that he had withdrawn the complaint made
by his Government to the Council. He added that
the Ministry at whose instance the complaint had
been made had resigned on 17 September, at which
time he himself had personally assumed the charge
of his State. The delegation to the Security Council
which had been sent at the instance of that Minis-
try, had ceased to have any authority to represent
either him or his State. On 30 September, the
Secretary-General received from the Nizam a
letter confirming the cable.

In a note dated 24 September (S/1015) to the
President of the Security Council, the Hyderabad
delegation stated that it viewed with satisfaction
the attitude which the Council had adopted at the
359th meeting on 20 September. The Hyderabad
delegation understood the Council’s view to be that
the invasion of Hyderabad by India, having been
an act of force, could confer no legal rights upon
India; that the Council had taken note of the
declaration of the Indian representative that the
sole purpose of the intervention of India had been
to restore order and to create conditions for a
free expression of the will of the people of Hydera-
bad; and that the Council retained the question of
Hyderabad on its agenda.

However, the events which had occurred since
the Council’s 359th meeting had shown that the
Government of India and the Indian occupation
authorities in Hyderabad were determined not to
act in accordance with the declaration of the repre-
sentative of India. Important constitutional and
administrative changes had been introduced which
were not related in any way to the avowed purpose
of maintaining internal order. The Nizam had been
compelled to surrender complete power to the
Indian Military Commander. The principal admin-
istrative officers in most districts of Hyderabad
had been removed. Instructions had been issued to
‘. Hyderabad agents-general abroad to suspend
.leir activities. In addition, there were reports,
substantiated from Indian sources, that a régime
of victimization and persecution had already begun.

The Hyderabad delegation stated that, in those
circumstances, it was imperative that a meeting
of the Security Council be called to review the
situation and prevent extension of the scope of

the fait accompli. In view of the strict censorship
and complete blackout of impartial news, it was
suggested that the Council might find it desirable
to appoint its own observers to keep itself informed
of the trend of events in Hyderabad.

At the 360th meeting (28 September), there
was 'some discussion of the Hyderabad delegation’s
credentials and rights to future participation in
view of the communication (S/1011) which had
been received from the Nizam and the note
(S/1015) from the Hyderabad delegation.

The representative of CHINA considered that the
Hyderabad delegation should not be invited to
the Council’s table.

The representative of Coromara did not consider
that the Council should reverse its decision with
regard to the representation of the two parties.

The representative of SyRia argued that the
Council should not base its actions on cablegrams
which might not come from a truly authentic
source. The Council, not being cognizant of condi-
tions in Hyderabad, might request a representative
of a member of the Council to obtain the necessary
information on the spot.

The representative of ARGENTINA said that,
since the Indian Government had proclaimed mar-
tial law in the State of Hyderabad and had assumed
civil and military control, he could not give cre-
dence to communications signed by the Nizam, so
long as the Nizam did not appear in person before
the Council. He considered that the Council should
request the Government of India to withdraw its
troops from Hyderabad and to re-establish the
normal Government, leaving any dispute to be
settled by peaceful negotiations. The representative
of Argentina said that he would not vote for the
withdrawal of the item from the agenda.

The representative of CoLOMBIA said that, since
Hyderabad was under military occupation, the
Council could not be certain that the Nizam had
signed the letter of his own free will. He agreed
with the suggestion of the representative of Syria
that the Council should rely on its own sources of
information.

After further discussion, the Council accepted
the suggestion of the President that it hear the
representative of Hyderabad on the question of
credentials.

The representative of HYDERABAD said that a
successful invader had withdrawn the credentials
issued to his delegation by the lawful Government.
He asked whether such a procedure was consistent
with the authority and purpose of the United
Nations. His delegation would leave to the Security
Council the important decision concerning its
status before the United Nations.

He declared that Hyderabad had been invaded
not for the purpose of maintaining order, but as
part of the plan of creating a unified Ind:ia. There
had been no disorders, communal strife or excesses
in Hyderabad, even after the invasion had begun.
Furthermore, there was a profound difference be-
tween restoring order and the complete substitution
of Indian authority for that of Hyderabad. He de-
scribed the far-reaching administrative and con-
stitutional changes which were being made and
which amounted to annexation.

The representative of Hyderabad said that the
proposed plebiscite must not be a mockery under
the prussure of Indian military power and imported



administrators. Regular constitutional government
must be restored, pending the establishment of
international machinery for a plebiscite. Impartial
observers must be appointed to report on the con-
ditions and administration of the country, since it
was clearly impossible for the Council to limit
itself to information supplied by the Indian authori-
ties alone. There was no reason why both parties
should not, at that time, put forward constructive
proposals for dealing with the entire situation, un-
hampered by the previous history of the negotia-
tions. In that endeavour, they might well be aided
by a member or by & committee of the Security
Council.

The representative of INDIA said that the
question of the genuineness of the credentials of
the Hyderabad delegation might well have been
examined at a much earlier stage. He quoted state-
ments made by the Nizam and by Lord Mount-
batten, the Governor-General of India, to show
that the Government of Hyderabad had been taken
over through a coup d’éiat by the extremist Minis-
try which had referred the matter to the Security
Council. At that time, the Nizam had ceased to be
a free agent and had come under the control of a
group of extremists from whom he had recently
been released.

Replying to allegations regarding censorship in
Hyderabad, he said that all the normal functions
of government were being carried on by officers
of the Hyderabad Government, although certain
officers whose political contacts with the extremists
had been proved had been dismissed. He pointed
out that, as early as August 1947, the Indian
Government had suggested a plebiscite on the issue
of Hyderabad’s accession, but the Hyderabad Gov-
ernment had rejected that proposal. The solution
of the Hyderabad problem had established a new
bond of friendship between Hindus and Muslims
throughout India and Hyderabad. The Security
Council should now consider whether the cause of
peace would not be better served by dropping the
matter from the agenda.

In a letter dated 11 October (S/1031) the Head
of the Hyderabad delegation stated that, since the
views of his delegation on the validity of their
credentials and cognate matters had already been
placed before the Security Council (360th meet-
ing), he did not propose to ask that the delegation
be represented at the next meeting of the Council
on the question.

F. Proceedings following the interven-
tion of Pakistan

In a letter dated 6 October 1948 (S/1027), the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan requested
that Pakistan be permitted to participate in the
discussion of the Hyderabad question, in accord-
ance with Article 31 of the Charter.

In another letter dated 20 Nov mber (S/1084),
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan stated
that reports received since the date of his previous
letter indicated that the situation in Hyderabad had
continued to deterjorate and that urgent action by
the Security Council was needed to remedy the
situation. He therefore requested that the Council
deal with the Hyderabad question at an early date.

The question was placed on the provisional
agenda for the 382nd meeting (25 November).
Subsequently, the leader of the Indian delegation
informed the President of the Council that the dele-
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gation which India had appointed to deal with
the Hyderabad question had been withdrawn
(S/1089). The Council postponed discussion of
the question to its next meeting.

At the 383rd meeting (2 December), the Assist-
ant Secretary-General in charge of the Department
of Security Council Affairs informed the Council,
in reply to a query from the representative of
Syria, that the delegation of India still had no
duly qualified representative in Paris to participate
in the discussion of the Hyderabad questicn.

By a letter dated 6 December (S/1109), the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan requested
that a meeting of the Security Council be called
as scon as possible.

By a letter dated 10 December (S/1115), the
Government of India informed the Security Coun-
cil that conditions in Hyderabad were peaceful and
normal and that there was complete freedom of
access by air, rail and road. In the circumstances,
the Indian Government did not propose to send a
representative to the Security Council to discuss
the Hyderabad question.

In a letter dated 12 December (S/1118), the
Head of the Hyderabad delegation said that it was
now clear that the Nizam’s alleged instructions for
the withdrawal of the complaint had been given
under duress and that he was virtually a prisoner
of the Indian military authorities. Information in
the possession of the Hyderabad delegation indi-
cated that the Nizam approved of its continued
efforts to enlist the support of the United Nations.
Accordingly, his delegation was reasserting its
authority as originally appointed. Were that au-
thority to be challenged, the Security Council
would have to ascertain to what extent the Nizam
had been a free agent. The situation also raised a
question of law which could be properly answered
by the International Court of Justice. That ques-
tion was to what extent the Security Council could
consider as valid an order for the withdrawal of
a complaint made by the Head of a State occupied
by an aggressor.

In a letter dated 13 December (S/1124), the
representative of India transmitted to the President
of the Security Council a brief factual report on
the situation in Hyderahad. The report, made with-
out prejudice to the question of the Council’s com-
petence, described the general conditions prevailing
in Hyderabad, and, inter alia, developments in
the administration, the State’s financial and ece-
nomic position, preparation for a Constituent
Assembly and the status of the Nizam. The report
quoted a statement by the Nizam that his subjects
were settling down to normal life and that all
shades of opinion in the State felt that the present
administration was impartial and efficient.

Decision: At the 384th meeting on 15 December
1948, the representative of Pakistan was invited
to participate in the discussion of the Hyderabad
question. Further consideration was postponed
until after the Council's return to Lake Success.

By a letter dated 4 May 1949 (S/1317), the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan requested
an early meeting of the Security Council to con-
sider the Hyderabad situation, which had con-
tinuously deteriorated so far as it affected the
Muslim population and constituted a grave threat
to the preservation of peace.

In a letter dated 18 May (S/1324), the repre-
sentative of India deprecated the recurrent attempts



to debate in the Security Council matters which
were wholly within India’s domestic jurisdiction
and concerning which adequate constitutional
means of redress existed in India. Such discussion
could inflame communal passions. He urged that
the question be removed from the Council’s agenda
and requested an opportunity to make a fuller
statement to the Council of his Government’s views
on the question of competence.

At the 425th meeting (19 May), the representa-
tive of INDIA recounted the circumstances in which
India had been forced to take action to put an end
to the prolonged lawlessness and disorder which
had been disturbing not only Hyderabad but also
the adjoining districts of India. In particular he
cited the case of Sidney Cottow, who had been
convicted in a London court on charges of gun-
running in Hyderabad, with the help of Pakistan
officials. The military action had lasted only three
or four days, because of the favourable attitude of
the people. The Ministry at whose instance the
complaint had been filed had resigned and the
Nizam had formally withdrawn the case from the
Security Council. He quoted statements of the
Nizam denying allegations that he had acted under
duress. With regard to the ministers who had been
kept in power by a military organization known as
the Razakars, he quoted Lord Mountbatten’s state-
ment that they had taken office by “engineering a
coup”. He also quoted various excerpts from a
letter from Lord Mountbatten to the Nizam to
the effect that those ministers had used coercive
methods to prevent the carrying out of the Nizam’s
wishes thereby jeopardizing relations between
India and Hyderabad. The ministers had also taken
considerable liberties with State funds.

The action which India had been forced to take
had not been directed against the people of Hydera-
bad or their ruler, but against the fascist clique
which had usurped power and had been misusing
it in a manner that had threatened the tranquillity
of India as well as Hyderabad. As soon as those
mc¢.1 had resigned and the Nizam had assumed
charge, he had withdrawn the complaint which
they had made to the United Nations. The future
of the State and its relationship with India were
matters which had been left to be decided by the
people. Arrangements for convening a Constituent
Assembly for that purpose would be completed by
the autumn.

The representative of India made a detailed
reply *o the legal arguments which had been ad-
vanced in support of the view that Hyderabad was
a State in international law and therefore capable
of being a party to an international dispute and
able to invoke Article 35, paragraph 2. In particu-
lar, he criticized the analogy that had been drawn
between the international status of Hyderabad and
that of the Republic of Indonesia. Tl: Republic
had been recognized de facto by a number of
States, but no Government had ever recognized
Hyderabad. Furthermore, Indonesia was not in
the heart of the Netheriands as Hyd:rabad was
in the heart of India. With the lesson i develop-
ments in Burma, India could not possibly agree to
he dismembered by allowing any of the Indian
States to claim international statehood. Hyderabad
had never been a State in the sense of international
law and it could never be one in the future ¥
India was to live.

He said that conditions were settling down to
normal and that the Nizam and his officers had
been co-operating with the Indian authorities for
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the restoration of law and order. Relations between
the religious communities were cordial. There way
no restriction on entry to Hyderabad, znd Press
representatives from India and 2broad had visited
the State without hindrance. Any genuine griev-
ances of the Muslims in any part of India could
be voiced in the Indian Constituent Assembly,
where they had adequate representation. The
Indian Cabinet contained seven Hindus, two Mus-
lims, two Christians, two members of the scheduled
castes and one Sikh. In recent months, there had
sprung up the salutary practice of conferences be-
tween India and Pakistan on such problems as
rehabilitation of refugees and treatment of minori-
ties. Quite apart from the question of competence,
if the Council desired information on any specific
points, India would be able to supply it. Clearly,
recurrent debates in the Council served no useful
purpose and merely gave the opportunity for
statements which disturbed India’s internal tran-
quillity. In all these circumstances, he submitted
that it was neither necessary nor desirable that the
question be retained on the Council’s agenda.

In reply, the representative of PAKISTAN main-
tained that India’s’action had been entirely unjusti-
fied and had constituted a breach of international
peace, a threat to the mainteance of peace and a
continuation of aggression which called for redress.

He described at length the historical position of
Hyderabad, its relations with the United Kingdom,
and the international status of the various Indian
States after 15 August 1947, with a view to proving
that, at the terminatior, of British rule, all those
States had become independent unless they had
signified a desire to accede either to India or to
Pakistan. India had recognized that principle with
regard to Jammu and Kashmir. It followed there-
fore that Hyderabad was independent. However,
India was maintaining the view that the people
of Hyderabad would be free to choose whether or
not to accede to India, but that in either case,
Hyderabad would have to hand over to India the
conduct of its foreign affairs. India had long con-
tended that the dispute, if any, between Hyderabad
and India was a domestic matter, but if Hyderabad
had been independent before 12 September 1948,
then the mere fact that its independence had been
destroyed did not maie the dispute a domestic
matter for India.

With regard to the similarity between Indonesia
and Hyderabad, he pointed out that, whereas the
Netherlands could, perhaps with some plausibility,
claim that Indonesia was still a Dutch colony,
Hyderabad had a ruler and all the machinery of a
State. After 15 August 1947, that State had been
independent and its independence had been de-
stroyed by military action on the part of India.

The representative of India had drawn the
Council’s attention to the fact that there were over
thirty million Muslims in India and that no Gov-
ernment could afford to ill-treat so large a minority.
However, earlier occurrences and incidents had
created grave doubts in the minds of both Pakistani
and Indian Muslims regarding the abiiity of the
Government of India to safeguard that minority. In
any event, the main question, was not the treat-
ment of an Indian minority, but the problem of
Hyderabad, which constituted a disturbing factor
in the relations between India and Pakistan and
subjected the Government of Pakistan to pressure
from its own people for active intervention. The
Government of Pakistan had had to exercise a
great deal of restraint in order to prevent action
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which might have destroyed the pussibility of the
continuation of peaceful relations between the two
States. That was the principal reason why, on
behalf of Pakistan, he had requested the Security
Council, in Paris, to grant him a hearing on that
problem.

Reviewing the development of the dispute, the
representative of Pakistan said that the Nizam, on
11 June 1947, had issued a declaration to the
effect that he had decided not to participate in the
Constituent Assembly of either Pakistan or India.
On 9 July 1947, in a letter to the Crown Represen-
tative, the Nizam had requested that his State be
accorded dominion status. At that time the Govern-
ment of India had insisted on accession, whereas
the Nizam, short of accession, had been willing to
sign a treaty with India on the subjects of com-
munications, defence and international affairs.
Later on, it had been found necessary, pending a
settlement, to agree upon a modus vivendi; that
had been the Standstill Agreement of 29 Novem-
ber 1947. That Agreement was to have remained
in force for a period of one year, and disputes
arising out of it were to have been referred to the
arbitration of two arbitrators, one appointed by
each of the parties, and an umpire appointed by
those arbitrators. He then described the develop-
ment of negotiations on the supply of arms and
equipment. After examining the nature of the
Indian blockade, he replied to the charges of gun-
running. Later, the Governor-General had sug-
gested that, in order to satisfy public opinion in
India, the Nizam should take steps to introduce a
responsible government. The Nizam had not been
unresponsive.

As to the alleged breaches of the Standstill
Agreement, Hyderabad had suggested arbitration,
as provided by the Agreement. India had replied,
however, that consideration of the large number
of points on which differences had emerged made
it clear that arbitration would take up all that
remained of che period of one year for which the
Agreement was to last. The Indian answer had
concluded that reference to arbitration could be
regarded 115 a practical solution only if the Hydera-
bad Government would agree to take, immediately,
certain steps which could be regarded as a genuine
token of a desire to maintain cordial and friendly
relations with the Government of India. The sug-
gestions had been rejected, since they would have
meant that India would practically have run the
Government of Hyderabad.

Continuing his statement at the 426th meeting
(24 May), the representative of Pakistan recalled
that, on 10 June 1948, the Director of the Informa-
tion Bureau of the Nizam’s Government had issued
a Press note to the effect that, in order to avoid
the possibility of a clash with Indian forces, orders
had been given that all Hyderabad troops should
be withdrawn to a line three miles within the
border. On 19 June, the Prime Minister of Hydera-
bad had made a complete review of relations with
India. He had explained that, after protracted
negotiations, the Government of India had made
three alternative proposals ; first, accession ; second,
mimediate responsible government on the lines
determined by the Government of India ; and third,
decision of the issue of accession to India or inde-
pendence by a plebiscite under neutral observation.
With regard to the last alternative, the Nizam had
agreed to a plebiscite under the general supervision
of an independent international body. The Govern-
ment of India had proposed, however, that during

the interim period and pending the verdict of the
people, Hyderabad should accede in substance and
should institute responsible government on the
lines determined by India. At that stage, the Prime
Minister concluded, there had been no alternative
but to reject the Indian proposals. Thereupon, the
represéntative of Pakistan continued, negotiations
had come to a standstill because there had been no
further avenue to explore. The negotiations had
showed that the Nizam had been willing to settle
all matters in dispute by treaty, while the Indian
Government had insisted on accession, which
would have given the Indian Union the direct right
to legislate for Hyderabad.

Then the military invasion had taken place, and
after four or five days of bloody struggle the
resistance had been overcome by the heavily armed
forces of India, supported by intense aerial bomb-
ing on more than twenty fronts. The Nizam had
transferred full authority of government to the
military commander, and that military government
had continued ever since.

During the military occupation, outstanding in-
dividual Muslims had beer persecuted on the
ground that almost every oue of them was a mem-
ber of the Razakars organization, which had re-
sisted the demand for accession to India. With
regard to the-alleged coup d’état of 27 October
1947, he pointed out that, following some demon-
strations in Hyderabad, the Prime Minister alone
had resigned. Then the Government had been re-
constituted with the majority of the ministers
remaining. Later Mir Laik Ali had been called
upon to take over the Prime Ministership and the
Government had been enlarged. For the first time
in the history of Hyderabad, seven out of a total
of twelve ministers had been elected representa-
tives of the people. He cited instances to disprove
the Indian representative’s contention that Hydera-
bad was free from censorship and travel restric-
tions.

The representative of Pakistan suggested that,
if any doubt remained with regard to the Council’s
competence, an advisory opinion of the Inter-
national Court of Justice should be obtained under
Article 96. Meanwhile, provisional action should
be taken under Article 40, to include arrangements
for a general amnesty for the Razakars and other
organizations. The ministers and other political
leaders should be set free. Every type of persecu-
tion and discrimination should be stopped. If the
Court was of the opinion that the Council was
competent and the facts disclosed an unjustified
aggression, the Council would have the duty of
taking appropriate steps to restore the status quo
as far as possible. If the Council was in any doubt
on the matter, it had the means of ascertaining
the facts for itself.

Since the Government of India had frequently
expressed its willingness to refer the matter io the
people, he submitted that a plehiscite should be
held under the guidance, supervision and control
of the Security Council to settle the question of
accession or independence.

He stressed his country’s need and desire to live
in friendly co-operation with India and appealed
to the Council to take action as soon as possible to
rectily a situation which caused unfriendliness be-
tween Muslims and Hindus and mad:> it more
difficult inr the Governments of India and Pakistan
to co.  .e friendly relations.

The Council remains seized of the Hyderabad
question.



Chapter 4
THE PALESTINE QUESTION

Introductory note. Consideration of the Pales-
tine question by the Security Council from the
introduction of the question at the 222nd meeting
on 9 December 1947 through 15 July 1948 is dealt
with in chapter 6 of the Report of the Security
Council to the General Assembly covering the
period from 16 July 1947 to 15 July 1948 (A/620).
At the end of the 333th meeting on the latter date,
the Council had been considering the Syrian draft
resolution (S/894) requesting the International
Court of Justice to give an advisory legal opinion
as to the international status of Palestine after the
termination of the Mandate; and statements had
been made by the representatives of Syria, the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Ukrainian
SSR, Egypt and Israel. From that point, the dis-
cussion continued as under.

A. Syrian drafi resolution

At the 339th meeting (27 July), the represen-
tative of Syrra stated that the legal aspect of the
Palestine question should not be neglected. The
existence of a threat to international peace should
be determined in conformity with the Charter and
the principles of justice and international law. In
view of the fact that serious doubts existed on that
question, the Security Council should ask for an
opinion from the International Court of Justice.

The representative of CoLoMBIA said that media-
tion had been adopted and accepted, both by the
Security Council and the parties concerned, as
the means of solving the conflict. Since mediation
was making good progress in Palestine, he sub-
mitted the following amendment (S/921) to be
inserted at the end of the Syrian draft resolution:

“This request should be made provided it will
not delay or impair the normal process of media-
tion.”

The representatives of ARGENTINA, the UNITED
KinGpoM and CriNa supported the Syrian draft
resolution and the Colombian amendment, which
was accepted by the representative of Syria.

The representatives of CANADA and the UNiTED
StateEs OF AMERICA opposed the Syrian draft
resolution as being neither necessary nor desirable.
It would inevitably hinder and posipone the nego-
tiations for a peaceful settlement.

The representative of CaANaDA pointed out that
the Security Council might ask the assistance of
the Court in regard to specific questions of law
which might arise in the course of the present
negotiations.

The representative of the UNio:r oF SoVIET
SociarList REePUBLIcs believed that the Syrian
proposal would, if adopted, reopen the whole ques-
tion, which had already been studied and on which
a*decision had been adopted by the General Assem-
bly. He could not support the Syrian draft resolu-
tion since its adoption would hinder the peaceful
adjustment of the situation in Palestine and under-
mine General Assembly resolution 181 (II) of 29
November 1947.

At the 340th meeting (27 July), the represen-
tative of Egyer stated that General Assembly reso-
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lution 186 (S-2) of 14 May 1948 had opened the
door for the reconsideration of the Palestine ques-
tion. After reviewing some of the juridical aspects
of that question, he supported the Syrian draft
resolution.

The representative of ISRAEL observed that the
existence of a State was primarily a question of
fact, not of law. He opposed the Syriun draft
resoluticu, stating that its adoption would turn
the International Court of Justice into a court of
appeal against the action of the General Assembly,
a principal organ of the United Nations. The
juridical status of Palestine had no relevance to
any determination of a threat to the peace within
the meaning of Chapter VI or VIL

Decision: At the 339th meeting on 27 July
1948, the Syrian draft resolution, incorporating the
Colombian amendment (5/894 and $/921), was
not adopted, having failed to obtain the affirmative
votes of seven members. There were 0 votes in
favour, 1 against (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re-
public) and 4 abstentions (Canada, France, Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of
America).

At the 340th meeting (27 July), the represen-
tative of the UniTED KiNGDOM drew attention to
two communications from the Palestine Truce
Commission (S/898 and S/905) regarding the
abduction on 6 July of five British subjects, mem-
bers of the staff of the Jerusalem Electric Corpora-
tion. As the building from which the five men had
been abducted was protected by the flags of the
three Powers represented on the Truce Commis-
sion, their abduction was an affront to the prestige
of the Commission and, through it, to that of the
United Nations. The abduction also threatened the
Commission’s future operations in Palestine. He
submitted a draft resolution (S/923) to the effect
that the Security Council, having considered the
messages sent by the Truce Commission concern-
ing the five members of the Jerusalem Electric
Corporation abducted by the Irgun Zvai Leumi,
supported the Commission’s demand for the re-
lease of these men and called for their surrender
to the Commission in Jerusalem.

The representative of ISRAEL, noting that the
five men were then in the custody ‘of the Pro-
visional Government of Israel, considered that the
sole point at issue was whether jurisdiction to
investigate the matter rested with the Provisional
Government of Israel or with the Truce Commis-
sion. His Government considered that the matter
was one of bilateral relations between itself and
the United Kingdom Government. The most
appropriate way of dealing with the question would
be to allow juridical processes to take their course.

The PresIDENT considered it inappropriate for
the Council to deal with the case at that moment,
since the decision requested by the representative
of the United Kingdom would constitute inter-
ference in the internal affairs of the State of Israel.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA was of the opinion that the statement of



the representative of Israel, containing assurance
of a fair trial for these men in che courts of Israel
as well as the assurance that his Government was
pledged to support the work of the United Nations
and was willing and able to control all extremist
elements, might have made it unnecessary for the
Security Council to adopt the draft resolution
sulmitted by the representative of the United
Kingdom.

The representative of SyRiAa observed that the
United Kingdom proposal was a very moderate
one and should be adopted.
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The represenrative of BELGiuM did not under-

stand how the Security Council could tolerate such
an infringement upon the authority of the Truce
Commission.

The representative of the UNION OF SoviET
SociarList ReEpusLIcs considered that the question
had already reached a stage where it must be re-
garded as a domestic affair of the State of Israel.
His delegation would not support the United
Kingdom proposal.

At the 343rd meeting (2 August), the Presi-
DENT drew attention to letters dated 29 and 30 July
from the representative of Israel (S5/936 and
S/936/Corr. 1, and S/937) regarding the judicial
procedure to be followed in the trial of the five
men as well as the circumstances of their removal
from private dwellings which were not under the
flag of the United Nations.

The representative of the Unitep Kingpom
stated that his Government felt strongly that two
aspects of the Palestine problem directly affected
the chances of finding an equitable solution for it.
Those were the fate of the large number of dis-
placed persons in Europe for whom no home had
yet been found; and the existence at the time of
a large body of Arab refugees in Palestine itself
and in the adjacent countries. As regards the first
question he pointed out that continued failure to
find a home for the Jewish displaced persons had
continued to aggravate the Palestine difficulties and
said that if the existing agencies could not m:ke
some marked progress in the near future, it would
be necessary to consider other measu The
second problem, that of the Arab refugees who had
been driven from their homes in Palestine and
of whom there were now certainly no less than
250,000, represented a major factor in the Pales-
tine situation. He hoped that the Council would lay
special emphasis upon that second problem in order
to strengthen the hand of the United Nations
Mediator in dealing with it. The United Nations
would also be confronted with the even more
urgent question of short term relief for those Arab
refugees. As a first step the Council might perhaps
ask the International Red Cross to send a small
party at once to Palestine and the neighbouring
States to examine the scope of the problem and to
make recommendations. Extra funds would almost
certainly be required, and as an earnest of their
intentions, the Government of the United Kingdom
would be ready to provide up to £100,000 imme-
diately as an advance on whatever contribution
might eventually be required of them.

The representative of SyriA remarked that that
matter was one of great importance. He believed
that the attention of the Mediator should be called
to the suggestions of the United Kingdom repre-
sentative,

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SoviET
SocraList REPUBLIC stated that information should

"o
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be requested from all the Governments concerned
as to the situation of Jewish and Arab refugees.
In this connexion information should be supplied
by the Government of the United Kingdom regard-
ing Jewish refugees detained in Cyprus.

The representative of EGypT considered that the
question of the return of Arab refugees could not
be subjected to conditions involving the whole
matter of refugees and displaced persons all over
the world.

The PrESIDENT stated that information would
be requested from the Governments and authorities
concerned and from the Mediator regarding the
following questions:

1. Displaced persons of Jewish nationality in
Europe;

2. Arab refugees; v

3. Assistance to both displaced persons and
Arab refugees;

4. Jews detained by United Kingdom a::}iorities
on Cyprus.

Later the President suggested postponing dis-
cussion of the United Kingdom draft resolution
and the Council agreed.

At the 349th meeting (13 August), the AssisT-
ANT SECRETARY-GENERAL drew attention to the
following communications: (1) a letter from the
Vice-Chairman of the Arab Higher Committee
containing the replies of the Committee to the
questions previously addressed to it by the Coun-
cil (5/957); (2) a letter from the represen-
tative of the United Kingdom to the President
of the Security Council concerning the assist-
ance to be given to Arab refugees (S/962);
(3) a cablegram from the United Nations Media-
tor the Secretary-General concerning refugees
and displaced persons (5/964); (4) communica-
tions (S/946, S/949 and S5/965) from the Pro-
visional Government of Israel concerning the
questions addressed to it by the Council. He also
drew the Council’s attention to several communi-
cations (S/955, S/9€1 and S/963) concerning the
general situation in Palestine and the observance
of the truce.

The representative of ISRAEL, referring to a
communication from the Foreign Minister of the
Provisional Government of Israel (§/966), stated
that the persistent and forcible denial of water to
Jerusalem was a grave violation of the truce. If
the resumption of the water supply were not
assured by the Mediator, his Government would
surely be free to take whatever action it might
deem appropriate with a view to ensuring such a
supply which was an essential condition of any
truce.

The representative of Syria drew attention to a
passage from the Mediator’s cablegram of 12 Au-
gust (S/961) to the effect that the Jews had been,
generally speaking, the aggressive party since the
renewal of the truce. Pointing out that the Arabs
had accepted the demilitarization of Jerusalem but
that the Jews had not yet signified their acceptance,
he stated that this question was connected with the
matter of the water supply and should not be con-
sidered separately. Turning to the matter of Arab
refugees, he stated that there could not be any
justification for laying down any conditions for
the return of the Arabs to their homes.

The representative of ISRAEL stated that there
was no obligation for any party to agree to the



demilitarization of Jerusalem and that agreement
to it was not a prior cond’tion for the observation
of the truce itself.

The representative of the UnNitep KincboMm
explained the reasons for the detention of Jewish
refugees on Cyprus. The clear intent of the Se-
curity Council resolution of 29 May (S/801) had
been that neither side should be given any military
advantage during the truce. His Government con-~
sidered that the arrangements agreed upon by the
parties and the Mediator regarding the interpreta-
tion of what would constitute a military advantage
were expressly maintained by the fifth paragraph
of the Council’s cease-fire resolution of 15 July
(5/902). He said that his Government would keep
this matter under constant review in the light of
the present circumstances.

The representative of EcypT stated that the
question of water supply for Jerusalem could not
be separated from that of the City’s demilitarization.
He said that the entry into Palestine of the Jewish
refugees detained on Cyprus would furnish definite
advantage to one side.

The representative of ISRAEL stated that, in
detaining Jewish refugees on Cyprus, the United
Kingdom Government was carrying out neither
the terms of the resolution adopted by the Security
Council on 29 May and embodied in its resolution
of 15 July, which now governed the truce, nor the
opinion of the Mediator on that question.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY-GENERAL read the
text of a telegram, to be sent by the President to
the Mediator, regarding the latter’s telegram of
12 August (S/963) concerning the destruction of
the water-pumping station at Latrun.

Decision: At the 349th meeting on 13 August
1948, after some discussion, the text of the pro-
posed telegram was adopted by 8 wotes to 1
(Syria), with 2 abstentions (Argentina, China).

At the 352nd meeting (18 August), the repre-
sentative of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA said
that the truce could be terminated only by the
Security Council which, on 15 July, had ordered
the parties to observe it. He drew attention to the
fact that the resolution of 15 July had contained
two paragraphs dealing expressly with the City of
Jerusalem and ordering an immediate and uncon-
ditional cease-fire there. The Mediator was in-
structed to continue his efforts to bring about the
demilitarization of Jerusalem and the parties were
under an obligation to co-operate with him to
this end.

The representative of CANADA agreed with the
views expressed by the representative of the
United States. Referring to the Mediator’s report
of 7 August (S/955), he stated that it was the
duty of the Security Council to give the Mediator
its full support.

The representative of Svria said that certain
big Powers were responsible for the aggravation
of the situation in Palestine. How could the Arabs
be expected to remain quiet in the face of numer-
ous provocations by the Jews? The repatriation
of Arab refugees was the urgent question to which
no one paid any attention.

The representative of ISrRAEL said that, with
regard to the return of the Arab refugees, the
criterion of military advantage must apply as long
as there was war or the prospect of war. The Gov-
ernment of Israel was ready to negotiate the re-
placement of the truce by a permanent peace

settlement, in which it would be willing to include
discussion of population movements, repatriation
and resettlement. The immediate initiation of peace
talks, with those questions high on the agenda,
was the only hope for a radical solution. As long
as the truce was in force, the Provisional Govern-

:ment of Israel would observe it in strict accordance

with the resolution of 15 July, on the condition
that it was observed and not repudiated by the
other side.

The PresIDENT, speaking as the representative
of the UnioN oF Sovier SociaLisT REPUBLICS,
recalled that, in the discussions leading up to the
establishment of the truce, his delegation had con-
sidered that a temporary and precarious truce
would not be enough. Events had proved this atti-
tude to be correct. The guilt and responsibility for
the present situation in Palestine must be placed,
in the first place, on the action and policy of the
United Kingdom Government and on certain in-
fluential circles in the United States who, in the
interests of United States oil companies, had
sought to secure the revision of the General As-
sembly decision of 29 November 1947, That
attempt had failed but had encouraged certain
elements in the Near East, and, in particular, the
King of Transjordan, to violate the plan adopted
by the General Assembly. The only way of solving
the Palestine problem as a whole and that of Arab
refugees and Jewish displaced persons was by
the implementation of the resolution of 29 Novewu-

ber 1947.

The representatives of FraNce and BEerLGium
associated themselves with the declarations made
by the representatives of the United States and
Canada.

B. Resolution of 19 August 1948

At the 354th meeting (19 August), the Presi-
DENT drew attention to a cablegram dated 18
August (S§/977) from the Mediator concerning
the situation in Jerusalem. The Mediator re-
quested that the Security Council take prompt
action to give effect to its resolution of 15 July
and suggested that, if the Council's action took
the form of a warning, it should be clearly pointed
out to the parties:

1. That responsibility would be assessed,
whether violations were due to members of oppos-
ing armies or to dissident elements or irregulars;

2. That each party had a duty to bring to justice
its own dissident elements and irregulars when
they had violated the truce;

3. That reprisals and retaliations were not
permitted ;-

4. That no party would be allowed to gain by
any violation of the truce.

The following draft resolution (S/981) was
jointly submitted by the representatives of
CanaDpA, France, the Unitep Kincpoum and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:

“The Security Council,

“Taking into account communications from the
Mediator concerning the situation in Jerusalem,

“Directs the attention of the Governments and
authorities concerned to the resolution of the Se-
curity Council of 15 July 1948 (S/902) ; and

“Decides pursuant to its resolution of 15 July
1948, and so informs the Governments and author-
ities concerned, that:



“(a) Each party is responsible for the actions of
both regular and irregular forces operating under
its authority or in territory under its control;

“(b) Each party has the obligation to use all
means at its disposal to prevent action violating
the truce by individuals or groups who are sub-
ject to its authority or who are in territory under
its control;

“(¢) Each party has the obligation to bring to
speedy trial, and in case of conviction to punish-
ment, any and all persons within their jurisdic-
tion who are involved in a breach of the truce;

“(d) No party is permitted to violate the truce
on the ground that it is undertaking reprisals or
retaliations against the other party;

“(e) No party is entitled to gain military or
political advantage through violation of the
Truce.”

