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In favour: Denmark, France, Greece, Luxem­
bourg, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Union of
South Africa, United Kingdom, Belgium.

Again,st: Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, China, Colombia,
Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti,
Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia,
Mexico, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Pakistan,
Panama, Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Siam,
Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Australia.

Abstaining: Canada, Dominican Republic, Peru,
Turkey, United States of America, Argentina.

The result of the vote was, lOin !a'l/ottr, 40
against, atl,d 6 abstentions. The Norwegian pro­
posal was re/ected.

The PRESIDENT put the recommendation of the
General Committee to the vote.

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows:
France, having been drawtI by lot by the Presi­

dent, voted first:
In favour: Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India,

Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, NewZealand,
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Po­
land, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Syria, Ukrainian Soviet·
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics, United States of America, Uruguay, Ye­
men, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Australia, Bolivia,
Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re­
public, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, Egypt, El
Salvador, Ethiopia.

Against: Netherlands, Union of South Africa,
Belgium.

Abstaining: France, Greece, Luxembourg, Nor­
way, Peru, Sweden, Turkey, United Kingdom,
Venezuela, Argentina, Denmark, Dominican Re­
public.

The result of the vote was 41 in favour, 3
against, and 12 abstentions. The recommendation
was adopted.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the General
Committee had also recommended the allocation
of the Indonesian question to the First Committee,
it being understood that the item might later be re­
ferred to the Ad Hoe Political Committee should
the progress of the work of the two Committees
make such a transfer advisable.

The reeom'mendation was adopted.
The meeting rose at 5.50 p.m.

HUNDRED AND NINETY-FIRST
PLENARY MEETING

Held at Flushing Meadow, New York,
on Wednesday, 13 April 1949, at 11 a.m.
President: Mr. H. V. EVATT (Australia).

136. Agenda of the third session of the
General Assembly: report of the
General Committee (A/829) (con­
tinued)

The PRESIDENT requested the Assembly to take
a decision on the recommendation contained in
paragraph 5 of the report of the General Com-
mittee. .

13 April 1949

Votent pour: Danemark, France, Grece, Lu­
xembourg, Pays-Bas, Norvege, Suede, Union Sud­
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Belgique.

Votent contre: Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, Re­
publique socialiste sovietique de Bielortlssie, Chili,
Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Tchecosto­
vaquie, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie,
Guatemala, HaIti, Honduras, lnde, Iran, lrak,
Liban, Liberia, Mexique, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nica­
ragua, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Pologne,
Arabie saoudite, Siam, Syrie, Republique soda­
liste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques
socialistes sovietiques, Uruguay, Venezuela, Ye­
men, Yougoslavie, Afghanistan, Australie.

5'abstiemtent: Canada, Republique Domini­
caine, Perou, Turquie, Etats-Unis d'Amerique,
Argentine.

Il y a 10 voir pour, 40 voi.. contre et 6 absten­
tions. La proposition de la N orvege est re/etee.

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la recommandation
du Bureau.

Il est prbced6 au vote par appel nom.inal.
L'appel commence par la Fra,nee, dont le nom

est tire au sort par le Presidmt.
V otent pour: Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Inde,

Iran, lrak, Liban, Liberia, Mexique, Nouvelle­
Zelande, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Panama, Philip­
pines, Pologne, Arabie saoudite, Siam, Syrie, Re­
publique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Etats-Unis
d'Amerique, Uruguay, Yemen, Yougoslavie, Af­
ghanistan, Australie, Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie,
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bietorussie,
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica,
Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, Equateur, Egypte, Salva­
clor, Ethiopie.

Votent contre: Pays-Bas, Union Suc1-Africaine,
Belgique.

5'abstiennent: France, Grece, Luxembourg,
Norvege, Perou, Suede, Turquie, Royaume-Uni,
Venezuela, Argentine, Danemark, Republique
Dominicaine.

Il y a 41 voi.~ pour, 3 voix contre et 12 absten­
tions. La recol'lt1nandation est adoptee.

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que le Bureau a egale­
ment recommande de renvoyer la question d'lndo­
nesie it la Premiere Commission, etant entendu
C1u'elle pourrait etre renvoyee ulterieurement a
la Commission politique speciale si les progres du
travail dans les deux Com11lissions rendaient cette
mesure necessaire.

Cette reco11-Mnendation est adoptee.
La seance est levee a 17 h. 50.

CENT QUATRE-VINGT.ONZIEME
SEANCE PLENlERE

Tenue (j, Flushing Meadow, New-York,
le 11tercredi 13 avril 1949, d 11 heures.

President: M. H. V. EVATT (Australie).

136. Ordre du jour de la troisieme ses·
sion de I'AssemhIee generale: rap·
port du Bureau (A/8~9) (suite)

Le PRESIDENT invite l'Ass.emblee cL se pronon­
cer sur la recommandation figurant au paragraphe
5 clu rapport du Bureau.
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The President of the Security Council had ad­
dressed a letter (A/8IB) to the President of the
General Assembly communicating to him t,he reso­
lution in which the Security Council recommended
to the General Assembly the admission of Israel
to membership in the United Nations.

Sir Mohammed ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan)
pointed out that the General Committee's recom­
mendation was twofold: the Committee recom­
mended, on the one hand, that the General Assem­
bly should include Israel's application in the
agenda of the third session; on the other hand, it
recommended that the Assembly should itself take
a decision on the matter, without referring it to a
Committee. The representative of Pakistan thought
the two parts of the recommendation required
separate decisions.

He did not doubt that the members of the Gen­
eral Committee had had excellent reasons for for­
mulating the second part of the recommendati~n.

He did not understand, however, why any deVIa­
tion should be made from the procedure which
had always been followed in the past, save in two
eases. That procedure was that any application
approved by the Security Council was referred to
the First Committee of the General Assembly;
the Assembly took its decision only on the basis
of the First Committee's report.

The Pakistan representative recalled that his
own country's application had been considered in
accordance with the procedure which he had just
described, although the decision to be made in the
case of Pakistan had been merely a matter of
form. India had already been a Member of the
United Nations; after its division into two sov­
ereign States, it had been natural that those two
States should belong to the Organization. In that
connexion, some Member States, including Ar­
gentina,! had thought either that the two States
should be admitted automatically to the United
Nations or that both should submit applications
for admission. In any event, the application of
Pakistan, after receiving the unanimous approval
of the Security Counci1,2 had been referred to the
First Committee for consideration;3 and mean­
while the representatives of Pakistan had attended
the discussions of the General Assembly as mere
visitors.

Article 4 of the Charter provided that, in order
. to become a Member of the United Nations, a

State must be peace-loving, must accept the obli­
gations contained in the Charter and, in the opin­
ion of the Organization, must be able and willing
to carry out those obligations. The representative
of Pakistan did not wish to go into the substance
of the question, but he thought it advisable to
study with great care and to settle with delibera­
tion the questions raised in connexion with Israel's
application, which, less than any other, could be
treated as a purely formal application.

The representative of Pakistan therefore thought
that the customary procedure should be applied
in considering Israel's application; he proposed
that the General Committee's recommendation
should be amended and that the Assembly should
decide to place Israel's application for admission

1 See Official Records of the second session of the Gen­
eral Assembly, First Committee, 59th meeting, and docu­
ment A/C.6/156.

• See Official Records of the Semrity Council, Second
Year, No. 78.

B See Official Records of the, second sesssion of the Gm­
eral Assembly, 9Ist plenary meeting.

Le President du Consei1 de securite a adresse
une 1ettre (A/SIS) au President de l'Assemb1ee
generale pour 1ui transmettre la resolution par
1aquelle le Consei1 de securite recommande a l'As­
semblee genera1e d'admettre Israel a ['Organisa­
tion des Nations Unies.

Sir Mohammed ZAFRULLAH KHAN (Pakistan)
fait observer que la recommandation du Bureau
est double: en effet, le Bureau recom1l1ande a
l'Assemb1ee genera1e d'une part d'inscrire la de­
mande d'Israe1 a 1'ordre du jour de sa troisieme
session et, d'autre part, de prendre une decision
elle-meme sur cette question sans la renvoyer a
une Commission. Le representant du Pakistan es­
time que 1es deux parties de cette recommandation
devraient faire l'objet de deux decisions distinctes.

Le representant du Pakistan ne doute pas que
1es membres du Bureau n'aient eu d'excellentes
raisons pour formu1er la seconde partie de la
recommandation. Toutefois, il ne voit pas pour­
quoi on s'ecarterait de la procedure qui a, jusqu'a­
10rs ete suivie dans tous 1es cas, a deux excep­
tions pres, et se10n laquelle. toute demande, une
fois approuvee par le Conseil de securite, est ren­
voyee a la Premiere Commission de l'Assemb1ee
genera1e, l'Assemb1ee ne se prononl;ant que sur
le rapport de la Premiere Commission.