The representative of CriNa supported the
draft resolution.

The representative of IsRarL wondered whether
the Mediator’s ruling on the limits of legitimate
defence, if either party was attacked, still stood
under the terms of the draft resolution.

The representative of the UNITED STATES oF
AMERICA confirmed that sub-paragraph (d) of
the draft would not in any way conflict with
paragraph 4 of the truce instructions (S/955).

While questioning the various proposals and
suggestions of the Mediator, the representative of
the UKRAINIAN SoviET Sociarist REPUBLIC
stated that the adoption of the draft resolution
would yield no results since the Council’s resolu-
tion of 15 July was not being implemented.

The PRresIDENT, speaking as the representa-
tive of the Union oF SovieT Sociarist Repus-
rics, was of the opinion that sub-paragraph (¢)
of the draft resolution would be a violation of
Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter. Since sub-
paragraph (d) would only weaken the resolution,
and since the conditions governing sub-paragraph
(¢) were set forth more fully in the Council’s
earlier resolutions, he proposed that sub-para-
graphs (c), (d), and (e) be deleted.

The representative of the Unitep KiNcpom
remarked that sub-paragraph (¢) would not con-
stitute interference in domestic affairs and that
sub-paragraphs (d) and (¢), while repetitious,
would add force to the draft resolution.

The representative of EcyPT observed that the
draft resolution erred by omission. The Zionists
had been benefiting and gaining a great deal in
the way of military advantage during the first and
second truces. He also regretted that the question
of displaced Arabs was also omitted.

Decision: At the 354th meeting on 19 August
1948, the draft resolution subwitted by the repre-
sentatives of Canada, France, the United Kingdom
and the United States (S/981) was voted on iy
parts and adopied. Up to and including sub-para-
graph (b), @ was adopted by 10 wotes, with 1
abstention (Syria). Sub-paragraphs (c) and (e)
were adopted by 8 votes, with 3 abstentions (Syria,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics). Sub-paragraph (d)
was adopted by 7 votes, with 4 abstentions (Colom-
bia, Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).
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The representative of CHINA suggested that a
reply should be sent to the Mediator’s cable of 19
August (5/979) concerning the demilitarization
of Jerusalem, urging him to redouble his efforts
towards the demlitarization of that city despite
the difficulties encountered.

The representative of FRaANCE supported the
suggestion.

The representative of the Unrtep Kingpom
proposed that the record of the Council’s dis-
cussions on the question of Arab and Jewish
displaced persons be transmitted to the Economic
and Social Council and to the International Re-
fugee Organization. That proposal was adopted.

C. Assassination of Count Bernadotte,
United Nations Mediator on Palestine

At the 358th mecting (18 September), the
PrEsibENT informed the Security Council of the
assassination of Count Folke Bernadotte, United
Wations Mediator on Palestine, and of Colonel
André Sérot of the French Air Forces, United
Nations observer. The President paid tribute to
the ability, integrity and courage of the late Medi-
ator and offered his sympathy to the representa-
tive of France and through him, to the family of
Colonel Sérot and to the French Government. He
further informed the Council that the Secretary-
General, with his approval, had empowered Dr.
Ralph J. Bunche, personal representative of the
Sceretary-General, to assume full authority over
the Palestine Mission until further notice. The
Chief of Staff of Truce Supervision had been re-
quested to make the fullest investigation of the
circumstances of the shooting of Count Bernadotte.

The SECRETARY-GENERAL and the representa-
tives of the UNITED STATES oF AMERICA, ARGEN-
TINA, Fraxce, Brrgiun, Cuina, CoLoMmsia, the
UN10N oF SovIET SocIALIST REpUBLICS, CANADA,
Syria and the UKRAINIAN SovIET SOCIALIST
REPUBLIC associated themselves with the Presi-
dent’s tribute to both Count Bernadotte and
Colonel Sérot.

Subsequently, the PRESIDENT invited the repre-
sentatives to stand for a moment in silent tribute
to the memory of Count Bernadotte.

Before adjourning, the Council unanimously
approved the following draft resolution submitted
by the representative of Argentina (S/1006) :

“The Security Council,

“Deeply shocked by the tragic death of the
United Nations Mediator in Palestine, Count
Folke Bernadotte, as the result of a cowardly act
which appears to have been committed by a crimi-
nal group of terrorists in Jerusalem while the
United Nations representative was fulfilling his
peace-seeking mission in the Holy Land,

“Resolves

“(1) To request the Secretary-General to keep
the flag of the United Nations at half-mast for a
period of three days;

“(2) To authorize the Secretary-General to
meet from the Working Capital Fund all expenses
connected with the death and burial of the United
Nations Mediator ;

“(3) To be represented at the interment by the
President or the person whom he may appoint for
the occasion.” :



D. Resolutions of 19 October 1948

At the 365th meeting (13 October), the AssisT-
ANT SECRETARY-GENERAL read a cablegram
(5/1022) dated 30 September from the Acting
Mediator to the Secretary-General. The cable-
gram described the increasingly serious situation
in Palestine, as highlighted by the assassination of
Count Bernadotte and Colonel Sérot, and stated
that appropriate action by the Security Council
at that time would be helpful to the effort to ensure
the maintenance and the effective supervision of
the truce in Palestine.

The Assistant Secretary-General also read a
cablegram (5/1023) dated 30 September from the
Chairman of the Truce Commission regarding a
deliberate Jewish campaign, led by the Military
Governor of Jerusalem, to discredit the Truce
Commission aund the Acting Mediator. The cam-
paign appeared to be expressly designed to hinder
the carrying out of the Council’s resolution of 15
July. :

The Assistant Secretary-General read a third
cablegram (S/1018) dated 27 September from the
Acting Mediator to the Secretary-General trans-
mitting a report regarding the assassination of
Count Bernadotte.

The Un1TED NATIONS ACTING MEDIATOR made
a statement elaborating his reports on the assassi-
nations (S/1018) and on certain aspects of the
truce supervision (S/1022). In his view, an ex-
pression at that time of the Security Council’s firm
expectation that all the obligations resting on the
disputing parties as a result of the Council’s truce
resolutions of 29 May (S/801), of 15 July (S/902)
and 19 August (S/983) would be honoured, would
be very helpful to the situation and would be of
immeasurable assistance to the work and the
morale of the men in the truce supervision opera-
tion. He was of the opinion thar the truce could be
effective and fair to both sides only if the truce
supervision machinery was afforded a reasonable
degree of co-operation; and he feared that if the
present tendency continued, a reasonable mini-
mum of co-operation would soon be lacking, with
consequences of utmost seriousness to the preser-
vation of the truce and its continued supervision.

The representative of Syria nuted that the late
Mediator's suggestions (S/888) vere not based on
principles of law and justice, but on the basis of
accomplished facts. Although his Government did
not favour such a course, that would certainly
not have permitted it to have borne any hatred
against him personally. The Arabs had obtained
no military advantage during the truce whereas
the Jews had continuously smuggled arms and
fighters intc Palestine from Eastern Europe and
other places. The observers knew this, but had no
means of stopping it in accordance with the instruc-
tions of the Council and of the Truce Agreement.

The representative of the Uwnitep Kingpom,
referring to the reports and statement of the Act-
ing Mediator and to the message from the Truce
Commission (S/1023), stated that the question
was now one of a threat to the foundation of the
truce and to the authority of the Security Council
by which the truce was maintained. Disregard for
the authority of the United Nations had found its
most serious expression in acts of violence com-
mitted against the servants of the Organization
itself. It was high time the Council reasserted its
authority. e asked for information concerning
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the measures taken by the Jewish authorities with
regard to the assassination of Count Bernadotte.
If this was not available now, his Government
was of the view that the Council should call for it
as soon as possible. Moreover due weight should
be given to the Acting Mediator’s recommenda-
tions regarding the measures necessary to increase
the efficiency of the truce supervision machinery.
Accordingly, he was submitting a draft resolution
jointly with the Chinese delegation {S/1032).

The representative of ISRAEL stated that the
leader of the organization suspected of responsi-
bility for the assassination of Count Bernadotte
had been arrested. The Security Council would be
kept informed of the progress of the judicial pro-
ceedings.

He considered that the positions occupied by
the Arabs as a result of truce violations constitu-
ted an improvement in the Arab military situation.
In this connexion, the Government of Israel had
every right under the terms of the truce to resist
the attempt by the Egyptians, in violation of the
truce, to cut off communications with the Negeb,
which was and would remain an integral part of
the State of Israel.

The charges made by the Truce Commission
(5/1023) were mostly without substance. The
Israeli representative remarked that the road to
a stable peace could lie only through direct nego-
tiations hetween the Government of Israel and the
neighbouring States.

The representative of Caina said that he feared
that a formal peace could not be achieved if the
truce was not observed, since a final peace would
have to be built on the latter.

At the 367th meeting (19 October), the Assrst-
ANT SECRETARY-GENERAL drew attention to two
telegrams from the Egyptian Minister of Foreign
Affairs (5/1038 and 5/1041) concerning alleged
violations of the truce by Jewish forces, to a re-
port from the Acting Mediator to the Secretary-
General concerning the Negeb situation (S/1042),
and to a letter from the representative of the Pro-
visional Government of Israel concerning an

alleged breach of the truce by Egyptian forces
(S/1043).

The UnN1TED NATIONS ACTING MEDIATOR noted
in regard to the fighting in the Negeb area that the
appeal which he had issued for a temporary
unconditional cease-uue had been accepted by the
Egyptian Government on the sole condition that
it be accepted by Israel. The Israeli reply, how-
ever, amounted to a rejection since it offered to

negotiate but ignored entirely the request for a
cease-fire.

The current situation in the Negeb was related
to decision No. 12 of the Centr.. Truce Super-
vision Board, which had been approved by the
late Mediator and which provided for use by the
Israelis, under United Nations supervision, of the
land route for convoys to the Israeli settlements
in the Negeb. The decision also provided that
aerial convoys to Jewish settlements were properly
subject to truce supervision inspection. No such
inspection had been permitted.

It was evident, from the strong striking forces
which had been quickly made available at the
time of the convoy incident, that the Israeli
authorities had anticipated serious resistance to
their unsupervised efforts to push the convoy
through. Since the Israelis had apparently planned
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well to meet trouble, the fact that United
Nations observers should have been obstructed
in the area, and should not have been notified of
the intent to push the convoy through until it
was actually on its way, was all the more
incomprehensible.

The representative of ISRAEL stated that his
Government had accepted unconditionally the
decision in case No. 12 (annex to S/1042) in a
letter addressed to the Mediator’s representative
on 30 September 1948. He pointed out that the
Israeli convoy, having given due notice to Gen-
eral Riley, had proceeded under the conditions
provided by the Mediator in that decision.

The Unitep NaTIONS ACTING MEDIATOR, re-
ferring to the letter mentioned by the Israeli
representative, stated that its assurances of co-
operation had not been carried through by the
men in the field. :

The representative of Syria noted that the dis-
turbances in the areas of Jetusalem and the Negeb
reflected an attempt by the Jews to establish
another fait accompli which would be subse-
quently accepted by the Security Council. He
cited the occupation of Western Galilee as an
illustration of those tactics.

The representative of EGvpPT noted that the
Acting Mediator’s report pointed out that the
military action of the last few days had been on
a scale which could only have been undertaken
after considerable preparation, and which could
scarcely be explained as simple retaliatory action
for an attack on a convoy.

After some further discussion, the representa-
tive of Syr1ia proposed the adoption of the Acting
Mediator’s suggestions in paragraph 18 of his
report (S/1042).

The representative of the UNION oF SOVIET
Socrarist REPUBLICS considered that the basic
task of the Council was to decide on the imme-
diate cessation of military activity. All other
questions should be entrusted to the Mediator
until the Council had studied them.

The representative of IsraEL stated that his
understanding was that sub-paragraphs (a), (&)
and (c¢) of the Syrian proposal were each to be a
subject of negotiation, and that the Security
Council was not prejudicing the outcome of that
negotiation or committing itself to any solution
of any one of the matters raised in those sub-
paragraphs. He asked whether he was correct in
his understanding.

The PreESIDENT confirmed this interpretation.

The representative of Svyria submitted an
amendment redrafting sub-paragraph (c¢) of his
proposal.

Decisions: At the 367th meeting on 19 October
1948 the Syrian amendment was adopted by 9
votes, with 2 abstentions (Ukrainian Soviet Social-
ist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).
The Syrian draft resolution, as amended, was
voted on in two parts and adopted. The first part,
through “effective cease-fire”, was adopted unani-
mously. The remainder was adopted by 9 wotes,
with 2 abstentions (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re-
public, Unton of Soviet Socialist Republics). The
text of the resolution, as adopted, follows

(§/1044):

“The present situation in the Negeb is com-
plicated by the fluid nature of military disposi-
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tions making the demarcation of truce lines diffi-
cult, the problem of the convoys to the Jewish
settlements, as well as the problems of the dislo-
cation of large numbers of Arabs and their
inability to harvest their crops. In the circum-
stances, the indispensable condition to a restora-
tion of the situation is an immediate and effective
cease-fire. After the cease-fire, the following con-
ditions might well be considered as the basis for
further negotiations looking toward insurance that
similar outbreaks will not again occur and that
the truce will be fully observed in this area:

“(a) Withdrawal of both parties from any
positions not occupied at the time of the outbreak;

“(b) Acceptance by both parties of the condi-
tions set forth in the Central Truce Supervision
Board decision number twelve affecting convoys;

“(c) Agreement by both parties to undertake
negotiation through United Nations intermedi-
aries or directly as regards outstanding problems
in the Negeb and the permanent stationing of
United Nations observers throughout the area.”

The draft resolution submitted jointly by the
representatives of the United Kingdom and China,
as amended, was adopted unanimously in the fol-

lowing form (S/1045) :
“The Security Council

“Hawing wn mand the report of the Acting Medi-
ator concerning the assassinations on 17 Septem-
ber of the United Nations Mediator Count Folke
Bernadotte and United Nations observer Colonel
Ardré Sérot (S/1018), the report of the Acting
Mediator concerning difficulties encountered in the
supervision of the truce (S/1022) and the report
of the Truce Commission for Palestine concerning
the situation in Jerusalem (S/1023),

“Notes with concern that the Provisional Gov-

erument of Israel has to date submitted no report

to the Security Council or to the Acting Mediator
regarding the progress of the investigation into
the assassinations;

“Requests that Government to submit to the
Security Council at an early date an account of the
progress made in the investigation and to indicate
therein the measures taken with regard to negli-
gence on the part of officials or other factors af-
fecting the crime;

“Reminds the Governments and authorities con-
cerned that all the obligations and responsibilities
of the parties set forth in its resolutions of 15 July
(S/902) and 19 August 1948 (S/983) are to be
discharged fully and in good faith;

“Reminds the Mediator of the desirability of an
equitable distribution of th: United Nations ob-
servers for the purpose of obsc: i the truce on
the territories of both parties;

“Determines, pursuant to its resolutions of 15
July and 19 August 1948, that the Governments
and authorities have the duty:

“(a) To allow duly accredited United Nations
observers and other Truce Supervision personnel
bearing proper credentials, on official notification,
ready access to all places where their duties re-
quire them to go including airfields, ports, truce
lines and strategic points and areas;

“(b) To facilitate the freedom of movement of
Truce Supervision personnel and transport by
simplifying procedures on United Nations aircraft
now in effect, and by assurance of safe-conduct



for all United Nations aircraft and other means of
transport ;

“(¢) To co-operate fully with the Truce Super-
vision personnel in their conduct of investigations
into incidents involving alleged breaches of the
truce, including the making available of witnesses,
testimony and other evidence on request;

“(d) To implement fully by appropriate and
prompt instructions to the commanders m the field
all agreements entered into through th: good of-
fices of the Mediator or his representatives;

“(e) To take all reasonable measures to ensure
the safety and safe-conduct of the Truce Super-
vision personnel and the representatives of the
Mediator, their aircraft and vehicles, while in
territory under their control;

“(f) To make every effort to apprehend and
promptly punish any and all persons within their
jurisdictions guilty of any assault ugon or other
aggressive act against the Truce Supervision per-
sonnel or the representatives of the Mediator.”

E. Resolution of 4 Noyember 19438

At the 373rd meeting (26 October), the Presi-
DENT drew attention to a letter (S/1052) dated
23 October from the permanent representative of
Egypt to the Secretary-General concerning alleged
violations of the truce by Jewish forces and re-
questing an emergency meeting of the Security
Council. He also drew attention to (1) a letter
(S/1053) dated 25 October from the Acting
Mediator to the Secretary-General transmitting
communications from the Government of Egypt
and the Provisional Government of Israel concern-
ing convoys to the Negeb settlements and to (2)
a preliminary report (S/1055) dated 25 October
from the Acting Mediator on the observance of
the truce in the Negeb and in the Lebanese sector.

The representative of Ecypr quoted passages
from the Acting Mediator’s report (S/1042) to the
effect that the Israeli military movements during
the beginning of the recent conflict in the Negeb
had been of such a character that they could not
have been undertaken without considerable prep-
aration and could noc¢ be explained as mere re-
prisals for an attack on a convoy. It was clear that
the Jews had violated the truce. His Government
expected from the Council not only a cease-fire
order and an order to the Jews to return to the
positions held before 14 October, but, above all,
an energetic and vigorous attitude which would
make impossible new acts of aggression.

The representative of LEBANON remarked that
the jewish activities in the Negeh, or elsewhere,
were the result of a concerted plan to confront the
United Nations with a fait accompli. The Jews had
launched their general attack in the Negeb without
provocation, in order to gain control over new
territory.

The representative of Syr1a stated that the Jews
had been using every means to make the world
understand that they intended to keep the Negeb
for themselves. They had been encouraged by cer-
tain States, even in the Security Council itseif, to
entertain such a hope of extending their frontiers
and of expanding their territory. He added that it
had become a rule and a tradition in the United
Nations for the fait accompli to be recognized.

The representative of ISRAEL, commenting on
the statement of the representative of Egypt,

pointed out that in its resolution of 19 October
(5/1044) the Security Council had not made any
distinction in the terms of that resolution between
sub-paragraph (e), referring to a suggested with-
drawal to previous positions, and sub-paragraphs
(b) and (¢) concerning other questions, the solu-
tion of which had been referred to the parties with
a recommendation for direct negotiations.

Dealing with the question of these negotiations,
the Israeli representative stated that it must be
clear that a return to that state which had existed
previously would be contrary to the main purpose
of the resolution of 19 October, namely, ensuring
that similar outbreaks would not cccur again. On
the other hand, a situation was developing in the
north where irregular forces under Lebanese com-
mand were attempting to control all communica:
tions in a manner reminiscent of the similar Egvp-
tian attempt in the Negeb last July.

The Un1TED NATIONS ACTING MEDIATOR stated
that both parties had now formally and uncondi-
tionally accepted the Central Truce Supervision
Board decision in case No. 12 involving the pass-

age of convoys to the Israeli settlements in the
Negeb.

At the 374th meeting (28 October), the UxiTED
NaTtroxs Acting MEDIATOR drew attention to the
identical communications (S/1058) which he had
addressed to the Governments concerned on 23
October regarding procedures for withdrawal of
both sides to the positions held on 14 October and
the establishment of provisional truce lines. He
also drew attention to the reply (S5/1057) of the
Provisional Government of Israel to his communi-
cation.

He said the stage had heen reached at which
the United Nations should make it unequivocally
clear that any resort to force in the Palestine ques-
tion would not then or in the future, be tolerated.
It was not enough for the United Nations to ex-
press its will in this regard through the instrumen-
tality of the truce, even though it was of indefinite
duration, He added that a broader action was re-
quired, which might well take the form of a clear
declaration by the Security Courncil that the parties
be required to negotiate, either directly or through
the Truce Supervision Organization, a settlement
of all outstanding problems of the truce in all sec-
tors of Palestine, with a view to achieving a
permanent condition of peace in place of the exist-
ing truce. Such negotiation would necessarily aim
at a formal peace or, at-.the minimum, at an armr-

.stice.

The representative of the UniTep KinNcpom
pointed out that under the resolution of 19 August
no party was permitted to violate the truce on the
ground that it was undertaking reprisals or reialia-
tions against the other party. He recalled also that
the resolution of 29 May (5/801) had included a
paragraph to the effect that, if that resolution were
rejected or subsequently repudiated or violated
by either party or both, the situation in Palestine
would be reconsidered with a view to action under
Chapter VII of the Charter. The time had come
when the Council should show its determination
to uphold the truce, by taking certain preliminary
steps in the direction of action under Chapter VII.
He submitted a draft resolution (5/1059) jointly
with the representative of China which referred
to the resolutions of 29 May, of 15 July and of 19
August, and endorsed the order communicated
to the Government of Egypt and to the Provisional



Government of Israel by the Acting Mediator on
25 October (S/1058). The draft resolution pro-
vided also for an appointment of a committee of
the Council, consisting of the five permanent
members together with Belgium and Colombia,
to exan .2 and report to the Council on the meas-
ures whivi it would be appropriate to take under
Article 41 of the Charter, if either party or both
should fail to comply with the order of the Acting
Mediator within whatever time limit he might
think it desirable to fix.

The representative of IsrRaEL, referring to the
Council’s resolution of 19 October (S/1044), said
that its wording indicated an explicit distinction
between the various steps proposed. He drew at-
tention to the fact that he had requested a ruling
on the meaning of that resolution and the President
had made an unchallenged statement to the effect
that the negotiations were to be a prior condition
to the withdrawal.

The Egyptian forces had invaded territory
which was not theirs, and had violated the truce
for sixteen weeks. The present state of affairs in
the Negeb was a result of these actions.

The statement of the Acting Mediator, to the
effect that the transition from a truce to a formal
peace was an urgent objective, agreed fully with
a viewpoint of his Government.

The representative of LeBanon disputed the
interpretation of the Council’s resolution of 19
October (S/1044). He remarked that the Israeli
representative wanted negotiations to proceed
upon the basis of a fait accompli. If this line were
followed the Council would find itself in constant
conflict with the Charter.

~ The representative of the UniTep Kinepom
considered that the wording of the resolution of
19 October meant that sub-paragraphs (a), (b)
and (c¢) would be necessary preliminary conditions
to further negotiations.

The representatives of Canapa and BerLcium
supported the Acting Mediator’s interpretation of
the resolution of 19 October and the drait resolu-
tion submitted jointly by the representatives of
the United Kingdom and China (S/1059).

The representative of the UNION OoF SOVIET
sociaLisT RepusLIcs said that on 19 October
the Security Council had adopted a hasty resolu-
tion. His delegation had drawn attention to that
fact at the time since it considered that Security
Council resolutions should be authoritative, clear
and precise. Now a new resolution was being pro-
posed which wuild be useless and confusing un-
less the Council could study it more fully and
reccommend measures justified by the existing
situation and the interests of the parties.

The representative of the URRAINIAN SoVIET
SociaList REPuBLIC concurred with the view
expressed by the representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and formally moved
that consideration of the question be postponed for
one or two days so as to give delegations an op-
portunity to examine the joint draft resolution.

Decision: The Ukrainian SSR motion was not
adopted. There were 5 votes in favour, 4 against
and 3 abstentions (United Kingdom, Argenting,
Cliina).

The representative of FRaANCE proposed amend-
ments to the joint draft resolution which were
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accepted by both the representatives of the United
Kingdom and of China.

At the 375th meeting (29 October), the repre-
sentatives of the UniTep Kingpom and CHINA
introduced a revised version of their joint draft

resolution (S/1059/Rev. 2).

The representative of Syria submitted an
amendment calling for substitution of the word
“return”, for the word “withdraw” with regard to
the movement of the troops of both parties to their
original positions.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SociaList RepPUBLICS considered it unwise to
adopt a new resolution, since all the possibilities
of implementing the resolution of 19 October had
not yet been exhausted. He could not support the
revised draft resolution.

The representative of Canapa submitted the
following draft resolution (S/1062):

“The Security Council

“Resolves that a sub-committee be established
consisting of the -representatives of the United
Kingdom, China, France, Belgium and the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, to consider
all the amendments and revisions which have been
or may be suggested to the second revised draft
resolution (S/1059/Rev. 2), and in consultation
with the Acting Mediator to prepare a revised
draft resolution.”

That proposal was adopted. No vote was taken,
but the representatives of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the Ukrainian Soviet So-
cialist Republic both stated that if a vote were
taken, they would zbstain from voting.

At the 376th meeting (4 November) the repre-
sentative of -BeLcium (Chairman of the Sub-
Committee set up by the above resolution
(5/1062) ), presented the Sub-Committee’s report
(S/1064).

The representative of the UNITED STATES oF
AwmErIcA submitted several amendments (S/1067)
to the proposal contained in the report of the Sub-
Committee.

The representative of the URRAINIAN SovIET
Sociarist REPUBLIC submitted the following draft
resolution (S/1065) :

“The Security Council,

“Taking into consideration the conditions set
out in the resolution of 19 October, which could
be carefully examined as a basis for further nego-
tiations between the two parties,

" “Calls wpon the two parties to begin negotia-
tions, either directly or through the intermediary
of a United Nations representative,-on the basis
of the aforementioned resolution, with a view to
thczl peaceful settlement of unresolved questions;
an

“Instructs the Acting Mediator to offer his
good offices to the parties for this purpose and to
assist in the conduct of such negotiations.”

The representative of FRANCE expressed reser-
vations concerning references to Article 41 in the
proposal submitted by the Sub-Committee and to
Chapter VII in the last amendment submitted by
the United States; he proposed that these refer-
ences should be deleted. He supported the other
United States amendments.



The representative of CHINA accepted the
United States amendments. He opposed the
Ukrainian SSR draft resolution, which ignored
the principle that violations of the truce should
not result in political or military advantage to
either party.

The representative of ISRAEL, outlining his ob-
jections to the draft resolution (S/1064), said the
circumstances did not warrant reference to Chap-
ter VII of the Charter. The subject before the
Security Council was not a breach of the »eace,
a threat to the peace or an act of aggression, but
an anticipated or contingent violation of the Act-
ing Mediator’s instructions within the frainework
of the truce. He recalled that the Security Council
had failed to take coercive measures in regard to
the original invasion, which should have been
determined as a breach of the peace.

He said that the draft resolution submitted by
the representative of the Ukrainian Soviet So-
cialist Republic seemed to offer a more valid ap-
proach to the problem at that time.

The representative of the Unitep Kincepom
accepted the amendments proposed by the United
States representative.

The representative of the UnNioN oF Sovier
SociaList RepuBLIcs opposed the United King-
dom and Chinese draft resolution as amended by
the Sub-Committee and supported the draft reso-
lution submitted by the delegation of the Ukrain-
ian Soviet Socialist Republic.

The representative of SYria opposed the Ukrain-
ian SSR draft resolution.

Decision : At the 377th meeting on 4 November
1948, the proposal submitted by the Sub-Committee
(S/1064) was voted upon paragraph by paragraph
and adopted. The first three paragraphs were
adopted by 9 votes with 2 abstentions (Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics).

The fourth paragraph, as emended by the repre-
sentative of the U-iited States of Awmerica, was
adopted by 9 votes tv 1 {Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic), with 1 abstention (Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics;. The fifth paragraph, as
amended by the representative of the United States
of America, was adopted by 9 votes, with 2 absten-
tions (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics).

The sixth and seventh paragraphs were adopted
by 9 votes to 1 (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lic), with 1 abstention (Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics). The last paragraph, as amended by the
representative of the United States, was adopted
by 8 votes to 1 (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lic), with 2 abstentions (Colombia, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics).

The resolution as a whole was aedopted by 9
votes to 1 (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic),
with 1 abstention (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-

publics). The text of the adopted resolution fol-
lows (S/1070):

“The Security Council,

“Having decided on 15 July that, subject to
further decision by the Security Council or the
General Assembly, the truce shall remain in force
in accordance with the resolution of that date and
with that of 29 May 1948 until a peaceful adjust-
ment of the future situation of Palestine is reached,

“Having decided on 19 August that no party is

permitted to violate the truce on the ground that
it is undertaking reprisals or retaliations against

the other party, and that no party is entitled to
gain military or political advantage through vio-
lation of the truce, and

“Having decided on 29 May that, if the truce
was subsequently repudiated or violated by either |
party or by both, the situation in Palestine could |
be reconsidered with a view to action under Chap-
ter VII of the Charter,

“Takes note of the request communicated to the
Government of Egypt and the Provisional Govern-
ment of Israel by the Acting Mediator on 26 Octo-
ber (S/1058) {following upon the resolution
adopted by the Securitx Council of 19 October
1948 ; and

“Calls upon the interested Governments, with-
out prejudice to their rights, claims or position
with regard to a peaceful adjustment of the future
situation of Palestine or to the position which the
Members of the United Nations may wish to take

in the General Assembly on such peaceful ad-

justment :

“(1) To withdraw those of their forces which
have advanced beyond the positions held on 14
October, the Acting Mediator being authorized to
establish provisional lines beyond which no move-
ment of troops shall take place;

“(2) To establish, through negotiations con-
ducted directly between the parties, or failing
that through the intermediaries in the service of the
United Nations, permanent truce lines and such
neutral or demilitarized zones as may appear ad-
vantageous, in order to ensure henceforth the full
observance of the truce in that area. Failing an
agreement, the permanent lines and neutral zones
shall be established by decision of the Acting
Mediator ; and

“Appoints a Committee of the Council, consist-
ing of the five permanent members together with
Belgium and Colombia, to give such advice as the
Acting Mediator may require with regard to his
responsibilities under this resolution and, in the
event that either party or both should fail to com-
ply with sub-paragraphs (1) and (2) of the pre-
ceding paragraph of this resolution within what-
ever time-limits the Acting Mediator may think
it desirable to fix, to study as a matter of urgency
and to report to the Council on further measures
it would be appropriate to take under Chapter
VII of the Charter.”

Decision: The Ukrainian SSR draft resolution
(S/1065) was voted upon paragraph by paragraph
and rejected, having received 2 wvotes in favour
(Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics), 1 against (Syria),
with 8§ abstentions.

The representative of LEBaANON sald that he
understood the adopted resolution to apply to the
Galilee situation as well as to that of the Negeb.

The representative of the UNiTED KiNGDOM
declared that, although the Council was discussing
the Negeb incidents only, nevertheless his under-
standing was that the action already taken by the
Council in relation to the Negeb situation should
apply to similar situations which might develop
elsewhere.

The representative of IskaEL remarked that 1t
would seem to him a very strange practice, when
a resolution had been passed on a certain specific
subject, to attempt a mechanical application of it
to a matter which had not even come up for dis-
cussion before the Security Council.




The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AnErica believed that the adopted resolution, by
its references in the fourth paragraph, and par-
ticularly the reference to the resolution adopted
by the Security Council on 19 October, clearly
had in mind the present situation in the Negeb as
referred to in the resolution of 19 October.

The representative of the Unrtep Kincbom
submitted a draft resolution (S/1069) extending
the scope of the resolution of 4 November to the
situation in northern Palestine.

Commenting on the United Kingdom draft reso-
lution, the representative of FrRaNCE said that the
Security Council could not take any stand on the
question of northern Galilee without having been
informed of what had happened here.

The representative of the UnioN oF Sovier
SociaLIsT REpUBLICS concurred with the views
expressed by the representative of France,

The representative of EcypT asked whether the
Acting Mediator felt sufficiently armed for his
difficult task with the adopted resolution (S/1070),
or whether he would be encountering the old, previ-
ous difficulties in connexion with parts of Palestine
other than the Negeb.

The Unirep NATIONS AcTiNG MEDIATOR
stated that, unless there were specific instructions
or interpretations from the Council to the effect
that the resolution of 4 November was intended to
apply to the Galilee sector, he would not feel free
to make any such interpretation or application.

The representatives of CriNa and Bercrum
supported the United Kingdom draft resolution.

The representative of the URRAINIAN SoviET
SocraLisT RepusLIC formally moved to postpone
discussion of the United Kingdom draft resolution.

The representative of the Unrtep Kincpom
accepted the motion proposed by the representa-
tive of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic.

In viewpf the fact that no definite date was set,
the Council was of the opinion that the President
should convene a meeting whenever he deemed it
useful.

¥. Resolution of 16 November 1948

At the 378th meeting (9 November), the Se-
curity Council met in private and heard the Act-
ing Mediator elaborate on the views expressed
!)y him previously concerning the truce situation
in Palestine and the possibility for a more per-
manent arrangement.

_Mr. Bunche’s suggestions to the Security Coun-
cil, which were submitted by him for the purposes
of convenience in the form of a draft resolution,
were as follows (5/1076) :

“The Security Council,

“Having decided on 15 July 1948 that subject to
further decision by the Security Council or the
General Assembly, the truce in Palestine shall re-
main in force in accordance with the resolution of
that date and with that of 290 May 1948 until a
peaceful adjustment of the future situation of
Palestine is reached,

“Recognizing that in the nature of the case the
truce, though of indeterminate duration, is a first
stage in the effort to restore peace to Palestine,
and that the transition from truce to a definitive
end of hostilities is an indispensable condition to
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an ultimate peaceful settlement of the basic politi-
cal issues,

“Desirous of facilitating such transition at the
earliest possible date, and

“Taking into account the resolution of 15 July
1948 which determined that the situation in Pale-
stine constitutes a threat to the peace within the
meaning of Article 39 of the Charter,

“Calls upon the parties directly involved in the
conflict in Palestine, in order to eliminate this
threat to the peace, to undertake immediately,
through the good offices of the United Nations
Acting Mediator on Palestine:

“(a) The settlement of all outstanding probh-
lems of the truce in all sectors of Palestine;

“(b) The establishment of an armistice involv-
ing:

“(i) The separation of their armed forces en-
gaged in the conflict in Palestine by creation of
broad demilitarized zones under United Nations
observauce ;

“(i1) Such ultimate withdrawal and reduction
of these forces as will ensure the restoration of
Palestine to peacetime conditions;

“Requests the parties and the United Nations
Acting Mediator on Palestine to submit to this
Council frequent reports on the implementation
of this resolution.”

At the 379th meeting (10 November), the Se-
curity Council met again in private and continued
the exchange of views on the suggestions submit-
ted by the Acting Mediator in the above draft
resolution.

In the course of the discussion, the representa-
tive of the Unrton oF SovieT SocraLisT REPUB-
vics submitted the following amendments
(S/1077) to these proposals:

1. To word the first sentence of the fifth para-
graph as follows: “Calls upon the parties directly
involved in the conflict in Palestine, in order to
eliminate this threat to the peace, immediately to
begin mnegotiations, directly or through the good
offices of the United Nations Acting Mediator on
Palestine, concerning:”

2. In sub-paragraph (b) of the fifth paragraph,
to substitute the words formal peace for the word
armistice.,

3. To delete sub-paragraph (&) from the fifth
paragraph.

At the 380th meeting (15 Noveinber), the rep-
resentative of the Unrtep KingpomM suggested
that his proposal (S/1069) could be considered
in relation to the suggestions submitted by the
Acting Mediator (S/1076) since the latter dealt
more or less with the same matters.

The representative of CANADA, supported by the
representatives of FraNce and BELGIUM, sub-
mitted the following draft resolution (S/1079) :

“The Security Council, !