Le representant du Pakistan rappelle que la
demande d'admission de son propre pays a ete
examinee se10n la procedure qu'i1 vient d'indi­
queI', bien que la decision a prendre dans le cas
du Pakistan ait ete de pure forme. En effet, l'Inde
etait deja Membre de l'Organisation des Nations
Unies; puisqu'elle etait desormais divisee en
deux Etats souverains, i1 etait normal que ces
deux Etats fissent partie de l'Organisation. A
cet egard, certains Etats Membres, dont l'Argen­
tine\ consicleraient que ·les deux Etats devaient
soit etre admis d'emb1ee comme Membres de
l'Organisation, soit presenter tous deux une de­
mande d'admission. Quoi qu'il en soit, la demande
du Pakistan, apres avoir recueilli l'approbation
unanime du Conseil de securite2

, a ete renvoyee a
la Premiere CommissionS pour examen, cependant
que 1es representants du Pakistan ass~staient ~u?C

debats de l'Assemb1ee en tant que sll11p1es VISI­
teurs.

L'Artic1e 4 de la Charte prevoit que, pour deve­
nir Membre de l'Organisation des Nations Unies,
i1 faut qu'l1n Etat soit pacifique, qu'il accepte 1es
obligations de la Charte et qu'i1 soit, au jugemellt
de l'Organisation, capable de 1es remplir et dis­
pose a le faire. Sans vouloir aborder le fond de
la question, le representant du Pakistan estime
qu'i1 y a lieu d'examiner avec soin et de ne tran­
cher qu'a bon escient les questions qui se posent
a propos de la demande ~'Israel, .c~lle-ci pouvant,
moins que toute autre, etre traltee comme une
demande de pure forme.

Le representant du Pakistan estime donc que
la demande d'Israe1 doit etre examinee se10n la
procedure habituelle; il propose d'amender la re­
commandation du Bureau de telle sorte que l'As­
semblee generale decide d'inscrire a l'ordre du
jour de sa troisieme session la demande d'admis-

1 Voir les Docwments officiels de la deuxieme session de
I'Assemblee generale, Premiere Commission, 5geme seance
et le document A/C.6/156.

• Voir les Proces-verbali,x officiels du CO1lSeil de sewrite,
deuxieme annee, No 78.

• Voir les Documents officiels de la deuxieme session
ae ['AssemblCe generale, 91eme seance pleniere.
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to membership in the United Nations on its
agenda and to discuss it on the basis of a report
fr0111 the First Committee.

Mr. RASMUSSEN (Denmark) believed that the
adoption of the General Committee's recommen­
dation to include in the agenda of the General
Assembly the question of the admission of Israel
without prior reference to a· Committee would
constitute a deviation from the customary pro­
cedure. He admitted that, in two cases, the Gen­
eral Assembly had accepted the applications of
two States without referring the matter to a Com­
mittee, but in both cases the applications had en­
countered no opposition.

In the case of Israel, however, there was, in the
first place, objection on the part of its neighbour­
ing States. Moreover, a discussion in the Commit­
tee would help to clear up certain important ques­
tions, such as the discrepancy between the existing
structure of the State of Israel and the original
Palestine partition plan,l the futlJre status of
Jerusalem and the fate of the Arab refugees in
Palestine. Mr. Rasmussen also deeply regretted
that the investigation of the murder of Count
Bernadotte, United Nations Mediator for Pales­
tine, had not yet produced any tangible result.

The delegation of Denmark consequently
thought it preferable to refer Israel's application
for membership to the competent Committee, and
supported the proposal which the Pakistan dele­
gation had submitted to that effect.

Mr. C. MALIK (Lebanon) considered that the
question was one of procedure j the General As­
sembly was called upon to decide whether or not
Israel's application for admission should be in­
cluded in the agenda and to which body it should
be referred for study and report.

The representative of Lebanon thought that it
might be asking too much of tbe General Assem­
bly to suggest that the item should not be placed
on its agenda. The fact was that the problem
originated from previous decisions of the United
Nations, and the Security Council itself, for whose
decisions Lebanon had always shown deep respect,
had already taken a decision on that application
for membership.

Mr. Malik wished, however, to reserve the posi­
tion which his delegation would take when the
time came to vote on the question whether that ap­
plication for admission should be included in the
agenda of the Assembly.

The representative of Lebanon considered that
in any case it was his right and even his duty to
ask that the Assembly should follow the normal
procedure, which was that the question should be
referred to the First Committee for study and re­
port, and that the General Assembly should then
give its ruling for or against the admission of
Israel to the United Nations. Mr. Malik shared the
view of the representative of Pakistan that if the
question were placed on the General Assembly's
agenda, it should not be given any preferential
treatment. In support of that argument, the repre­
sentative of Lebanon adduced three considerations
based on the very nature of the problem.

In the first place, the State of Israel differed
from other States which had applied for admis­
sion to the United Nations, in that the United

1 See Official Rec01'ds oj the second session of tha Gan­
erol Assembly, Resolutions, page 132.

sion d'Israel a l'Organisation des Nations Unies
et de l'examiner sur rapport df" la Premiere
Commission.

M. RASMUSSEN (Danemark) croit que l'adop­
tion de la recommandation du Bureau tendant it
inscrire a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee generale
la question de l'admission d'Israel, sans renvoi
prealable a une Commission, constituerait une
derogation a la procedure habituelle. Le repre­
sentant du Danemark reconnalt que, dans deux
cas, l'Assemblee generale a accepte la candida­
ture de deux Etats sans renvoyer la question a
une Commission, mais, dans ces deux cas, les can­
didatures ne faisaient l'objet d'aucune opposition.

Dans le cas d'IsraiH, par contre, il existe d'a­
bord une opposition de la part des Etats voi­
sins; d'autre part, ttne discussion en Commission
servirait a eclaircir certaines questions impor­
tantes telles que la contradiction qui existe entre
la structure actuelle de l'Etat d'Israel et le plan
initial de partage de la Palestinel, ainsi que le
statut futur de Jenlsalem et le sort des refugies
arabes de Palestine. De meme, M. Rasmussen
regrette vivement que l'enquete relative au meur­
tre du comte Bernadotte, Mediateur des Nations
U nies 'pour la Palestine, n'ait donne jusqu'a. pre­
sent aucun resultat tangible.

En consequence, la delegation du Danemark
estime qu'il est preferable de renvoyer la demande
d'admission d'Israel it la Commission competente
et appuie la proposition que la delegation du Pa­
kistan a sotunise dans ce sens.

M. C. MALIK (Liban) estime que ce dont il s'agit
est une question de procedure: l'Assemblee gene­
rale est appelee it decider s'il y a lieu ou non d'ins­
crire it son ordre du jour la demande d'admis­
sion d'Israel, et egalement it quel orgallisme
la question doit etre renvoyee pour examen et
rapport.

Le representant du Liban estime que ce se­
rait peut-etre trop demander que d'inviter l'As­
semblee generale it ne pas inscrire cette question
a son ordre du jour; en effet, ce probleme a pour
origine des decisions anterieures de l'Organisa­
tion des Nations Unies, et le Conseil de securite
lui-meme, pour les decisions duquel le Liban
a touj ours fait preuve d'ulle grande considera­
tion, a deja pris une decision au sujet de cette
demunde d'admission.

M. Malik desire cepenclant reserver la posi­
tion de sa delegation en ce qui concerne son at­
titude au moment clu vote sur la question de
l'inscription it l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee de
cette demande d'admission.

Le representant du Liban estime que, de toutes
fal;ons, il a le droit, et meme le devoir, de deman-

. cler que l'Assemblee suive la procedure normale
qui consiste a renvoyer la question a la Premiere
Commission pour examen et rapport; l'Assem­
bJee generale se prononcera ensuite sur le fond,
pour ou contre l'admission d'Israel a l'Organisa­
tion des Nations Unies. M. Malik, comme le re­
presentant du Pakistan, estime, par ailleurs, que
si cette question est inscrite it 1'0rdre du jour de
l'Assemblee generale, elle ne doit faire l'objet d'au­
CUll traitement de faveur. A l'appui de cette these,
le representant du Liban fait valoir trois argu­
ments fondes sur la nature meme c1u probleme.

En prernier lieu, l'Etat d'Israel differe des au­
tres Etats qui ont sollicite leur admission a11 sein
de I'Organisation des ·Nations Unies, en ce sells

1 Voir les DOcllmCltts offidels dc la deuxiemc session de
l'Assemblee generale, Resolutions, page 132.
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Nations had been instrumental in its creation. The
assertions of certain leaders of the State of Israel
to the effect that the birth of their State was en­
tirely due to the success of Israel's armed forces,
could in no way alter the fact that, by the General
Assembly's adoption, on 29 November 1947, of
resolution 181 (H), the United Nations had in­
dubitably played its part in the creation of that
State.

The representative of Lebanon wished, however,
to point out in that connexion that neither he him­
self nor his Government intended to express any
opinion on that decision of the General Assembly.
The delegation of Lebanon was merely recalling
the circumstances in which the State of Israel had
been created, in order to show that the application
for admission submitted by that State was relateet.
to a previous decision nf the General Assembly,
and that it was therefore relevant to ascertain whe­
ther that decision had or had not been observed,
especially in respect of certain territories which
had been incorporated in the State of Israel.

From that point of view, it could be noted that
the existing situation in Palestine in no way corre­
sponded to what had been provided for in the
General Assembly's resolution. The Assembly
must therefore bear that situation in mind when it
came to consider the application of a State which
owed its existence to that resolution.

Secondly, the representative of Lebanon pointed
out that the General Assembly, by virtue of its
resolution 194 (Ill), adopted on 11 December
1948, had created a Conciliation Commission for
Palestine. That Commission had been given three
well-defined tasks. The first was to carry on the
work of conciliation between the parties concerned.
The second was to study the question of the inter­
nationalization of Jerusalem and the protection of
the Holy Places and access thereto, and to submit
to the General Assembly recommendations con­
cerning those matters. In that connexion, the rep­
resentative of Lebanon quoted paragraphs 7 and
8 of the relevant resolution. Finally, the Concilia­
tion Commission had been directed to deal with
the problem of refugees; in that connexion, Mr.
Malik quoted paragraph 11 of the Assembly reso­
lution.

The Lebanese representative wished to draw
the attention of the General Assembly to the fact
that probably about a million Arab refugees had
hac! to leave their homes and had been deprived
of their property by the Israeli authorities. Those
authorities had refused to permit the return of the
refugees to the territory of Israel and had publicly
stated that the refugee problem could be solved
only as part of a final peace treaty. That was in
contradiction with the terms of the Assembly reso­
lution, which stated that those refugees wishing to
return to their homes and live at peace with their
neighbours, should be permitted to do so.

Reverting to the question of Jerusalem and the
Holy Places, the representative of Lebanon
thought it a most important problem, affecting six
or seven hundred million Christians and three to
four hundred million Moslems, in other words
about one-half of humanity. Obviously the matter
went beyond the bounds of a mere political quarrel
between Jews and Arabs. In spite of the decisions
taken by the General Assembly in 1947 and 1948
concerning Jerusalem, the leaders of Israel had
publicly stated that they wished to incorporate at
least a part of the City in their State, and that

1ue l'Organisation a joue un role dans sa creation;
les declarations de certains dirigeants de l'Etat
d'Israel, suivant lesquels la naissance de leur Etat
est due entierement au succes des 'forces armees
d'Israel, ne peuvent rien changer au fait que les
Nations Unies, par la resolution 181 (H) que
l'Assemblee generale a adoptee le 29 novembre
1947, ont sans aucun doute leur part dans la
creation de cet Etat.

Le representant du Liban tient a preciser tou­
tefois, a ce sujet, que son Gouvernement et lui­
meme n'entendent aucunement prendre position a
l'egard de cette decision de l'Assemblee generale;
la delegation du Liban se borne a rappe1er les
circonstances qui ont preside a la creation de l'Etat
d'Israel, de maniere a demontrer que la demande
d'admission presentee par cet Etat est liee a une
decision anterieure de l'Assemblee generale et
qu'il y a lieu, par consequent, d'examiner si cette
decision a ete ou non respectee, notamment en ce
qui concerne certains territoires actuellement in­
corpores dans l'Etat d'Israel.

On peut constater que la situation actuelle en
Palestine, a ce point de vue, ne correspond nul­
lement a cc qui etait prevu dans la resolution de
l'Assemblee generale. Cette derniere doit, par
consequent, tenir compte de cette situation au
moment ou eUe examine la demande d'admission
d'un Etat qui doit son existence a cette resolu­
tion.

En deuxieme lieu, le representant du Liban
rappelle que l'Assemblee generale, par sa reso­
lution 194 (Ill) adoptee le 11 decembre 1948, a
cree la Commission de conciliation pour la Pales­
tine. Cette Commission a He chargee de trois ta­
ches bien determinees. D'abord, continuer l'ceuvre
de conciliation entre les parties interessees; en­
suite, examiner la question de I'internationalisa­
tion de Jerusalem ainsi que la protection des Lieux
saints et I'acd:s aces memes lieux, et soumettre
a l'Assemblee generale des recommandations rela­
tives a ces questions. A ce sujet, le representant
du Liban cite les paragraphes 7 et 8 de la
resolution en question. Enfin, la Commission de
conciliation a ete chargee de s'occuper du pro­
bleme des refugies. M. Malik cite, a ce propos,
le paragraphe 11 de la resolution de l'Assem­
blee.

Le representant du Liban tient a attirer I'at­
tention de l'Assemblee generale sur le fait que
vraisel11blablement pres d'un million de rCfugies
arabes ont du quitter leurs foyers et ont ete de­
possedes de 1eurs biens par les autorites d'Israel;
ces memes autorites ont refuse d'autoriser le re­
tour de ces refugies sur le territoire d'Israel et
ont declare publiquement que le problel11e des
refugies ne pourrait etre resolu que dans le cadre
d't111 traite de paix definitif. Ceci est en contra­
diction avec les termes de la resolution de l'As­
semblee qui declare que ces refugies doivent re­
tourner clans leurs foyers, s'ils le desircnt, pour
y vivre en paix avec leurs voisins.

Revenant a la question de Jertlsalem et des
Lieux saints, le representant du Liban estime qu'il
s'agit la d't111 probleme tres important qui in­
teresse six ou sept cent millions de Chretiens et
trois a quatre cent millions de Musulmans, soit
a peu pres la l110itie de l'humanite. I1 est clair
que cette question depasse le cadre d'une simple
querelle politique entre Juifs et Arabes. En depit
des decisions de I'Assemblee generale de 1947 et
de 1948 au sujet de Jenlsalem, les dirigeants d'Is­
rael ont proclame publiquement qu'ils desiraient in­
corporer au moins t1l1e partie de cette ville dans
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they would not pay any attention to the decisions
of the General Assembly on the matter. Mr. Malik
asked if it were right for the Assembly to forget
its own decisions when it considered the request
for the inclusion in its agenda of a question to
which those decisions were relevant.

He recalled that in November 1948, The Times
of London had published a letter -from the Arch­
bishop of Canterbury in which it was stated, first,
that the Government of Israel had increased its
claims after each military success; secondly, that
having claimed the New City of Jerusalem, the
Government of Israel might later claim the Old
City and the Holy Places and that the whole City
should therefore be placed under international
control; lastly, the Archbishop of Canterbury had
raised the question whether the Jews of Great
Britain and the United States would be prepared
to accept the authority of the United Nations in
that field, i~1 other words, the establishment of
international control over the whole of Jerusalem.

The Pope, on the other hand, in his encyclical
In multiplicibus of 24 October 1948, had spoken
of the fate of the Palestine refugees and had said
that he was doing everything in his power to assist
those unhappy victims through his representatives
in Palestine, Lebanon and Egypt, and that he was
encouraging Catholics to establish organizations
for the relief and assistance of the refugees. On
the question of Jerusalem, Mr. Malik quoted a pas­
sage from the encyclical in which the Pope stated
that he was fully confident that his hopes and
prayers would strengthen, in those "high quarters
in which the problems of peace were discussed",
the conviction that Jerusalem and its environs
should be placed under an international regime
and that it was also necessary to ensure free access,
under international safeguards, to all the Holy
Places in Palestine, as well as fr,eedom to worship
in accordance with religious customs and tradi­
tions. The representative of Lebanon emphasized
that in speaking of the "high quarters in which
the problems of peace were discussed", the Pope
was undoubtedly referring to the General Assem­
bly of the United Nations.

The General Assembly should give those facts
all due consideration, and must not lose sight of
the decisions it had taken, in some cases only a
few months previously.

The General Assembly must not, by departing
from its usual procedure, commit a highly regret­
table act which might entail unfortunate conse­
quences.

In all sincerity, the Lebanese representative
thought himself justified in asking the General
Assembly to refer the question of Israel's applica­
tion to the First Committee for a detailed consid­
eration which would take into account not only
the political aspects of the problem but also its
historical and religious aspects, as well as the ear~
lier decisions of the United Nations in the matter.

The representative of Lebanon had a third rea­
son for believing that the question of Israel's ap­
plication for admission should be referred to the
First Committee before being discussed by the
General Assembly, namely, the nature of the de­
cision taken by the Security Council, by a vote of

leur Etat et qu'ils ne se preoccuperaient pas des
decisions de l'Assemblee generale a cet egard.
M. Malik demande s'il est juste que l'Assel11blee
oublie ses propres decisions lorsqu'elle examine
la demande d'inscription ason ordre du jour d'une
question a laquelle ces decisions se rapportent
pertinemmen t.

Le representant du Liban rappelle qu'au cours
du 1110is de novel11bre 1948, le Times de Londres
a pnblie une lettre de I'archeveque de Canterbury
dans laquelle ce prelat declarait d'abord que le
Gouvernement d'Israel a accru ses pretentions a
l'occasion de chaque succes militaire; il declarait
ensuite qu'apres avoir revendique la Ville neuve
de Jerusalem, le Gouvernement d'Israel pourrait
ulterieurel11ent revendiquer la vieille Ville et les
Lieux saints et que, pour ce motif, l'ensemble de
la Ville devrait etre place sous controle interna­
tional; enfin, l'archeveque de Canterbury a pose
la question de savoir si les Juifs de Grande-Bre­
tagne et des Etats-Unis se declareraient disposes
cl. accepter l'autorite des Nations Unies dans ce
domaine, c'est-a-dire l'etablissement d'un controle
international pour I'ensemble de Jerusalem.