“Reaffirming its previous resolutions concern-
ing the establishment and implementation of the
truce in Palestine, and recalling particularly its
resolution of 15 July 1948 which determined that
the situation in Palestine constitutes a threat to
the peace within the meaning of Article 39 of the
Charter;



“Taking note that the General Assembly is con-
tinuing its consideration of the future government
of Palestine in response to the request of the
Security Council of 1 April 1948 (S/714);

“Without prejudice to the actions of the Acting
Mediator regarding the implementation of the

resolution of the Security Council of 4 November
1948;

“Decides that, in order to eliminate the threat
to the peace in Palestine and to facilitate the
transition from the present truce to permanent
peace in Palestine, an armistice shall be established
in all sectors of ‘Palestine;

“Calls upon the parties directly involved in the
conflict in Palestine, as a further provisional meas-
ure under Article 40 of the Charter, to seek agree-
ment forthwith, by negotiations conducted eirther
directly or through the Acting Mediator on Pale-
stine, with a view to the immediate establishment
of the armistice,.including:

“(a) The delineation of permanent armistice
demarcation lines beyond which the armed forces
of the respective parties shall not move;

“(b) Such withdrawal and reduction of their
armed forces as will ensure the maintenance of
the armistice during the transition to permanent
peace in Palestine.”

The representative of Syria, referring to the
above draft resolution, stated that an armistice
could not be imposed upon the parties, but had to
be accepted by both sides when they found that it
was consistent with their interests. The truce had
to be respected and implemented before the further
step of an armistice could be taken.

The UniTep Nations ActiNg MEDIATOR said
that, in his view, the demand for an armistice
would differ from the truce in that it would speci-
fically and firmly provide for a separation of the
forces engaged in the conflict in Palestine and for
their withdrawal and reduction to peacetime status.
Such an armistice should be achieved by direct
negotiations if possible, or by indirect negotiations
through United Nations intermediaries.

The representative of the UNioN oF Sovier
Sociavist RepusLics considered that the sugges-
tions of the Acting Mediator (S/1076) should
have priority over the United Kingdom draft
resolution since the former covered the whole
Palestine question. His delegation had endorsed
the suggestions made by the Acting Mediator and
had s.abmitted certain amendments to them. Re-
ferring to those amendments (S/1077), he said
that it would be difficult to establish the difference
between a state of truce and of an armistice and
his delegation, therefore, proposed to replace the
word “armistice’” by the words “formal peace.”

The Canadian draft resolution (S/1079) moved
even further from the idea of peace and a perma-
nent peaceful settlement. dis delegation consid-
ered that the wisest course would be to offer both
parties an opportunity to settle the outstanding
questions, either directly or indirectly through the
Acting Mediator. The creation of demilitarized
zones, as proposed by Canada, would only create
new difficulties.

For all these reasons, his delegation moved to
delete sub-paragraph (&) (i) of the fifth para-
graph of the Acting Mediator’s draft resolution
(5/1076). With these modifications it would sup-
port that draft resolution.
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The representative of FRANCE pointed out that
an armistice was not synonymous with a truce,
There was real value in the suggested change em-
bodied in the Canadian draft resolution.

The representative of the UNITED STaTES oF
America supported the Canadian draft resoly-
tion, which he considered to be in line with the
Council’s resolution of 4 November.

At the 381st meeting (16 November), the rep-
resentative of ISRAEL observed that there were cer-
tain incidental references in the Canadian draft
resolution which appeared to contradict its central
purpose of achieving an armistice, primarily by
reference to the resolution of 4 November
(S/1070). His delegation considered that resolu-
tion to be incompatible in principle and effect with
the purposes of a peace settlement and with the
conditions for unprejudiced negotiations. He
observed that, by the terms of the Canadian draft
resolution, the permanent demarcation lines were
to be established through a process of negotiation
regarding the withdrawal and reduction of the
forces of the parties. He commented that, in gen-
eral terms, the balance should be between the
withdrawal of outside forces and the correspond-
ing reduction of local forces. The conclusion of a
formal peace should clearly follow any such in-
terim arrangements as were provided for by the
Canadian draft resolution.

He considered that a distinction should be made
between the establishment of an armistice, which
should be decreed by the Security Council, and its
implementation, which would have to be a matter
for negotiation.

The representative of SyRia pointed out that
the whole dispute on Palestine centred around the
question of whether or not there was to be a
Jewish State in Palestine. Article 40 and various
other Articles of the Charter provided that any
measures adopted should be without prejudice to
the claims, rights and positions of the parties. The
Arabs would not be expected to negotiate on the
basis of recognition of the existence of the Jews
as a sovereign State.

He requested that the previous resclutions
adopted by the Council be implemented before any
new steps were taken.

The representative of Cmina supported the
Canadian draft resolution. However, he remarked
that the armistice as proposed seemed to lead more
to a preliminary peace than to a comprehensive
truce. If his interpretation was correct, he was of
the opinion that the proposal came close to over-
stepping the limits of the Security Council’s
powers since it tended to solidify the present
situation and would, in turn, influence the course of
the political settlement.

The representative of the Unitep Kincpom
supported the Canadian draft resolution and with-
drew the draft resolution (S/1069) which he had
submitted to the Council at the 377th meeting.

The representative of EcyPT pointed out that
the League of Nations had failed for one princi-
pal reason, namely, its inability to carry out its
decisions. He hoped that the same fate would not
overtake the United Nations. He emphasized the
determination of his Government not to negotiate
with the Zionists, whom they did not recognize
as a party. If there were to be negotiations, his
delegation welcomed the idea that they should be




carried out with representatives of the United
Nations. _

The representative of CoLomBr supported the
Canadian draft resolution on the understanding
that the apparent contradiction pointed out by
the representative of Israel was merely a matter of
drafting,

The representative of CANaDA stated that the
authors of the draft resolution considered a truce
to be something which could be imposed, whereas
an armistice could result only from agreement.
The Canadian draft resolution specifically pro-
vided for the maintenance of all resolutions which
the Security Council had adopted, including that
of 4 November. The method of arranging for the
demilitarized zones, with the ‘urther development
of the truce and prevention .: fighting, remained
open to the Acting Mediator.

The UNITED NATIONS ACTING MEDIATOR in-
terpreted the Canadian draft resolution as having
the following objectives; that the existing truce
he quickly superseded by an armistice as a neces-
sary step towards a permanent peace in Pale-
stine ; that the armistice, in principle, would involve
such withdrawal and such reduction of the armed
forces now engaged in the Palestine conflict as
would make further fighting there imp-obable;
that negotiations, either directly or through
United Nations intermediary, were to be promptly
undertaken toward those ends. He was completely
convinced that an armistice signalling the end of
fighting in Palestine would be equally in the
interests of Arab and Jew.

The representative of Ecypr said that he still
considered that the order for an armistice was
prejudicial to the position of the Arab countries.
The question of enforcement of the previous de-
cisions of the Security Council had to be faced
before the Council could proceed to a further
decision.

The representative of SyRriA submitted an
amendment to add to the end of the third para-
graph of the Canadian draft resolution the
italicized words as follows:

“Without prejudice to the actions of the Acting
Mediator regarding the implementation of the
resolution of the Security Council of 4 November
1948 which is to be applied also to the Lebanese
front and to Galilee.”

Decisions: At the 381st meeting on 16 Novem-
ber 1948, the draft resolution submitted by the
Acting Mediator (S/1076), as amended by the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics (S/1077), was voted on in parts and
was not adopted. On all paragraphs, the vote was
2 in favour (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), with 9
abstentions.

The draft resolution submitted by Canada jointly
with Belgium and France (S/1079) was voted on
in parts and adopted. The first two paragraphs
were adopted by 8 votes, with 3 abstentions (Syria,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics).

The Syrian amendment to the third paragraph
was rejected, having received 3 wotes in favour
{ Belgium, China, Svria), with 8 abstentions.

The third paragraph of the draft resolution was
adopted by 8 wotes, with 3 abstentions (Syria,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics).
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The fourth and fifth paragraphs were adopted by
8 wotes to 1 (Syria), with 2 abstentions (Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics).

At the 394th meeting (28 December), the rep-
resentative of EgyeT stated that the grave situa-
tion in Palestine which had been brought to the
Security Council’s atteption by the Egyptian Gov-
ernment had arisen from a failure of the Council

to insist upon the implementation of the resolu-
tion of 4 November (S/107C).

The Jews had attempted to find excuses for their
aggressive attitude, and had stated they would not
implement the Council’s resolution of 4 Novem-
ber before the Egyptian Government had accepted
the resolution of 16 November. In order to elimi-
nate any possible basis for those Zionist excuses,
his Government had accepted in principle the 16
November resolution in a letter dated 20 Decem-
ber to General Riley.

The representative of the Unitep Kincpom
submitted the following draft resolution (5/1163) :

“The Security Council,

“Having considered the report of the Acting
Mediator (S/1152) on the hostilities which broke
out in Southern Palestine on the 22nd December,

“Calls upon the Governments concerned:
“(i) To order an immediate cease-fire; and

“(ii) To implement without further delay the
resolution of 4 November (S5/1070) and the in-
structions issued by the Acting Mediator in accord-
ance with sub-paragraph 5 (1) of that resolution;

“Instructs tlie Committee of the Council ap-
pointed on 4 November to meet at Lake Success
on 6 January to consider the situation in Southern
Palestine and to report to the Council on the ex-
tent to which the Governments concerned have by
that date complied with the present resolution;

“Invites Cuba and Norway to replace as from
1 January the two retiring members of the Com-
mittee (Belgium and Colombia) ; and

“Expresses the hope that the members of the
Conciliation Commission appointed by the General
Assembly on 11 December will nominate their
representatives and establish the Commission with
as little delay as possible.”

The representative of ISRAEL wac of the opinion
that the present situation was dominated by the
fact that the Egyptian Government had refused to
implement the Security Council’s resolution of 16
November, which called for armistice negotiations.
The Egyptian Government had adopted the policy
of invoking those decisions of the United Nations
convenient to it and ignoring the others.

Turning to the United Kingdom draft resolu-
tion, he remarked that it did not take into account
the refusal of the Egyptian Government to com-
ply with the Council’s resolution of 16 November
and concentrated on certain insufficiently
established facts while neglecting others.

The representative of BELciuM could not agree
with the interpretation of the Israel representative
that the implementation of the 4 November reso-
lution depended upon implementation of the 16
November resolution. He supported the United
Kingdom draft resolution.

The representative of FRANCE noted that the
statements of the parties showed that they each



insisted on the prior implementation of only one of
the resolutions of 4 and 16 November. The Council
had stated, however, that these resolutions were
independent though interrelated ; it was inadmissi-
ble that their implementation should be subordi-
nated one to the other.

At the 395th meeting (28 December), the repre-
sentative of Svria stated that, despite its short-
comings, his delegation would support the United
Kingdom draft resolution (S/1163), if only to
ensure that the Council should not cepart without
taking some action, as in the Indonesian question.

The representative of CaNapa thought it desir-
able to postpone the vote on the United Kingdom
draft resolution until the following morning. That
postponement would enable his Government to
study further the draft resolution and the state-
ments of the parties. He said that the request for
postponement did not imply any criticism of the
draft resolution.

The representative of FRANCE pronounced him-
self in favour of that suggestion.

The fact that the United Kingdom draft resolu-
tion mentioned the Conciliation Commission
showed that it was not based merely on the resolu-
tion of 4 November, but was much broader in
intention. There should also be, therefore, a refer-
ence to the resolution of 16 November which ought
to be implemented.

The PresipENT suggested, and the Council
agreed, that voting on the United Kingdom draft
resolution should be postponed until the following
day.

The representative of FRANCE inquired whether
or not the Egyptians had accepted the Acting
Mediator’s plan for an evacuation, by stages, of
the Faluja garrison.

In reply to the representative of France, the
representative of EGyPT said that there had been
no real ruling by the Acting Mediator, but merely
proposals based on an offer by the Jews. This did
not alter the fact that the incident had resulted from
a Jewish breach of the truce.

At the 396th meeting (29 December), the Coun-
cil continued its discussion of the United Kingdom
draft resolution (S/1163).

The representative of EGyPT proposed the fol-
lowing amendment to be inserted at the end of the
second paragraph:

“(iii) To allow and facilitate the complete
supervision of the truce by the United Nations
observers in Palestine.”

The representative of FRANCE sponsored the
Egyptian amendment and proposed the following
amendment (S/1168), to be added at the end of
the second paragraph:

“(iv) To implement without delay the resolution
of 16 November 1948.”

The representative of the UnNitep KincpoM
accepted the Egyptian amendment, subject to the
deletion of the last two words, “in Palestine”.

The representative of France, as sponsor of the
Egyptian amendment, accepted the suggestion that
those words be deleted.

After further discussion, the representatives of
France and the UnrTep KiNGpoM agreed that, in
lieu of the above French amendment and a United
Kingdom revision (S/1167) concerning the imple-

mentation of the resolution of 16 November, the
following words should be added at the end of the
third paragraph: “. . . and with the resolutions of
4 and 16 November”.

Decision: At the 396th meeting on 29 Decem-
ber 1948, the United Kingdowm draft resolution
(S/1163), as amended, was put fo the voie and
adopted. The first paragraph and sub-paragraph
(1) of the second paragraph were adopted by 10
votes, with 1 abstention (United States of
America).

Sub-paragraphs (i1) and (i) of the second
paragraph and the third, fourth and fifih para-
graphs were adopted by 8 votes, with 3 abstentions
(Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of
America).

The resolution as a whole was adopted by 8
votes, with 3 abstentions (Ukrainian Soviet Social-
ist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United States of Awmerica). The resolution as
adopted, reads as follows (S/1169):

“The Security Council, having considered the
report of the Acting Mediator (S/1152) on thr
hostilities which broke out in Southern Palestine
on 22 December,

“Calls upon the Governments concerned :

“(i) To order an immediate cease-fire;

“(ii) To implement without further delay the
resolution of 4 November and the instructions
issued by the Acting Mediator in accordance with
sub-paragraph (1) of the fifth paragraph of that
resolution ;

“(iii) To allow and facilitate the complete
supervision of the truce by the United Nations
observers;

“Instructs the Committee of the Council ap-
pointed on 4 November to meet at Lake Success
on 7 January to consider the situation in Southern
Palestine and to report to the Council on the extent
to which the Governments concerned have by that
date complied with the present resolution and with
the resolutions of 4 and 16 November ;

“Invites Cuba and Norway to replace as from
1 January the two retiring members of the Com-
mittee (Belgium and Colombia) ;

“Expresses the hope that the members of the
Conciliation Commission appointed by the General
Assembly on 11 December will nominate their
representatives and establish the Commission with
as little delay as possible.”

On 7 January 1949, pursuant to the above reso-
lution (S/1169), the Security Council Committee
on the Palestinian Question considered the report
of the Acting Mediator to the President of the
Security Council on a cease-fire agreement for the
Negeb (S/1187) and heard statements from the
Acting Mediator and his Chief of Staff of Truce
Supervision. The Committee also heard statements
from the representatives of Egypt and Israel. After
some discussion, the Committee was of the opinion
that no further action by it was required at the
moment, and decided that the Chairman should so
report to the Security Council (S/1191).

G. Communications from the Acting
Mediator with regard to cease-fire and
armistice agreements

At the 413th meeting (3 March 1949) the

PresIDENT drew attention to two communications

(S/1264, S/1264/Add.1 and S/1269) from the
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Acting Mediator to the effect that on 24 February
1949, Egypt and Israel signed a General Armistice
Agreement on the Island of Rhodes, and that on
1 March both contracting parties began imple-
menting the terms of that armistice. The President
congratulated both parties for the efforts and the
sacrifices they had made in order to reach agree-
ment. Furthermore, he expressed the gratitude of
the Council for the untiring efforts of the Acting
Mediator, and for the efficient co-operation which
he received from all the members of his staff.

A number of representatives associated them-
selves with the remarks made by the President.

The representative of EGypt thanked the Presi-
dent and the Council for their appreciation of the
role played by his Government with regard to the
armistice, and stated that Egypt was very glad to
have been able to give still another proof of its
desire for peace, its respect for the Security Council

and its unfailing compliance with the Council’s
resolutions.

Subsequently, the Acting Mediator transmitted
to the Secretary-General the following commu-
nications :

A General Cease-Fire Agreement between Israel
and Transjordan (S/1284 and S/1284/Corr.1.);

A General Armistice Agreement between Leba-
non and Israel (S/1296/Corr.1, S/1296/Corr.2
and $/1296/Add.1);

A General Armistice Agreement between the
Hashemite Jordan Kingdom and Israel (S/1302
and S/1302/Add.1 anc. S/1302/Corr.1) ;

and the Text of Declarations by Israel and Syria
concerning tle Cease-Fire Agreement (S/1308).

Those communications were brought to the at-
tention of the Security Council.



Chapter 5
THE QUESTION OF THE FREE TERRITORY OF TRIESTE

A. Note dated 28 July 1943 from the
Goverament of the Federz! People’s
Republic of Yugoslavia

By letter dated 28 July 1948 addressed to the
Secretary-General (5/927), the permanent repre-
sentative of Yugoslavia transmitted a note from
his Government concerning the Free Territory of
Trieste. The note charged that a number of treaties
concluded with Italy by the Allied Military Com-
mand of the British-United States zone of occupa-
tion in Trieste, were in complete contradiction to
the provision contained in article 24, paragraph 4
of annex VI’ of the Treaty of Peace with Italy for
the economic independence of the Free Territory
of Trieste, and had as a final effect the economic
incorporation of Trieste into Italy, The Govern-
ment of Yugoslavia was bringing the matter to the
attention of the Security Council which, in accord-
ance with article 21, paragraph 1, and with article
2 of annex VI of the Peace Treaty with Italy,
assured the territorial integrity and independence
of the Free Territory of Trieste.

The note stated that an agreement dated 9
March 1948 put the Free Territory of Trieste, with
regard to monetary problems, under the sover-
eignty of Italy. It gave the Italian Government the
power to control the circulation of notes in the
"Free Territory, obliged the Allied Military Com-
mand to apply directly the Italian regulations
regarding the circulation of money in the Allied
zomne.

A financial agreement of the same date provided
that Italy would finance the administration of that
zone and that the Italian Government would he
granted complete control of the zone’s finances.
Thus, the Allied Military Command had gone far
beyond its mandate by imposing a contractual
obligation on the future government of the Free
Territory of Trieste.

An agreement on the provision of foreign ex-
change for the zone, also concluded on 9 March,
completely subordinated the British-United States
zone to Italy as regards foreign trade as well.

An agreement of 6 May 1948, concerning the
fulfilment of the agreements of 9 March, demon-
strated that in general the Allied Military Com-
mand had handed over to the Italian Government
control of the most important foreign relations of
the zone. In addition to these agreements, the
Allied Military Command had concluded a postal
agreement with Italy whereunder, through the
establishment of uniform postal rates, the zone
had been placed under Italian sovereignty.

The Yugoslav Government’s note charged, in
addition, that the incorporation of Trieste into Italy
was being realized not only by such agreements
but also by the day-to-day administrative decisions
of the Allied Command of the Free Territory of
Trieste. The Government of Yugoslavia could not
help but associate these violations of the inde-

* Annex VI contains the Permanent Statute of the Free
Territory of Trieste.
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pendence of the Free Territory with the widely
known proposal of the United Kingdom, the
United States of America and France to incor-
porate that territory into Italy. The note requested
the Security Council, as the appointed guardian
of the territorial integrity and independence of the
Free Territory of Trieste, to declare the above-
mentioned agreements to be violations of the pro-
visions of the Treaty of Peace with Italy pertaining
to the Free Territory; to undertake measures the
Council considered necessary and sufficient for
nullifying the respective agreements concluded
between the British-United States zone and the
Republic of Italy, because those agreements had
created a situation likely to endanger the main-
tenance of international peace and security; and
to assure that the Governments of the United
States of America and the United Kingdom
respected their international cbligations, thus guar-
anteeing the independence of the Free Territory.

B. General discussion

Consideration of the question by the Security
Council opened at the 344th meeting (4 August),
when the representative of Yugoslavia was invited
to participate in the discussion.

The representative of YugosLAvia stated that
the Yugloslav Government had regarded the solu-
tion of the Trieste question provided in the Peace
Treaty with Italy as a great sacrifice. But in agree-
ing to accept that solution, his Government had
agreed to accept the consequences as well and
desired to see the provisions for the Free Territory
of Trieste executed as quickly and as completely as
possible. Article 21 and annex VII* of the Peace
Treaty, and the decision of the Council of Foreign
Ministers of 22 April 1947 made it clear that the
duties of the military administration embodied the
the following points: (1) reliance on those forces
which acknowledged the Free Territory of Trieste
as an international unity and wers ready to col-
laborate for its full establishment; (2) closest link-
ing of the British-United States and Yugoslav
zones; (3) maximum development of independent
economic activity; (4) international affirmation of
the independence of the Free Territory; and (5)
equal treatment of the Federal People’s Republic
of Yugoslavia and Italy on all questions, especially
those concerning foreign trade. '

That was the minimum task, regardless of the
duration of the military administration. The policy
of the British-United States administration of the
zone was completely at variance with those postu-
lates. In respect to economy, to foreign trade, and
to finance, the British-United States zone had
become, in effect, a province of the Republic of
ITtaly; after the conclusion of the above-mentioned
agreements, the only distinction between the zone
and the Republic of Italy was the open occupation
of the former by Anglo-American troops.

Similar acts and measures signified the denial
of the independence and integrity of the Free Ter-

* Annex VII contains the Instrument for the Provisional
Régime of the Free Territory of Trieste.
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ritory of Trieste, which had been explicitly assured
py the Security Council in article 21, paragraph
1, of the Peace Treaty with Italy and article 2
of annex VI of that Treaty. The Security Council
resolution of 10 January 1947 had approved those
documents and had accepted the responsibilities
devolving from them. It was now up to the Security
Council to fulfil its task.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AnmEerica said that his delegation was surprised
that any Government should present to the Secur-
ity Council charges so utterly devoid of substance
and that those charges should be made by a
Government which, in the administration of its own
zone, had paid no heed to its international obliga-
tions and had kept.its own administration shrouded
in secrecy. He called attention to the reports made
to the Security Council by the Commander of the
British-United States zone (S/679 and S/781),
which covered the entire period of the history of
the Territory from its creation on 15 September
1947 and contained a factual account of all sub-
stantive acts of the Allied Military Government.
The Allied Military Commander had administered
the zone according to the letter and spirit of the
pertinent provisions of the Treaty of Peace with
Italy and in compliance with international law
concerning the conduct of military governments in
occupied territory. In an isolated area faced with
grave economic problems, the administration had
been able to reduce unemployment and gradually
improve the well-being of the people.

He considered that the specific charges of the
Yugoslav Government were completely unjustified.
Although his Government was convinced of the
unworkability of the Trieste settlement envisaged
in the Treaty of Peace with Italy, he could assure
the Council that, nending a new soluticn, the
Allied Military Command in Trieste was con-
tinuing to administer the zone under its charge
in the strictest accord with the letter and spirit of
the pertinent provisions of the Treaty.

He stated that he knew of no report or other
data which the Yugoslav Government had trans-
mitted for the information of the Security Council
concerning the administration of the Yugoslav
zone.

The representative of the Unitep KinGpoM
stated that three stages had been contemplated at
the time of the drafting of the Treaty of Peace:
(1) Trieste was to be administered by the Allied
Military Commands within their respective zones
under an instrument for the Provisional Régime;
(2) the Governor was to assume office in the Free
Territory at the earliest possible moment after the
coming mnto force of the Treaty; (3) the date of
the coming into force of the Permanent Statute
would be fixed by the Security Council itself.

They had not been able to proceed beyond the
first step. He thought there might well be some
doubt as to the immediate competence of the Secur-
ity Council in this matter since article 36 of the
Permanent Statute provided that disputes relating
to its interpretation or execution should be referred
to a commission. Moreover, since the Council’s
competence was limited to ensuring the integrity
and independence of the Free Territory of Trieste,
the Council could, strictly speaking, consider only
whether the economic and financial measures taken
by the Allied Military Government imperilled the
mtegrity or independence of the Free Territory, or
as part of its responsibilities under the Charter as

opposed to the Peace Treaty, whether those
measures constituted a threat to the international
peace and security. Although Yugoslavia had asked
the Council to find that the measures did consti-
tute such a threat, it had not put forward any
serious argument to that effect. The currency and
foreign exchange agreements flowed directly from
article 11 of annex VII of the Treaty. In the view
of his Government, that article had to be imple-
mented if the economy of Trieste was to be main-
tained at all.

The representative of FRANCE, pointing out that
no report on the administration of the Yugoslav
zone had been provided by the Yugoslav military
authorities, suggested that one might be submitted.

The representative of YucosLavia stated that
the Yugoslav charges, which concerned only cer-
tain agreements concluded between the Allied
Military Command and the Republic of Italy, were
that those agreements were in contradiction to the
independence and integrity of the Free Territory
of Trieste. The Yugoslav Government had not
submitted any report to the Security Council
regarding the administration of its zone of the Free
Territory only because the Peace Treaty with Italy
had led his Government to expect the nomination
of a Governor in the near future. The Yugoslav
administration would also submit a report if the
Security Council decided to request one.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SociaList RePUBLIC considered that the request
for a report was irrelevant. The matter before the
Council concerned the Treaty violations which the
Yugoslav Government alleged had been made by
the United States and United Kingdom military
authorities at Trieste.

Some further discussion followed concerning the
advisability of requesting a report from the Yugo-
slav Government on the administration of its zone
of the Free Territory.

At the 345th meeting (10 August), the repre-
sentative of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA stated
that his Government considered the charge of the
Yugoslav Government to be without any founda-
tion whatsoever. He considered that the motive
of the Yugoslav Government in bringing those
charges appeared to be the desire of separating
the Free Territory of Trieste from its historic
association with Italy, in violation of the desires
of the people of the Free Territory and in order
to incorporate the territory in Yugoslavia. The
Yugoslav complaint appeared to be another case
of the familiar tactic of charging others with the
misdeeds which one had committed oneself, in the
hope of distracting attention from one’s own sins.

He drew attention to the report of the adminis-
tration of the United Kingdom-United States zone
for the period from 1 April to 30 June 1948
(5/953). He also drew attention to Mr. Austin’s
letter of 18 November 1947 (S/604) regarding
reports by the United Kingdom-United States
zone administration.

Referring to what he thought to be the Yugoslav
position, namely that article 24, paragraph 4 of
the Permanent Statute was “applicable” and had
not been “superseded,” he stated that his delega-
tion did not deny that that paragraph established a
principle which should guide the Governor during
the period of the Provisiona! Régime. But he
emphatically rejected the contention that the para-
graph was applicable to the acts of the Allied



Military Government which had been complained
of. In that respect, the provisions had been totally
superseded by provisions of articles 10 and 11 of
the Instrument for the Provisional Régime.

The United States position was that the actions
of the Military Government in the British-United
States zone stemmed from authorizations con-
tained in the Treaty and had been consistent with
the responsibility of administering the zone during
an interim period in such a way as best to serve
what article 2 called “the needs of the population
and its well-being”. The United States delegation
did not believe that a serious legal decision was
involved but if, after hearing the whole case, the
members of the Security Council still believed
that there were legal issues unresolved which might
affect their decision, the United States would be
willing to have the Powers administering Trieste
refer to the International Court of Justice for
decisions on any questions outstanding among
them on the legality of the Allied administration of
the Free Territory of Trieste under the Treaty of
Peace with Italy, He proceeded to discuss each of
the agreements cited by the Yugoslav Govern-
ment in order to demonstrate that they were in
direct implementation of the obligations for the
Provisional Régime, principally article 11.

He reviewed the r-asons leading up to the
joint statement made on 20 March 1948 by the
United States Government with the Governments
of the United Kingdom and France. As a first
step in the direction of achieving the necessary
revision of the Peace Treaty, those three Govern-
ments had invited the Government of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics as the fourth mem-
ber of the Council of Foreign Ministers, and the
Ttalian Government as the one which would regain
sovereignty over the Territory, to agree to nego-
tiate a protocol to effect the necessary revisions.
The United States believed that that was the
appropriate procedure within the spirit and intent
of the Charter to bring about a change in an
unsatisfactory treaty. The United States, while
urging a change in the Feace Treaty, meanwhile
regarded it as binding.

At the 346th meeting (10 August), the repre-
sentative of the UniTeEp KincDoMm, after review-
ing the provisions of the Peace Treaty with Italy,
concluded that only article 1, part of article 2,
article 5 (a), the first sentence of article 10 and
article 11 of amnex VII of the Peace Treaty
could have any application in the present situa-
tion and that only annex VII was then in force.
The four financial agreements to which the Yugo-
slav representative had objected had done nothing
more than carry to the logical conclusion the
stipulations in the Peace Treaty that lira currency
should continue to be used until a separate cur-
rency had been instituted and that Italy should
provide the Free Territory’s foreign exchange
requirements. There was nothing of a perma-
nent nature in the agreements and nothing that
could not be abrogated when the Allied Military
Government was replaced by the succeeding
government.

He charged that the Yugoslav Government had
been responsible for permanent changes in the
structure of the social, legal and political life of
its zome, including wholesale expropriation of
property without compensation and re-organiza-
tion without proper authority of the processes of
law. He further called the Council’s attention to

the serious curtailment of civil liberties in the
Yugoslav zone.

The PrESIDENT, speaking as the representative
of the UNION OF SoviET SocIALIST REPUBLICS,
considered that the positions taken by the dele-
gations of the United States of America, the
United Kingdom and France concerning the
appointment of a Governor for the Free Ters-
tory of Trieste, as well as certain actions taken
by their Governments in connexion with the
Trieste question, showed that those three Gov-
ernments had taken the path of violating the con-
ditions of the Peace Treaty with Italy and the
separate agreed decisions reached with regard
to Trieste. Those Governments had delayed the
execution of the decisions of the Council of
Foreign Ministers, agreed upon at New York on
12 December 1946, to the effect that the appoint-
ment of a Governor should take place at the same
time as the Peace Treaty entered into force.
Article 11 of annex VI of the Peace Treaty also
stipulated the appointment of a Governor. This
Treaty had entered into force on 15 September
1947, but the question of the appointment had not
yet been decided. Since January 1948, the repre-
sentatives of the United States, the United King-
dom and France had, under various pretexts,
avoided discussion of this question. This position
led to the supposition that the Governments of
those three countries sought to prolong as far as
possible the occupation of Trieste by Anglo-
American troops.

Under the allegation that it was impossible for
the Security Council to agree on the choice of a
candidate for the post of Governor, the three
Governments had proposed in a declaratic.a dated
31 March 1948 (S/707) a revision of the Peace
Treaty with Italy and the transfer of the Free
Territory of Trieste to Italian sovereignty. This
was a violation of the obligations undertaken by
the three Powers in accordance with the agree-
ment reached in the Council of Foreign Min-
isters, and of the obligations which derived from
the Peace Treaty with Italy. The joint deciara-
tion had been widely publicized just at the
moment of the electoral campaign in Italy. This
fitted in with the general picture of open inter-
ference in the internal affairs of Italy which took
place at that time with the aim of exercising
political pressure on the election. The Soviet
Government, in its answer to that declaration,
had taken a position of respect for international
treaties and agreements.

The Anglo-American Military Command in its
zone had also taken the path of open violation
of both the Peace Treaty with Italy and the
separate agreed decisions reached concerning
Trieste. The agreements entered into by that
Command with the Government of Italy, men-
tioned in the note of the Government of the Fed-
eral People’s Republic of Yugoslavia (S/927),
had resulted in the department of the Italian Bank
in Trieste becoming, in fact, master of the mone-
tary circulation and of the currencies in the zone.
This created direct harm to the principle of the
integrity and independence of the Territory, pro-
vided for in article 21 of the Peace Treaty with
Italy, and violated the conditions of the Peace
Treaty with Italy, the decisions of the Council
of Foreign Ministers of 22 April 1947 and the
report of the Commission of Investigation on
Trieste, dated 9 October 1947 (S/577).
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Furthermore, in violation of the Peace Treaty
with Italy, and of the decision of the Council of
Toreign Ministers stipulating that financial assist-
ance from external sources to cover the Free Ter-
ritory’s urgent needs should be made available
from the resources of the United Nations, upon
the recommendation of the Security Couancil, the
Government of the United States had arbitrarily
included the Anglo-American zone of the Free
Territory of Trieste in the action of the Marshall
Plan. By tying the zone economically and finan-
cially with Italy, the Anglo-American Military
Command hindered that zone from concluding
trade agreements, in particular, with Yugoslavia,
and from exchanging goods with the Yugoslav
zone.

From 15 September 1947, when the Peace
Treaty with Italy entered into force, the Anglo-
American Military Command had no longer had
the right to administer the Territory as an occu-
pied enemy territory. According to the Peace
Treaty with Italy the Military Command was
from that date obliged to administer the zone on
the basis of the Insirument for the Provisional
Régime of the Free Territory of Trieste, drawn
up by the Council of Foreign Ministers and
approved by the Security Council, as from that
date the Free Territory had not been an occupied
enemy territory but a special international terri-
tory with a recognized Statute.

The Government of the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics insisted that the Governments of the
United States of America, the United Kingdom
and France carry out the decisions of the Council
of Foreign Ministers of 12 December 1946 con-
cerning the appointment of a Governor for Trieste.

With regard to the note of the Goverament of
the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia, his
delegation supported the demands for the termina-
tion: of the activities of the Anglo-American Mili-
tary Command in Trieste, which violated the
Peace Treaty with Italy and the decision taken
by the Council of Foreign Ministers on 22 April
1948 to guarantee the economic independence of
the Free Territory of Trieste.

At the 348th meeting (13 August), the repre-
sentative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET SOCIALIST
RepuBLIC stressed that the Soviet Union, although
confronted with clauses which were unsatisfac-
tory to the Slav people, had signed the Peace
Treaty with Italy in the spirit of concession and
co-operation. Now, however, two years after the
end of the peace conference, the decisions of that
Treaty with respect to the Free Territory of
Trieste were not yet implemented, due to the
negative attitude adopted by the United King-
dom and the United States of America. By delay-
ing the appointment of a Governor, the United
Kingdom and the United States of America had
found a way to remain in control of the Free
Territory of Trieste and to transform it into a
naval and military base, thus ignoring the agree-
ments which they had entered into.

As for the argument that creation of a customs
and postal union between Italy and the Free Ter-
ritory was only a provisional measure, he pointed
out that annex VII of the Peace Treaty con-
tained no clause that could justify either such a
measure or the extension of Italian sovereignty
over the Free Territory of Trieste. Thus, the
United States and the United Kingdom had
violated the Instrument for the Provisional Ré-

gime of Trieste. Referring to the declaration of
20 March 1948, he stated that the action taken by
the Governments of the United Kingdom and the
United States, with the support of France, was
a triple violation as it violated: (1) the decision
of the Council of Foreign Ministers of 12 Decem-
ber 1946; (2) the Peace Treaty with Italy; (3)
the Charter of the United Nations. The delega-
tion of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic
felt obliged to voice a strong protest against such
an attitude with respect to international treaties.
It therefore gave its full support to the proposal
of the Yugoslav Government that the agreements
concluded by the United Kingdom and the United
States, on the one hand, and Italy, on the other
hand, be declared invalid. His delegation also
insisted on prompt consideration by the Security
Council of candidates for the post of Governor
of Trieste and the selection of such a Governor,
as well as implementation by the United States
and the United Kingdom of their obligations
under the Treaty of Peace with Italy with respect
to the establishment of the Free Territory of
Trieste.

C. Draft resolutions submitted by Yugo-

slavia and the Ukrainian Seviet
Socialist Republie

The representative of YucGosLavia stated that
the crux of the problem did not lie in a legal
interpretation of the Treaty of Peace with Italy.
No difficulty would exist if the terms of the
Peace Treatv were approached with a real desire
to implement them in the spirit intended. He
contended that the representatives of the United
States and the United Kingdom interpreted the
provisions of article 11 of annex VII arbitrarily,
as was evidenced by the decision of the Council
of Foreign Ministers and the report of the
Trieste Commission of Inquiry. He quoted from
the report of the Trieste Commission of Inquiry
to show that it was an obligation for all admin-
istering the Free Territory of Trieste during the
period of the Provisional Régime to combine the
provisions of article 11 of annex VII with article
24, paragraph 4 of the Permanent Statute.