D'autre part, dans son encyclique In multipli­
cibus, en date du 24 octobre 1948, le Pape a pade
du sort des refugies de Palestine et a declare qu'il
faisait tout ce qui etait en son pouvoir pour
aider ces malheureuses victimes par l'interl11e­
diaire de ses representants en Palestine, au Liban
et en Egypte et qu'il encourageait la creation,
panni les catholiques, d'organisations d'aide et
d'assistance aces re£ugies. En ce qui concerne
la question de Jerusalem, M. Malik cite un pas­
sage de l'encyclique ol11e Pape declare qu'il a plei­
ne confiance que ses prieres et ses espoirs ren­
forceront, dans les "hautes spheres ou ,les pro­
blemes de la paix sont discutes," la conviction
qu'il est approprie de placer Jerusalem et ses
environs sous un regime international et qu'il
serait egalement necessaire d'assurer, sous garan­
tie internationale, le libre acces a tous les Lieux
saints de Palestine et la liberte de pratiquer le
culte conformement aux coutumes et traditions
religieuses. Le representant du Liban souligne
qu'en padant des "lmutes spheres ou les proble­
mes de la paix sont discutes," le Pape faisait in­
dubitablement allusion a l'Assemblee generale
des Nations Unies.

M. Malik estime que l'Assemblee generale doit
prendre ces elements en tres serieuse consideration
et ne peut perc1re de vue les decisions qu'elle a
prises et dont certaines remontent a quelques 1110is
seulemen1.

L'Assemblee doit eviter, en s'ecartant de la
procedure habituelle, un acte eminemment regret­
table pouvant entraiiler des consequences fachel1­
ses.

En toute sincerite, le representant du Liban
eroit pouvoir demander a l'Assemblee de renvoyer
it la Premiere Commission la question de la de­
mande d'admission d'Israel pour que cette ques­
tion y fasse l'objet d'un examen approfoncli, qui
tienne compte non seulement des aspects politi­
ques du proble111e mais encore de ses elements
historiques et religieux, de meme que des deci­
sions anterieures de l'Organisation des Nations
U nies dans ce domaine.

Le representant du Liban indique ensuite le
troisieme motif pour lequel il estime que la ques­
tion de la demande d'admission d'Israel doit etre
renvoyee a la Premiere Commission avant d'etre
examinee par l'Assemblee generale: il s'agit du
caractere de la decision prise par le Conseil de
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nine in favour, one against and one abstention.1

Without wishing to oppose that decision, which
was, of course, perfectly valid, Mr. Malik observed
that it was the first time in the history of the
United Nations that a recommendation of the
Security Council regarding a State's application
for admission had not been the result of a unani­
mous vote in the Council. Moreover, one of the
permanent members of the Security Council had
abstained from voting; it was because the Coun­
cil, in accordance with its usual practice, has con­
sidered that that abstention did not constitute a
veto, that the recommendation had been transmit­
ted to the General Assembly. The Assembly should
nevertheless attach all due importance to the fact
that a permanent member of the Security Council
had abstained from voting on that question. More­
over, among the nine delegations which had voted
in favour of the recommendation had been that
of Norway, and the Norwegian representative on
the Council had made it clear that he would vote
for the recommendation on condition that the Gen­
eral Assembly examined the various questions
which had been mentioned, particularly the ques­
tion of Jerusalem.

Mr. Maltk therefore regarded the Security
Council's decision as quite different in character
from the decisions it had taken in respect of other
applications for admission; the nature of that
decision was such that the General Assembly, if
it decided to include Israel's application for ad­
mission in its agenda, must refer the question to
the First Committee for a detailed examination
before taking any final decision in the matter.

Mr. GJORES (Sweden) said that his delegation
shared the view of the delegation of Denmark on
the way in which the matter should be treated
from the point of view of procedure.

The delegation of Sweden also wished to make
a statement forthwith on the question of the ad­
mission of Israel to membership in the United
Nations. Since the assassination of Count Berna­
dotte, the United Nations Mediator, the Swedish
people had thought themselves wholly justified in
asking the Israeli Government to make every ef­
fort to clarify the circumstances of that tragic
event and to punish the guilty persons. On 18 Sep­
tembel' 1948,2 shortly after the assassination of
the Mediator, several members of the Security
Council had addressed a similar request to the
Provisional Government of Israel. On 1 December
1948,3 the Swedish representative on the First
Committee had declared that he was amazed at
the silence of the Israeli mission on the murder
of Count Bernadotte; he had added that his Gov­
ermnent had waited long enough for the results
of the enquiry and had emphasized that the ques­
tion must not be allowed to fall into oblivion. In
1949, the Swedish Government had approached the
Israeli Government on the same subject and had
once more been obliged to conclude that the in­
vestig-ation which the Israeli Government was
conducting in an obviously half-hearted manner,
had yielded no concrete results. Although the
General Assembly was discussing the question of

'See Official Records of the Seo~rity Council, Fourth
Year, No. 17.

'Ibid., Third Year, No. 110.
'See Official Records of the third sessi01~ of the Gen­

eral Assembly, Part I, First Committee, 120th meeting,
page 850.

securite, par un vote comportant 9 voix pour, une
voix contre et une abstention!. Sans vouloir s'op­
poser acette decision, d'ailleurs parfaitement vala­
ble, M. Malik fait remarquer que c'est la premiere
fois clans I'histoire des Nations Unies qu'une
recommandation du Conseil de securite relative a.
la demande d'admission d'un Etat ne resulte pas
d'un vote unanime du Conseil. En outre, un des
membres permanents du Conseil de securite s'est
abstenu au cours du vote; c'est parce que le Con­
seil a estime, conformement a sa pratique, que
cette abstention ne constituait pas un veto, que la
recommandation en question a ete transmise a.
l'Assemblee generale. Cette derniere doit cepen­
dant prendre en tres serieuse consideration le
fait qu'un membre permanent du Conseil de se­
curite s'est abstenu lors du vote sur cette ques­
tion. En outre, parmi les neuf voix en faveur
de la recommandation, se trouvait celle de la Nor­
vege et le representant de ce pays au· Conseil
a precise qu'il emettait un vote favorable a la
condition que l'Assemblee generale examine les
diverses questions qui viennent d'etre enumen~es

et notamment la question de Jerusalem.

M. Malik estime, par consequent, que la deci­
sion du Conseil de securite a un tout autre carac­
tere que les decisions qu'il a prises it propos
d'autres demandes d'admission; le caractere de
cette decision est tel que l'Assemblee generale
ne peut pas, si die decide d'inscrire la demande
d'admission d'Israel it son ordre du jour, ne pas
renvoyer d'abord cette question it la Premiere
Commission pour qu'elle y soit examinee en de­
tail avant que l'Assemblee generale ne prenne
une decision definitive en la matiere.

M. GJORES (Suede) annonce que sa delegation
partage le point de vue de la delegation du Dane­
mark, en ce qui concerne la maniere dont cette
question devrait etre traitee du point de vue de
la procedure.

Par ailleurs, la delegation de la Suede desire
faire, des maintenant, tme declaration sur la ques­
tion de l'admission d'Israel it l'Organisation des
Nations Unies. Depuis l'assassinat du comte Ber­
nadotte, Mediateur des Nations Unies, le peu­
pie suedois a cru qu'il etait de son droit le plus
elementaire de demander au Gouvernement
d'Israel de deployer tous ses efforts en
vue de faire la lumiere sur cet evene­
ment tragique et de chiitier les coupables. Le 18
septembre 19482, peu apres l'assassinat du Media­
teur, plusieurs membres du Conseil de securite
ont adresse une demande analogue au Gouverne­
ment provisoire d'IsraeL Le ler decembre 19488,

le representant de la Suede it la Premiere Commis­
sion a declare qu'il etait stupe£ait du silence ob­
serve par la mission d'Israel au sujet de l'assassinat
du comte Bernadotte; il a ajoute que son pays
avait attendu assez longtemps les resultats de
l'enquete et a souligne que 1'0n ne devait pas per­
mettre a cette question de tomber dans l'oubli.
Cette annee, le Gouvernement suedois est entre
en contact avec le Gouvernement d'Israel it ce
meme sujet, et, une fois de plus, il a dft constater
que l'enquete menee par le Gouvernement d'Is­
rael avec un manque d'energie evident, n'avait
abouti it aucun resultat concreto Aujourd'hui en-

'Voir les Proces-verbml;l; officiels du Conseil de sccul'itc,
quatrieme annee, No 17.