The representative of Yugoslavia submitted
the following draft resolution (S/968) :

“Whereas article 21, paragraph 1, of the
Treaty of Peace with Italy states: ‘“The Free
Territory of Trieste is recognized by the Allied
and Associated Powers and by Italy, which agree
that its integrity and} independence shall be
assured by the Security Council of the United
Nations’;

“Whereas article 21, paragraph 3, of the
Treaty of Peace with Italy st-tes: ‘On the ter-
mination of Italian sovereignty, the Free Terri-
tory of Trieste shall be governed in accordance
with an instrument for a provisional régime
drafted by the Council of Foreign Ministers and
approved by the Security Council”,

“The Security Council

“Having considered the accusations of the Gov-
ernment of the Federated Peoples’ Republic of
Yugoslavia brought to the Security Council re-
garding a series of agreements of 9 March 1948
and 16 April 1948 concluded between the Allied
Military Command and the Republic of Italy,

“Determines that the above-mentioned agree-
ments are in complete contradiction with the obliga-



tions undertaken by the Allied and Associated
Powers and Italy in respect of article 21 of the
Treaty of Peace with Italy and in respect to regu-
lations in the annexes which are part of the peace
treaty, and consequently ;

“Declares the agreements of 9 March 1948 con-
cluded between the Allied Military Command and
the Republic of Italy, and of 16 April 1948 relative
to the fulfilment of the agreements made on
9 March 1948, and the postal agreement incom-
patible with the status of the Free Territory of
Trieste and, therefore, renders them null and void ;

“Calls «pon the Governments of the United King-
dom and the United States of America to take note
of this resolution and to avoid any action in the
future which is contrary to the provisions of the
Peace Treaty.”

At the 350th meeting (16 August), the repre-
sentative of the UnNitep Kincpom outlined the
course of the discussion on the appointment of a
Governor of the Free Territory of Trieste. He
contended that the lack of action on such an ap-
pointment had been due to USSR obstruction.
With regard to the comment of the representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the
proposed participation of the British-United States
zone in the European Recovery Programme, he
stated that, in any bilateral agreement which might
be concluded, there would be provisions to ensure
that a successor government could renounce that
agreement if it so wished. He quoted from the
report of the Trieste Commission of Inquiry to
show that the passages quoted by the representa-
tive of Yugoslavia dealt with the period which
would follow the appointment of a Governor. He
stated that the debate on this question had brought
out clearly how the Allied Military Government
had followed the Peace Treaty and had at the same
time taken steps toward economic recovery.

The debate had also brought out the fact that
the Yugoslav administration in its zone had totally
disregarded article 11 of annex VII of the Peace
Treaty. The Yugoslav administration had also
issued decrees in contradiction to article 10 of
annex VII of the Treaty. He had evidence that
the application of Yugoslav laws had been ex-
tended to the Yugoslav zone. This evidence showed
that the Yugoslav Government intended to com-
plete the de facto incorporation of the zone in
Yugoslavia before the entry into force of the
Treaty, in order to confront the Governor with a
fait accompli.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA concurred with those views of the repre-
sentative of the United Kingdom. He considered
that the representative of Yugoslavia had shifted
his ground in stating that the matter was no longer
one of legal inter .retation of the Treaty of Peace.
The fundamental fallacy in the arguments of the
Yugoslav representative lay in the failure to dis-
tinguish between the first two phases contemplated
in article 1 of annex VII of the Peace Treaty. The
statement of the representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics regarding the inclusion
of the British-United States zone in the European
Recovery Programme aiso referred to the second
step contemplated in article 1 of annex VII of the
Peace Treaty. He thought that the Security Coun-
cil, which was now fully informed regarding the
British-United States zone, was in a position to
form its own judgment of the administration of
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that zone and should be put in a position to form
an equally clear judgment of the Yugoslav zone.

At the 353rd meeting (19 August), the repre-
sentative of YUGoSLAvVIA stated that the represen-
tatives of the United States and the United King-
dom had simply continued to apply the method of
incorrect interpretation. The thesis of the Yugoslav
delegation was that every measure undertaken by
the military administration to carry out the Pro-
visional Régime must be directed towards the re-
construction and consolidation of the independence
and integrity of the Free Territory of Trieste.
Therefore, every measure must be in accord with
the provisions of article 24, paragraph 4 of the
Permanent Statute, which prohibited economic
union and associations of an exclusive character as
incompatible with the Free Territory. He held that
the position taken by the representatives of the
United States and the United Kingdom was a con-
tradictory one, in that it was asserted that the
agreements were provisional and might be can-
celled by the Governor while, on the other hand,
it was claimed that it was impossible to solve the
problem of Trieste in the manner provided in the
Peace Treaty. The United States of America,
the United Kingdom and France openly delayed
the nomination of the Governor in order to prolong
the provisional character of the Free Territory in
anticipation of its complete and legal incorporation
in Italy. Therefore, the crux of the problem lay
uot in a legal interpretation but in the political will
sincerely to implement the provisions of the Peace
Treaty.

He rejected all the statements alleging non-
fulfilment of the Peace Treaty by the Yugoslav
Gov>rnment, and adduced evidence supporting that
position.

Dealing with the negotiations between his Gov-
ernment and Italy with regard to selection of a
Governor, he stated that the behaviour of the
Ttalian Government had been in complete accord
with the policy of the United States and the United
Kingdom.

The PrESIDENT, speaking as representative of
the UNION OF SoviET SociaList REPUBLICS,
stated that the United Kingdom representative’s
exposition of the question of the appointment of a
Governor for Trieste was not the history of the
case but its pre-history, since the delaying of the
appointment on the part of the United Kingdom
and the United States began in January 1948.

The inclusion of the British-United States zone
within the scope of the Marshall Plan was a union
of an exclusive character forbidden by article 24,
paragraph 4 of annex VI of the Peace Treaty.

The study of the question by the Security Coun-
cil had adequately established the fact that the
Commander of the United States-British zone of
Trieste had violated the Peace Treaty and the
decision taken by the Council of Foreign Ministers
on the principle of the territorial, political and
economic independence of the Free Territory.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SociarList REPUBLIC supported the draft resolu-
tion submitted by the representative of Yugoslavia.

He submitted another draft resolution which read
as follows (S/980):

“Having considered the note of the Government
of the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia,
and

3
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“Considering that the question of the appoint-
ment of a governor of the Free Territory of Trieste
has not yet been settled, and that the delay is
making it difficult to implement other provisions
of the Peace Treaty with Italy and decisions of
the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of
22 April 1947,

“The Security Council

“Considers that it is urgently necessary to settle
the question of the appointment of a governor of
the Free Territory of Tiieste.”

The representative of FRANCE stated that the
original Yugoslav charge (S/927) had had a legal
aspect and had questioned a certain number of
actions taken by the Allied Command. The latest
statements made by the representatives of Yugo-
slavia and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
had transferred the question to different grounds.
His delegation was of the opinion that the original
complaint had been refuted by the replies made by
the representatives of the United Kingdom and the
United States.

The representative of SyriaA said that his dele-
gation could not support the Yugoslav draft reso-
lution. He considered that the case should have
been referred to the International Court of Justice.

At the 354th meeting (19 August), the repre-
sentative of CHINA stated that his delegation con-
sidered that the way in which the representative of
Yugoslavia had raised the question made it emi-
nently suitable that it should be referred to the
International Court of Justice for a decision, and
that his delegation was also in agreement with
the substance of the Ukrainian draft resolution.

D. Decisions of 19 August 1948

In the course of discussion as to the relevance
of the Ukrainian draft resolution, the representa-
tive of the Un1TED KiNGpOM stated that he would
not take part in the voting because that draft had
not been properly presented.

Decisions: At the 354th meeting on 19 August
1948, the Yugoslav draft resolution (S/968) was
rejected, having recetved 2 woles in favour
(Ukrainian Sowviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics), with 9 abstentions.

The Ukrainian SSR draft resolution (S/980)
was rejected, having received 4 votes in favour
(China, Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), with 6
abstentions.

The Seéurity Council remains seized of the ques-
tion of the Free Territory of Trieste.



Chapter 6
APPOINTMENT OF A GOVERNOR FOR THE FREE TERRITORY OF TRIESTE

Introductory note. The question of the appoint-
ment of a Governor for the Free Territory of
Trieste was placed on the agenda of the Security
Council, at the request of the representative of
the United Kingdom (S/374), at the 143rd meet-
ing on 20 June 1947. The matter was discussed
in private at five meetings ({155th, 203rd, 223rd,
233rd and 265th) between 10 July 1947 and 9
March 1948. Chapter 2 of the last report of the
Security Council to the General Assembly
(A/620) outlines the development of the matter
during that period.

By a letter dated 8 February 1949 (S/1251),
to the President of the Security Council, the rep-
resentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics requested that the question of the appoint-
ment of a Governor for the Free Territory of
Trieste be considered by the Council in the near
future.

At the 411th meeting (17 February 1949), the
Security Council resumed its consideration of the
question.

The representaiive of the UNION oF Sovier
SociaList REPUBLICS, after reviewing the relevant
provisions of the Treaty of Peace with Italy, the
decision of the Council of Foreign Ministers per-
taining to the Free Territory of Trieste, and the
Security Council’s previous discussion. of the
subject, stated that the representatives of the
United States of America and the United Kingdom
were endeavouring to delay a solution of the ques-
tion and prevent a decision on the appointment.
That constituted a direct violation of the obliga-
tions assumed by the United States and the United
Kingdom under the Peace Treaty with Italy. The
three-Power declaration of 20 March 1948
(S/707) calling for the return of the Free Terri-
tory of Trieste to Italy had been made not because
of the alleged impossibility of reaching agreement
on the appointment of a Governor for Trieste but
in order to intervene in the Italian elections of
the spring of 1948. That manoeuvre in no way
concerned a defence of Italy’s interests but was
designed to leave the Free Territory of Trieste
under the control of the armed forces of the United
States and the United Kingdom and to prolong
the use of their zone as an American naval base.

As had been indicated in the discussion of the
question of the Free Territory of Trieste in
August 1948, the Military Command of the Brit-
ish-United States zone of the Free Territory had
concluded a number of economic and financial
agreements with the Government of Italy which
had made it possible for Italy to establish absolute
control over the zone’s finances. Moreover, by
arbitrarily including the British-United States
zone in the system generally known as the “Mar-
shall Plan” and by imposing burdensome financial
and economic obligations on that zone and thereby
on the Territory as a whole, the Governments of
the United States and the United Kingdom were
not only violating the terms of the Peace Treaty

® See chapter §.
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with Italy and the Statute of the Free Territory
of Trieste, but were also violating the decision of
the Council of Foreign Ministers regarding the
question. That decision had laid down that external
financial aid for the Free Territory for the purpose
of covering essential requirements during the
initial period should come solely from the reserves
of the United Nations, to the extent of five million
dollars, as had been recommended by the Security
Council.

The obligations assumed under the Peace
Treaty with Italy and the decision of the Council
of Foreign Ministers made it inadmissible to delay
further the appointment of a Governor for the
Free Territory of Trieste. He recalled that, in
1947, the representative of the United Kingdom
had submitted the name of Colonel Fluckiger to
the Sub-Committee created by the Security Coun-
cil for the purpose of gathering information on
candidates for that post. No objection had been
raised to that candidate in the Sub-Committee.
The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics therefore submitted the following draft
resolution (S/1260) :

“The Security Council,

“Taking into consideration article 21 of the
Treaty of Peace with Italy, providing for the
establishment of a Free Territory of Trieste;

“Taking into consideration the decision of the
Council of Foreign Ministers, dated 12 December
1946, on the appointment of a Governor for the
Free Territory of Trieste;

“Takring into consideration the provisions of
article 11 of annex VI to the said Treaty,

“Resolves to appoint Colonel Fluckiger as Gov-
ernor of the Free Territory of Trieste.”

The representative of the Unitep Kincpouy,
in reply to the representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, quoted a passage from
the statement made by the United Kingdom rep-
resentative at the 350th meeting, during the con-
sideration of the question of the Free Territory
of Trieste. The statement reviewed the discussion
on the appointment of a Governor for the Terri-
tory, and concluded that the USSR had been
responsible for the delay in arriving at a decision.
The statement also emphasized that, as the dec-
laration of 20 March (S/707) had stated, the

‘difficulty in agreeing on a Governor was only one

of the reasons for the declaration that the Free
Territory should return to Italy. The unsatisfac-
tory conditions in the Yugoslav zone and the
wvirtual incorporation of that zone into Yugoslavia
had caused the three Governments to realize that
the settlement described in the Peace Treaty had
been rendered unworkable.

The Government of the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics had not seen fit to give any direct
or serious reply to the communication of 20 March
1948 from the three Powers or to their subsequent
communication of 16 April, giving further infor-



mation concerning the procedure which they had
in mind for giving effect to thcir proposal. In the
circumtsances, the United Kingdom Government
was not prepared to consider the appointment of
a Governor for Trieste.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA pointed out that annex VII of the Peace
Treaty with Italy had emphasized the importance
of the time element in reaching agreement on the
selection of a Governor for the Free Territory.
The long period of time that had passed without
unanimity having been reached in the Council
had permitted a fundamental change to take place
in the Yugoslav zone of the Territory. Police State
forms of government were extended to that zone
which made impossible its unification with the
British and United States zone into an inde-
pendent democratic territory along the lines pre-
scribed by the Treaty of Peace with Italy. In the
view of the three Western Powers, a return to
Italy was the only solution to meet the democratic
aspirations of the population of the Free Territory
and to re-establish stability in the area. Accord-
ingly, the joint note had been addressed to the
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on 20 March 1948. He noted that the
three Western Powers had stated that they would
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submit to the Security Council for approval the

arrangements to be jointly agreed upon.

-

The Italian Government had accepted the pro-
posal. The Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, however, had failed to reply
to the note; and after the United States had de-
livered another note proposing a preliminary
meeting, the Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics had replied that it considered
that the proposal had unacceptably violated the
elementary principle and purpose of democracy.
No reply had been received to a later United
States note, dated 16 April, stressing the fact that
the meeting envisaged was to be of a preliminary
character as a first stage of procedure. Nor had
a reply been received yet to still another note,
dated 1 June. In view of all those considerations,
he believed that a discussion of the appointment
of a Governor would serve no constructive pur-
pose pending settlement of the guestion posed in
the joint note of 20 March 1948.

The representative of FraNCE considered that
the statement of the representative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics had contributed
nothing new regarding the situation in the Yugo-
slav zone. He doubted whether it was in the power

of the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics to bring about any change in the situa-
tion. The question therefore was not whether or
not a Governor of Trieste should or could be
appointed but the point made in the declaration of
20 March. The French Government was not of
the opinion that the statement of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics representative could in
any way justify ary modification in the policy
which his Government had adopted in that matter.

At the 412th meeting (21 February), the repre-
sentative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET SOCIALIST
RepuBLIC recalled that his delegation had sub-
mitted, as early as August of 1948, a draft resolu-
tion (S/980) proposing the immediate considera-
tion of the question of the appointment of a
Governor for Trieste. Despite the fact that such
a step was cailed for in order to implement one
of the most important clauses of the Peace Treaty
with Italy, which had been signed and ratified by
a large number of Governments, including those
of the United States and the United Kingdom, the
delegations of those countries in the Security Coun-
cil had exerted all possible efforts to prevent the
adoption of his proposal. He considered that the
only logical explanation of the behaviour of those
two delegations in connexion with the question was
that their Governments, in signing international
treaties and agreements, considered that only those
sections which were advantageous to them were
binding upon them. In accordance with that
point of view, all other sections of those agree-
ments could be ignored and their implementation
sabotaged.

At the 422nd meeting (28 March), the repre-
sentative of the UNION oF Sovier SociaLisT RE-
PUBLICS stated that the attitude of the represen-
tatives of the United States, the United Kingdom
and France represented an endeavour to avoid the
fulfilment of obligations assumed by those States
pursuant to the Treaty of Peace with Italy and an
attempt to thwart the Security Council in the dis-
charge of its duty under the Treaty, the duty of
appointing a Governor for the Free Territory of
Trieste. The Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics insisted upon a strict implemen-
tation of all the provisions of the Peace Treaty with
Italy, including the provisions relating to Trieste.

Decision: At the 424th meeting (10 May), after
a brief discussion, the USSR draft resolution
(S/1260), was rejected, having received 2 wvotes
n favour (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), with 9
abstentions.



Chapter 7

IDENTIC NOTIFICATIONS DATED 29 SEPTEMBER 1948 FROM THE GOVERN.
MENTS OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, THE UNITED KINGDOM AND THE

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

A. Requests for consideration by the
Security Council of the situation in
Berlin

In identic notifications (S/1020), dated 29 Sep-
tember 1948 and addressed to the Secretary-
General, the representatives of France, the United
Kingdom and the United States of America, on
behalf of their Governments, drew attention to the
serious situation which they considered had arisen
as a result of the unilateral imposition by the Gov-
ernment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
of restrictions on transport and communications
between the Western Zones of Occupation in Ger-
many and Berlin. The notifications stated that this
action was not only in conflict with the rights of
the British, French and the United States Govern-
ments, but was also contrary to the obligations
of the Soviet Government under Article 2 of the
Charter of the United Nations, and created a threat
to the peace within the meaning of Chapter VII
of the Charter, The three Governments considered
that the exchange of notes and the conversations
which had taken place between them and the Gov-
ernment of the USSR made it clear that they
had made every effort to resolve their differences
directly with the latter Government.

Copies of documents relating to the question
were annexed (S/1020/Add.1) to the identic noti-
fications. Attention was particularly drawn to a
statement contained in the identic notes (an-
nex XI) which the three Governmerts delivered
on 26 and 27 September 1948 to the Government

of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. That

statement was to the effect that that Government,
by its illegal actions, had been atte'npting to secure
political objectives to which it was not entitled and
which it could not achieve by peaceful means.

The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics was considered responsible for creating
a situation in which further recourse to the means
of settlement prescribed in Article 33 of the Charter
was not possible in the existing circumstances, and
which constituted a threat to international peace
and security.

In conclusion, the three Governments requested
that the question be considered by the Security
Council at the earliest opportunity.

B. Discussion on inclusion of the notifi-
cations in the agenda

The identic notifications were placed on the
provisional agenda of the Security Council for the
361st meeting (4 October 1948). In accordance
with rule 20 of the Council’s provisional rules of
procedure, the representative of the United States
disqualified himself as President for the considera-
tion of the notifications, and the Presidency was
assumed by the representative of Argentina.

The representative of the UNION OF SoVIET
SociarListT REPUBLICS stated that the question did
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not fall within the competence of the Security
Council. The steps undertaken by the authorities
of the Soviet Union in Berlin had simply been
counter-measures forced upon them by the intro-
duction of a separate currency in the Western
Zones of Germany, which had placed Berlin and
the rest of the Soviet Zone of Occupation in the
position of being threatened by an mflux of the
new currency from the Western Zones. The three
Western Governments were therefore wholly re-
sponsible for the situation created in Berlin. Had
it not been for the aggressive actions of France,
the United Kingdom and the United States, there
would have been nc Berlin problem because, in
that case, the counter-measures would not have
been necessary.

There was no doubt that the situation in Berlin
was closely bound up with the question of Germany
as a whole and that any separation of the Berlin
situation from the entire problem of Germany
would be artificial and would lead to erroneous
decisions. To refer the question to the Security
Council would be a direct violation of Article 107
of the United Nations Charter, which provided for
the solution of questions relating to Germany by
the Governments responsible for the occupation
of that country.

Furthermore, several agreements dealing with
the zones of occupation in Germany and the admin-
istration of Greater Berlin, had been signed by
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United
States of America, the United Kingdom and
France. Among the most important of these agree-
ments, which laid down the political and economic
principles which were to govern relations with
Germany, were the Yalta and the Potsdam Agree-
ments. A provision of the latter had established
the Council of Foreign Ministers, which was en-
trusted, inter alia, with the task of preparing a
peace settlement for Germany. Thus, in view of
those international agreements, the problem of
Germany, including the Berlin question, was a
matter which should be settled by the Govern-
ments concerned and therefore could not be sub-
ject to discussion in any other way than that
provided by the agreements. Consequently, all
questions relating to Germany had to be decided
by direct negotiation between the Governments
responsible for the state of affairs in Germany as
a whole, as well as in any of its parts or zones
including, of course, its capital — Berlin.

In its note of 3 October, the Government of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had accord-
ingly proposed the convening of the Council of
Foreign Ministers. That body, however, was now
heing ignored by three of the very Powers which
had co-operated in the establishment of the Council,
had assumed definite obligations towards it, and
had entrusted it with certain obligations with
regard to the settlement of the German question.

As for the assertions that the situation in Berlin
constituted a threat to international peace and
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security, the statements to that effect sul_)mitted by
France, the United Kingdom and the United States
were unfounded and were designed to use the
United Nations to further the aggressive ends of
those Powers. Despite the allegations of the West-
ern Powers, 1o blockade of Berlin did in fact exist.

In view of the above-mentioned facts, the repre-
sentative of the USSR objected to the inclusion of
the question of Berlin in the agenda of the Security
Council.

There followed some discussion as to wbether
consideration of the Council’s competence in the

matter should precede or follow the adoption of‘

the agenda.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AmErIcA considered that the note of 3 October
from the Government of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics had not changed the situation
since that Government still refused to lift the
blockade and thus to remove, the threat to the peace
which was the issue before the Council. The pro-
visions of Article 107 of the Charter could not
apply in the present case since the question before
the Council was not the entire problem of Ger-
many, but that of a threat to international peace
and security caused by the imposition and main-
tenance of the Soviet blockade of Berlin and other
measures of duress taken against the three other
occupying Powers. Article 107 was not designed
to prevent disputes among the victorious Powers
from coming to the Security Council, but to pre-
vent interference by the former enemy States in
any action taken by the victorious Powers within
the agreed realm of their responsibility. That Arti-
cle did not prevent one of the Allied Powers from
bringing its differences with other Allied Powers
to the attention of the United Nations, nor did it
refer to action by a victorious Power in the terri-
tory of former enemy States against or in relation
to another Member of the United Nations.

There was nothing in the Charter that pre-
vented the Security Council or the General Assem-
bly from assuming jurisdiction over matters that
involved the enemy States when such action was
necessary to remove a threat to the peace created
by the action of one of the Members of the United
Nations against other Members. It could make no
difference, so far as the jurisdiction of the Security
Council was concerned, that the blockade was
glaintained in the territory of a former enemy

tate.

The representative of the Unitep Kincpom
shared the views of the representative of the
United States. The only case coming under Article
107, he emphasized, was one of action taken “in
relation to” an enemy State, whereas the action
taken by the Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics had been taken in relation to
the Western Powers. Their status and their
rights, not Germany’s, were directly affected or
prejudiced by the action of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.

At the 362nd meeting (5 October), the repre-
sentative of FRaNCE associated himself with the
arguments of the representatives of the United
Kingdom and the United States to the effect that
the provisions of Article 107 of the Charter did
not apply to the present case. He drew attention
to the legal practice of narrow interpretation of

exceptions in law and considered that it was only
to the extent that measures were taken in relation
to an ex-enemy State that the processes of the
Charter could no longer be utilized.

The representative of the UnioN oF SOVIET
Sociarist RepuBLIcs denied as totally unfounded
the allegations to the effect that the Government
of the USSR refused to make use of the machinery
provided by the Charter for the peaceful settle-
ment of disputes. He recalled that the Council ot
Foreign Ministers, to which the Soviet Govern-
ment had proposed to refer the Berlin dispute,
had been set up as an instrument to deal with
the peaceful settlement of all questions relating
to ex-enemy countries. The decisions of the Ad-
visory Commission for Europe, the Yalta and
Potsdam Agreements as well as a number of
agreements concluded in Berlin by the four Powers
concerning the occupation of the different zones
of Germany, established irrefutably that the
Council of Foreign Ministers itself was an instru-
ment for the maintenance of peace and security.
The line of demarcation which the representatives
of the United States and the United Kingdom had
drawn between the competence of the Council of
Foreign Ministers and that of the Security Coun-
cil, to the effect that the latter was an instrument
for the maintenance of peace and security and
that the other was not, was erroneous and at
variance with the line of demarcation laid down
in Article 107 of the Charter. In so far as Germany
was concerned, special quadripartite organs — the
Control Council for Germany and the Council of
Foreign Ministers — had been created to ensure
peace and security in the future. Questions con-
cerning the post-war peace settlement for Ger-
many, the administration of Germany and all other
related questions fell within the competence of
those organs and not within that of the Security
Council.

In connexion with the statement of the repre-
sentative of the United Kingdom to the effect that
Article 107 was rather ambiguous, he recalled that
the Canadian as well as the United States repre-
sentative had stated at the San Francisco Con-
ference that the language of paragraph 2 of
Chapter XII of the draft Charter of the United
Nations was such as to remove questions regard-
ing surrender terms or peace settlements from the
scope and the responsibility of the Organization.

As for the contention that Germany was not
the object of the actions under discussion but
merely the scene of those actions and that Article
107 therefore could not be brought to bear upon
the case under discussion, the representative of
the USSR stressed that the separate currency
reform and other separate actions undertaken by
the three Western Powers harmed the economy
of the Soviet Zone of Occupation and thereby the
interests of the population of that zone. It was
therefore obvious that those actions, like the
defensive counter-measures which USSR military
authorities had been forced to take, bore relation
to Germany and fell consequently under the pro-
visions of Article 107 of the Charter.

With regard to the contention that the four
Powers had been unable to reach an agreement
in direct negotiations, he pointed out that, accord-
ing to declarations made by the representatives
of the Western Powers during the negotiations in
Moscow, those negotiations had been nothing
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more than informal and preliminary discussions
to outline their views, to ascertain the position of
the Government of the USSR and to discuss the
question of an agreement in principle, for further
negotiations. Thus, the Council of Foreign Minis-
ters, although competent to do so under the
agreements concluded between the great Powers
concerning Berlin and Germany, had never dis-
cussed the Berlin question. To include that ques-
tiorr in the Security Council agenda would be to
circumvent the legal organ established by the four
great Powers, namely the Council of Foreign
Ministers. The Government of the USSR there-
fore opposed the proposal to that effect.

The representative of BELcium concurred with
the view that the provisions of Article 107 could
not be applied in the present case. He considered
that, in principle, there were no exceptions to the
competence of the Security Council other than
those set forth in the Charter itself, and that it
had not been-proved that such an exception could
be brought to bear in the present situation. He
therefore supported the inclusion of the item in
the agenda.

Decision: At the 362nd meeting on 5 October
1948, the agenda, including the identic notifications
(S/1020) from the Governments of France, the
United Kingdom and the United States of America,
was adopted by 9 wvotes to 2 (Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union of Souviet Socialist
Republics).

The representatives of the UNION OF SOVIET
Socrarist RepuBLics and UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SociaristT REPUBLIC stated that their delegations
would not take part in the discussion of the Berlin
situation in the Security Council since they con-
sidered that the inclusion of the question in the
Council’s agenda constituted a violation of Article
107 of the Charter.

The representative of the UNion oF SoviET
SociaList ReEpUBLICs stated that his Government
in its note of 3 October pointed cut that the state-
ment of the Governments of the United States of
America, the United Kingdom and France that a
situation constituting a threat to peace and security
had been created in Berlin was entirely unfounded.
In that note the Government of the USSR also
pointed out that the Governments of the United
States, the United Kingdom and France ignored
their obligations to submit the disputed question
of Germany and Berlin to the consideration of
the Council of Foreign Ministers, which was the
competent body for the settlement of matters of
that kind. The consideration of the present ques-
tion by the Security Council was an infringement
of Article 107 of the Charter of the United Na-
tions, under which that question was subject to
settlement by the Governments having the respon-
sibility for the occupation of Germany, and was
not subject to transfer to the Security Council.

In conclusion, the USSR representative said
that in view of the foregoing, his delegation, on
the Tnstructions of its Government, declared that
it would not take part in the discussion of the
Berlin question in the Security Council.

C. General discussion

At the 363rd meeting (6 October), the repre-
sentative of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
stated that his Government had sought by peace-

ful means to remove the threat to the peace which
had been created by the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics. The resort to the Security Council
was a further use of the same peaceful means of
settlement and was directed to the same end. He
emphasized the continued readiness of the United
States to negotiate with the Govermment ol the
USSR in any appropriate form, including the
Council of Foreign Ministers, regarding any issuc
outstanding between it and the Government of
the United States.

What was then being discussed, however, was
the barrier to negotiations created by the Soviet
blockade of Berlin. The appropriate forum for
discussion of such a threat to the peace was the
Security Council.

As a joint occupying Power, the United States
was in Berlin by virtue of rights derived from
the total defeat and unconditional surrender of
Germany, and under the provisions set forth in
article 1 of the Protocol on the Zones of Occu-
pation which had been agreed to by the USSR
in the Advisory Commission for Europe on 14
November 1944. Another agreement, dated 7 July
1945, had established the Allied Kommandatura
for the administration of Berlin. The right of the
four Powers to free access to and egress from
the Greater Berlin area had been implicit in those
agreements ; and that right, clearly recognized and
confirmed by the USSR by practice and usage for
nearly three years, had also been the subject of
written agreements between the respective Gov-
ernments as well as between their representatives
in the Allied Kommaoandature. The right of the
United States in Berlin stemmed from the same
sources as the right of the USSR. The rights of
the occupying Powers were co-equal as to free-
dom of access, occupation and administration of
the area.

However, if the Government of the USSR
believed that the three Western Governments had
lost their rights, it was obliged under the Charter
to resort to negotiation or other peaceful pro-
cedures for the settlement of the question, such
as recourse to the International Court of Justice
in accordance with the principle enunciated in
Article 36, paragraph 3, of the Charter. Instead,
the USSR had resorted to actions of duress
designed to force compliance with its unilateral
interpretation of the legal situation. The Govern-
ment of the United States emphatically denied
that it had forfeited its rights in Berlin.

After describing the measures initiated by the
USSR authorities in January 1948 which had
culminated in the blockade of Berlin, he stated that
the Government of the USSR on one pretext after
another had sought to coerce France, the United
Kingdom and the United States into abandoning
Berlin and their rights and responsibilities in
that city.

The United States Government, which had
made direct and repeated efforts to adjust the
dangerous situation in Berlin with the Govern-
ment of the USSR, had made clear that removal
of the coercive pressure of the blockade would
open the door for negotiations on the outstanding
issues regarding Berlin and Germany. That was
still the policy of the United States Government.

In that connexion, the representative of the
United States reviewed the conversations which
had taken place in Moscow, during August 1943,
between the representatives of the three Western
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Powers and the Government of the USSR. He
pointed out that the USSR had made no proposal
to convene the Council of Foreign Ministers prior
to the imposition of blockade measures against
Berlin, but instead had prevented the effective
operation of existing four-Power machinery.

The interference with, and ultimately the com-
plete blockade of, transportation and communica-
tions which had been ordered by the Soviet Mili-
tary Administration, backed up by the presence of
armed forces of the USSR in its occupation zone
of Germany, had clearly been a threat of force
employed against the Western occupying Powers
in a manner inconsistent with the purpose of the
United Nations. The salient feature of the case
before the Security Council was that the Soviet
blockade was still being maintained, and that the
threat to the peace which the blockade had created
still existed.

The fact that the matter had been brought
before the Council under Chapter VII of the
Charter did not mean that the Council was pre-
vented from using any of the machinery of pacific
settlement suggested in any part of the Charter.

At the 364th meeting (6 October), the repre-
sentative of the UnNrtep Kinepom endorsed the
statement of the representative of the United
States and declared that the action of the Govern-
ment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
was in conflict with the rights of the United
Kingdom with regard to the occupation and ad-
ministration of Berlin. The main reason for
bringing the Berlin situation before the Security
Council, however, was that the unilateral action
of the Government of the USSR created a threat
to the peace within the meaning of Chapter VII
of the Charter.

The position of the United Kingdom Govern-
ment as an occupying Power in Berlin was exactly
the same as that of any of the other three occupy-
ing Powers. Reviewing the imposition of restric-
tions on transport and communications between
Berlin and Western Germany, the United King-
dom representative pointed out that the Govern-
ment of the USSR had put forward varying and
inconsistent reasons for those restrictions. He
noted that they had been imposed by the USSR
authorities before any action had been taken by
the three Western Powers to introduce currency
reforms either in Western Germany or in the
western sectors of Berlin. After the introduction
of the currency reform in Western Germany, the
Government of the USSR had continued to use
the pretext that technical difficulties were causing
new restrictions, although further events had
shown that those arguments were groundless.

Whatever the attitude of the Government of
the USSR to the agreements relating to Berlin,
which had been entered into between the four
occupying Powers, the fact remained that the
United Kingdom Government, as an ally of the
Government of the USSR, had for three years
been maintaining its forces in Berlin. If the Gov-
ernment of the USSR had been dissatisfied with
the attitude of the British Government on any
matter relating to the four-Power administration
of Berlin, it should have taken the matter up
through any of the normal channels which had
been open to it and should not have resorted to
arbitrary and forcible methods. The efforts made
by the United Kingdom Government to settle the
questions 2t issue under the provisions of Article
33 had not persuaded the Government of the

USSR to abandon the illegal means of duress
and pressure which it had employed. The docu-
ment submitted (S/1020/Add.1) showed con-
clusively that even during the Moscow negotia-
tions, USSR authorities in Berlin had pursued
the same policy of pressure. They had carried
out a systematic programme arranged to disrupt
the legal German administration and to cause
unrest in the city. In view of those circumstances,
the only step possible had been to bring the
matter to the attention of the Security Council
as a clear threat to the peace within the meaning
of Chapter VII of the Charter.

The United Kingdom representative agreed
with the argument of the delegation of the USSR
to the effect that machinery for the settlement
of those questions had already been established
in the Council of Foreign Ministers and the Allied
Control Authority. He added that, if at any time
after the last session of the Council of Foreign
Ministers, the authorities of the USSR had
expressed a desire that the Council should hold
another meeting, his Government would not have
stood in the way. Instead of making such a sug-
gestion, however, the Government of the USSR
had proceeded by the use of duress.

After fulfilling to the limit Article 33 of the
Charter, the United Kingdom, United States and
French Governments had complied with the pro-
visions of Article 37, which laid down that should
the parties to a dispute of the nature referred to
in Article 33 fail to settle it by the means indicated
in that Article, they should refer it to the Security
Council.

The United Kingdom Government had learned
with great regret that the delegation of the USSR
would take no part in the discussion of the sub-
stance of the question.

The United Kingdom representative stated that
he was authorized to declare that his Government
was prepared to carry out any resolution which
the Council might see fit to adopt.

The representative of FRANCE recalled the agree-
ments establishing the quadripartite occupation of
Berlin and of Germany. The right to make free
use of the communication facilities necessary for
the occupying Powers to have access to the former
capital of Germany had been inherent in the very
fact of occupation and, moreover, was not con-
tested by any of the occupying Powers until the
beginning of 1948. He pointed out that the respon-
sihility for supplying food to the western sectors
of Berlin had been placed entirely upon the shoul-
ders of the three Western Powers, in accordance
with a request made by the Soviet authorities them-
selves on 7 July 1945. The French Government
which based its legitimate right to participate in
the occupation of both Berlin and Germany as a
whole upon the agreements mentioned, could not
tolerate the reopening of the whole question by
unilateral and forcible action. After having re-
viewed the actions of the USSR authorities against
the communications of the Western Powers with
Berlin, he stated that it was quite clear that the
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, by exerting pressure against its Allies,
had failed to recognize its obligations under the
Charter. He pointed out that it was in order to put
an end to such practices that the Charter of the
United Nations laid upon all Members of the
Organization the obligation to resort to peaceful
means for the settlement of their disputes.