'Ibid., troisieme annee. No 110.
., Voir les Documents officiels de la troisihne session de

l'Assembtee ghlcraZe, premiere partie, Premiere Commis­
sion, 120eme seance, page 850.
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the admission of Israel to the United Nations, the
Swedish Government had still received no report
from the Israeli Government on a question which
it considered so important.

In conclusion, the representative of Sweden
stated that as his delegation considered that the.
fact of voting for the admission of Israel to mem­
"bership in the United Nations would be tant~­
mount to a de jure recognition of that State, It
would abstain from voting on the matter.

Mr. ARCE (Argentina) stated that his delega­
tion's position on the admission of Israel was well
known. A question which could not be forgotten
at such a time was that of the internationalization
of the City of Jerusalem, as provided for by reso­
lutions 181 (n) and 194 (Ill) of the General As­
sembly, which should be respected by all, including
the State of Israel. Mr. Arce recalled that, at the
request of the General Assembly, the Trusteeship
Council had prepared a statute for the City of
Jerusalem l and had communicated it to the Gen­
eral Assembly, which had not yet taken any de­
cision on it.

In those circumstances, it seemed that, before
entering upon a discussion of the question of the
admission of Israel to membership in the Organi­
zation, it would be as well to clarify the question
of the internationalization of Jerusalem, which was
of great importance to Christendom in general and
to Argentina in particular. The Argentine repre­
sentative was sure that the Israeli Government
would express its complete agreement on that
subject. The General Assembly should take ad­
vantage of any further means of throwing light
on the matter. Those were the considerations
which would determine the vote of the Argentine
delegation.

ABDEL RAHIM Bey (Egypt) said that he had no
intention, at that juncture, of dwelling on the
problem in detail, but would confine himself to the
question of procedure.

So far all General Assembly agenda items had
been referred to the competent organs; it was re­
markable that an exception was suggested in the
case of the question of the admission of Israe1.
The representative of Egypt thought it unlikely
that the work of the General Assembly would be
facilitated or expedited by the direct submission to
that body of such a complex and controversial
question; such a procedure would probably result
in much loss of time.

Moreover, it would be in direct contradiction
with the procedure hitherto adopted by the Gen­
eral Assembly in similar circumstances. Of the
seven States admitted to the United Nations since
the General Assembly's first meeting, the appli­
cations of only two had not first been referred
to the First Committee; there was a reason for
the exception made in the case of Siam and Burma,
whose applications for admission had been unani­
mously supported in the Security Council. 2 In the
case of Israel, on the other hand, there had been

1 See Official Records of the Trusteeship Cauneil, Sec­
ond Session, Third Part, Annex, page 4.

2 For Siam, see Official Records of the Security C01wcil,
First Year, Second Series, No. 25; for Burma, ibid.,
Third Year, No. 54.
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core, alors que l'~s~embl,ee g~nerale ~xaD1in,e la
question de l'admlsslOn d Israel au sem de I Or­
ganisation des Nations Unies, le Gouvernement
suedois n'a toujours pas re<;u de ra~port du gou­
vernement d'Israel sur cette questIon, extreme-
ment importante it ses yeux. .

En terminant, le representant de la Suede at:­
nonce que sa delegati.ou! cOl1~ider~nt que l~ fait
de voter pour l'admlsslOn cl ~sra~l ~u sel,n de
l'Organisation des Nations Umes eqU1~aut .a une
reconnaissance de jHre de cet Etat, s absttendra
au moment du vote sur cette question.

M. ARcE (Argentine) fait observer que la po­
sition de sa delegation en ce qui concerne l'acl­
mission d'Israel est bien connue. Il est une ques­
tion que l'on ne saurait oublier en un te11l1?111ent,
c'est celle de 1'internationalisation de la VIlle cle
] erusalem prevue par les resolutions 181 (ll)
et 194 (Ii!) de l'Assemblee generale, resoluti01:S
qui devraient etre respectees par tous, y comprJS
par I'Etat cl'IsraeL M. Ar~e rappell,e qu~" a la
suite d'une demande de 1Assemblee generale,
le Conseil cle tutelle a prepare un statut de la
Ville de J erusalem1 et l'a c0111munigu~ a l'A~­
semblee generale, qui n'a pas encore pns de de­
cision a ce sujet.

Ceci etant, il semble que, avant d'aborder l'e;,a­
men de l'admission d'Israel an sein de l'Orgal11sa­
tion il serait bon de tirer au clair cette question
cle i'internationalisation cle Jerusalem qui revCt
une tres grande importance pour le 1110ncle chre­
tien en general et pour l'Argentine en particu­
lier; d'autant plus que le representant de l'~rgel?­
tine est persuade que le Gouvernement d Israe.l
indiquera tres certainement son plein accord a
ce sujet. Tout moyen de faire la lumiere sur ce
point cloit etre mis a profit par l'Assemblee
generale. Telles sont les considerations qui dic­
teront le vote de la delegation cle l'Argentine.

ABDEL RAIlIM Bey (Egypte) annonce qu'il n'a
pas l'intention, pour le moment, d'entrer dans le
detail du probleme et se contentera d'examiller
la question de procedure.

Le representant de l'Egypte rappelle que, jus­
qu'ici, toutes les questions inscrites a l'ordre du
jour de I'Assemblee generale ont ete renvoyees aux
organes competents; il est surprenant que 1'on
veuille faire une exception clans le cas de la ques­
tion de l'admission d'Israel. Le representant de
I'Egypte ne pense pas que la methode qui consis­
terait a soumettre directement une question aussi
complexe et controversee a 1'examen de l'Assell1­
blee generale soit de nature afaciliter ou aaccelerer
les travaux de cet organe. Une telle procedure
entrainerait probablement une grande perte de
temps.

D'autre part, elle serait en contradiction evi­
dente avec la methocle suivie jusqu'ici par 1'As­
semblee generale dans des circonstances analo­
gues. En dfet, deux seulement des sept Etats
admis 'au sein de I'Organisation depuis la premiere
seance de l'Assemblee generale n'ont pas vu
leur demande d'admission renvoyee d'abord a la
Premiere Commission; il y avait une raison pour
faire une exception en faveur du Siam et de la
Birmanie, dont les candidatures avaient ete ap­
puyees2 par tous les membres du Conseil de se-

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux officiels du COllseil de t1ttelle,
deuxieme session, troisieme partie, annexe page 4.

2 Pour le ,Siam, voir les Praces-verba;I... officiels d11
Con,reil de securite, premiere annee, seconde serie No 25;
pOUf la Birmanie ibid, troisieme aUl1ee, No 54. '
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one abstention and one negative vote in the Secur­
ity Council, and three negative votes and two
abstentions when the matter had been discussed
in the General Assembly's General Committee at
its 60th meeting. Those votes showed how con­
troversial the question was.

The Egyptian representative recalled that the
applications for membership submitted by Afghan­
istan, Iceland and Sweden, l Pakistan and Yemen, 2

had all been referred to the First Committee; he
wondered why the General Assembly should be
asked to make an exception in the case of a State
which had disregarded the resolutions of the Gen­
eral Assembly, had mercilessly driven out of the
Holy Land 800,000 Arab refugees, mainly women,
children and old people, forcing them to take
refuge in the wilderness without food or shelter,
and had completely disregarded the General As­
sembly recommendations on the internationaliza­
tion of Jerusalem, establishing in that city five min­
istries and ten government offices in spite of the
Conciliation Commission's protests.

He left it to the sense of justice and equity of
the Members of the United Nations to decide whe­
ther a State which had behaved in such a manner
was entitled to the good will ofthe United Nations.

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) said his delegation's
position was quite clear. It supported the first
part of the recommendation, namely, that the ques­
tion should be placed on the General Assembly's
agenda. In regard to the second part of the recom­
mendation, wherein it was suggested that Israel's
application for admission should receive preferen­
tial treatment by being submitted directly to the
General Assembly, although the usual procedure
was to refer all applications for membership to the
First Committee, the delegation of El Salvador
thought it would be better to refer that application
to the First Committee for preliminary considera­
tion of all its aspects and of certain interesting
circumstances connected therewith.

Mr. Castro recalled that his delegation had
been the first to propose, at the first special ses­
sion,3 that the General Assembly should request
the committee which was to be sent to Palestine
to indicate in its report what measures were neces­
sary for the protection of the Holy Places and, in
particular, of J entsalem, which contained so many
sanctuaries. The United Nations Special Commit­
tee on Palestine had been instructed to that effect,
and had made concrete proposals aimed at ensur­
ing the protection of the Holy Places and free ac­
cess thereto for the faithful of all religions.4 Among
the most effective measures proposed by the Com­
mittee had been the internationalization of Jeru­
salem. The Israeli Government, however, had re-

.1 See Official Records of the second part of the first ses­
S101~ of the General Assembly, 46th plenary meeting.

• See Official Records of tlte second sessiOlt of tlte Gen-
eral Assembljl, 9lst plenary meeting. .

"See Official Records of the first special sessiOH of the
Geueral Assembly, Volume Ill, Main Committees, Annex
7, page 368.