Negotiations did not consist merely in sitting
around the same table but required each partner
to contribute an equal understanding and readiness
to discuss and settle the problems. That was the
spirit of the United Nations but it had not been
the spirit of the Moscow and Berlin negotiations.

He emphasized that the question before the
Council was simply that of the Berlin blockade.
The legal problem raised by the latest USSR note,
which had tended to place a certain responsibility
for the situation on the Western Powers, should
be considered separately and elsewhere. That note
did not prejudice in any way the only question
which was before the Council, that of the use of
force in order to impose certain claims.

Tiie French Government, jointly with the Gov-
ernments of the United Kingdom and the United
States, had brought the matter before the Security
Council as a dangerous situation to be placed under
observation so that the Council, after having been
seized of the matter and after having studied it,
might be ready to intervene without delay in the
event of a worsening of the situation. His Govern-
ment hoped that the Security Council, by applying
to the matter the methods of settlement at its
command, would succeed where direct conversa-
tions had failed.

At the 366th meeting (15 October), the PrEsI-
DENT stated that, in consultation with the repre-
sentatives of Belgium, Canada, China, Colombia
and Syria, he had decided to request the represen-
tatives of the United States, the United Kingdom,
France and the USSR to explain circumstances
connected with the initial imposition of the restric-
tions upon communications, transport and com-
merce between Berlin and the Western Zones of
Germany and between the latter and the Soviet
Zone, together with details of the enforcement of
those restrictions and the present state of affairs.
The above-mentioned representatives were also
requested to explain in detail the agreement in-
volved in the instructions given to the Military
Governors of the four Powers in Berlin and to
give the precise reasons for the failure to imple-
ment that agreement.

The representatives of the UNITED STATES OF
AmEerica, the Unitep Kincpom and FrRANCE
stated that they would reply to the questions at a
later meeting of the Council.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
Socrarist REpuBLICS recalled that his delegation
had already stated that it did not find it possible
to take part in the discussion of the Berlin ques-
tion in the Security Council. He had already told
the Council that the whole question of the alleged
threats to the peace was artificial and that there
would have been no Berlin question at all had not
the Western Powers violated or ignored the quadri-
partite agreements. He had also stated at that time
that the issue should not he dealt with by the
Security Council, but should be settled through
the legal procedures which had been provided by
the special agreements between the four Powers
concerned. Accordingly, the delegation of the
USSR did not find it possible to reply to the two
questions which had been asked by the President.

At the 368th meeting (19 October), the repre-
sentatives of the UniteEp Kingpom, the UNITED
StaTes oF AMERICA and FRANCE presented their
replies to those questions.

At the 370th meeting (22 October), the repre-
sentatives of ARGENTINA, BELGIUM, CANADA,

Cuina, Coromsia and Syria introduced the
following joint draft resolution (S/1048):

“The Security Council,

“Having carefully considered the series of events
which have led to the present grave situation in
Berlin,

“Conscious of the Council’s primary respon-
sibility for the maintenance of international peace
and security, and

“Acting in accordance with Article 40 of the
Charter in order to prevent an aggravation of the
situation in Berlin, in particular, by preparing the
way to its settlement,

“Calls upon the four Governments who have re-
sponsibilities in Germany and in Berlin as occupy-
ing Powers, France, United Kingdom, the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics,

“(1) To prevent any incident which would be
of a nature such as to aggravate the present situa-
tion in Berlin.

“(2) To put into effect, simultaneously, namely
on the day of the notification of this resolution to
the four Governments concerned, the steps required
for the fulfilment of points (e¢) and (&), which are
set forth hereunder:

“(a) Immediate removal by all parties of all
restrictions on communications, transport and
commerce between Berlin and the Western Zones
of Germany and the restrictions on transport and
commerce to and from the Soviet Zones of Ger-
many, it being understood that said restrictions
are 8the ones applied by the parties after March
1948.

“(&) An immediate meeting of the four Military
Governors to arrange for the unification of cur-
rency in Berlin on the basis of the German mark
of the Soviet Zone. The four Military Governors
will fix the conditions for the introduction, circula-
tion and continued use of the German mark of the
Soviet Zone, as sole currency for the whole of
Berlin, and to arrange for the withdrawal of
Western mark B. All the foregoing to be in accord-
ance with the terms and conditions defined in
the joint directive delivered to the four Military
Governors in Berlin, agreed upon by the four
Governments in Moscow, and issued on 30 August
1948, and to be carried out under the control of
the Quadripartite Financial Commission, whose
organization, powers and responsibilities are there-
in described.

*This measure must be totally fulfilled by the
date indicated in paragraph (c).

*“(c¢) The date referred to in the last paragraph
of paragraph (&) shall be 20 November 1948,

“(3) Within ten days following the fulfilment
of the measures provided for in section (2), or
on such date as i1s mutually agreed between the
four Governments, to re-open the negotiations in
the Council of Foreign Ministers on all outstand-
ing problems concerning Germany as a whole.”

At the 372nd meeting (25 October), the repre-
sentative of FRANCE stated that his delegation
accepted the joint draft resolution as offering an
honourable way out of the difficult situation
confronting it.

The representatives of the Unitep KincpoM
and the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA also stated



that their Governments accepted the draft reso-
lution.

The representative of the UNioNn oF Sovier
RepusLIcs emphasized that the Security Council
had accepted the question on its agenda despite
the objection advanced by his delegation that the
Berlin question was not within the purview of
the Council.

Turning to the joint draft resolution (5/1048),
he remarked that it did not provide for the simul-
taneous implementation of the two measures con-
templated. The restrictions imposed by the USSR
authorities to cope with the consequences of the
currency reform mstituted by the Western Powers
in Berlin were to be removed immediately, but
what was to be carried out simultaneously was
not the actual introduction of the German mark
of the Soviet Zone as the sole currency for Berlin
but only the opening of negotiations regarding its
introduction. The draft resolution was obviously
inconsistent with the directive which had been
agreed upon by the four Governments on 30
August and which provided for simultaneous re-
moval of the restrictions and introduction of the
mark of the Soviet Zone as the sole currency in
Berlin. For those reasons, the USSR delegation
would vote against the draft resolution.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA pointed out that the directive of 30
August was a decision to proceed to two simul-
taneous steps on the basis of an agreement to be
reached by the Military Governors. That agree-
ment had never actually been reached, for reasons
which had already been explained to the Security
Council by the representatives of the three West-
ern Powers. The issue before the Council was not
that directive but the threat to the peace created
by the blockade measures imposed by the USSR ;
and the argument used by the representative of
the USSR was an admission of the fact that those
measures imposed by his Government were being
used as a meaure of duress.

His Government was prepared to have meetings
of the Council of Foreign Ministers to discuss
Berlin, or the unification of Germany, or questions
relating to Germany as a whole, The mark of the
Soviet Zone could be established as the sole cur-
rency in Berlin under four-Power control, as
Premier Stalin had suggested. The United States
Government was prepared to give assurance that
it did not intend to use the four-Power control of
the currency in Berlin to control the general
economy of the Soviet Zone outside Berlin. The
United States Government was also prepared to
give guarantees that it would prevent the use of
transport facilities for black market currency oper-
ations in Berlin. Those meetings could take place
and these assurances could be given without the
threat of force or the maintenance of a blockade.
The United States Government had never in-
tended to use currency as a means of adversely
affecting the economy of the Soviet Zone. On the
other hand, if the USSR wished to drive his Gov-
ernment out of Berlin, where it had an acknowl-
edged right to be, that could not be done by main-
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taining a threat to the peace. The technical details
could not be discussed under the duress of the -
blockade.

Decision: At the 372nd meeting on 25 October
1948, the draft resolution (S/1048) submitted by
the representatives of Argentina, Belgium, Canada,
China, Colombia and Swyria received 9 wotes in
favour and 2 against (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
and was not adopted, one of the votes against being
that of a permanent member.

D. Technical Committee on Berlin
Currency and Trade

By virtue of a directive issued by the President
of the Security Council on 30 November 1948, a
Technical Committee on Berlin Currency and
Trade, composed of financial experts nominated
by neutral members of the Security Council, in-
cluding a representative of the Secretary-General,
was constituted to discuss ways and means of
establishing a single currency in Berlin under
four-Power control and to make recommendations
in that respect within thirty days.

In a letter dated 3 January 1949 to the Secre-
tary-General. . (S/1182), the President of the
Security Council transmitted a communication in
which he had stated that, at the request of the
Chairman of the Technical Committee and in order
to permit that Committee to complet. its task, he
had prolonged the period of tim.c designated for
its work in the directive of 30 November.

The report of the Committee, after having been
presented to the four Governments concerned and
to the President of the Security Council, was
made public on 15 March 1949,

E. Letter dated 4 May 1949 from the
representatives of France, the United

Kingdom and the United States of
America

By a letter dated 4 May 1949 (S/1316) to the
Secretary-General. the representatives of France,
the United Kingdom and the United States of
America requested that the attention of the mem-
bers of the Council be drawn to the fact that their
Governments had concluded an agreement on the
Berlin question with the Government of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics. A communiqué
attached to the letter stated (a) that all restric-
tions imposed since 1 March 1948 by both sides
on communications, transport and trade between
Berlin and their respective zones of occupation in
Germany, and between those zones themselves,
would be removed on 12 May 1949; and (b) that
on 23 May 1949 a meeting of the Council of
Foreign Ministers would be convened in Paris to
consider questions relating to Germany and prob-
lems arising out of the situation in” Berlin, in-
cluding the question of Berlin currency.

The Security Council remains seized of the
question.



Part IT

QUESTICNS CONSIDERED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING
THE CONTROL OF ATOMIC ENERGY AND THE GENERAL REDUCTION
AND REGULATION OF ARMAMENTS .

Chapter 8
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

A. Introduction

In conformity with the Security Council’s reso-
lution of 22 June 1948, the Secretary-General
transmitted to the third session of the General
Assembly the first, second and third reports of
the Atomic Energy Commission together with the
record of the deliberations of the Security Council
on the subject. The reports were considered by
the First Committee and its Sub-Committee A.ITI
at several meetings. Various draft resolutions were
submitted and finally a Canadian draft resolu-
tion, incorporating some of the elements of other
draft resolutions, was recommended by the First
Committee to the General Assembly, which
adopted it on 4 November 1948 by 40 votes to
6, with 4 abstentions. That resolution (191 (IIT))
approved the general findings (part II C) and
recommendations (part III) of the first report
and the specific proposals of part II of the second
report of the Commission as constituting the
necessary basis for establishing an effective sys-
tem of international control of atomic energy to
ensure its use only for peaceful purposes and for
the elimination from national armaments of
atomic weapons in accordance with the terms of
reference of the Atomic Energy Commission. The
resolution called upon the Atomic Energy Com-
mission to resume its sessions, to survey its pro-
gramme of work and to proceed to the further
study of such subjects as it considered to be prac-
ticable and useful. It also requested the six spon-
sors of General Assembly resolution 1 (I) of 24
January 1946 to meet together and consult in
order to determine if a basis for agreement existed
and to report to the General Assembly the results
of their consultation not later than its next
regular session.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
Sociarist RepusLIC in his speech on 25 May
1949, stressed that a majority in the Atomic
Energy Commission did not mean that the view-
point of the majority was shared by world public
opinion; in this connexion he referred, as an ex-
ample, to the statement made by British scientists
in 1947,

B. Consideration of General Assembly
resolution 191 (III)

In accordance with the recommendations of the
General Assembly, the Commission reconvened on
18 February 1949 to consider resolution 191 (III)
of the Assembly. During the course of the gen-
eral debate, draft resolutions were submitted by
the representatives of Canada, the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the United States of
America.
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As a preparatory step to its work and that of the
consultations of the sponsoring Powers, the Com-
missi.n adopted, at its 17th meeting (18 Feb-
ruary), the Canadian draft resolution (AEC/34).
The text of the adopted resolution (AEC/35)
reads as follows:

“Pursuant to the General Assembly resolution
of 4 November 1948, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission as a preparatory step to its further work,

“Resolves to request the Secretariat:

“l. To prepare a working paper setting out
the recommendations for the international control
of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic
weapons as approved at the third session of the
General As.embly of the United Nations. This
material, consisting of the ‘General findings’
(part II C) and ‘Recommendations’ (part III)
of the first report and the specific proposals in
part IT of the second report of the Commission,
should be arranged under appropriate headings so
as to make a clear and unified presentation. For
convenience of reference, there should be included
in this document an appendix, consisting of chap-
ter I, ‘General introduction’, from the second
report (part II), the general considerations from
each of the succeeding chapters in part II of the
second report and the ‘Report and recommenda-
tions of the Atomic Energy Commission’ (part I)
of the third report.

“2. To prepare a comparative table based upon
the reports and proceedings of the Atomic Energy
Commission and its communittees and of the Gen-
eral Assembly and its committees, showing the
positions of the majority and the minority in the
Commission upon the topics which have so far
been discussed.

“3. To furnish an index to the contents of the
three reports as well as the proceedings of the
Commission and its committees and of the Gen-
eral Assembly and its committees, on the subject
of the international control of atomic energy and
the prohibition of atomic weapons.”

Decision: The preamble and paragraph 1 were
adopted by 9 wotes, with 2 abstentions; para-
graphs 2 and 3 were adopted unanimously.

The representative of the UNioN o SOVIET
Sociarist RepuBLICs stated that such a work
would merely duplicate the material which already
appeared in the report of the Atomic Funergy
Commission. Consequently such work would not
contribute anything new to the work of the
Atomic Energy Commission and would be not
only useless but unnecessary and injurious, since
it would divert the attention of the Atomic
Energy Commission from its principal task.



The representative of ARGENTINA stated that
the Commission had a legal and moral duty to
present a report, in the form of one or more
draft conventions on the use of atomic energy
for peaceful purposes and the prohibition of
atomic weapons, whether or not the Security
Council approved the draft conventions proposed.

At the 18th and 19th meeting (25 February
and 15 March 1949), the representative of the
UN1IoN oF Sovier SocraList REPUBLICS reviewed
the atomic energy discussions in the General
Assembly and in the Commission. He said the
Commission had been unable to implement its
terms of reference for two reasons. First, the
Governments of the United States and the United
Kingdom, in particular, had not attempted to
have a control plan adopted which would be
acceptable to the other peace-loving nations of the
world without prejudicing their sovereignty.

The representative of the USSR stressed that,
in the light of three years’ experience of the
Atomic Energy Commission, there was every
reason to assert that the so-called “Baruch plan”
or “United States plan of control over Atomic
Energy,” was specially so formulated and sub-
mitted to the Atomic Energy Commission for the
sole purpose of provoking disagreement with this
plan by a number of States, above all by the
Soviet Unipn, and thus to create a superficial
pretext for hindering and undermining both the
prohibition of atomic weapons and the establish-
ment of strict international control of atomic
energy.

Secondly, the Government of the United States
of America refused to agree to the conclusion of
a convention on the prohibition of atomic weap-
ons. He introduced, during his statement on 25
February, a draft resolution (AEC/37) which
he believed, if adopted, would solve the problem of
the peaceful utilization of atomic energy. The
draft directed the Commission to commence at
once the preparation of two draft conventions,
to be submitted to the Security Council not later
than 1 June, one for the prohibition of atomic
weapons and the other for the control of atomic
energy, both to be concluded and put into effect
simultaneously. The text of the draft resolu-
tion (AEC/37) follows:

“The Atomic Energy Commission,

“Having noted the General Assembly resolu-
tion of 4 November 1948 concerning reports of
the Atomic Energy Commission, and the discus-
sion of the work of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion during the third session of the General
Assembly ; acting in pursuance of the powers con-
ferred on it by the General Assembly resolution
of 24 January 1946 on the establishment of a
commission to deal with the problems raised by
the discovery of atomic energy and in accordance
with the General Assembly resolution of 14
December 1946 on principles governing the gen-
eral regulation and reduction of armaments,

“Resolves

“1. To begin immediately the preparation of
a draft convention for the prohibition of atomic
weapons and a draft convention for the control of
atomic energy, proceeding from the principle that
both conventions must be concluded and put into
effect simultaneously ;

“2. To submit the draft conventions mentioned
in the preceding paragraph to the Security Coun-
cil not lates than 1 June 1949.”

At the 18th meeting the representative of the
UN1TED STATES OF AMERICA also submitted a
draft resolution (AEC/36) which proposed that
General Assembly resolution 191 (III) and the
preliminary drafts of the Secretariat working
papers be referred to the Working Committee for
consideration. He later deleted the reference to
the General Assembly resolution, and his draft
resolution, as amended, was adopted at the twen-
tieth meeting (22 March) by 9 votes to 2. The
text of the adopted resolution (AEC/38) reads
as follows:

“The Atomic Energy Commission

“Resolves that the preliminary drafts of the
working papers prepared by the Secretariat ac-
cording to the resolution adopted by the Atomic
Energy Commission at its 17th meeting on 18
February 1949 be referred to the Working Com-
mittee for its consideration.”

At the 20th meeting (22 March), the representa-
tive of the UKRAINIAN SoviET SocisList REPUB-
Lic, in supporting the USSR draft proposal,
stated that the prohibition of the use of atomic
energy for military purposes was the corner-
stone of the General Assembly directives to the
Atomic Energy Commission. Because of the oppo-
sition of the delegations of the United States and
the United Kingdom, the preparation of a con-
vention on prohibition had not been the basis
for the Commission’s work. The Commission’s
reports were clear evidence that it had limited its
work to seeking means to strengthen the United
States monopoly in the production and utiliza-
tion of atomic energy.

At the 21st meeting (25 March), the represen-
tatives of CanNapa, France, Unitep Kincpom
and the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA answered
the statements made by the represéntatives of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic at the two
previous meetings, enumerating certain statements
which they considered to be contradictory or
inaccurate.

The representative of FRaNCE did not believe
that the USSR draft resolution (AEC/37) was
in conformity with the mandate of the General
Assembly since it had rejected a similar USSR
draft resolution during the third session. However,
he was of the opinion that the USSR proposal
should be referred to the Working Committee for
further study.

The representative of CaNaDA expressed his
delegation’s regret that the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had not ampli-
fied his Government’s proposals but had only re-
peated his arguments against the proposals which
had been approved by a majority of the members
of the Commission.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA observed that the USSR delegation per-
sistently ignored the existence of the plan for the
prohibition of atomic weapons and the control of
atomic energy approved by a majority of the
General Assembly. Yet it attributed to the plan
certain provisions which it did not have and said
the plan omitted provisions which were actually
included.

The representative of the Unitep KiNcpom
said no progress had beern made since the Com-
mission had resumed its discussions that year. It
was still confronted with two major facts: the
majority plan for prohibition and control, which
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was reiected by the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics and its associates; and the USSR plan,
which was rejected by everyone else. He, therefore,
believed the only reasonable method of procedure
was to refer the USSR proposals to the Working
Committee for technical comparison with the
majority plan.

After the representatives of the UNION oF
SoviET SociALisT REPUBLICS, the UXRAINIAN
Sovier SociaLisT RepuBLic, Canapa, and
FraNcE had again replied to various statements
made at previous meetings, the Commission, at its
22nd meeting (25 May), agreed to refer the USSR
draft resolution and General Assembly resolu-
tion 191 (IIT) to the Working Committee for
furtaer consideration.

At the 44th meeting (1 April 1949) of the
Working Committee, a detailed outline of the
Secretariat working paper on “Recommendations”
(AEC/C.1/77 and AEC/C.1/77/Corr.l) was
discussed. The Chairman instructed the Secretariat
to incorporate the suggestions made by the mem-
bers and to issue a revised document containing
the complete quotations from the first and second
reports.

The representative of the UNION OF SoVIET
SociaLisT REPUBLICS stated that his delegation
considered the working papers had no value in
furthering the work of the Commission in solving
the basic problems before it — the prohibition of
atomic weapons and the control of atomic energy.

The discussions on the USSR draft resolution,
the General Assembly resolution and the Secre-
tariat working papers were conducted concurrently
at the Committee’s 45th to 49th meetings (1, 3, 7,
9 and 15 June).

The Secretariat working paper on ‘“Recommen-
dations” (AEC/C.1/77/Rev.1) and the index to
the three reports (AEC/C.1/80) were approved
by the Working Committee, by 9 votes to 2 on
1 June, and transmitted to the Commission on
15 June (AEC/39). A typed copy of a preliminary
draft of the comparative table was circulated to
the members by the Secretariat but no action was
taken on it by the Committr.e. An index to the pro-
ceedings of the Commission, the General Assembly
and their committees was also prepared by the
Sacretariat,

In opening the discussion of his delegation’s
draft resolution in the Working Committee, the
representative of the UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST
RepusLIcs asked the members to consider as a
basis for the two conventions the USSR proposals
of June 1946 relating to the prohibition of atomic
weapons and of June 1947 regarding the principles
of an international control system.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA observed that his delegation’s position
had been given in detail when the proposals had
first been introduced. His Government’s position
was summarized in part IV of the second report.

In reply to questions asked by the representatives
of Canada, China, France, the United Kingdom
and United States of America, the representative
of the UNion oF SovieT SocrALisT REPUBLICS
stated there was no question of introducing new
proposals since the USSR draft resolution now
before the Committee provided the solution to the
two tasks before the Commission — the establish-
ment of a convention prohibiting atomic weapons
and, in that connexion, a convention for the con-

trol of atomic energy. The two conventions were
to be concluded and put into effect simultaneously.

While the representatives of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and the Ukrainian So-
viet Socialist Republic stated that the General
Assembly resolutions had not been implemented,
various other representatives pointed out that
General Assembly resolution 191 (III) did not
bear out that view.

At the next meeting of the Committee (3 June),
the representative of CHINA submitted a draft
resolution (AEC/C.1/82), noting that the Work-
ing Committee had considered the USSR pro-
posals (AEC/37) and that no material in addi-
tion to that previously submitted to the General
Assembly, the Commission, or the Working Com-
mittee had been presented. That draft resolution
stated that no useful purpose could be served
by further discussions in the Working Committee
of those proposals which had already been con-
sidered and rejected by the appropriate organs
of the United Nations.

The representatives of the UNioN oF SoviET
Socrarist RepusLics and the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SocravList REPUBLIC stated that procedural diffi-
culties were created to close the discussion on the
USSR draft proposal, which if adopted could
lead the Commission out of its impasse.

On 15 June, the Chinese draft resoiution was
adopted by 7 votes to 2, with 2 abstentions. It
reads as follows (AEC/C.1/85):

“The Working Comumittee has considered, at
the request of the Atomic Energy Commission,
the proposal of the representative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics (AEC/37) that the
Atomic Energy Commission begin immediately
to prepare a draft convention for the prohibition
of atomic weapons and a draft convention for the
control of atomic energy proceeding from the
principle that both conventions must be concluded
and put into effect simultaneously;

“Has noted the statement of the representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics at its
45th meeting on Wednesday, 1 June 1949, that
the proposals submitted by the representative of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on atomic
energy in June 1946 and June 1947, should be
taken as a basis for the elaboration of these
draft conventions;

“Recalls that these same proposals, particularly
those of 11 June 1947, have already been analysed
in detail and rejected in April 1948 on the grounds
that ‘they ignore the existing technical knowledge
of the problem of atomic energy control, do not
provide an adequate basis for the effective inter-
national control of atomic energy and the elimina-
tion from national armaments of atomic weapons,
and, therefore, do not conform to the terms of
reference of the Atomic Energy Commission’;

“And recalls that the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics proposal for the preparation of a draft
convention for the prohibition of ztomic weapons
and a draft convention for the control of atomic
energy to be concluded and brought into effect
simultaneously was rejected by the General As-
sembly at the 157th plenary meeting in its third
session on 4 November 1948, by a vote of 40
votes to 6 with 5 abstentions;

“And recalls also that at the same time the
General Assembly approved the General Find-
ings (part IT C), and Recommendations «part



IIT) of the First Report and the Specific Pro-
posals of part IT of the Second Report of the Com-
mission, as constituting the necessary basis for
establishing an effective system of international
control of atomic energy to ensure its use only for
peaceful purposes and for the elimination from
national armaments of atomic weapons in accord-
ance with the terms of reference of the Atomic
Energy Commission;

“The Working Commitiee observes that no
material has been presented additional to that
previously submitted to the General Assembly,
the Commission or the Working Committee;

“The Working Committee therefore concludes
that no useful purpose can be served by further
discussions in the Working Committee of those
proposals which have already been considered
and rejected by the appropriate organs of the
United Nations. The Working Committee reports
to the Atomic Energy Commission accordingly.”

After the representatives of the UNITED STATES
oF AMERICA and the UNION OF SoVIET SOCIALIST
RepusLIcs had directed questions to each other
and received answers (AEC/C.1/SR47 and
AEC/C.1/SR.48), the representatives of Cusa
and ARGENTINA submitted, on 13 June, a draft
resolution (AEC/C.1/84) stating that further
study in the Working Committee was not useful
until such time as the six sponsors of General
Assembly resolution 1 (I) had met and reported
that a basis for agreement existed.

The representatives of Norway, Cusa and
ARGENTINA thought that the discussions in the
Commission and the Working Committee had
shown that any possibility of useful work being
accomplished in accordance with paragraph 4 of
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resolution 191 (III) had been exhausted. There-
fore special emphasis should be placed on para-
graph 3 of the resolution requesting the spon-
soring Powers to meet and to consult in order to
determine whether a basis for agreement existed,

The representative of the UNION OF Sovier
Sociarist RepuBLics opposed the Cuban-Argen-
tine draft resolution because it contained no
specific proposal to break the impasse in the
Committee’s work. It simply meant that a mere
restricted group would continue to mark time.

The representative of CuBa later deleted the
specific reference to the work of the Commit-
tee. The Cuban-Argentine draft resolution, as
amended (AEC/C.1/86), was adopted by the
Working Committee on 15 June by 8 votes to 2,
with 1 abstention. The text of that resolution
reads as follows:

“Hawving observed the nature of the discussions
that have taken place in the Working Committee
and

“Considering paragraph 3 of the resolution
adopted by the General Assembly on 4 November
1948 (AEC/33),

“The Working Committee resolves:

“That further study in the Working Committee
is not useful until such time as the six sponsors
of the resolution of the General Assembly have
met and reported that there exists basis for
agreement.”

The Chairman of the Working Committee

transmitted the two resolutions to the Commission
on 21 June (AEC/40).



Chapter 9
COMMISSION FOR CONVENTIONAL ARMAMENTS

A. Activities of the Working Committee
during 1948

During the first part of the period covered by
this report the Commission for Conventional
Armaments continued discussion of proposals
relating to the general regulation and reduction
of armaments and armed forces in accordance
with the plan of work (S/387) approved by the
Security Council on 8 July 1947.

At its 17th meeting (26 July 1948), the Work-
ing Committee had under consideration item 2
of the plan of work which dealt with the formu-
lation of general principles. The Committee was
seized of a United Kingdom draft resolution
(5§/C.3/5C.3/15) summarizing the majority view
as expressed during the preceding debate. That
draft resolution was a revised version of an earlier
United Kingdom draft (S/C.3/SC.3/12/Rev. 1)
and embodied amendments submitted by the
United States and Canada. A further amendment
submitted by Colombia (S/C.3/SC.3/16) was not
brought to a vote.

At the same meeting, the representative of the
Unton oF Sovier SocraList RepusLics sub-
mitted new proposals relating to general principles
(S/C.3/SC.3/17) in elaboration of paragraph 1
of the USSR working paper (S/C.3/5C.3/9).

The Committee, however, in accordance with
rule 25 of the rules of procedure, decided to pro-
ceed to a vote on the United Kingdom revised
draft resolution. It was adopted by 9 votes to 2.
The text of the resolution (S/C.3/SC.3/18) is
as follows:

“The Working Commaittee recommends that the
following principles should govern the formulation
of practical proposals for the establishment of a
system for the regulation and reduction of arma-
ments and armed forces:

“l. A system for the regulation and reduction
of armaments and armed forces should provide
for the adherence of all States. Initially it must
mclude at least all States having substantial
military resources.

“2. A system of regulation and reduction of
armaments and armed forces can only be put into
effect in an atmosphere of international confidence
and security. Measures for the regulation and
reduction of armaments which would follow the
establishment of the necessary degree of confi-
dence might in turn be expected to increase
confidence and so justify further measures of
regulation and reduction.

“3. Examples of conditions essential to such
confidence and security are:

“(a) The establishment of an adequate system
of agreements under Article 43 of the Charter.
Until the agreed forces are pledged to the Security
Council, an essential step in establishing a system
of collective security will not have been taken.

“(b) The establishment of international control
of atomic energy. It is a basic assumption of the
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work of the Commission for Conventional Arma-
ments that the Atomic Energy Commission will
make specific proposals for the elimination from
national armaments of atomic weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction.

“(¢) The conclusion of the peace settlements
with Germany and Japan. Conditions of interna-
tional peace and security will not be fully estab-
lished until measures have been agreed upon which
will prevent these States from undertaking aggres-
sive action in the future.

“4. A system for the regulation and reduction
of armaments and armed forces, in order to make
possible the least diversion for armaments of the
world’s human and economic resources pursuant
to Article 26 of the Charter of the United Nations,
must limit armaments and armed forces to those
which are consistent with and indispensable to the
maintenance of international peace and security.
Such armaments and armed forces should not
exceed those necessary for the implementation of
Members' obligations and the protection of their
rights under the Charter of the United Nations.

“5. A system for the regulation and reduction
of armaments and armed forces must include an
adequate system of safeguards, which by including
an agreed system of international supervision will
ensure the observance of the provisions of the
treaty or convention by all parties thereto. A sys-
tem of safeguards cannot be adequate unless it
possesses the following characteristics:

“(a) It is technically feasible and practical;

“(b) It is capable of detecting promptly the
occurrence of violations;

“(c) It causes the minimum interference with,
and imposes the minimum burdens on, any aspect
of the life of individual nations.

“6. Provision must be made for effective en-
forcement action in the event of violations.”

The 18th (2 August), 19th and 20th meetings
(9 August) of the Working Committee were de-
voted to discussion of a draft text of the first
progress report prepared by the Secretariat. After
delegations had introduced corrections, the report
(S/C.3/27) was finally adopted as a whole at the
20th meeting (9 August).

At the close of the 20th meeting, the represen-
tative of FrRaNcCE introduced a proposal concerning
the study of an international system for the veri-
fication and inspection of conventional armaments
(S/C.3/SC.3/20). This proposal was later re-
placed hy a working paper (S/C.3/SC.3/21).

B. Activities of the Commission during

1948

The Commission for Conventional Armaments
was convened on 2 August 1948 in its 11th meet-
ing to consider the first progress report of the
Working Committee and the two resolutions which
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it had adopted (S/C.3/24 and S/C.3/25).! At
the 11th to 13th meetings, the Commission con-
sidered the activities of the Working Committee
to date and the position reached in respect of the
question of the general regulation and reduction
of armaments and armed forces. The central issues
of the discussion were (1) the jurisdiction of the
Commission in relation to atomic weapons and
other weapons of mass destruction; and (2) the
relation between the general regulation and reduc-
tion of armaments and armed forces and the
factors affecting the existing state of international
relations.

Discussion of the Committee’s report in the
Commission was initiated at the 11th meeting
with a statement by the representative of the
UNITED STATES. Stressing the belief of that dele-
gation that the Commission must proceed with its
work despite difficulties, he recalled that Secretary
of State Marshall, in his address to the General
Assembly on 17 September 1947, had stated the
conviction of the Government of the United States
that a workable system for the regulation of
armaments could not be put into effect until con-
ditions of international confidence prevailed, and
that the regulation of armaments presupposed the
seitlement of peace terms with Germany and
Japan, the implementation of agreements putting
military forces and facilities at the disposal of the
Security Council, and an international agreement
for the control of atomic energy. Nevertheless,
Mr. Marshall had added, the United States Gov-
ernment held it important that there should be no
delay in the formulation of a system of arms regu-
lation which could be implemented when condi-
tions permitted. To that end, the Commission
should proceed vigorously along the lines set out
in its plan of work.

At the 12th meeting of the Commission (9
August), the representative of the UnNioN oF
Sovier Sociarist REPUBLICS reiterated his dele-
gation’s inability to accept the resolutions adopted
by the Working Committee under items 1 and 2
of the plan of work. The first resolution
(S/C.3/24), which excluded atomic weapons and
weapons of mass destruction from the purview of
the Commission, created an artificial separation
between the two interrelated questions of the regu-
lation and reduction of armaments and the pro-
hibition of atomic weapons and other means of
mass destruction. By so doing, the Committee’s
resolution contravened General Assembly resolu-
tion 41 (I) of 14 December 1946, which had
treated those two tasks as parts of a single and
indivisible question, and aimed a powerful blow
at implementation of the Assembly’s decision.
The second resolution, on general principles
(S5/C.3/25), in which the United Kingdom and
the United States sought to make the implemen-
tation of practical measures dependent upon the
prior fulfilment of certain conditions, was held
also to contravene General Assembly resolution
41 (I) because the latter, in the view of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics representative, con-
tained no conditions- or prerequisites for the for-
mulation or implementation of practical measures

! The text of $/C.3/24, adopted at the 4th meeting of
the Working Committee on 9 September 1947, is re-
produced in chapter 9 of the report submitted by the
Security Council to the General Assembly in 1948
(A/620). The resolution identified herewith as S/C.3/25
is reproduced earlier in the present chapter under the
symbol S/C.3/SC.3/18.

for the general regulation and reduction of arma-
ments and armed forces.

The representative of the UnNioN oF Sovier
Socrarist REPuBLICS, on 9 August, reintroduced
his  delegation’s proposals (S5/C.3/SC.3/17)
which had been submitted at the 17th meeting of
the Working Committee. The text of the pro-
posals is as follows:

*“1. The general regulation and reduction of
armaments and armed forces should cover all
countries and all kinds of armaments and armed
forces.

“2. The general regulation and reduction of
armaments and armed forces should provide for:

“(a) Reduction of armies, naval and air forces
both in respect to strength and armaments;

“(b) Limitation of combat characteristics of
certain kinds of armaments and the prohibition of
separate kinds of armaments;

“(¢) Reduction of war budgets and State ex-
penditure on production of armaments;

“(d) Reduction of production of war materials.

“3. The general regulation and reduction of
armaments and armed forces should provide, in
the first place, for the entire prohibition of pro-
duction and use of atomic and other kinds of
weapons designed for mass destruction and the
destruction of stocks of such weapons which have
been made.

“4. In order to ensure the carrying out of meas-
ures for the regulation and reduction of armaments
and armed forces, there should be established
within the framework of the Security Council and
as a component part of the plan for such regulation
and reduction, an international system of control,
which should protect the States which fulfil their
obligations against the danger of violations and
evasions in the carrying out of the agreement on
the reduction of armaments.”

The represewtative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics was of the firm belief that only
by adopting proposals such as the foregoing would
the Commission be acting strictly in accordance

with the Assembly resolution of 14 December
1946. .

The representative of the UJniTED KiNGDOM, on
whose draft the resolution adopted by the Work-
ing Committee had been based, stated that the
resolution did not signify that plans for disarma-
ment should not be worked out even in the existing
state of international relations, but that a begin-
ning of implementation of those plans would
require an easing of existing conditions and that,
thereafter, a degree, even though small, of dis-
armament might encourage a feeling of security
which in time might lead to further disarmament.
In the opinion of the United Kingdom delegation,
disarmament and security must go hand in hand.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
Sociarist RepUBLIC, also at the 12th meeting,
criticized the position taken by the United States
and the United Kingdom delegations in subjecting
implementation of General Assembly resolution
41 (1) to preliminary conditions which constituted
obstacles to implementation. He believed that the
work of the Commission for Conventional Arma-
ments should have extended to cover the question
of the prohibition of atomic weapons and the
destruction of stocks of atomic bombs. The



Ukrainian SSR supported the proposals (S/C.3/
SC.3/17) which the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics representative had reintroduced in the
Commission.

At the 13th meeting (12 August), the Commis-
sion decided, hy 6 votes to 2 with 1 abstention, to
proceed to a vote upon items 2 and 3 of the ager.xda
(the two resolutions submitted by the Working
Committee, S/C.3/24 and $/C.3/25 respectively)
before continuing consideration of item 4 (the
first progress report of the Working Committee,
S/C.3/27). Thereafter, the Commission adopted
the two resolutions concerned, the first by 8 votes
to 2 with one representative absent, and the second
by 9 votes to 2. A request by the representative of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, that in
addition to the aforementioned resolutions the
Commission also formally submit to the Security
Council the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics’
proposals (§/C.3/SC.3/17) which had not been
adopted, was rejected by a ruling of the Chairman,
who held that a proposal which the Commission
had not adopted could not be submitted to the
Council on a par with adopted resolutions, but
should rather be included in the Commission’s
second progress report. That ruling was upheld
by a vote of 8 to 2, with 1 abstention.

‘Continuing the discussion on the activities of
the Working Committee, as recorded in its first
progress report, the representative of FRANCE
took the position that the regulation and reduction
of armaments must be progressive and balanced.
He held that substantial progress in the field could
only be made in an atmosphere of confidence.
Nevertheless, preparatory studies must be carried
out and he believed that certain preliminary
measures could be taken under existing circum-
stances which would contribute to the development
of international confidence. He also stated that
the question of general disarmament was closely
linked to the establishment of collective security
and that no important disarmament measure could
possibly be carried out before machinery of col-
lective security had been made ready. The French
delegation held that the study of the reduction of
conventional armaments should be conducted
separately from study of the prohibition of the
atomic weapon and that this principle had been
clearly enunciated in General Assembly resolu-
tion 41 (I). The two questions were in no way
interdependent.

The representative of CHiNa stressed the im-
portance of continuing the Commission’s work.
The Chinese delegation held that disarmament
and international confidence must go hand in hand.
Although no system of disarmament could be put
into effect while international tension remained
acute, it was equally true that international con-
fidence could not be achieved while nations en-
gaged in armament races. A beginning should
be made either by easing the tension or by carrying
out a small degree of disarmament. The represen-
tative of China stated further that Article 43
should be implemented and a system of collective
security established as soon as possible. That
would go a long way in helping to promote inter-
national confidence and to expedite the Commis-
sion's work,

At the close of the 13th meeting, the Commis-
sion, by 8 votes to 2, with 1 abstention, decided
to submit to the Security Council a single progress
report, based to a certain extent upon the report
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of the Working Committee and also covering the
work of the Commission. Statements by the
various delegations would be annexed to the re-
port. The Secretariat was requested to prepare a
draft text for consideration at the iollowing
meeting.

The 14th and 15th meetings (17 August) were
devoted to discussion of the draft of the Commis-
sion’s second progress report to the Security
Council (§/C.3/32/Rev.1 and S/C.3/32/Corr.1).
After a paragraph-by-paragraph consideration
during which several delegations introduced
amendments to the Secretariat text, it was agreed
that the final text of the draft report should be
distributed among the delegations for examination
and approval. If no request for further considera-
tion of the draft was received prior to 15 Sep-
tember 1948, the report would be considered as
adopted.

By a letter of 14 September 1948 (S5/C.3/34),
the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics notified the Chairman of the Commission
that his delegation was unable to agree to the
draft of the second progress report.

However, because of the imminence of the third
session of the General Assembly in Paris, the Com-
mission was unable to reconvene immediately to
give further consideration to the draft report.
At the 17th meeting (23 February 1949), the
Commission agreed to postpone further discussion
on the subject.

C. Implementation of General Assembly
resolution 192 (III)

In September 1948, the delegation of the Union
of Suviet Socialist Republics submitted to the
General Assembly a draft resolution concerning
the prohibition of the atomic weapon and the
reduction by one-third of the armaments and
armed forces of the permanent members of the
Security Council.

It was noted in the preamble of the draft reso-
lution that nothing had been done to implement
the General Assembly resolution of 24 January
1946 on atomic energy control or the resolution of
14 December 1946 on the general regulation and
reduction of armaments, The preamble went on
to state that the prohibition of production and use
of atomic energy for war aims was of first impor-
tance and that a general substantial reduction of
armaments would satisfy the demands for a
durable peace and stronger international security,
and that it would also ease the economic burden
resulting from excessive and ever increasing ex-
penditure for armaments in various countries.

It was further pointed out in the preamble that
the permanent members of the Security Council,
possessing overwhelming armed strength, bore the
main responsibility for the maintenance of peace
and security, and that the resolution was presented
in a desire to strengthen peace and eliminate the
threat of a new war.

The operative part of the draft resolution reads
as follows:

“The General Assembly

“Recommends to the permanent members of the
Security Council: the United States of America,
United Kingdom, Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, France and China — as a first step in the
reduction of armaments and armed forces, the re-
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duction by one-third during one year of all present
land, naval and air forces;

“Recommends the prohibition of atomic weapons
as weapons intended for aims of aggression and
not for those of deience;

“Recommends the establishment within the
framework of the Security Council of an inter-
naticnal control body for the purpose of the super-
vision of and control over the implementation of
the measures for the reduction of armaments and
armed forces and for the prohibition of atomic
weapons.”

By a letter dated 14 January 1949 (S/1216),
the Secretary-General transmitted to the Security
Council the resolution (192 (1IT) ) adopted by the
General Assembly on 19 November 1948, under
the title of “Prohibition of the Atomic Weapon
and reduction by one-third of the armaments and
armed forces of the permanent embers of the
Security Council.”

Discussion in the Security Council of the above
resolution was initiated at the 407th meeting
(8 February).

The representative of the Union oF SoVIET
SociaList REePUBLICS submitted the following
draft resolution (S/1246/Rev.1):

“The Security Council,

“Having studied the General Assembly resolu-
tion of 19 November 1948 on the prohibition of
the atomic weapon and reduction by one-third of
the armaments and armed forces of the permanent
members of the Security Council, and the discus-
sion of this question at the third session of the
General Assembly,

“Notes, firstly, the increasing activity develop-
ing among the aggressive circles of certain Powers,
and their policy of unleashing a new war, which
is accompanied by an unjustified increase in arma-
ments of all kinds, a gross inflation of military
budgets and an ever-growing burden of taxation
and other material hardships upon wide sections
of the people in these States;

“Notes also the constant and ever-increasing
propaganda of a new war, which is being en-
couraged by ruling sections in certain countries,
despite the fact that such propaganda was justly
censured in a General Assembly resolution as early
as 1947 and is a direct weapon in the hands of
the warmongers of all kinds who seek to promote
fear, uncertainty and war hysteria among the
people and in international public circles;

“Notes furthermore the recent establishment of
a number of groups of States, led by the aggressive
sections of certain great Powers, who seek to
impose their aggressive policy upon other coun-
tries, are increasing the manufacture of arms and,
for this purpose, are setting up in all parts of the
world naval and air bases for which no justification
can possibly be provided by the defence require-
ments of these countries ;

“Notes, secondly, that up to the present time
nothing has been done to implement the General
Assembly’s decision of 24 January 1946 on the
establishment of a commission to deal with the
problems raised by the discovery of atomic energy
and the decision of 14 December 1946 on the prin-
ciples governing the general regulation and reduc-
tion of armaments, thereby impairing the authority
of the United Nations;

“Notes also that both the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and the Commission for Conventional
Armaments have failed to fulfil the tasks laid upon
them, mainly because the Governments of certain
great Powers have hitherto not striven for the
adoption of decisions which would be acceptable to
all peace-loving Powers and would not infringe the
national sovereignty of any of those Powers;

“Notes, thirdly, that the General Assembly de-
cision of 19 November 1948 on the prohibition of
the atomic weapon and the reduction by one-third
of the armaments and armed forces of the perma-
nent members of the Security Council recommends
the Security Council to pursue the study of the
regulation and reduction of conventional arma-
ments, but disregards the decision adopted by the
General Assembly in 1946 on the necessity for pro-
hibiting the atomic weapon, and the decision on
the implementation of measures for a speedy reduc-
tion of armaments and armed forces adopted by
the General Assembly at that time;

“Notes, moreover, that the General Assembly
resolution of 19 November 1948 points out the
need for formulating proposals for the receipt,
checking and publication of information on the
numbers of the armed forces and the volume of
armaments of the Members of the United Nations, -
but passes over in silence the highly important
question of furnishing information on atomic wea-
pons to the Security Council; which is wholly
madmissible, particularly in view of the fact that
the atomic weapon is an instrument, not of defence,
but of aggression;

“Declares in addition that any continuance of
the study of the regulation and reduction of arma-
ments, and preparation of proposals for the collec-
tion of information on armed forces, must be
subordinated to the task of elaborating and imple-
menting concrete measures for the general regula-
tion and reduction of armaments and the prohibi-
tion of atomic weapons and other major types of
weapons for mass destruction;

“Recognizing also that complete data on 2-med
forces and armaments of all types, including atomic
armaments, are essential for the preparation of
measures designed to reduce and regulate arma-
ments and armed forces; and

+ “Acting in accordance with its responsibilities
for the maintenance of international peace and
security and with the powers conferred on it by
Article 26 of .the Charter, and guided by the
General Assembly’s resolution of 19 November
1842 and those of 24 January and 14 December
1946,

“Resolves:

“l. To instruct the Commission for Conven-
tional Armaments, as a first step, to prepare a plan,
to be submitted to the Security Council by 1 June
1949, for the reduction by one-third of the arma-
ments and armed forces of the five permanent
members of the Security Council no later than

1 March 1950;

“2. To instruct the Atomic Energy Commission
to submit to the Security Council by 1 June 1949
both the draft of a convention on the prohibition
of atomic weapons and the draft of a convention
for the control of atomic energy, with the under-
standing that both conventions shall be concluded
and come into force simultaneously;

“Both of these conventions shall be based on a
due consideration for the lawful interests of all



States Members of the United Nations and of'the
States upholding the high principles of the United
Nations, but shall not be based on the interests
of any group of States pursuing their own narrow
concerns ;

%3, The Commission for Conventional Arma-
ments and the Atomic Energy Comrpission shall
be guided in their work by the principle that the
prohibition of atomic weapons and the establish-
ment of control over atomic energy must be an
integral part of the general plan for the reduction
by one-third of the armaments of the permanent
members of the Security Council, and must be
considered a first important step in that field;

“4, To consider as essential the establishment
within the framework of the Security Council of
an international control body to supervise and
control the implementation of the measures for the
reduction of armaments and armed forces and the
prohibition of atomic weapons;

“5. To consider it as essential that the perma-
nent members of the Security Council submit full
data on their armed forces and armaments of all
types, including atomic weapons, no later than
31 March 1949.”

The representatives of the UNITED STATES OF
AmericA and the UniTep KiNeDoM criticized the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics’ proposal on
the grounds (a) that much of its substance was a
reiteration of an earlier proposal which had been
rejected by a large majority of the General Assem-
bly; and (&) that discussion of the proposal would
delay approval of the General Assembly’s resolu-
tion. The former representative added that progress
had been made towards implementation of General
Assembly resolution 41 (I) of 14 December 1946
and that the General A.ssembly had recognized that
the collection of precise and verified data on
national armed forces and conventional armaments
was a necessary first step towards any effective
reduction.

The representative of CuBa joined with the
aforementioned representatives in urging prompt
acceptance of the General Assembly resolution

192 (III).

At the 408th meeting of the Security Council
(10 February), the representative of the UNITED
States oF AMERICA proposed the following draft
resolution (S/1248):

“The Security Council

“Resolves that the resolution of the General
Assembly of 19 November 1948, as contained in
document S/1216, be transmitted to the Com-
mission for Conventional Armaments for action
according to its terms.”

The representatives of CaNapa and FRANCE
urged the prompt adoption of the United States
draft resolution.

The representative of the UNIoN OF SOVIET
SoctaList REPUBLICS, explaining the reasons that
had prompted his delegation’s proposal, referred
to the existence of an armaments race in certain
countries and to the failure to implement the earlier
General Assembly resolutions 1 (I) and 41 (I).
He reiterated that the questions of prohibition of
atomic weapons and reduction of conventional
armaments were inseparably linked and that -pro-
vision for the former must form an integral part
of any general plan for disarmament. While the

nion of Soviet Socialist Republics was perfectly
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ready to provide such information on its own
armaments and armed forces as might be necessary
for the elaboration of practical measures for the
prohibition of the atomic weapon and the reduction
and regulation of armaments and armed forces, it
was clear that the collection of information must be
subordinated to the main task, which was the
elaboration of measures of reduction and pro-
hibition. He added that information on conven-
tional armaments would be of little use unless
it was accompanied by information on atomic
weapons.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
Socrarist RepuBLIC supported the USSR draft
resolution as a valuable contribution towards the
promotion of international peace and security.

The representative of the UNIoN oF SovieT
SociaList REPUBLICS submitted the following
draft resolution (S/1249):

“The Security Council

“Resolves that the resolution proposed by the
USSR delegation during the discussion on the
Secretary-General’s letter of 14 January 1949
communicating the resolution adopted by the
General Assembly at its one hundred and sixty-
third meeting on 19 November 1948 concerning
prohibition of the atomic weapon and reduction
by one-third of the armaments and armed forces
of the Permanent Members of the Security Coun-
cil (S/1216) be transmitted, together with the
above-mentioned resolution of the General Assem-
bly, to the Commission for Conventional Arma-
ments and, separately, to the United Nations
Atomic Energy Commission.”

After a procedural discussion, the Council
adopted the United States draft resolution
(S/1248) by 9 votes, with 2 abstentions. The
second USSR draft resolution (S/1249) was re-
jected by a vote of 3 in favour, with 8 abstentions.
The main USSR draft resolution (S/ 1246/Rev.1)
was also rejected, the vote being 2 in favour with
9 abstentions.

The representative of the UNIoN oF Sovier
SocraListT REPUBLICS reserved his right to re-sub-
mit the proposals of his delegation for the con-
sideration of the Commission for Conventional
Armaments and the Atomic Energy Commission.

In accordance with the foregoing decision of
the Security Council, resolution 192 (III) of the
General Assembly was transmitted to the Com-
mission for Conventional Armaments by letter
dated 10 February 1949 from the President of
the Council (S/C.3/35).

The Commission began consideration of the
matter at its 16th meeting (15 February). After
a lengthy discussion, the representative of the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA presented a draft
resolution ( S/C.3/37) instructing the Working
Commiittee to formulate, as a first task, proposals
for implementation of the sixth paragraph of the
Assembly resolution.

The representative of the UNioN oF SoviET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS pointed out that as early as
December 1946, when the USSR had submitted its
original proposal to the General Assembly for
the general reduction of armaments and armed
forces and the prohibition of atomic weapons, the
United States of America and the United King-
dom had been seeking a pretext to hinder and
prevent the implementation of the Assembly reso-



lution and to undermine not only the reduction
of armaments but also the prohibition of the
atomic weapon.

The representative of the USSR recalled the
draft resolution introduced by his delegation
during the third session of the General Assembly
in September 1948, calling for the prohibition of
the atomic weapon and the reduction by one-third
of the armaments and armed forces of the five
permanent members of the Security Council.
The Anglo-American bloc had applied all its
efforts to preventing the adoption of the USSR’s
coricrete proposal and to obtaining the acceptance
of its own empty and fruitless draft resolution,
which had finally been adopted by the Assembly.

That resolution was, in the opinion of the repre-
sentative of the USSR, in accordance with the
policy of diverting the Commission and the Work-
ing Committee from the preparation of the con-
crete measures called for in General Assembly
resolution 41 (I) of December 1946, The United
States and the United Kingdom were once more
making an attempt to shelve the question of the
reduction of armaments and armed forces and that
of the prohibition of the atomic weapon, and to
substitute for them the subsidiary issue of the
collection of information regarding conventional
armaments and armed forces while concealing data
regarding the atomic weapon. Moreover, the
United States draft resolution now before the
Commission contained no reference to the prohibi-
tion of the atomic weapon and thus constituted a
departure from the earlier resolution adopted by
the General Assembly in 1946.

The representative of the USSR insisted that
the Commission should begin immediately to pre-
pare concrete measures aimed at the reduction of
armaments and armed forces and the prohibition
of the atomic weapon. As part of that task, the
Commission should collect full data regarding
armarients and armed forces of all types, includ-
ing the atomic weapon.

He concluded by saying that the United States
draft resolution was unacceptable to his delega-
tion, a view shared by the delegation of the
Ukrainian SSR.

The Commission then proceeded to a vote upon
the United States draft resolution, which was
adopted by 9 votes to 2. The text of the resolution
(5/C.3/39) follows:

“The Commission for Conventional Armaments,

“Having teken note of the Security Council
resolution of 10 February 1946,

“Bearing in mind the provisions of the General
Assembly resolution of 19 November 1948, and
noting in particular that in the sixth paragraph of
that resolution the General Assembly expressed its
confidence that the Commission, in carrying out
its plan of work, would devote its first attention
to formulating proposals for the receipt, checking
and publication, by an international organ of con-
trol within the framework of the Security Council,
of full information to be supplied by Member
States with regard to their effectives and their
conventional armaments,

“Instructs its Working Committee to undertake,
as a first task, the formulation of the proposals
envisaged in the sixth paragraph of the above-
mentioned Assembly resolution.”

The Working Committee became seized of its
new terms of reference at the 21st meeting {26
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May). A working paper (S/C.3/SC.3/21) was
submitted by the representative of France deal-
ing with the collection, publication and verification
of data covering all effectives and conventiona]
armaments but excluding scientific research and
experimental material. After an exchange of views
it was decided to postpone substantive discussion
in order to enable delegations to study the work-
ing paper.

At the 22nd meeting of the Working Committee
(21 June), the representative of EGYPT stated that
he could not accept the French working paper
for the following reasons: (a) it placed too great
emphasis on the number of effectives comprising
national armed forces at the expense of arma-
ments and equipment; (b) the proposed census
did not include atomic weapons and military
scientific research; and (c¢) the paper did not give
sufficient detail as to the type of control organ
which was proposed.

The representative of the UNITED STATES or
AMERICA considered the working paper presented
by the French delegation as especially valuable
and regarded acceptance of that principle as essen-
tial, since only by providing for adequate verifica-
tion would it be possible to ensure genuine confi-
dence in and acceptance of the General Assembly’s
proposal by all the nations of the world.

The representative of FRANCE, replying to a
question put by the representative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, said that in pre-
paring the working paper the French delegation
Had been guided by the General Assembly’s instru-
tion, contained in its resolution (192 ITI) of 19
November 1948, that the Commission devote
its first attention to formulating proposals for
the receipt, checking and publication of full
information to be supplied by Member States
regarding their effectives and conventional arma-
ments. Once the Commission had completed that
stage, it was the firm desire of the French dele-
gation to proceed with the task of preparing
proposals for the regulation and reduction of
armaments and armed forces in accordance with
the Commission’s terms of reference. As far as
the atomic weapon was concerned, the delega-
tion of France adhered to the terms of reference
for the Commission for Conventional Armaments,
which excluded all questions of atomic energy
and atomic weapons.

The representatives of Canapa, the UNITED
KincpoM, Norway, CuBa and CHINA expressed
their support, in principle, for the French work-
ing paper.

The representatives of the UnioN oF Sovier
SocraList RepuBLIcs and the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SociaLisT REPUBLIC were unable to accept the
French working paper because they held that the
collection of information would serve no useful
purpose unless connected with a prior decision of
principle on the reduction of armaments and the
prohibition of the atomic weapon. They further
objected that the information to be provided did
not extend to atomic weapons which were major
weapons of aggression.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SociaList REPUBLIC emphasized that the Soviet
delegations had never denied the necessity of sub-
mitting true information on armed forces under
the conditions of the agreement of the five per-
manent members of the Security Council to pro-
hibit the atomic weapon and to reduce armaments.
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However, they could not agree that the USSR
proposal concerning prohibition of the atomic
weapons and reduction of armaments should be
eliminated in favour of a mere demand for military
information. It was enough to study the document
submitted by -the French delegation to see where
its authors were leading and what aims they were
following. The authors of that document were
demanding submission of information on all kinds
of armaments with the exception of one kind,
namely, the atomic weapon, the most aggressive
and deadly weapon for mass destruction of peaceful
peoples. It was obvious that the French document
had nothing to do with the reduction of armaments
and the prohibition of atomic weapons. The au-
thors of the French paper were disregarding the
most important document of the United Nations,
namely, General Assembly resolutions 1 (I) and
41 (1) of 1946 concerning the control of atomic
energy and the reduction of armaments, and were
taking as a basis the opportunistic resolution 192
(I11) of 19 November 1948, which led the United
Nations away from the tasks adopted in January
and December 1946 in the field of reduction and
regulation of armaments.

Such one-sided formulation of the problem re-
flected the position of aggressive circles in the
United States of America.

The claim of the representative of France that
the atomic weapon was not within the competence
of the Commission for Conventional Armaments
was nothing more than a juridical fiction for the
purpose of justifying the armament race and the
production of atomic weapons without control.
The work of the Atomic Energy Commission and
the Commission for Conventional Armaments
could not be separated, They presented two sides
of the same problem — the removal of the threats
of wa", and maintenance of peace and security.

The delegation of the Ukrainian SSR con-
sidered it nonsense to speak politically about the

reduction of conventional armaments while avoid-
ing the prohibition of atomic weapons.

The delegation of the Ukrainian SSR could not
vote for the French document because it held it
incompatible with the principles and aims of the
United Nations.

In the opinion of the representative of the
Ukrainian SSR, the USSR draft resolution was
the only honest proposal on the question of dis-
armament, because that draft resolution was in-
spired by the sincere aim to prohibit the production
and utilization of atomic weapons and to reduce
other kinds of armaments. Therefore, the delega-
tion of the Ukrainian SSR had supported and
would continue to support that draft resolution.

At the 23rd meeting (7 July), the representative
of France submitted an additional section of his
working paper (S/C.3/SC.3/21/Add. 1) dealing
with the organization and functions of the proposed
international control organ. An amendment to the
first part of the working paper was submitted by
the United Kingdom representative and was ac-
cepted by the representative of France at the 24th
meeting (12 July). At the latter meeting, the
representative of Argentina stated his acceptance
of the working paper as a basis for discussion.

The representative of the Unitep Kinepom
stated that his delegation fully supported the state-
ment of the United States representative to the
effect that there was a clear line of demarcation
between the jurisdiction of the Commission for
Conventional Armaments and the Atomic Energy
Commission, He further added that he could not
support the thesis that agreement on measures of
armament reduction must precede the collection
and checking of information on armaments.

The representatives of the UKRAINIAN SoviET
SociaList RepuBLIc and the UnNioN oF SovieEr
Socrarist RepusBLIcs restated their reasons for
rejecting the French proposals.



Part III

OTHER MATTERS CONSIDERED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL AND
ITS SUBSIDIARY ORGANS

Chapter 10
ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

A. Application of Ceylon

1. CONSIDERATION OF THE APPLICATION BY THE
CouNcIL

By a letter dated 25 May 1948 (S/820) from
the Prime Minister and Minister for External
Affairs to the Secretary-General, the Government
of Ceylon applied for membership in the United
Nations. At the 318th meeting (11 June 1948),
the Council agreed, in accordance with rule 59 of
the provisional rules of procedure of the Security
Council, to refer the application to the Committee
on the Admission of New Members for examina-
tion and report.

The Committee on the Admission of New
Members presented its report (S/859) to the Se-
curity Council at the 351st meeting (18 August).

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
America, welcoming Ceylon’s application for
membership in the United Nations, stated that
Ceylon’s recent progress toward full independence
had been based upon sound preparation and careful
study and that Ceylon, on 4 February 1948, had
achieved sovereign independence as a wholly re-
sponsible member of the British Commonwealth
of Nations. Ceylon had participated in the work
of international agencies. It had thus demonstrated
its sincere wish and intention to assume its full
responsibilities as a free and independent member
of the community of nations. It was the conviction
of his Government that Ceylon qualified for mem-
bership within the meaning of Article 4 of the
Charter.

The representative of CHINA associated himself
with the remarks made by the representative of
the United States. He stated that the political
position of Ceylon was identical with that of
Canada and Australia, whose representatives in
the Security Council had contributed and were
contributing so much to the work of the United
Nations. There could be no question that Ceylon
was a peace-loving State, willing and able to fulfil
all obligations of membership in the United Na-
tions. As a representative of a country which had
long cultural and religious ties with Ceylon, he
expressed the hope that its application would be
approved unanimously.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SovieT
SociaList RePUBLIC recalled that the invitation
which the Ukrainian Government had received in
January 1948 to be represented at the celebration
of the proclamation of Ceylon’s independence had
come from the British Governor of Ceylon. The
fact that the newly proclaimed independent State
could not itself even have invited representatives
of other countries to attend the celebration of
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the proclamation of its independence but had to-
ask permission of, or to act through, the British
Governor, could not fail to have given rise to
doubts as to the genuineness of Ceylon’s independ-
ence. It was strange that most of the members of
the Committee on the Admission of New Mem-
bers opposed the USSR proposal for obtaining
additional information on Ceylon. The infor-
mation which the Ukrainian SSR dclegation
possessed about Ceylon convinced that d«isgation
that the Security Council should insist on obtain-
ing extensive data before recommending Ceylon’s
admission to .the United Nations. He warmiy
sympathized with the efforts of the freedom-
loving people of Ceylon to win independence and
national sovereignty for their country but sus-
pected that Ceylon’s independence and na-
tional sovereignty were as fictitious as Trans-
jordan’s.

The representative of the UniTep KINGDOM en-
dorsed what had been said by the representative of
the United States concerning the nature and extent
of Ceylon’s independence, and expressed the
hope that the Council would decide to recommend
Ceylon for membership in the United Nations.
He added that the Government of Ceylon had
submitted a paper giving considerable information
in regard to the status of Ceylon. Should that
information not be considered sufficieat, however,
he understood that a representative of Ceylon
was present and would place himself at the Coun-
cil’s disposal to answer any questions.

The representative of Canapa recalled that the
position of his delegation had already been ex-
pressed in the Committee on the Admission of
New Members. There could be no doubt whatso-
ever that Ceylon fully met the five conditions laid
down in Article 4 of the Charter; he believed that
the application should be approved by the Council.

The representative of Svria considered that
Ceylon was a peace-loving State willing and able
to fulfil the membership requirements. If the rep-
resentative of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic had doubts about Ceylon’s independence,
its admission to the United Nations would be
helpful in removing those doubts because, under
the Charter, Members of the United Nations
enjoyed sovereign equality.

The representatives of BeLcruMm and France
stated that their delegations would vote in favour
of the admission of Ceylon. They endorsed the
remarks made previously by other members of
the Council.

The representative of the UNIoN oF SovieT
Sociarist REPUBLICS stated that the Security
Council and the Committee on the Admission of



New Members did not possess sufficient informa-
tion on the national status or constitution of
Ceylon. The representative of the USSR on the
Committee had proposed that additional informa-
tion be obtained, but the other representatives had
failed to agree to that proposal. In the absence
of adequate information, the USSR delegation
found it difficult to consider the matter. The docu-
ments submitted to the Security Council by the
representative of Ceylon were inaccurate and one-
sided. The admission of Ceylon to the United
Nations at a stage when that country was not
a sovereign and independent Staté would, in
effect, mean that the United Nations was putting
the stamp of legality cn Ceylon’s present position
of dependence. He therefore submitted the follow-
ing draft resolution (S/974) :

“Having considered the application of the Gov-
ernment of Ceylon for admission to the United
Nations,

“The Security Council

“Resolves to postpone the consideration of the
question of Ceylon’s admission to the United
Nations until such time as full information on
the status of the Government of Ceylon and on
its constitution as well as sufficient proof that
Ceylon is a sovereign and independent State has
been received from the Government of Ceylon.”

The representatives of CaNapa, UNITED KING-
poM, CHina and CoroMBIA opposed postpotie-
ment of the consideration of the application, and
expressed belief that the information available
to the Council had been siifficient to relieve any
doubts as to the eligibility of Ceylon for member-
ship in the United Nations.

Decision: At the 351st meeting on 18 August
1948 the Council rejected the USSR draft resolu-
tiow (S/974), 2 votes being cast in favour (Ukrain-
ian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics), with 9 abstentions.

The representative of CHina then proposed
that the Security Council recommend to the
General Assembly the admission of Ceylon to
membership in the United Nations.

Decision: The Chinc-e proposal received 9
votes in favour and 2 against (Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics). The proposal was not adopted, one of
the votes against being that of a permanent member
of the Council.

2. REQUEST oF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

A special report on the admission of Ceylon
was submitted by the Security Council to the
General- A~zembly on 23 August 1948 (A/618)
and was considered during its third session (part
I). The General Assembly, at its 177th plenary
meeting on 8 December 194%, adopted resolution
197 (111), I, requesting the Security Council to
- reconsider at the earliest possible moment the
application of Ceyion in the light of that resolu-
tion and of the discussions in the Ad Hoc Politi-
cal Committee. The resolutioh on Ceylon was
transmitted (S/1113) by the President of the
General Assembly to the President of the Security
Council on 9 December 1948.

At the 384th meeting (15 December) the Gotin-
cil reconsidered the application of Ceylon.

The répresentative of thé UNieN orf Sovier
Sociarist REpuBLICS objected to inclusion of the

item in the agenda, on the ground that, in
accordance with General Assembly resolution 197
(I1I), B, the Security Council must proceed to
reconsider all of the membership applications at
one and the same time.

Decision: The USSR proposal to delete that
iterii from the agenda was rejected, 2 votes being
cast i favour (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) and 8§
against, with 1 abstention (Colombia).

After the adoption of the agenda, the repre-
sentative of the UNION oF SovIET SOCIALIST RE-
PUBLICS reiterated that, in accordance with the
General Assembly recommendation, the Security
Council should reconsider all of the applications.
The request for special consideration of Ceylon
as an exceptional case was a continuation of the
old policy of the United States and the United
Kingdom, which was one of discrimination
agaiust certain States and of favoritism toward
others. Such a policy was incompatible with the
principles of the Charter. He proposed that the
reconsideration of Ceylon’s application should be
postponed until all twelve membership applica-
tions before the Council could be reconsidered
simultaneously, in accordance with General As-
sembly resolution 197 (III), B.

The representative of CHINA, objecting to the
réquested postponement, stated that the applica-
tion of Ceylon should be considered on the ground
of individual merit, and that each application had
to be considered separately. It would be unfair
and unjustified to say that if one State was
admitted, all the others must be admitted.

The representative of the Unitep Kincbom
expressed the opinion that Ceylon had all the
attributes and qualifications for membership. He
repudiated the theory that all applicants should be
admitted en bloc. It was the Council’s duty to
examine each individual application on its merits
and to judge it by the yardstick of the Charter.
He pointed out that the General Assembly had
requested the Security Council to reconsider
Ceyloni’s application at the earliest possible mo-
ment. Therefore, he hoped that the Council would
try to make a decision on the application that
very day.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA supported the views expressed by the
representative of the United Kingdom. He pointed
out the unanimous opinion expressed during the
discussion in the Ad Hoc Political Committee that
Ceylon was a peace-loving State and that it was
able and willing to carry out the obligations of the
Charter.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SovIET
Socrarist REepuBLIC pointed out that General
Assembly resolution 197 (III), I, did not state
that the Security Council should reconsider the
application of Ceylon two or three days after the
end of the Assembly’s session. The phrase “at
the earliest possible moment” might niean after
a much longer period of time than that which
had so far elapsed. He repeated that the member-
ship applications submitted by twelve States
should all be examined simultaneously. Otherwise,
the special consideration of Ceylon’s application
would be an act of discrimination against the
other eleven States.

The re, . sentative of FRANCE observed that it
had been the desire of the General Assembly to
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treat the Ceylon case somewhat differently from
the other applications, not only for any theoretical
reasons but becausé the Assembly had hoped that
the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics might adopt a less rigid attitude in
regard to Ceylon’s application than he had adopted
in regard to other applications.

The representative of CaNADA said that he had
no doubt whatsoéver as to the qualifications of
Ceylon for membership in the United Nations.
Those qualifications had never been seriously con-
tested in the course of discussion. As regards
the question of adequate information concerning
Ceylon, he added that he felt that the amount of
time which had intervened since a working paper
on the subject had been furnished to Council
members in June should have been adequate for
giving full consideration to the case.

The representative of Svyrria stated that he
would not have objected to the discussion of all
the applications by the Security Couucil if they
had all appeared on that day’s agenda. Each appli-
cation required separate consideration. The Coun-
cil then had Ceylon’s application on its agenda
and there was no reason to postpone its discussion.

The PrESIDENT, speaking as the representative
of BELciuM, regarded Ceylon as a peace-loving
State, able and willing to carry out obligations
contained in the Charter. It should therefore be
admitted to membership in the United Nations.

In reply to the comments of various represen-
tatives, the representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SociarList RepuBLIcs stated that the Security
Council should be guided by General Assembly
resolution 197 (1I1), B, in which the principle of
universality was maintained. In view of the fact
that there would be a second part of the third
session of the General Assembly, the Council had
ample time to proceed to the reconsideration of
the twelve membership applications in the order
in which they had been submitted. The Council
would thus be acting in the spirit of the Assembly’s
resolution.

Decisions¢ At the 384th meeting on 15 Decem-
ber 1948, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
proposal that reconsideration of Ceylonw's applica-
tion should be postponed until the twelve pending
membership applications could be reconsidered at
the same time, was rejected by 7 votes to 2, with
2 abstentions (Argentina, Syria).

The application of Ceylon was then put to the
vote. The result of the vote was 9 in favour and
2 against (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). Ceylon’s
applicaiion did not receive the recommendation of
the Security Council, one of the votes against being
that of a permanent member of the Council.

B. Reconsideration of applications
1. REQUESTS oF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

_ In addition to resolution 197 (III), I, concern-
ing Ceylon, the General Assembly, on 8 D=cember
1948, during its third session (part I), adopted
eight other resclutions on the admission of new
Members.

In resolution 197 (III), A. the General Assem-
bly recommended that each member of the Security
Council and of the General Assembly, in exercising
1ts vote on the admission of new Members, should

act 1n accordance with the advisory opinion of the
- International Court of Justice o 23 May 1948.

In resolution 197 (III), B, the Geéneral Assem-
bly asked the Security Council to reconsider, taking
into account the circumstances in each particular
case, the applications for membership in the United
Nations which had not been recommended by the
Security Council, and which had been mentioned
in its special reports to the General Assembly

(A/617 and A/618).

In resolutions 197 (1iI), C, D, E, F, G and H,
the General Assembly requested the Security
Council to reconsider the appiications of Portugal,
Transjordan, Italy, Finland, Ireland, and Austria.
In those resolutions, the General Assembly deter-
mined that Portugal, Transjordan, Italy, Finland
and Ireland were peace-loving within the meaning
of Article 4 of the Charter, were able and willing
to carry out the obligations of the Charter, and
should therefore be admitted to membership. In
the case of Austria, the Assembly reiterated its
opinion that Austria was a peace-loving State
within the meaning of Article 4.