• See Official Records of the secoHd sessioH of the Gen­
eml Assembly, Supplement No. 11, Volume I, pages 44,
49 and 57.

curite. Dans le cas d'Israel, par contre, i1 y a eu
une abstention et un vote hostile au sein du Con­
seil de securite,et trois voix contre et deux
abstentions lorsque la question a ete examinee par
le Bureau de l'Assemblee generale au cours de sa
60eme seance. Ces votes montrent bien a. que!
poiut la question prete a controverse. .

Le representant de l'Egypte rappelle que les
demandes d'admission presentees par l'Afghanis­
tan, l'Islande, la Suede1, le Pakistan et le Yemen2

ont toutes ete renvoyees a. la Premiere Commis­
sion. I1 se demande pour quelles raisons l'Assem­
blee generale ferait une exception en faveur d'un
Etat qui a passe outre aux resolutions de l'As­
semblee, qui a chasse sans pitie de la Terre sainte
800.000 refugies arabes, en majorite des femmes,
des enfants et des vieillards, les obligeant a. se re­
fugier dans des regions desertiques, sans nourri­
ture et sans abri, qui n'a tenu aucun compte des
recommandations de l'Assemblee generale con­
cernant l'internationalisation de la Ville de Jeru­
salem et a installe dans cette ville, en depit des
protestations de la Commission de conciliation,
cinq ministeres et dix bureaux gouvernementaux.

Le representant de l'Egypte fait confiance it l'es­
prit de justice et d'equite des Membres de l'Or­
ganisation, pour decider si un Etat qui s'est con­
duit de cette faGon a droit a. la bienveillance de
l'Organisation..

M. CASTRO (Salvador) declare que l'attitude de
sa delegation est parfaitement nette. La delega­
tion du Salvador appuie la premiere partie de la
recommandation, l'inscription de la question it
l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee generale. Cepen­
dant, en ce qui concerne la seconde partie de cette
recommandation, qui tend it reserver un traite­
ment de faveur it la demande d'admission d'Is­
rael, c'est-a.-dire it la soumettre directement it
l'examen ele l'Assemblee generale, alors que la pro­
cedure normale consiste it renvoyer it la Premiere
Commission toutes les demandes d'admission, la
delegation du Salvador croit qu'il serait prefera­
ble que la Premiere Commission examinat prea­
lablement la demande d'admission sous tous ses as­
pects, et certaines circonstances interessantes liees
a. cette question.

M. Castro rappelle que sa delegation a, la pre­
miere, propose, it la premiere session extraordi­
naire de l'Assemblee generaleS que celle-ci demande
it la commission qui serait envoyee en Palestine
d'exposer dans son rapport les mesures necessaires
a. la protection des Lieux saints et, notamment,
de Jerusalem qui abrite un si grand nombre de
sanctuaires. La Commission speciale des Nations
Unies pour la Palestine a rec;u des instructions
dans ce sens et a formule des propositions con­
cretes en vue de la protection des Lieux saints et
du libre acces it ces Lieux des fideles de toutes
les religions4• Parmi les mesures les plus efficaces
proposees par la Commission figurait I'interna­
tionalisation de Jerusalem. Or, le Gouvernement

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la seconde !mrtie de la
pre'miere sessi01~ de l'Assemblee generale, 46eme seance
pleniere.

2 Voir les Documents officiels de la deuxieme sessi01~

de l'Assemblee generale, 9leme seance pleniere.
"Voir les Documents officiels de la premiere session

eNtraordinail'e de l'Assembtee generale, volume Ill,
Grandes Commissions, annexe 7, page 368.

• Voir les DOC1t111ents officiels de la. del"vieme session de
l'Assembtee generale, supplement No 11, volume I, pages
47, 54 et 61.
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cently stated that Jerusalem should be considered
an integral part of the State of Israel, and had
made a virtually official declaration to the effect
that it would endeavour to establish the capital
of the new State in that city. Such a decision
would, of course, be contrary to General Assem­
bly resolution 194 (HI), which called for the
internationalization of the City of Jerusalem and
of the adjacent area.

An essential condition for admission to the
United Nations was that the State wishing to be
admitted should be willing and able to fulfil the
obligations laid down in the Charter. Those obli­
gations were specified in Article 4 of the Charter.
The candidate must also be a peace-loving State.

The delegation of El Salvador earnestly desired
that Israel should become a Member of the United
Nations, but that State must first prove that
it fulfilled the conditions laid down in Article 4
of the Charter and was prepared to respect all its
international obligations. The State of Israel had
been creli:ted by General Assembly resolution 181
(ll) which also provided for adequate protection
for the Holy Places and for international control
of the City of Jerusalem.

The delegation of El Salvador was therefore
convinced that the question of Israel's admission,
if it were to be placed on the General Assembly's
agenda, should first be considered by the First
Committee. It was to be hoped that the representa­
tives of the State of Israel would be able to ex­
plain to that Committee certain points which had
aroused misgivings among many delegations. It
should not be forgotten that the interests of the
Christian world, of the peoples of Islam and of
Israel itself were represented in Jerusalem. It was
therefore necessary to give that city international
status.

In conclusion, Mr. Castro summarized his dele­
gation's position. The delegation of El Salvador
was favourably inclined towards Israel's applica­
tion for admission, but desired to have prior evi­
dence showing that that State was ready and able
to respect the provisions of the General Assembly
resolution concerning the internationalization of
Jerusalem and the protection of the Holy Places.

Mr. HOOD (Australia) pointed out that Israel's
admission to the United Nations would be in com­
plete conformity with the spirit of resolutions
181 (n) and 194 (Ill) of the General Assembly.
Such a. decision would also be in co~formity with
t~1e att1tu~e adopted by the Austraban delegation
Sll1ce the adoption of the first of those resolutions
Since that time the Australian delegation had al~
ways considered that Israel had a real and inde­
pendent existence and it was in that spirit that it
had granted full recognition to that State.

With regard to the procedural point raised in
connexion with the General Committee's report
t!1e Australian delegation thought that the ques~
twn whether Israel's application for admission and
the Security Council's recommendations on that
~ubject were considered directly in a plenary meet­
mg or were referred to a main Committee was of
minor importance. Since, however reference to
the First Committee might delay th~ General As­
sembly's decision to no purpose, Australia would
support the proposal tl1at the application for mem-

d'Israel a recemment soutentl que Jerusalem de­
vait etre consideree comme partie integrante de
l'Etat d'Israel et a declare, presque officiellement,
qu'il s'efforcerait d'etablir dans cett; .~lle la c~­
pitale du nouvel Etat. Dne telle deCISIOn seralt
evidemment en contradiction avec la resolution
194 (Ill) de l'Assemblee generale, resolution
qui prevoit I'internationalisation de la Ville de
Jerusalem et de la region avoisinante.

Il est une condition essentielle it laquelle doit
satisfaire tout Etat desireux d'etre admis au sein
de l'Organisation, c'est qu'il accepte les obliga­
tions fixees par la Charte et qu'il soit capable de
les remplir et dispose it le faire. Ces conditions
se trouvent exposees it l'Article 4 de la Charte.
L'Etat candidat doit egalement etre epris de paix.

La delegation du Salvador a un vif de.sir de
voir Israel devenir Membre de l'Organisation des
Nations Unies, mais cet Etat doit d'abord faire la
preuve qu'il remplit les conditions fixees a l'Ar­
tide 4 de la Charte et qu'il est pret a respecter
toutes ses obligations internationales. L'Etat d'Is­
rael a ete cree par la resolution 181 (ll) de l'As­
semblee generale qui prevoit egalement qu'une
protection suffisante sera assuree aux Lieux saints
et que la Ville de Jerusalem sera placee sous con­
tr61e international.

Pour ces raisons, la delegation de Salvador est
convaincue que la question de l'admission d'Israel,
si e11e est placee a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemb\ee
generale, devra etre etudiee, en premier lieu, par
la Premiere Commission devant laquelle, il faut
l'esperer, les repn~sentants de l'Etat d'Israel pour­
ront faire la lumiere sur certains points qui font
hesiter bien des delegations. I1 ne faut pas oublier
que les interets du monde chretien, ceux des popu­
lations islamiques, comme ceux d'Israel lui-meme,
sont representes it Jerusalem. C'est pourquoi iI
faut donner it cette ville un statut international.

En tenninant, M. Castro precise la position de
sa delegation: celle-ci cOl1sidere favorablement
h demande d'admission d'Israel, mais elle desi­
rerait avoir au prealable la preuve que cet Etat
est pret a respecter les dispositions de la reso­
lution de l'Assemblee generale relatives it l'inter­
nationalisation de Jerusalem et cl. la protection
des Lieux saints et qu'il est en mesure de le
faire.

M. HOOD (Australie) fait observer que l'admis­
sion d'Israel a l'Organisation des Nations Unies
sera tout it fait conforme a l'esprit des resolutions
181 (H) et 194 (Ill) de l'Assemblee generale.
Une telle decision sera egalement en harmonie
avec l'attitude observee par la delegation de l'Aus­
tralie depuis l'adoption de la premiere de ces re­
solutions. La delegation de l'Australie a tOl1jours
considere depuis lors qu'Israel jouissait d'une
exis~ence reelle et independante, et c'est dans cet
espnt qu'elle a accorde pleine reconnaissance it cet
Etat.