2. RENEWAL OF MEMBERSHIP APPLICATIONS

The following countries renewed their applica-
tions for admission to membership in the United
Nations:

(i) The People’s Republic of Bulgaria, by com-
munications dated 22 September and 9 October
1948 from the Minister for Foreign Affairs
(S/1012 and S/1012/Add.1);

(ii) Hungary, by communications dated 27 Sep-
tember and 8 October 1948 from the Hungarian
Minister in Paris (S/1017 and S/1017/Add.1);

(iii) The People’s Republic of Albania, by com-
munications dated 12 October and 2 Décember
1948 from the Minister for Foreign Affairs
(S/1033 and S/1105);

(iv) The Mongolian People’s Republic, by
communications dated 12 October and 25 October
1948 from the Prime Minister and Minister for
Foreign Affairs. (5/1035 and S/1035/Add.1);

(v) The People’s Republic of Romania, by
communications dated 12 October and 9 November
1948 from the Minister for Foréign Affairs
(8/1051 and S/1051/Add.1).

3. RECONSIDERATION OF TWELVE APPLICATIONS

At the 427th meeting (16 June 1949), the Se-
curity Council considered the requests of the
Gernteral Assembly and thé communications from
Bulgaria, Hungary, Albania, the Mongolian Peo-
ple’s Republic and Romania.

The PrEsipENT, after tracing the background
of the case, stated that the situation with which the
Sécarity Council was confrontéd was that all of the
applications in question had been considered by
the Security Council without obtaining its recom-
mendation. Under the circuinstances, he did not
think that any practical purpose would be served
by referring them again to the Committee on the
Admission of New Mémbers or even by discuss-
ing them in the Council. If thére were no objec-
tions to such a procedure, he would like merely
to ask if any representative wished to c¢hange his
position as it then stood in the record or desired
to bring up any new point. In particilar, he said,
it would be of interest to learn whether the pet-
manent members still wished to use their privileged
vote to block the admission of a State, or were
prepared not to apply the veto with fegard to the
admission of new Members. Likewise, it would be
a good thing to hear the three new members of
the Council.



Before the general discussion had begun, the
representative of the UNION oF SOVIET SOCIALIST
REepuBLICS objected to the order in which the
applications appeared on the agenda. He thought
that they should be comsidered in chronological
order.

The PRESIDENT explained that the adoption of
the agenda did not in any way prejudge the order
of voting. He assured the representative of the
USSR that, should the occasion arise, he would
consult the Council on that order.

Decision: The Council adopted the agenda by 9
votes to 2 (Ukrainion Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).

The representative of ARGENTINA, after re-
ferring to the General Assembly resolutions of
8 December 1948, recalled that the applications
of Portugal, Jordan, Italy, Finland, Ireland and
Ceylon had obtained nine affirmative votes in the
Security Council while Austria’s application had
received eight votes. He asserted that the Council’s
failure to act upon a similar recommendation made
by the General Assembly in 1947 should not be
repeated, since it would be tantamount to ignoring
a recommendation of the General Assembly.

The matter before the Council, he said, was of
great importance to the United Nations, whose
composition it fundamentally influenced, and also
was of great moral importance for the whole world.
Numerous peaceful nations, fully meeting the re-
quirements of the Charter, were being held up at
the gate of the United Nations because of the erro-
neous attitude of some and the indifference of
others. The rivalries of the great Powers should
not be the dominant factor in the decisions of the
United Nations. Apathy, inaction and indifference
were always synonymous with disintegration and
death. The present impasse was untenable, It was
not enough for China, France, the United Kingdom
and the United States to declare, as they had, that
they would not use the veto with regard to the
admission of new Members.

The representative of Argentina recalled that
the Assembly had reiterated, in 1948, by an over-
whelming majority, that those peace-loving States
which had obtained a majority vote in the Security
Council should be adinitted to the United Nations.
It was necessary therefore to follow up that
declaration with a corresponding attitude in the
Security Council and later in the Assembly. For
this reason, he was submitting seven draft resolu-
tions calling upon the Council to recommend to the
General Assembly the admission of Portugal
(S/1331), Jordan (S/1332), Italy (S/1333), Fin-
land (S/1334), Ireland (S5/1335), Austria (S/-
1336) and Ceylon (S/1337). The text of the first
of these similarly worded draft resolutions :ollows :

“The Security Council,

“Noting General Assembly resolution 197 (III),
C, of 8 December 1948, regarding the application
of Portugal for membership in the United Nations,

“Decides that in its judgment Portugal is a
peace-loving State and is able and willing to carry
out the obligations contained in the Charter; and
accordingly,

“Recommends to the General Assembly that it
admit Portugal to membership in the United
Nations.”

Analysing the legal situation on the basis of the
Charter provisions, the representative of Argentina

said that it was significant that the Charter re-
quired the implementation of two distinctly sepa-
rate actions. In one case, the Charter asked for
a decision, and in the other for a recommendation,
The decision was to be made by the Assembly, the
recommendation by the Security Council.

The Council’s recommendation could be either
favourable or unfavourable, or a recommendation
for postponement; in each case, the final decision
remained with the Assembly.

He supported his view by a detailed analysis of
the relevant provisions of the Charter, with par-
ticular reference to the arguments on this matter
adduced by the representative of the USSR at
the Paris session of the General Assembly. That
analysis led him to the conclusion that the power
to decide on the admission of new Members to the
United Nations had been conferred by the Charter
exclusively upon the General Assembly. He main-
tained that Article 27 of the Charter was not appli-
cable to Security Council deliberations on the
admission of new Members.

At the 428th meeting (21 June), the represen-
tative of CHINA expressed agreement with the
President concerning the procedure for dealing
with the matter. He believed that, as a matter of
policy, the veto should be exercised very sparingly,
if at all, in connexion with the admission of new
Members. He favoured the principle of univer-
sality but not through some mechanical process. He
was ready to consider all the applications in a fair
and generous way so that membership in the
United Nations would be as universal as posstble.

The representative of Cusa stated that his dele-
gation, in conformity with the advisory opinion of
the International Court of Justice of 28 May 1948,
would support any application which met the
membership requisites set forth in Article 4 of the
Charter.

The representative of EGYPT stated that his dele-
gation had consistently supported the principle of
universality. Membership in the United Nations
should be open to all applicants meeting the re-
quirements of the Charter, as stipulated in Arti-
cle 4. He observed that with efforts being made
with a view to bettering international relations, it
seemed legitimate to hope that a change of attitude
and the subsequent admission of all worthy appli-
cants to membership would serve as a substantial
contribution towards the accomplishment of a more
helpful and constructive international atmosphere.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AmErica shared the dissatisfaction of the repre-
sentative of Argentina over the fact that the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics was obstructing the
admission of applicants qualified for membership.
The United States had repeatedly stated that it
would not exercise its right of veto in the Security
Council to exclude from the United Nations any
applicant then under consideration which the
Assembly deemed to be qualified for membership.
The purpose of the United States in that respect
was identical with that of Argentina. He, how-
ever, had not been able to accept the method of
procedure which the representative of Argentina
had long advocated. The willingness of his dele-
gation to refrain from blocking, by its veto, the
decision of any seven members of the Secur-
ity Council that an applicant was qualified for
membership did not mean that the Council or its
members should ignore the requirements of Article
4. States should, by their conduct prior to mem-



pership, give proof of their readiness and willing-
ness not to use force as an instrumept of national
policy and to respect the law of nations.

The applications of Austria, Ceylon, Finland,
Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Jordan had consist-
ently received the support of his Government. It
continued to support fully the admission of those
States. With regard to the applications of Albania,
Bulgaria, Hungary, the Mongolian People’s Re-
public and Romania the position remained the
same. His Government was unable to support
those applications. He agreed with the President
that no useful purpose could be served by bringing
the matter to a vote.

The representative of the UNioN oF Sovier
SocraList REPUBLICS held that the representative
of the United States was pressing a policy of dis-
crimination with regard to some States and fav-
ouritism towards others. If the United States
persisted in its present rude, blatant and flagrant
policy of discrimination against Albania, the Mon-
golian People’s Republic, Bulgaria, Romania and
Hungary, then the Council would not get very far.

He considered the statement of the Argentine
representative as merely a rehash of what he had
said in Paris. He reminded the Council that the
question on its agenda was the reconsideration of
membership applications, not the revision of the
Charter provisions dealing with the voting pro-
cedure of the Security Council. He recalled that,
during part I of the third session of the General
Assembly, the head of the Soviet delegation had
made a complete shambles of all the arguments
advanced by the representative of Argentina. Com-
menting on the submission of seven draft resolu-
tions by that representative, he interpreted the
action as signifying merely adherence to the posi-
tion of the Anglo-American bloc. He maintained
that the purpose of the General Assembly in
adopting resolution 197 (III), B, was to prevail
upon the Security Council to reconsider all the
applications and to recommend the admission of
all the applicants. The Security Council should
draw the appropriate conclusion and adopt an
affirmative decision. Such an affirmative decision
was possible only if the majority of the Council
gave up its policy of discriminating against some
States,

The question of the admission of new Members
had a long history. The delegation of the USSR
deemed it essential that the question should be
resolved without delay. In order to permit such
a solution, the delegation of the USSR wished to
submit the following draft resolution (S/1340) :

“The Security Council,

“Having considered the applications of Albania,
the Mongolian People’s Republic, Bulgaria,
Romania, Hungary, Finland, Italy, Portugal,
Ireland, Jordan, Austria and Ceylon for admission
to membership in the United Nations,

“Recommends to the General Assembly that
the above-mentioned countries be admitted to
membership in the United Nations.”

The representative of France agreed to the
procedure outlined by the President at the 427th
meeting for dealing with the question. With re-
gard to the advisory opinion of the International
Court of Justice, his delegation had formulated a
rather special position. He regarded the question
as being of a political rather than a legal character.
While that advisory opinion should be regarded
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as one of the elements which should help the
Council to form a considered judgment, he deemed
it would be improper to transform it into a full
recommendation. He favoured the principle of
universality and would support all the applications
which met the requirements for admission to mem-
bership in the United Nations.

The representative of CANADA stated that as on
previous occasions, he based his position upon two
principles. One was Article 4 of the Charter, and
the other the subsequent recommendations of the
General Assembly. Were the various proposals to
be put to the vote, the Canadian delegation would
vote in accordance with those two principles.

The representative of the UXRAINIAN SoviET
SociaList RepuBLIC regarded the statements of
some of the representatives, that they were not
prepared to use the veto in connexion with the
admission of new Members, as false and insincere,
because the representatives of the United States,
the United Kingdom, France and China could
apply a concealed veto merely by abstaining. As
regards the advisory opinion of the International
Court of Justice, he asserted that there was no
opinion as such from the International Court of
Justice, but merely the views of individual mem-
bers of that. Court. The proposals of Argentina
were fully covered by the draft resolution sub-
mitted by the representative of the USSR and he
would vote for that draft.

The representative of the Unitep StaTes or
AwmERICA, after recalling the Security Council’s
practice of discussing and taking a decision on
each application, felt that, as a matter of procedure,
the Council should continue to consider and vote
on each application separately. That would enable
each member of the Council to reflect the attitude
of his country on each application.

At the 429th meeting (24 June), the represen-
tative of the Unitep KinNgpoM stated that his
Government’s position on the applications for
membership had been frequently stated and was
unchanged. The United Kingdom would not use
its privileged voting position to block the admis-
sion of any applicant. He favoured admission of
all properly qualified applicants but did not con-
sider that all applicants should automatically
receive membership. He supported the United
States representative’s view that a separate vote
should be taken on each application, and rejected
the Soviet accusations of discrimination against
certain applications. He would support all the pro-
posals submitted by the representative of Argen-
tina but could not support all his arguments.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SociartisT RepusLic said that the raising of the
whole issue before the Security Council had a
definite political purpose. That was not the admis-
sion or non-admission of certain States, but was
an attack on the principle of unanimity of the
permanent members of the Security Council. The
Anglo-American bloc had applied its policy of
discrimination against the admission of certain
States as far back as 1946, when Albania had
made its application. To increase the voting
strength of the United States and the United
Kingdom was the primary aim of that bloc. The
attitude of the representative of the United States
toward the USSR representative’s proposal for
simultaneous admission of all twelve applicants
was in reality tantamount to exercising the right
of veto. The United States and the United King-
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dom did not need to use their veto; they had a
majority in the Security Council and could always
block admission of an applicant by abstentions.

The peace treaties with Bulgaria and Hungary
provided a definite procedure for dealing with
alleged treaty violations, and that procedure did
not include voting in the Security Council against
the admission of those two countries to the United
Nations. Referring to the statement of the repre-
sentative of the United States that Albania and
Bulgaria had been interfering in the internal
affairs of Greece, he asked whether the noise made
in the United States about an Anglo-Argentine
trade agreement did not constitute interference in
internal affairs. In the preamble to the peace treaties
with Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania, the United
States and the United Kingdom undertook the
obligation to support admission of those three
States to the United Nations. The United States
and the United Kingdom had violated that under-
taking and, by so doing, had undermined con-
fidence in international treaties. He considered
the purpose and political consequences of the
USSR representative’s proposal to be the bolster-
ing of the authority of the Security Council and
the satisfying of the legitimate desire of those
applicants to become Members of the United
Nations.

The representative of FRANCE considered the
Soviet draft resolution incompatible with Article 4
of the Charter, with the advisory opinion of the
International Court of Justice and with the prac-
tices of the Security Council. He saw no need
for the Council to vote again on the issue, but
were it to do so, each application should be taken
up separately and voted on in chronological order.

The representative of ARGENTINA stated that
his delegation was opposed not to the rule of
unanimity of the permanent members of the Se-
curity Council but to the lack of unanimity. He
suggested informally that, if no progress appeared
possible at that time, the Council might postpone
taking a vote in order to allow time for possible
agreement. In the matter of precedence in voting
on the draft resolutions, he would not insist on a
strict interpretation of rule 32 of the Security
Council’s rules of procedure. He was rather sur-
prised that the representative of the USSR should
find it strange that someone repeated again and
again arguments already presented and made
lengthy speeches. In that connexion the represen-
tative of Argentina would have thought the Se-
curity Council had become accustomed to the use
of that practice by some delegations and he did
not think the delegation of Argentina should incur
that reproach. He added that it was a very con-
venient practice to ignore a speech when one did
not know what to answer and when one had no
argument against it and also that it was easy to
ignore that part of the speech in which he proved
that nothing whatever had been destroyed by the
head of the USSR delegation; that was a matter
concerning the representative of the USSR who
was free to choose to ignore the argument of the
Argentine delegation.

After a number of representatives had expressed
the opinion that the Council should not vote on
the matter at that time, the PRESIDENT suggested
that the Council conclude the debate without vot-
ing and merely report to the General Assembly
that the Council had reconsidered the applications
but that the discussion had not revealed any change

of attitude on the part of Council members which
would make it possible to make a recommendation
for admission to membership of any of the twelve
States whose applications the Council had been
asked to reconsider.

At the 430th meeting (11 July), the represen-
tative of the UN1ON OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUB-
Lics stated that the discussion had shown that
most members of the Security Council considered
that the Council should be guided by the provisions
of Article 4 of the Charter and that no obstacle
should be placed in the way of the admission of a
peace-loving state. Only the representatives of the
United States and the United Kingdom had shown
clear intolerance and had hurriedly declared that
they still opposed the admission of such countries
as Albania, Mongolian People’s Republic, Bul-
garia, Romania and Hungary. The arguments
adduced by the representative of the United States
were, however, only a transparent veil which did
not hide very well the real motive of the United
States, which was to slander these countries, all
of which had given amiple proof of their love for
peace. No one could deny the splendid contribution
of Albania and the Mongolian People’s Republic
to the war effort. The peoples of Hungary,
Romania and Bulgaria had shaken off the yoke
of the fascist regimes and they were now actually
part of those who fought fascist aggression for
peace and democracy. For the United Nations to
follow the policy propounded by the representative
of the United States and not the requirements laid
down in the Charter would mean that the door of
the United Nations would be closed to all peace-
ioving States and open only to those countries
whose regime was to the liking of the United
States.

The representative of the United States of
America had constituted new requirements for
admission which had nothing to do with the con-
ditions stipulated in the Charter. The opposition
of the United States to the admission of these
States to membership was not because they did not
fulfil the requirements of Article 4 of the Charter,
but because the United States did not like the
policies followed by these States. The representa-
tive of the United States had frankly declared that
the United States would support the admission of
these countries should they change their policy.
This was an open political extortion. The United
States was forgetting that the United Nations was
not its personal organ, admission to which could be
regulated by its own will and could be guided by its
own personal political considerations. The United
States tried to impose on everyone the thought that
its own interest and ambitions were the same as
the principal tasks and the aims of the United
Nations.

The representative of the United States had not
been able to produce any convincing arguments
against the Soviet proposal for the simultaneous
admission of all twelve applicant States. The irrele-
vance of procedural objections was evident. The
question now was not to study these applications
separately, for the fourth time. The core of the
problem at present was to know whether the
twelve States were going to be admitted to the
United Nations or whether the policy of discrimi-
nation against some States and favouritism toward
other States was going to continue. To say that
the United States and the United Kingdom would



not exercise the veto in this matter was false and
undignified since they could alvyays block a.drms-
sion to a State by signalling their followers in the
Council to act accordingly. In reality, it was not
the Soviet Union that was blocking the admission
of new members. The Soviet Union was offering
to accept for membership all twelve States. The
Council could achieve a positive solution to this
question only on the basis presented in the USSR
draft resolution.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AwmERrICA replied to certain questions directly ad-
dressed to him by the representative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics. With regard to the
question concerning which Articles of the Charter
had been violated by countries such as Hungary,
Bulgaria and Romania, he pointed to certain parts
of the Preamble and of Articles 1 and 2 of the
Charter. He noted the findings of a United Nations
organ to the effect that Greece’s northern neigh-
hours had aided the Greek guerrillas and by their
acts were helping to continue a breach of the peace
which might, if the United Nations were not vigi-
lant and right on the spot, spread out into a great
conflagration. In answer to a question as to what
Articles of the Charter were involved in this ques-
tion of deciding whether these countries were able
and willing to carry out the obligations contained
in the Charter, he cited Articles 55 and 56 of the
Charter regarding human rights and fundamental
freedoms. With regard to the exact meaning of
convincing evidence he said that he did not need
any special evidence other than evidence to satisfy

conformity by these countries to Article 4 of the

Charter. Charges had been made that certain of
these countries had violated human rights and
they had denied these charges. That constituted a
dispute for which these countries were obliged to
seek a solution through the machinery of the
peace treaties. However, it had not yet been
agreed to do so.

The PreSIDENT, speaking as the representative
of the UKRAINIAN SoviET SocIArisT REPUBLIC,
stated that the statement of the representative of
the United States was not a happy example of
oratory. No one had denied him the right to investi-
gate whether or not any given applicant was peace-
loving, but he could not produce any valid evi-
dence to justify his attitude and assertion that
Romania, Bulgaria, Albania, Hungary and the
Mongolian People’s Republic were not actually
peace-loving States. His.opposition to the admis-
sion was entirely arbitrary. The conditions which
he suggested were entirely new. They were not the
conditions which required to be examined in con-
nexion with the admission of new members. He
had not produced a single convincing argument
against the peace-loving character of the five
States concerned. For instance, had the tiny Bul-
garia, or Albania, or Hungary or Romania been
establishing military bases in foreign lands or had
the small Mongolian People’s Republic been
manufacturing atomic bombs or had the Press in
the Mongolian People’s Republic freely discussed
atomic warfare? The United Nations included
States which were still doing all these things and,
besides, were refusing to accept conventions on
atomic energy and atomic weapons. Yet no one had
asked for the expulsion of these States. Why did
the representative of the United States want to
Interfere in internal affairs of these small coun-
tries? During the three years of the discussions,
the Council had had the time to learn all the argu-
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ments, answers and discussions. Why then not
accept such a reasonable proposal as had been
introduced by the representative of the USSR ? As
for violation of treaties by the applicants, he could
quote a number of treaty violations by other
States. But the Security Council was not com-
petent to deal with these international treaties.
That was a matter which was within the scope of
the activities of the Council of Foreign Ministers.

The representative of the UNioN oF Sovier
SociaList REPUBLICS, in reply to the representa-
tive of the United States, reminded him that
Article 2 (7) of the Charter expressly prohibited
the United Nations from any interference in the
domestic jurisdiction of States. Thus, contrary to
his assertion, Article 55 of the Charter could not
be used to interfere in the internal affairs of an
applicant State. He read excerpts from the state-
ment of the representative of the United States
at the San Francisco Conference to the effect that
there was nothing contained in Chapter IX of the
Charter, of which Article 55 was the first Article,
which could be construed as permitting interfer-
ence in- the internal affairs of a State. Thus, the
argumentation of the representative of the United
States had fallen to pieces.

At the closing date of this report, the Council
has not yet concluded its discussion on the matter.

C. Application of the Republic of Korea

By a letter dated 19 January 1949 (S/1238)
to the Secretary-General, the Acting Foreign
Minister of the Republic of Korea, recalling that
the Government of that Republic had been estab-
lished as a result of actions of organs of the United
Nations, requested, on behalf of his Government,
the admission of the Republic of Korea as a Mem-
ber of the United Nations. A declaration of accep-
tance of the obligations contained in the Charter
was submitted with the application.

At the 409th meeting (15 February), the repre-
sentative of the UNION oF SovieT SocIALIsT RE-
PUBLICS objected to the inclusion of the item in
the agenda.

Becision: The USSR objection was rejected by
8 wotes to 2, with 1 abstention.

The representative of the Union oF Sovier
Socrarist REPUBLICS stated that his delegation
objected to the inclusion of the application in the
agenda and also to its transmission to the Cosi-
mittee on the Admission of New Members for
any further consideration. That so-called Govern-
ment was a puppet administration, established by
forced and falsified elections and under the control
of the United States military administration.

The representative of the URRAINIAN SOVIET
Soc1aLIsT REPUBLIC expressed similar views.

Decision: The application of the Republic of
Korea was referved to the Committee on the
Admassion of New Members by a vote of 9 to 2.

On 9 March 1949, the Committee on the Admis-
sion of New Members submitted its report
(S/1281) to the Security Council.

At the 423rd meeting (8 April), the represen-
tative of CHINA submitted the following draft
resolution (S/1305) :

“The Security Council,

“Having received the application of the Re-

public of Korea for membership in the United
Nations ;




“Having received and considered the report of
the Corqmittee on the Admission of New Members,
%mcernmg the application of the Republic of

orea,

“Decides in its judgment that the Republic of
Korea is a peace-loving State and is able and
willing to carry out obligations contained in the
Charter; and

“Recommends to the General Assembly that it
admit the Republic of Korea to membership in
the United Nations.”

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SociarisT RepusLICS said that the puppet regime
in South Korea had been created as a result of
falsified elections imposed by force by the United
States under conditions of occupation and harsh

olice terror. That government did not express the
will of the Korean people. In that connexion, he
pointed out that, with the exception of a small
clique, all the political parties of South and North
Korea had opposed the separate elections which
had been imposed by force upon South Korea.
The aim of leading circles of the United States was
to solidify the position of American monopolies in
South Korea and to make that area into a strategic
base for the United States. Thus, while the USSR
had fully withdrawn troops from North Kores, the
United States still refused to evacuate its troops
from South Korea despite two General Assembly
decisions to the contrary.

The United Nations had no right to interfere in
the internal affairs of peoples or States, and, in
any case, the General Assembly had given no
mandate whatsoever for the establishment of a
puppet government in South Korea. The illegal
instructions for holding separate elections in South
Korea had been given to the United Nations Tem-
porary Commission on Korea by the so-called In-
terim Committee, which had been created illegally
under pressure from leading circles of the United
States. The true representative of the Korean
people was the Government of the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea, which had been set up
on the basis of all-Korean elections to the Supreme
People’s Assembly in August 1948. The elections,
which had taken part in both North and South
Korea, had constituted a free expression of the
will of the Korean people, the overwhelming ma-
jority of whom had participated in them. His
delegation would vote against the application sub-
mitted by the so-called Republic of Korea.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA, in reply to the USSR representative,
said that identical claims, made in both the First
Committee and plenary meetings of the General
Assembly in Paris in 1948, had been rejected by
significant majorities in both bodies. The United
States representative quoted paragraph 2 of the
General Assembly resolution 195 (III) of 12
December 1948, and concluded that it completely
answered the USSR representative’s allegations.
The United States forces remaining in Korea,
which had been substantially reduced in recent
months, were there at the request of the Republic
of Korea in order to provide a temporary security
safeguard for the Republic while its own security
forces were in training. The United States Govern-
ment expected to consult the Commission and the
Republic with a view to the early withdrawal of
the remaining forces. The United States delegation
supported the Chinese draft resolution.
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The representatives of Cavapa and Cuga, recali-
ing General Assembly resolution 195 (III) of
12 December 1948, also expressed their full sup-
port of the Chinese draft resolution.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN Sovier
Socrarist REpPUBLIC stated that the puppet Gov-
ernment of South Korea was an agent of United
States occupation authorities, and that the only
true representative of the Korean people was the
Government of the Korean Democratic People’s
Republic. He considered that the application had
been submitted in order to provoke a veto, to be
used for propaganda purposes. The Ukrainian
SSR representative considered that attempts to
balance so-called majorities in the General Assem-
bly and in the First Committee against the Charter
were unacceptable. The Charter did not contem-
plate that decisions of the Security Council should
be governed by votes in other organs of the United
Nations.

Decision: At the 423rd wmeeting on 8 April
1948, the Chinese draft resolution (S/1305) re-
ceived 9 votes in favour and 2 against (Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics). Because of the negative wvote of a
permanent member, the draft resolution was not
adopted.

D. Application of the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea

By a telegram dated 9 February 1949 (S/1247)
to the Secretary-General, the Minister of Foreign
Affairs of the Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea applied for membership in the United
Nations.

In view of paragraph 2 of General Assembly
resolution 195 (III) of 12 December 1948, the
communication was circulated by the Secretary-
General for the convenience of the members of the
Security Council who might desire to be informed
of it and not in application of rule 6 of the pro-
visional rules of procedure of the Security Council.

By a letter dated 11 February 1949 (S/1256)
to the President of the Security Council, the repre-
sentative of the USSR requested that the applica-
tion be placed on the provisional agenda of the
Security Council. The matter was included in the
agenda of the 409th meeting (15 February).

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA considered that the item was not an
application for membership within the meaning of
the Charter. In the first place, there was no proof
of the authenticity of the telegram. Moreover, a
decision had already been taken with regard to
Korea and was to be found in General Assembly
resolution 195 (III). That resolution was the
decision of the United Nations made by the proper
organ having jurisdiction over the subject-matter.
He pointed out that the General Assembly resolu-
tion stated that the Government of the Republic of
of Korea was based on elections which had b~ n
a valid expression of the free will of the electorate
of that part of Korea and which had been observed
by the Temporary Commission, and that this was
the only such Government in Korea. He considered
his country bound by that resolution, and did not
see how the Security Council could oppose the
decision of the General Assembly.

The representative of the UnioN oF SoviET
SocraLsT REPUBLICS stated that the only Govern-
ment which truly represented the Korean people



was the Government of the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea, which had been formed as a
result of free elections held all over Korea. After
describing the manner in which these elections had
been carried out and the progress made towards
recovery in North Korea, he recalled that his dele-
gation had repeatedly made clear that the General
Assembly’s resolution on Korea had been iilegally
adopted under the pressure of the Anglo-American
bloc. The real Government of Korea was that of
the Democratic People’s Republic, which had
jurisdiction and control over the whole country.

At the 410th meeting (16 February), the repre-
sentative of the UN1oN oF SOVIET SociaList RE-
pUBLICS submitted the following draft resolution

(5/1259) :
“The Security Council,

“Having considered the application of the
Government of the Democratic People’s Republic
of Korea for membership of the United Nations,

“Resolves to refer this application to the Com-
mittee for the Admission of New Members.”

The representative of the URRAINIAN SoVIET
Socrarist RepuBLic supported the views of the
representative of the USSR and insisted that the
application of the Democratic People’s Republic
of Korea be referred to the Committee on the
Admission of New Members, in accordance with
the rules governing such applications.

The representatives of Crina, CuBa and Can-
Apa opposed the USSR draft resolution.

The representatives of Norway and EgyeT also
opposed the USSR draft resolution, but con-
sidered that making a decision of substance in
the form of a decision on procedure should not
be taken as a precedent as far as their delega-
tions were concerned.

Decision: At the 410th meeting on 16 February
1949 the draft resolution submitted by the repre-
sentative of the USSR was rejected by 8 votes to
2 (Ukrainmian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics), with 1 abstention
(Argentina).

E. Application of Israel

By a letter dated 29 November 1948 (S/1093)
to the Secretary-General, the Foreign Minister
of the Provisional Government of Israel applied,
on behalf of his Government, for admission to
membership in the United Nations. A declara-
tion of acceptance of the obligations contained in
the Charter was submitted with the letter.

~The Security Council considered the applica-
tion at the 383rd meeting (2 December 1948).

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA supported the application and urged
early approval so as to permit favourable action
by the General Assembly before the end of the
third session. Pointing out that the United States
had extended full recognition to the State of
Israel and had recognized the Provisional Govern-
ment of Israel as the effective authority of the
new State, the United States representative de-
clared that, in the opinion of his Government, the
State of Israel fulfilled the requirements set out in
Article 4 of the Charter. Israel was clearly an inde-
pendent State having a people and a territory. Both

reason and history demonstrated that the concept of
territory did not necessarily include precise delimi-
tations of the boundaries of that territory. The
record of Israel’s relations with the United Na-
tions, and the repeatedly expressed willingness of
the Provisional Government of Israel to nego-
tiate on all outstanding problems between Israel
and other Governments and authorities, demon-
strated that the new State was peace-loving. It
was clear that the State of Israel was able to
carry out the obligations of the Charter.

The representative of the Unitep Kingpom
considered that the application was premature and
rather doubtful. The First Committee was at that
time still discussing the future of Palestine, and
the State of Israel still had to prove compliance
with the recent resolutions of the Security Coun-
cil regarding the truce and armistice.

The representative of Syria expressed similar
views.

The representative of FRANCE considered that
no decision should be taken on the application of
Israel before the First Committee of the General
Assembly had been given an opportunity to com-
plete its study of the Palestine question.

The representative of the UNiON oF Sovier
SocraList ‘RepuUBLICS recalled that his delegation
had supported General Assembly resolution 181
(II) of 29 November 1947 as the only decision
which met the fundamental national interests of
the Jewish and Arab peoples of Falestine, The
USSR delegation had adhered tc a single position
and still felt that the only correct solution of the
Palestine question was the implementation of that
decision. The Government of the USSR supported
the application of Israel and would give the same
attention to the consideration of a membership
application submitted by an Arab State which
might be created on the territory of Palestine pur-
suant to resolution 181 (IT). Unfortunately, by
virtue of certain circumstances, such an Arab
State had not yet been created.

The representative of Canapa stated that the
qualifications of Israel could be judged only in
relation to whatever decision the General Assem-

bly adopted at its third session with regard to
Palestine.

Decision: At the end of the meeting, the appli-
cation of Israel was referred to the Committee on
the Adwmission of New Members.

On 7 December 1948, the Committee reported
(S/1110) that it did not then possess the in-
formation necessary to enable it to come to a
decision.

At the 384th meeting (15 December), the repre-
sentative of FRANCE proposed that the Committee
on the Admission of New Members reconsider the
matter in view of resolution 194 (I1I) concerning
Palestine adopted on 11 December by the General
Assembly.

That view was opposed by the representative of
Syria, who considered that there was nothing new
in the resolution which could help the Committee
come to a final decision. Pointing out that the Se-
curity Council had followed the principle that no
military or political advantage should be gained by
either party during the period of truce or armis-
tice, the Syrian representative considered that a
resolution recommending the admission of the Jews
would represent a great political advantage gained
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by them during the truce. He contended that the
debate in the General Assembly had indicated that
the proclamation of the Jewish State in Palestine
had not been accepted. Approval of the application
under discussion at that stage would destroy and
frustrate the activities and chances of success of
the Conciliation Commission which had been
established. He urged that consideration of the
application be delayed.

The representative of CHINA said that his dele-
gation had always stood for two principles in the
Palestine question: (1) that the United Nations
should enforce peace in Palestine; (2) that the
United Nations should try to mediate or con-
ciliate or, in other words, that it would be unwise
for the United Nations to impose a particular kind
of settlement. Since the admission of Israel to the
United Nations at that moment was looked upon
with great disfavour by the Arab States, approval
of the application would be interpreted to mean
that the Security Council was partial to one side
and would diminish the chances of successfully
conciliating the dispute.

The representative of the UnioN oF Sovier
SociaList REepPUBLICS, stating that the Concilia-
tion Commission had been set up not to dissolve
the State of Israel but to promote a peaceful set-
tlement of the differences between it and its neigh-
bours, considered that a decision of the Security
Council to admit the State of Israel to member-
ship in the United Nations would expedite a peace-
ful settlement in Palestine. There was no reason
to defer a decision on the matter.

The representative of the Unitep Kincpom
said that as soon as the major questions at issue,
notably the question of the frontiers in Palestine,
had been resolved under the auspices of the Con-
ciliation Commission appointed by the General
Assembly, his Government would give sympa-
thetic consideration both to its own recognition of
the Jewish State and to that State’s application
for membership in the United Nations. The atti-
tude of his Government was not due to any doubts
concerning the obvious fact that the Jewish State
was now in process of formation and that it would
continue to exist.

The Council could not, however, make a favour-
able recommendation on the application under dis-
cussion without first assuring itself that serious
obligations which it had imposed under a num-
ber of resolutions had been satisfactorily fulfilled.
The Jewish authorities had never submitted the
requested account of their investigation into the
assassination of Count Bernadotte and Colonel
Sérot. There were also questions outstanding under
the resolutions of 4 November and 16 November
1948. He therefore submitted the following draft
resolution (S/1121):

“The Security Council,

“Having received an application for the admis-
sion of the State of Israel to the United Nations;

“Noting that the General Assembly has ap-
pointed a Conciliation Commission for Palestine;
and

“Bearing in mind that action has not yet been
completed in pursuance of the Security Council’s
resolutions of 4 November and 16 November,

“Decides to postpone consideration of the above-
mentioned application.”

The representative of the UNITED STATES oF
AMERICA considered that it would help the Cop-
ciliation Commission in its work if the Security
Council were to recommend admission of Israe]
to the United Nations. If the majority of the men.-
bers of the Council believed that such a recom-
mendation should be made, that fact should be
made known, and should be part of the background
against which the Conciliation Commission woul(
seek to discharge its responsibilities. He did not
agree that the various changes made in the text
of the resolution establishing the Conciliatioy
Commission during the General Assembly’s dis-
cussion constituted an indication of the views of
the General Assembly upon the question under
consideration.