~n, ce qui cOl1cerne le point de procedure sou­
l~ve a p~opos d~ rapport du Bureau, la delega­
tIO? d~ 1Austrahe estime que la question de sa­
vOIr SI la demande d'admission d'Israel et les
recommandations du Conseil de securite it ce su­
j~~ seront examinees clir;ecte~1ent en seance ple­
l11~r~ ou seron~ renvoyees a une grande COIll­
Im~slOn, ne presente qu'une importance secon·
datre. Cependant, etant clonne que le renvoi de la
question it la Premiere Commission pourraitre­
tarder inutilement la decision de l'Assemblee ge-
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bership should be considered directly in plenary
meeting in conformity with the General Commit­
tee's recommendation.

Whatever procedure were adopted, however,
particular importance sho~ld be ~tta.ched to the ~e­
lationship between Israel s appltcatlOn for admIs­
sion and the implementation of the other provi­
sions of General Assembly resolution 194 (Ill),
in particular the provision concerning the estab­
lishment of an international regime for the Jeru­
salem area. That question was also dealt with in
one of the principal clauses of General Assembly
resolution 181 (Il), providing for the establish­
ment of the State of Israel. The Australian dele­
gation was therefore very anxious to have the
Israeli Government's assurance that it sincerely
accepted the principle of the internationalization
of Jerusalem, a principle which the Assembly had
never abandoned since the adoption of its first
resolution, and that it would co-operate with the
United Nations in giving effect to that principle.

It was in that spirit that the Australian delega­
tion would support the General Committee's re­
commendation that the question of the admission
of Israel to the United Nations should be consid­
ered in a plenary meeting without prior reference
to a committee.

Mr. GUTIERREZ (Cuba) recalled that in the
Security Council the Cuban delegation had voted
in favour of the proposal recommending that the
General Assembly should admit Israel to mem­
bership in the United Nations. l At that time, how­
ever, the Cuban delegation had stated that the
question of the status of the Holy Places and the
fate of the refugees should be settled in due course.
It had taken it for granted that Israel would take
the necessary steps with regard to those two ques­
tions.

Although it had not received any further infor­
mation on that point, the Cuban delegation still
intended to vote for Israel's admission; neverthe­
less it saw no reason for hastening the adoption
of such a decision without further information on
the position of Jerusalem and on the question of
the Arab refugees. It therefore thought that
Israel's application should be submitted to the
First Committee for consideration.

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) recalled that in the Security Council his
delegation had voted in favour of admitting Israel.
The USSR delegation had explained the reasons
for its attitude in detail at that time; it would be
useless to repeat them.

In the General Committee, the delegation of the
Soviet Union had supported the proposal to trans­
mit Israel's application directly to the General
Assembly without referring it to a Committee. Mr.
MaIik said that his delegation based its attitude on
the fact that the United Nations had been con­
sidering the Palestine question almost incessantly
for over two years; that question had been dis­
cussed at ,two regular and two special sessions
of the General Assembly, the latter sessions hav­
ing been held in May 1947 and in April and May
1948; it had been on the Security Council's agenda
for nearly two years. All the delegations had there­
fore had the opportunity to study the problem and
they should know it thoroughly; hence there
seemed to be no need to study it again in Commit-

1 See Official Records of the SeeM'it:!, COltneil, Fourth
Year, No. 17.

ncrale, l'Australie appuiera la proposition tenc1ant
i ce que la demande d'admission soit etudiee di­
rectement en seance ph~niere, conformement i la
recommandation du Bureau.

Mais, quelle que soit la procedure adoptee, il
serait souhaitable que 1'0n attachat une impor­
tance toute particuliere i la relation qui existe en­
tre la demande d'admission d'Israel et l'execution
des autres dispositions de la resolution 194 (Ill)
de I'Assemblt~e generale, notamment celle qui est
relative i l'etablissement d'un regime internatio­
nal pour le territoire de Jerusalem. Cette question
fait egalement l'objet de l'une des dispositions es­
sentielles de la resolution 181 (II) de l'Assem­
blee generale, portant creation de l'Etat d'Israel.
La delegation de I'Australie desirerait donc vive­
ment recevoir du Gouvernement d'Israel l'assu­
rance que celui-ci accepte en toute loyaute le prin­
cipe de l'internationalisation de Jerusalem, dont
l'Assemblee generale ne s'est jamais ecartee de­
puis l'adoption de sa premiere resolution, et qu'il
collaborera avec l'Organisation des Nations U nies
pour mettre ce principe en application.

C'est dans cet esprit que la delegation de l'Aus­
tralie appuiera la recommandation du Bureau ten­
dant a ce que la question de l'admission d'Israel
i I'Organisation soit examinee en seance pleniere,
sans renvoi prealable it une Commission.

M. GUTIERREZ (Cuba) rappelle que la delega­
tion de Cuba a vote, au Conseil de securite, en
faveur de la proposition tendant it recommander
it I'Assemblee generale d'admettre Israel au sein
de I'Organisation1• Toutefois, la delegation de
Cuba avait, ace moment, declare qu'il conviendrait
de trancher en temps voulu la question du statut
des Lieux saints et du sort des re£ugies. La dele­
gation de Cuba comptait qu'Israel ferait le neces­
saire apropos de ces deux questions.

Bien qu'elle n'ait re<;u depuis aucun renseigne­
ment a cet egard, la delegation de Cuba reste
decidee it voter pour l'admission d'Israel; nean­
moins, elle ne voit aucune raison pour hater
l'adoption d'une telle decision sans connaitre la
situation de Jerusalem et celle des refugies ara­
hes. Elle estime donc que la demande d'Israel
devrait etre soumise a l'examen de la Premiere
Commission.

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialis­
tes sovietiques) rappelle que sa delegation a vote,
au Conseil de securite, en faveur de l'admission
d'IsraeI. La delegation de l'URSS avait alors
expose en detail les raisons de son attitude; eBe
ne croit pas utile de les repeter ici.

Au Bureau, la delegation de I'Dnion sovieti­
que a appuye la proposition tendant it transmet­
tre directement la demande d'Israel it l'Assem­
blee generale, sans renvoi it une Commission.
L'attitude de cette delegation est inspiree par le
fait bien connu que l'Organisation des Nations
Unies s'occupe de la question palestinienne pres­
que sans arret depuis plus de deux ans; cette
question a ete etudiee lors de deux sessions ordi­
naires et de deux sessions extraordinaires de l'As­
semblee generale, ces dernieres en mai 1947 et
en avril et mai 1948; eUe est cl l'ordre du jour du
Conseil de securite depuis pres de deux ans.
Toutes les delegations ont donc pu etudier le
probleme, elles doivent le connaitre a fond, aussi
ne semble-t-il pas necessaire qu'eUes en repren-

1 Voir les Proees-verba1l.'l: officiels du Conseil de seeu­
rite, quatrieme annee, No 17.
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tee. It would be more appropriate to discuss the
question at a meeting of the General Assembly a~d
to take a decision on the admission of Israel III

accordance with the recommendation of the Se­
curity Council.

The USSR delegation did not believe that the
admission of Israel would complicate the solution
of problems such as the status of Jerusalem and
the fate of the Arab refugees, or the fundamental
question of the maintenance of internatio,:al. peace
and security. On the contrary, the admISSIon of
Israel should facilitate the solution of those prob­
lems.

The delegation of the Soviet Union observed
with regret that, owing to the policies pursued by
certain Powers, it had not yet been possible to
establish an Arab State in Palestine, although the
General Assembly had recommended that an Arab
State should be set up at the same time as the
State of Israel. In accordance with the principle
of the equality of peoples and of their right of self­
determination, the USSR delegation would wel­
come an application for admission by an Arab
State of Palestine if such a State were set up.

The delegation of the Soviet Union would there­
fore vote for the General Committee's recommen­
dation that the General Assembly should consider
Israel's application directly. It could not be said,
incidentally, that the recommendation was con­
trary to established procedure, since the General
Assembly had already dealt directly with the ap­
plications of Burma and Siam.

Mr. EL-ERIAN (Yemen) said that the General
Assembly was once again being asked to approve
an unwarranted and irregular procedure. The rep­
resentative of Yemen failed to understand why
the General Committee should recommend such
a procedure on so controversial a question, con­
cerning . whiCh so many delegations entertained
misgivings.

Rule 58 of the Assembly's rules of procedure
stated: "The General Assembly shall not, unless
it decides otherwise, make a final decision upon
any item on the agenda until it has received the
reports of a Committee on that item." The excep­
tion, however, obviously applied only to clear­
cut questions, the reaction to which was self-evi­
dent and on which there was unanimous agree­
ment.

The representative of Yemen shared entirely
the view of the Egyptian representative. He felt
that Israel's application for membership should be
referred to the First Committee in order that the
latter mi~ht. consider its merits; in that way the
qeneral Assembly, would follow the procedure pre­
VIOusly applied to five of the seven applications
submitted to it. If the Assembly decided to place
Israel's application on its agenda, the delegation
of Yemen would support the Pakistan prpposal.

Mr. ABBAs (Iraq) was in complete agreement
with the representative of Denmark. For the same
reasons he' would support the Pakistan proposal.

There were serious reasons why the General
Assembly shoulcl not take a hasty decision On the
matter; a plenary meeting was not the appropriate
pl~ce .for the discussions to which the Israeli ap­
pltcatlOn would certainly give rise. The General '
Assembly should, on the contrary, follow the .cus-

nent maintenant l'etude en Commission. MiellX
vaudrait examiner cette question a !'une des sean­
ces de l'Assemblee generale et statuer sur la ques­
tion de !'admission de l'Etat d'Israel conforme­
ment a la recommandation du Conseil de secu­
rite.

La delegation de l'URSS ne crait pas.q1!~ !'ad­
mission d'Israel puisse rendre plus dtfftclle la
solution de problemes tels que ceux du statut
de Jerusalem et clu sort des re£ugies arabes, pas
plus que celle de la question fondamentale du
maintien de la paix et de la securite interriatio­
nales. Sans doute l'admission d'Israel faciliterait­
elle, au contraire, le reglement de ces problemes.

La delegation de l'Union sovietique a le regret
de constater que, par suite de la politique pour­
suivie par certaines Puissances, i1 n'a pas encore
ete possible de constituer un Etat arabe en Pales­
tine; l'Assemblee generale a pourtant recolU­
mande la creation d'un Etat arabe en meme
temps que celle de l'Etat d'Israel. Au nom du
principe de l'egalite des peuples et de leur droit
a disposer d'eux-memes, la delegation de I'URSS
accueillerait avec plaisir la demande d'admission
d'un Etat arabe de Palestine, si cet Etat etait
cree.

La delegation de l'Union sovietique votera donc
pour la recommandation du Bureau tendant a. ce
que l'Assemblee generale examine directement
la demande d'Israel. On ne peut pas dire d'ameurs
que cette recommandation soit contraire a. la pro­
cedure etablie puisque l'Assemblee generale a
deja. statue directement sur la demande de deux
Etats, la Birmanie et le Siam.

M. EL-ERIAN (Yemen) constate qu'on de­
mande une fois de plus a l'Assemblee generale
d'adopter une procedure injustifiee et irreguliere.
Le representant du Yemen comprend mal pour­
quoi le Bureau recommande une telle procedure
apropos d'une question aussi controversee et au
sujet de laquelle tant de delegations sont encore
hesitantes. .

Aux termes de l'article 58 de son reglement in­
terieur, "L'Assemblee generale, a moins qu'elle
fi'en decide autrement, ne prend de decision de­
finitive sur les points de son ordre du jour qu'a­
pres avoir rec;u a. leur sujet le rapport d'une Com­
mission." Il est clair que l'exception prevue ne
sa~lrait jou~rqu~ ~o~squ'i1 s'agit ~e questions par:
faltement blen defl11leS, dont la reponse va de SOl
et sur lesquelles tous res avis concordent.

Le representant du Yemen se declare entiere­
!!lent· ~'accord avec le representant de l'Egypte.
It estlme que la demande d'admission d'Israet
clevrait etre renvoyee a la Premiere Commission,
pour que celle-ci en examine le bien-foncle: l'As­
semblee generale ne ferait alors que suivre la proce­
dure qU'elle a deja appliquee a cinq demandes sur
les sept qui lui ont ete adressees. Si l'Assemblee
decide d'inscrire la demande d'Israel a son ordre'
du jour, la delegation du Yemen appuiera done la
proposition du Pakistan.

M: ABBAs (Irak) se cleclare en complet accord
avec le representant du· Danemark. Pour les
~emes raisons; it appuiera la proposition du Pa-
kIstan. .

L'Assemblee generale a de serieuses raisons
pour se' garder de prendre une decision hative sur
ce P?int: ce n'est pas en seance pleniere qu'il
convlent de proceder aux discussions que ne
manquera pas de .soulever encore la demande d'Is­
raH. 11 convient, au contraire, de suivre la pro-
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tomary procedure so that light could be, thrown
on certain questions which, all delegations were
agreed, needed clarification. The delegations need­
ed time if they were to give proof of good will
and clear sightedness; time, too, often helped to
diminish disagreements.

Reserving the rights of his Government, the
representative of Iraq appealed to the delegations
to support the Pakistan proposal and to refer the'
question to the First Committee.

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the first part of
the General Committee's recommendation, namely,
that the application of Israel for admission to
membership in the United Nations should be in­
cluded in the agenda of the third session.

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows:
India, having been drawn by lot by the Presi­

detlt, voted first.

In favour; India, Iran, Liberia, Luxembourg,
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Po­
land, Sweden, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of South Africa, Union of So­
viet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, United
States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugo­
slavia, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia,
Brazil, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Guate­
mala, Haiti, Honduras.

Against: Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Syria,
Yemen, Burma, Egypt.

Abstaining; Siam, Afghanistan, Greece.
The proposal was adopted by 46 votes to 7, witk

3 abstentions.

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the proposal of
the representative of Pakistan, which could be
considered as an amendment to the second part of
the General Committee's recommendation, that
the application of Israel for admission to member­
ship in the United Nations should be referred to
the First Committee.

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows:

Honduras, having been dratWn by lot by the
President, voted first.

In favour: India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Luxem­
bourg, Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, Peru,
Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Syria, Turkey,
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, Vene­
zuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentina, Belgium,
Bolivia, Brazil, Bumla, Cuba, Denmark, Egypt,
El Salvador, Ethiopia, Greece, Haiti,

Against; Mexico, New Zealand, Panama, Po­
land, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of
America, Uruguay, Yugoslavia, Australia, Byelo­
russian Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, China,
Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic,
France, Guatemala.

Abstaining; Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua,
Philippines, Canada, Colombia, Ecuador.

The proposal was adopted by 31 votes to 18,
7.lfith 7 abstentions.

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m.

19leme 8eance plenicre

cedure habituelle qui permettra d'eIucider des
questions dont toutes les delegations s'accordent a
reconnaitre qu'elles demandent a etre elucidees.
Les delegations ont besoin de temps, si l'on veut
qu'elles manifestent de la bonne volonte et de la
clairvoyance; le temps permet souvent d'ailleurs
d'attenuer les desaccords.

,Tout en reservant tous les droits de son Gou­
vernement, le representant de !'Irak engage les
delegations it appuyer la proposition du Pakistan
et a renvoyer la question it la Premiere Commis­
sion.

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la premiere partie
de la recommandation du Bureau, tendant it ce que
la demande d'admission d'Israel a l'Organisation
des Nations Unies soit inscrite a l'ordre du jour
de la troisieme session.

It est procede au vote par appel nominal.
L'appel commence par l'Inde, dont le nom est

tire au sort par le President.

Votent pour: Inde, Iran, Liberia, Luxem­
bourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande,
Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, Panama, Perou,
Philippines, Pologne, Suede, Turquie, Republi­
que socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union Sud­
Afrieaine, Union des Republiques socialistes so­
vietiques, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yougoslavie, Argentine,
Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Republique
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Canada, Chili,
Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Tchecoslo­
vaquie, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine,
Equateur, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Guatemala,
Haiti, Honduras.

Votent contre: Irak, Liban, Arabie saoudite,
Syrie, Yemen, Birmanie, Egypte.

S'abstiennent : Siam, Afghanistan, Grece.
Par 46 voix contre 7, avec 3 abstentions, la

proposition est adoptee.

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition du
representant du Pakistan, qui peut Hre consideree
comme un amendement a la seconde partie de la
recommandation du Bureau et qui tend au ren­
voi it la Premiere Commission de la demande
d'admission d'Israe1 it l'Organisation des Nations
Unies.

It est procede au vote par appel nominal.

L'appel commence par le H ondtwas, dont le
nom est tire au sort par le President.

Votent pour: Inde, Iran, Irak, Liban, Luxem­
bourg, Pays-Bas, Norvege, Pakistan, Perou, Ara­
bie saoudite, Siam, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Venezuela, Yemen,
Afghanistan, Argentine, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil,
Birmanie, Cuba, Danemark, Egypte, Salvador,
Ethiopie, Grece, Haiti.

Votent contre: Mexique, Nouvelle-Zelande,
Panama, Pologne, Republique socialiste sovieti­
que d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes
sovietiques, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay,
Yougoslavie, Australie, Republique socialiste so­
vietique de Bie1orussie, Chili, Chine, Costa-Rica,
Tchecoslovaquie, Republique Dominicaine, France,
Guatemala.

S'abstiennent: Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua,
Philippines, Canada, Colombie, Equateur.

Par 31 voix contre 18 avec 7 abstentions, la
proposition est adoptee.

La seance est levee a. 13 h. 10.