The representative of the UNioN oF Sovigr
SociaList REPUBLICS maintained that the terr-
tory of the State of Israel had been defined by
General Assembly resolution 181 {II) of 29 No-
vember 1947, which was still in force. The State
of Israel had given convincing proof of its compli-

ance with the Security Council’s decisions, and

official information had been received from the
representative of Israel on the murder of Count
Bernadotte. It was apparent that the Government
of Israel was taking steps to carry out the resolu-
tions of 4 and 16 November 1948 Criticism which
had been voiced in that respect was baseless. '

At the 385th meeting (15 December). the rep-
resentative of Syria pointed out that the vote in
the First Committee of the General Assembly
indicated that there were many delegations who
favoured an advisory opinion of the International
Court of Justice regarding the Palestine question,

He submitted the following draft .
(S/1125) : g draft resolution

“The Security Council,

“Noting the contentions raised by one of the
members to the effect that the application of the
‘State of Israel’ for admission to membership of
the United Nations is not worthy of being recom-
mended, owing to the fact that the international
status of Palestine at the termination of the Man-
date on 15 May 1948 is not yet established so as to
permit a legitimate creation of a Jewish sovereign
state m any part of that country against the wishes
of the majority of its population, and the recogni-
tion of that state by certain member nations as

de facto authority does not entitle this de facto

authority to enjoy sovereign equality with the
de jure authority and sovereignty of the other
member States under the provisions of the Charter
of the United Nations,

“Decides to request an advisory legal opinion:
of the International Court of Justice under Article
96 of the Charter and Chapter IV of the Statute
of the Court on the following questions:

“l. Do the recommendations of the General
Assembly in the resolution of 29 November 1947
for a partition plan with economic union, which
was rejected by the Arabs of Palestine, create right
to the Jewish minority to proclaim their separate
state at the termination of the Mandate on the area
assigned to them by that resolution ?

“2. What .is tl}e international status of Palestine
allg the termination of the Mandate on 15 May
487 .

“3. Under the present circumstances would the
Security Council be acting in conformity with the
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United Nations Charter and the international law
if it recommended the admission of the _State of
Israel to membership in the United Nations?

“4. Is the General Assembly empowered to
partition Palestine between Arabs and Jews with-
out consulting the lawful inhabitants of the country
in securing their consent?

“The Secretary-General is requested to supply
the Court with all information and documents
which the Court may require to clarify the ques-
tion.”

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AmERIcA opposed the draft resolutions submitted
by the representatives of Syria and the United
Kingdom (S/1125, and S/1121).

The representative of ARGENTINA considered
that Israel fulfilled the requirements of Article
4 of the Charter and stated that his delegation
would support the application.” He opposed the
United Kingdom and Syrian draft resolutions.

The representative of FRANCE said that, in view
of the difficulty of determining whether the ad-
mission of Israel at that stage would help provide
a basis for reopening negotiations to re-establish
peace in Palestine, it would be better to delay a
decision for a month. He submitted the following
draft resolution (S/1127):

“The Security Council,

“Having recetved from the Provisional Govern-
ment of Israel, an application for the admission
of the State of Israel to membership in the United
Nations,

“Considering the situation in Palestine as a
whole ;

“Decides to postpone for one month the con-
sideration of the above-mentioned application.”

At the 386th meeting (17 December), the rep-
resentative of CoLoMBIA supported the application
of the Provisional Government of Israel and op-

posed the United Kingdom and French draft
resolutions,

The representative of the UNioN oF Sovier
SociaList REPUBLICS considered that the United
Kingdom draft resolution was intended to prevent
the admission of Israel to membership in the
United Nations. He also opposed the Syrian draft
resolution, pointing out that the General Assembly
had clearly decided against such a step. He opposed
postponement of a decision on the Israeli appli-
cation.

Decisions: At the 386th meeting on 17 Decem~
ber 1948, the Security Council put to the vote the
three draft resolutions and the application of Israel.

The United Kingdom draft resolution (S/1121)
was not adopted. There were 4 wvotes in favour
(Belgium, China, Syria, United Kingdom), with
7 abstentions.

The French draft resolution (S/1127) was not
adopted. There were 6 votes in favour, with 5
abstentions.

The Syrian draft resolution (S/1125) was not
adopted. There were 2 wvotes in favour (Belgium,
Syria), with 9 abstentions.

The Israeli application for admission to member-
ship in the United Nations did not receive the
recommendation of the Security Council. There
were 5 votes in favour, 1 against (Syria), with

5 abstentions (Belgium, Canada, China, France,
United Kingdom).

By a letter dated 24 February 1949 (S/1267)
to the Secretary-General, the representative of
IsraEL requested that remewed consideration be
given to his Government’s application (5/1093)
for membership in the United Nations.

The Security Council resumed consideration of
the application of Israel at the 413th meeting (3
March).

At the 414th meeting (4 March) the represen-
tative of the Unrrtep KingpoM said that, in the
absence of clarification of the Israeli Govern-
ment’s intentions regarding the General Assem-
bly’s recommendations concerning Jerusalem and
the Arab refugees, he would not be able to sup-
port the Israeli application. As had previously. been
made clear, however, his delegation did not intend
to use its privileged vote to block the admission
of any State which obtained the requisite majority.
He would therefore have to abstain when this
question was put to the vote.

The representative of Norway said that, in
principle, his Government favoured the admission
of Israel and would support the application despite
doubts as to the timing of the decision.

The representative of Egypr considered that
taking action on the application under discussion
would not only be untimely but would be an affront
to humanity. The Jews were driving three-quar-
ters of the people of Palestine from their homes,
and there were many other considerations tending
against accepting the Jewish application. The peo-
ple of the Middle East could hardly have great
confidence in, and reverence for, the United Na-
tions if that application was accepted and, indeed,
given preferred treatment.

The representrtives of Canapa and Cusa sup-
ported the application of Israel.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AwMERICA submitted a draft resolution (S/1276)
which recommended to the General Assembly that
it admit Israel to membership in the United Na-
tions.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SociarisT REPuBLICS reiterated support of the
Israeli application. Certain outside forces had
bent numerous efforts to thwart any peaceful
solution of the Palestine problem and to foil the
immediate creation of independent Jewish and
Arab States in accordance with General Assem-
bly resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947;
consequently, the Palestine problem was still be-
fore the Council. The USSR representative con-
sidered that the problems of the Arab refugees
and of the admission of Israel were linked only in
the sense that a more rapid achievement of peace
in Palestine would more rapidly solve the probiem
of Arab refugees.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
Sociarist REpUBLIC said that the position of his
Government and that of the USSR Government
had been one of consistency and of high principle
from the beginning of the Palestine question. He
supported the Israeli application for admission.

. Decision: At the 414th meeting on 4 March
1949, the United States draft resolution (S/1276)
was adopted by 9 votes to 1 (Egypt), with 1 absten-
tion (United Kingdom).



F. Application of Nepal

By a letter dated 13 February 1949 addressed
to the Secretary-General, the Director-General of
the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the Govern-
ment of Nepal applied, on behalf of his Govern-
ment, for the admission of Nepal to membership
in the United Nations (S/1266). On 10 March,
the Government of Nepal submitted its declara-

tion of acceptance of the obligations contained in
the Charter (S/1266/Add.1).

The Security Council, on 8 April, referred thig
application to its Committee on the Admission of
New Members for consideration and report. On
24 May, during the examination of the applica-
tion, the Committee adopted a resolution request-
ing the Government of Nepal to supply additional
information concerning Nepal and particularly
concerning its sovereignty and independence,



Chapter 11

RESPECTIVE FUNCTIONS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL AND THE TRUSTEE-
~ SHIP COUNCIL WITH REGARD TO STRATEGIC TRUST AREAS

Introductory note. As indicated in chapter 12
of the last annual report (A/620), the question of
the respective functions of the Security Council
and the Trusteeship Council with regard to
strategic trust areas had arisen after the coming
into force of the Trusteeship Agreement for the
Pacific Islands. The Security Council referred
the question to its Committee of Experts. The
report of the Committee (S/642) contained a
draft resolution recommended by the majority
of the Committee, and a Polish draft resolution.
A commiittee of three members of the Security
Council and a similar committee of the Trustee-
ship Council were appointed to study the question.

A. Report of the Committee designated
by the Security Council

The report, dated 23 July 1948 (S/916), on
the joint meetings of both Committees comprised
a statement of the President of the Trusteeship
Council embodying the various observations of the
majority of his Council in relation to the draft
resolution recommended by the Committee of Ex-
perts. The members of the Trusteeship Council,
while expressing their approval of the proposed
resolution as a whole, wished to state clearly their
interpretation concerning in particular the second
and third paragraphs of the draft. The views of
the representative of the Ukrainian SSR appeared
in an addendum (S/916/Add.1) to the report.

B. Discussion by the Security Couneil

At the 415th meeting (7 March 1949), the
above documents were brought to the attention of
the Council.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA pointed out that, in his opinion, article
13 of the Trusteeship Agreement had already
provided a solution of the problem. Nevertheless,
he expressed the support of his Government for
the draft resolution recommended by the Com-
mittee of Experts.

He contended that the Security Council, under
Article 83, paragraph 3, of the Charter, was under
the obligation to avail itself of the assistance of
the Trusteeship Council, which moreover was the
qualified organ of the United Nations to deal with
these questions. The general responsibility of the
Security Council was maintained, nevertheless, by
the establishment of a delay for the forwarding of
the questionnaire and by the necessary communi-
cation of all reports and documents of the Trus-
teeship Council concerning the strategic areas.

The representative of the UnioN oF Sovier
SociALisT REPUBLICS, after having stressed the
basic role of the Security Council in this matter,
declared that he did not object to the definition
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of the tasks of the Trusteechip Council as pro-
posed by the Committee of Experts. He especially
wished to draw the Council’s attention to the fact
that the draft resolution recommended by the Com-
mittee of Experts did not apply only to the
Trusteeship Agreement for the Pacific Islands
but also to all future trusteeship agreements con-
cerning any territory. Because of that general
character of the draft, he did not consider it
possible to vote for it.

The representative of EGypT emphasized the
essential competence of the Trusteeship Council
in relation to the welfare of the inhabitants of the
strategic areas. He considered that the draft reso-
lution had not attained the desirable balance which
the Charter had tried to creaie between the two
Councils in this matter.

C. Res;)lution of 7 March 1949

Decision: At the 415th meeting on 7 March
1949, the Security Council adopted the draft reso-
lution recommended by the Commitice of Experts
(S/642), by 8 votes, with 3 abstentions (Egypt,
Ukraiman Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics). The text of the resolu-
tion follows:

“Whereas Article 83, paragraph 3, of the
Charter provides that the Security Council shall,
subject to the provisions of the Trusteeship Agree-
ments and without prejudice to security considera-
tions, avail itself of the assistance of the Trustee-
ship Council to perform those functions of the
United Nations under the Trusteeship System
relating to political, economic, social and educa-
tional matters in the strategic areas,

“The Security Cousnctl
“Resolves:

1. That the Trusteeship Council be requested,
subject to the provisions of the Trusteeship
Agreements or parts thereof in respect of strategic
areas, and subject to the decisions of the Security
Council made having regard to security consider-
ations from time to time, to perform in accordance
with its own procedures, on behalf of the Security
Council the functions specified in Articles 87 and
88 of the Charter relating to the political, eco-
nomic, social and educational advancement of the
inhabitants of such strategic areas.

“2. That the Trusteeship Council be requested
to send to the Security Council, one month before
forwarding to the Administering Authority, a
copy of the questionnaire formulated in accord-
ance with Article 88 of the Charter and any amend-
ruents to such questionnaire which may be made
from time to time by the Trusteeship Council.

“3. That the Secretzry-General be requested to
advise the Security Council of all reports and



petitions received from or relating to strategic
areas under trusteeship, and to send copies there-
of, as soon as possible after receipt, to the Trus-
teeship Council for examination and report to the
Security Council.

“4. That the Ttusteeship Council be requested
to submit to the Security Conncil its repocts and
recommendations on political, economic and edu-
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cational matters affecting strategic areas under
trusteeship.”

The PresipEnT then stated that the Counci]
accepted the interpretation of the resolution which
had been agreed upon by the majority of the Tius-
teeship Countil and expressed in documiént S/916,
That statement was dccepted by the Council with-
out objection.



Chapter 12

CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH A STATE WHICH IS A PARTY TO THE STATUTE

OF THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE BUT IS NOT A MEMBER OF

THE UNITED NATIONS MAY PARTICIPATE IN ELECTING THE MEMBERS
OF THE COURT

As indicated in a previous report (A/366), the
Security Council, at its 78th meeting (30 October
1946), considered a communication (S/185)
_ from the Chief of the Swiss Federal Political De-
partment, expressing the desire of the Swiss
Federal Council to ascertain the conditions on
which Swiizerland could, in pursuance of Article
93, paragraph 2, of the Charter, become a party
to the Statute of the International Court of Justice.
The communication was referred by the Security
Council to its Committee of Experts for consider-
ation and report.

At the 80th meeting (15 November 1946), the
Council adopted the recommendation on this
matter from its Committee of Experts (S/191)
and decided to forward it to the General Assem-
bly.

On 11 December 1946, the General Assembly
adopted the recommendation of the Security
Council (resolution 91 (I)).

In a letter dated 2 August 1948 (S5/947), the
Acting Secretary-General transmitted to the Presi-
dent of the Security Council the instrument by
which Switzerland had become a party to the
Statute of the International Court of Justice on
28 July 1948, when the instrument was deposited
with the Secretary-General. In that letter, the
Acting Secretary-General called attention to
Article 4, paragraph 3, of the Statue of the Inter-
national Court of Justice relating to the conditions
under which parties to the Stutute which are not
Members of the United Nauons may participate
in electing the members of the Court, and also to
Article 69 of the Statut:, concerning the partici-
pation of such Statcs in the procedure for making
amendments co the Statute. The Acting Secretary-
General suggested that the Security Council might
wish to consider whether to make recommenda-
tions under Article 4, paragraph 3 and Article 69
of the Statute at that time, in view of the fact
that an election of five members of the Interna-
tional Court of Justice would be held at the third
session of the General Assembly.

It is recalled that the Committee of Experts, in
1ts report to the Security Council (S/191), had
observed that Articles 4 and 69 of the Statute per-
mitted the General Assembly, on the recommenda-
tion of the Security Council, to set generally appli-
cable conditions on which non-member States
which were parties to the Statute might partici-
pate in electing members of the Court and in the
making of amendments to the Statute. The Com-
muttee had also observed that the time to determine
those conditions would come after Switzerland or
some other non-member State had actually acceded
to the Statute.
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On 12 August 1948, the representative of Bel-
gium submitted to the Security Council a draft
resolution (S/969) in conformity with the opinion
expressed by the Committee of Experts.

At the 360th meeting (28 September) the
Security Council examined and unanimously
adopted the Belgian draft resolution, which reads
as follows:

“Whereas, having complied with the conditions
set out on 11 December 1946, by the General
Assembly pursuant to Article 93, paragraph 2 of
the Charter, the Swiss Confederation has become
a party to the Statute of the International Court «°
Justice; and whereas it has even, under Article
36 of the Statute, accepted the compulsory juris-
diction of the Court;

“W hereas the Assembly will have to hold at its
next session elections of members of the Court;

“Whereas it consequently behooves the Security
Council to make the Assembly the recommenda-
tions provided by Article 4, paragraph 3, of the
Statute of the Court, which concern any State, a
party to the Statute, but -not a Member of the
United Nations;

“The Security Council

“Recomsmends to the General Assembly to de-
termine as follows the conditions under which a
State, a party to the Statute of the Court but not
a Member of the United Nations, may participate
in electing the members of the International Court
of Justice:

“l, Such a State shall be on an equal footing
with the Members of the United Nations in re-
spect to those provisions of the Statute which
regulate the nominations of candidates for election
by the General Assembly;

“2. Such a State shall participate, in the General
Assembly, in electing the members of the Court
in the same manner as the Members of the United
Nations;

“3. Such a State, when in arrears in the payment
of its contribution to the expenses of the Court,
shall not participate in electing the members of the
Court in the General Assembly, if the amount of
its arrears equals or exceeds the amount of the
contribution due from it for the preceding two
full years. The General Assembly may, neverthe-
less, permit such a State to participate in the
elections, if it is satisfied that the failure to pay is
due to conditions beyond the control of that State
(Cf. Charter, Article 19)”.

The recommendation of the Security Council
was adopted by the General Assembly without
change at its 150th plenary meeting (resolution
264 (I11)).



Chapter 13
ELECTION OF FIVE MEMBERS TO THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE

Article 13, paragraph 1, of the Statute of the
International Court of Justice stipulates that mem-
bers of the Court are elected for nine years and
may be re-elected but provided, however, that the
terms of office of five of the fifteen judges elected
at the first election, held on 6 February 1946, were
to expire at the end of three years. Consequently,
with the terms of five of these judges coming to
an end on 5 February 1949, the General Assembly
and the Security Council, voting independently on
22 October 1948, elected five members to the In-
ternational Court of Justice to fill those vacancies.

Four out of ‘the five retiring members were re-
elected by the Security Council on its first ballot,
at the 369th meeting (22 October). After five
other ballots, held in the course of the same meet-
ing, the Security Council elected, as fifth member

to the Court, Sir Benegal Narsinga Rau (India).
The four retiring members re-elected by the
Security Council were also re-elected by the
General Assembly, at its 152nd plenary meeting
(22 October), so that only one vacancy remained
to be filled. The Security Council, at its 371st
meeting (22 October), re-elected on the second
ballot Mr. Milovan Zoricic, who was re-elected by
the General Assembly at its 153rd plenary meeting
on the same date.

The following judges have thus been re-elected
for another period of nine years:

Abdel Hamid Badawi Pasha (Egypt);
Mr. Hsu Mo (China) ;

Mr. J. E. Read (Canada) ;

Mr. Bohdan Winiarski (Poland);

Mr. Milovan Zoricic (Yugoslavia).

Chepter 14

APPLICATION OF LIECHTENSTEIN TO BECOME A PARTY TO THE STATUTE
OF THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE

By letter dated 24 March 1949 (S/1298 and
S/1298/Corr.1), the Swiss Office for Liaison with
the United Nations transmitted a letter dated &
March 1949 from the Government of the Princi-
pality of Liechtenstein expressing its desire to
learn the conditions under which Liechtenstein
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could become a party to the Statute of the Interna-
tional Court of Justice.

On 8 April, the Council decided to refer the
application to the Committee of Experts for con-
sideration and report. The Committee met on 16
June to consider the matter and has submitted its
report (S/1342) to the Security Council.



Part 1V
THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

Chapter 15
WORK OF THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

A. Committee meetings

The Military Staff Committee held twenty-
eight regular meetings during the period under
review.

B. Examination of Article 43 of the
Charter

In accordance with the directives issued by the
Security Council on 16 February 1946, the Mili-
tary Staff Committee continued its examination
of the provisions of Article 43 of the United Na-
tions Charter from the military point of view.

As stated in chapter 14 of the last annual report
(A/620), pending the completion of the examina-
tion by the Security Council of the Military Staff
Committee’s report (S/336) dated 30 April 1947
on the general principles governing the organiza-
tion of the armed forces to be made available to
the Security Council by the Member nations of
the United Nations, the Military Staff Committee
has undertaken a provisional consideration of the
over-all strength and composition of those forces,
as outlined in the programme of work adopted
by the Committee on 16 May 1947,

On 23 June 1948, the Military Staff Committee
completed its consideration of the report submit-
ted by its Sub-Committee on 23 December 1947.
However, unanimity on the question of the over-
all strength and composition of the armed forces
was not achieved.
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By letter dated 2 July 1948 (S/879), the Chair-
man of the Military Staff Committee informed the
President of the Security Council that the Military
Staff Committee was not in a position to under-
take the final review of the over-all strength and
composition of the armed forces and so make
further progress in that matter until agreement
had been reached in the Security Council on the
divergencies of view on the general principles
which had been reported to the Security Council
on 30 April 1947 (S5/336).

C. Future work of the Military Staff
Committee

Inasmuch as unanimity could not be achieved
on the question of the over-all strength and com-
position of the armed forces, the Military Staff
Committee proceeded to discuss its future work.
However, on this subject also the five delegations
were unable to agree unanimously. Two letters
were accordingly sent to the Security Council giv-
ing the divergent views. Document MS/417,
dated 6 August 1948, expressed the views of the
Chinese, French, United Kingdom and United
States delegations, and document MS/420, dated
16 August 1948, expressed the views of the dele-
gation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Since the dispatch of these letters, the Military
Staff Committee has continued, as a matter of
routine, to hold regular fortnightly meetings; but
no further discussion has taken place on the sub-
ject of the forces to be provided under Article 43
of the Charter.



Part V

MATTERS BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION

OF THE SECURITY

COUNCIL BUT NOT PLACED ON THE AGENDA

Chapter 16
THE INCIDENT ON THE COSTA-RICAN BORDER

On 12 December 1948, the representative of
Costa Rica sent a telegram (5/1116) to the Presi-
dent of the Security Council informing him that
the territory of Costa Rica had been invaded on
10 December by armed forces coming from Nica-
ragua.

Shortly thereafter the President of the Security
Council received a letter dated 15 December 1948
(S/1171) from the Chairman of the Council of the
Organization of American States, informing him
that his Organization had been seized of the ques-
tion on 11 December, and that it had established,
in accordance with the Inter-American Treaty of

Reciprocal Assistance, a Commission of Inquiry
to investigate the alleged incident on the scene.

During the following weeks, the Security
Council, in conformity with Article 54 of the
Charter of the United Nations, was kept informed
of the various activities undertaken by the Organi-
zation of American States in connexion with the
Costa Rican incident (5/1172, S/1239).

Finally, on 23 February 1949, the Chairman of
the Council of the Organization of American States
announced (S/1268) that Costa Rica and Nicara-
gua had signed a Pact of Friendship on 22
February, thus ending the incident peacefully.

Chapter 17
THE HAITIAN-DOMINICAN REPUBLIC INCIDENT

On 21 March 1949, the Government of Haiti
requested the good services of the Inter-American
Commission on Methods for the Peaceful Solution
of Conflicts to aid in reaching a peaceful settle-
ment of an alleged conflict with the Government
of the Dominican Republic. The Dominican Gov-
ernment, although denying the existence of such a
conflict, accepted the good services.

In accordance with the terms of Article 54 of
the Charter, the President of the Inter-American
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Commission, on 7 April 1949 (S/1307), requested
the Secretary-General to inform the Security
Councii of those facts.

Finally, on 20 June 1949, the President of the
Inter-American Commission reported (S/1346)
to the Secretary-General that, following a joint
Declaration of the Governments of the Dominican
Republic and of the Republic of Haiti, the situa-
tion submitted by the Government of Haiti on 21
March 1949 had been satisfactorily settled.



APPENDICES

Appendix 1

REPRESENTATIVES AND ALTERNATE REPRESENTATIVES ACCREDITED TO
THE SECURITY COUNCIL

The following representatives and alternate representatives were accredited to the Security Council
during the period covered by this report:

Argentina

Dr. José Arce
Dr. Rodolfo Mufioz

Belgium
M. Fernand van Langenhove
M. Joseph Nisot

Canada

The Hon. L. B. Pearson

General the Hon. A. G. L. McNaughton
Mr. R. G. Riddell

Mr. George Ignatieff

Mr. C. S. A. Ritchie

China
Dr. Tingfu F. Tsiang
Dr.C. L. Hsia
Dr. Shuhsi Hsu
Colombia
Dr. Roberto Urdaneta Arbelaez
Dr. Alberto Gonzalez Fernandez
Cuba

Dr. Alberto I, Alvarez
Dr. Gustavo Gutiérrez y Sanchez
Mr. José Miguel Ribas

Egypt!
Mahmoud Bey Fawzi

* Replaced Belgium, Colombia and Syria on the Security
Council on 1 January 1949.

France
M. Alexandre Parodi
M. Jean Chauvel
M. Guy de la Tournelle

Norway!
Mr. Finn Moe
Mr. Arne Sunde
Mr. Ivar Lunde
Mr. Bredo Stabell

Syria
Mr. Faris El-Khouri

Mr, Fayez El-Khouri
Mr. Rafik Asha

Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic

Dr. Dmitri Z. Manuilsky
Mr. Vasili A. Tarasenko

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Mr. Andrei Y. Vyshinsky
Mr. Yakov A. Malik
Mr. S. K. Tsarapkin

United Kingdom
Sir Alexander Cadogan
Sir Terence Shone
Mr. V. G. Lawford
Mr. Paul Falia
Mr. E. Dening
Mr. Harold Beeley

United States of America

The Hon. Warren R. Austin
Dr. Philip C. Jessup

Appendix Il
PRESIDENTS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

The following representatives held the office of President of the Security Council during the period
covered by the present report:

Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic
Dr. Dmitri Z. Manuilsky (1 to 31 July 1948)

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Mr. Yakov A. Malik (1 to 31 August 1948)

United Kingdom

Sir Alexander Cadogan (1 to 30 September
1948)

United States of America

Mr. Warren R. Austin (1 to 31 October 1948)
Argenting

Dr. José Arce (1 to 30 November 1948)
Belgium

M. Fernand van Langenhove (1 to 31 December
1948)
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Canada
General A. G. L. McNaughton (1 to 31 January
1949)
China
Dr. Tingfu F. Tsiang (1 to 28 February 1949)
Cuba
Mr. Alberto I. Alvarez {1 to 31 March 1949)

Egypt
Mahmoud Bey Fawzi (1 to 30 April 1949)

France

M. Jean Chauvel (1 to 31 May 1949)
Norway

Mr. Arne Sunde (1 to 30 June 1949)
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic

Dr. Dmitri Z. Manuilsky (1 to 31 July 1949)



Meeting

339th

340th
341st
342nd

343rd
344th

345th
346th
347th
(ciosed)

348th

349th
350th

351st

352nd
353rd

354th
355th

(closed)
356th

357th
358th
359th

360th

361st

362nd

363rd
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Appendix Il

MEETINGS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL DURING THE PERIOD FROM
16 JULY 1948 TO 15 JULY 1949

Subject Date
Jury 1948
The Palestine question. The Indo-
nesian question 27
The Palestine question 27
The Indonesian question 29
The Indonesian question 29
Aucust 1948
The Palestine question 2
The question of the Free Territory
of Trieste 4
The question of the Free Territory
of Trieste. The Palestine question 10
The question of the Free Territory
of Trieste 10
Report of the Security Council to
the General Assembly 12
The question of the Free Territory
of Trieste 13
The Palestine question 13
The question of the Free Territory
of Trieste 16
Admission of Ceylon to the United
Nations 18
The Palestine question 18
Scheduling of meeting on the Pales-
tine question. The question of the
Free Territory of Trieste 19
The question of the Free Territory
of Trieste. The Palestine question 19
Report of the Security Council to
the General Assembly 19
The India-Pakistan question 30

SEPTEMBER 1948

Communications from the Govern-
ment of Hyderabad

Tributes to Count Bernadotte and
Colonel Sérot

Communications from the Govern-
ment of Hyderabad

Communications from the Govern-
ment of Hyderabad. Participation
of Switzerland in the Interna-
tional Court of Justice

16

18

20

28

OcroBER 1948

Application of rule 20 of the rules of
procedure, methods of interpreta-
tion to be employed. Inclusion in
the agenda of the identic notifica-
tions concerning Berlin?

Inclusion in the agenda of identic
notifications concerning Berlin?

Identic notifications concerning Ber-
lin?

4

4

6

*The item inscribed on the agenda follows: Identic
Notifications dated 29 September 1948 from the Govern-
ments of the French Republic, the United Kingdom and
the United States of America to the Secretary-General.

Meeting Subject Date

364th  Identic notifications concerning Ber-
lin?

365th  The Palestine question

366th  Identic notifications concerning Ber-
lin?

367th  The Palestine question

368th  Identic notifications concerning Ber-
lin?

369th  Election of five members to the In-
ternational Court of Justice

370th  Identic notifications concerning Ber-
lin?

371st  Election of five members to the In-
ternational Court of Justice

372nd  Identic notifications concerning Ber-
lin?

373rd  The Palestine question

374th  The Palestine question

375th  The Palestine question

6
14

15
19

19
22
22
22

25
26
28
29

NovEMBER 1948

376th  The Palestine question
377th  The Palestine question

378th  The Palestine question
(closed)

379th  The Palestine question
380th  The Palestine question
381st  The Palestine question

382nd The India-Pakistan question. The
Hyderabad question

4
4
9

10
15
16

25

DECEMBER 1948

383rd  Application of Israel for member-
ship in the United Nations

384th  Application of Israel for membership
in the United Nations. Applica-
tion of Ceylon for membership in
the United Nations. The Hydera-
bad question

385th  Application of Israel for member-
ship in the United Nations

386th  Application of Israel for member-
ship in the United Nations

387th  Procedure in the Security Council.
Postponement of meeting

388th  The Indonesian question
389th  The Indonesian question
390th  The Indonesian question
391st  The Indonesian question
392nd  The Indonesian question

393rd  The Indonesian question. The Pal-
estine question

394th  The Palestine question

395th  The Palestine question. The Indo-
nesian question

396th  The Palestine question. The Indo-
nesian question

2

15

17

17

20
22
22
23
23
24

27
28

28

29



Meeting

- 397th
398th
399th

400th -

401st

402nd
403rd
404th
405th
406th

407th -

408th

409th

410th -

411th

412th
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Subject Date | Meeting Subject Date
JaNuUary 1949 MarcH 1949
The Indonesian question 7 | 413th  Egyptian-Israeli Armistice. Applica-
The Indonesian question 1 %on.for membership in the United
. ) . ations 3

The India-Pakis*an question 13 | 414th  Application of Israel for member-

The Indonesian qi.2_tion 14 ship in the United Nations 4

The Indonesian question 17 | 415th  Application of Articles 87 and 88 of

. . 21 the Charter with regard to the

The Indonesian question Pacific Islands under strategic

The Indonesian question 25 trusteeship of the United States

The Indonesi estion 27 of America 7
° donesTan a 1 27 416th  The Indonesian question 10

The In onesTan questfon 417th The Indonesian question 11

The Indonestan question 28 | 418th  The Indonesian question 14

' 419th  The Indonesian question 16
FeBrUARY 1949 | 420th  The Indonesian question 21
o . 421st  The Indonesian question 23

Prohibition of the atomic weapon 422nd  Appointment of a Governor for the
and regulation. and reduction of Free Territory of Trieste 28
armaments 8

o . ApriL 1949

Prohibition of the atomic weapon 423rd  Report of the Committee on the Ad-
and regulation and reduction of mission of New Members to the
armaments 10 Security Council concerning the

Application of the Republic of Korea application of the Republic of
for membership in the United Korea for membership in the
Nations. Letter from the repre- United Nations. Apppcat'lon of
sentative of the Union of Soviet Nepal for membership in the
Socialist Republics concerning the United Nations. Application of
application of the Democratic the Principality of Liechtenstein
People’s Republic of Korea for to become a party to the Statute
membership in the United Nations 15 ?istti}cle International Court of 8

o .

The Indonesian question. Letter Mav 1949
from the representative of the 424th  Appointment of a Governor for the
Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- Free Territory of Trieste. The
lics concerning the application of Hyderabad question 10
the Democratic People’s Republic 425th  The Hyderabad question 15
of Korea for membership in the 426th  The Hyderabad question 24
United Nations _ 16 JunE 1949

Avppoint £ £ 427th  Admission of new Members .16
%Prc:: ’Iriiﬁtgryao?%:ﬁ?sltog or the 17 | 428th  Admission of new members 21

_ 420th  Admission of new Members 24

Appointment of a Governor for the Jury 1949

Free Territory of Trieste 21 | 430th  Admission of new Members 11

Appendix IV

REPRESENTATIVES, CHAIRMEN AND PRINCIPAL SECRETARIES OF THE

Chinese Delegation

General of the Army Ho
Ying-chin, Chinese Army

Lt.-General
tsu, Chinese Air Force

Major-General Tai Chien,
Chinese Army

Captain Tang Chin-siao,
Chinese Navy

Commeodore Kao Ju-fon,
Chinese Navy

MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

REPRESENTATIVES OF EACH SERVICE
(18 June 1948 to 23 June 1949)

Period of Service

18 June 1948
to 21 February 1649

French Delegation Period of Service

Général de Division P. 18 June 1948
Billotte, French Army  to present time

18 June 1948
to present time

Mow Pong- Contre-Amiral R. Wiet- 18 June 1948

zel, French Navy to 30 April 1949

22 February 1949

to present fime Général de Brigade P. Fay, 18 June 1948

French Air Force to 6 January 1949

18 June 1948

to 15 October 1948 | Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics Delegation

Lt-General A. Ph. Vasi- 18 June 1948
liev, Soviet Army to present time

16 October 1948
to present time




EAY4

Vice-Admiral V. L. Bog- 18 June 1948 United States Delegation
denko, USSR Navy to 21 Octobe; 1948 Admiral H. K. Hewitt, 18 June 1948

Lt-General A. R. Shara- 18 June 1948 United States Navy  to 27 February 1949

pov, USSR Air Force  to present time
Vice-Admiral B. H. Pieri, 28 February 1949

United Kingdom Delegation United States Navy to present time
General Sir Edwin L. 18 June 1948
Morris to 1 July 1948
Lt.-Geneal M. B. Ridg- 18 June 1948
General Sir Richard L. 2 July 1948 way, United States Army to 1 July 1948
McCreery to present time
Air Vice-Marshal G. E. 18 June 1948 Lt.-General Willis D. Crit- 2 July 1948
Gibbs to present time tenberger, United States to present time
Army
Rear-Admiral W. R. Slay- 18 June 1948
ter to 12 August 1948
Lt.-General H. R. Har- 18 June 1948
Rear-Admiral Lord Ash- 13 August 1948 mon, United States Air to present time
bourne fo present time Force

CHAIRMEN AND PRINCIPAL SECRETARIES

Meeting Date Chasrman Principal Secretary Delegation
1948
July
78th 1 Lt.-General A. Ph. Vasiliev, Colonel V. M. Studenov, Union of Soviet So-
Soviet Army Soviet Army cialist Republics

79th 15 Lt-General A. R. Sharapov,
USSR Air Force

8th 29
August
81st 3 General Sir Richard L. Colonel T. E. Williams, United Kingdom
McCreery British Army
82nd 6
83rd 19
September
84th 2 Admiral H. K. Hewitt, United Colonel Arno H. Luehman United States of
States Navy United States Air Force America
8&5th 16 Rear-Admiral W. K. Harrill, Lt.-Colonel L. R. Moore,
United States Navy United States Air Force
8th 30 Lt.-Colonel F. W. Norris,
United States Army
October
87th 14 Lt.-General Mow Pong-tsu, Lt.-Colonel Chang Shung-
Chinese Air Force Sang, Chinese Air Force Chnina
88th 28
November
89th 10 Général de Division P. Billotte, Commander V. Marchal, France
French Army French Navy
Ath .4 Commander (S. C.) J. Dela-
borde, French Navy
December
91st 9 Lt.-General A. R. Sharapov, Colonel V. M. Studenov, Union of Soviet So-
USSR Air Force Soviet Army cialist Republics
92nd 23
1949
January
93rd 6 General Sir Richard L. Colonel T. E. Williams, United Kingdom
McCreery British Army

94th 20 Rear-Admiral Lord Ashbourne



Meeting ~6te Chairman Principal Secretary Delegation

Eebruary

95th 3  Admiral H, K. Hewitt, United Colonel Arno H. Luehman, United States of
States Navy United States Air Force America

g6th 17

March

97th 3 Major-General Tai Chien, Lt.-Colonel Chang Shung- China
Chinese Army Sang, Chinese Air Force

98th 17

g9th 31 Lt.-General Mow Pong-tsu,
Chinese Air Force

April
100th 14 Général de Division P. Billotte, Major F. Fournier, French France
- French Army Air Force
101st 28
May
102nd 12 Lt.-General A. Ph. Vasiliey, Colonel V. M. Studenov, Union of Soviet So-
Soviet Army Soviet Army cialist Republics
103rd 26
June
104th 9 General Sir Richard L. Major H. Baker-Baker, United Kingdom
McCreery British Army
105th 23 Colonel T. E, Williams,

British Army
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