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NINTH MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, on Thursday, 
26 September 1946, at 2.~5 p.m. 

Chairman: Dr. Andrija STAMPAR (Yugoslavia). 

Present: The representatives of the following 
countries: Belgium, Canada, Chile, China, Co
lombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, Greece, 
India, Lebanon, Norway, Peru, Ukrainian SSR, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Kingdom, United States of America, Yugoslavia. 

21. Report by the Drafting Committee on 
Narcotic Drugs (document E/ 168) 

Sir Sydney HARRIS (Chairman of the Sub
Commission on Narcotic Drugs) took his seat 
at the Council table and read the report con
tained in document E/168. 

Mr. FEONOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics), opening the discussion, drew the Coun
cil's attention to the clause contemplated by the 
Sub-Commission, on the proposal of the repre
sentatives of China, Czechoslovakia, and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, for the pur
pose of excluding the Franco Government of 
Spain from the Protocol. 

Mr. Feonov repeated the reservation already 
made by the delegation for the USSR which was 
based on the resolution adopted by the General 
Assembly in February 1946. In his opinion, to 
invite Franco to sign this Protocol would be con
trary to all the decisions taken regarding Spain. 
The representative of the USSR accordingly pro
posed an amendment designed to exclude Franco 
Spain from the list of nations invited to sign the 
Protocol. 

NEUVIEME SEANCE 

T enue a Lake Success, New-York, le jeudi 
26 septembre 1946, a 14 h. 45. 

President: Dr Andrija STAMPAR (Yougoslavie). 

Presents: Les representants des pays suivants: 
Belgique, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, France, Grece, Inde, 
Liban, Norvege, Perou, RSS d'Ukraine, Union 
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Yougoslavie. 

21. Rapport du Comite de 11edaction sur Ia 
question des stupefiants (document E/ 168) 

Sir Sydney HARRIS (President de la Sons
Commission des stupefiants) prend place a la 
table du Conseil et lit le rapport contenu dans 
Ie document E/168. 

M. FEoNov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), ouvrant la discussion, attire 
!'attention du Conseil sur Ia clause envisagee par 
Ia Sons-Commission, sur proposition des repre
sentants de Ia Chine, de Ia Tchecoslovaquie et 
de l'Union des Republiques socialistes sovie
tiques, qui tend a exclure du Protocole Ie Gou
vernement franquiste d'Espagne. 

M. Feonov reitere Ia reserve deja formulee 
par Ia delegation de l'URSS, qui s'appuie sur 
Ia resolution adoptee par I' Assemblee generale 
en fevrier 1946. Selon lui, inviter Franco a 
signer ce Protocole serait contraire a toutes les 
decisions prises a l'egard de l'Espagne. Le repre
sentant de I'URSS propose, en consequence, un 
amendement destine a exclure Franco de la · 
liste des nations invitees a signer le Protocole .. 



Mr. Feonov foresaw certain objections. He 
would be told that if the Franco Government 
of Spain were not a signatory to the Protocol, 
it would not be bound by international law, 
and Spain would become an international black 
market centre for the drug traffic. Mr. Feonov 
considered that the United Nations were suffi
ciently powerful to bring pressure to bear on 
Franco and to enforce their laws on him. 
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Mr. NoEL-BAKER (United Kingdom) pointed 
out that, like all preceding wars, the Second 
World War had brought about a revival of the 
drug traffic and he gave technical particulars 
concerning the manufacture, distribution and 
use of narcotic drugs. 

In a series of four Conventions ( 1912, 1925. 
1929, 1936), the League of Nations had estab
lished a system which served as a basis for the 
international control of the drug traffic. In 
Mr. Noel-Baker's opinion, it was desirable that 
the new system should likewise be based on 

. these four Conventions. 
Regarding the matter of Spain's participa

tion, the delegate for the United Kingdom ex
plained that he did not want to exclude Franco 
from the Protocol, but wanted to exclude him 
from illicit traffic. In his opinion, if the Franco 
Government were not a signatory to the Proto
col, it would never be possible to apply to that 
government penalties prescribed for the viola
tion of international agreements on narcotic 
drugs. That state of affairs could only weaken 
the international control system. 

Mr. MARTIN (Canada) recalled the negotia
tions conducted by the Secretary-General with 
a view to the continuation of the international 
control which had been exercised by the League 
of Nations, and he endorsed the Protocol. 

As regards Spain, the representative of Canada 
realized that the advantages and privileges of 
the United Nations should not be accorded to a 
nation which was not qualified to enter the Or
ganization, but he found it difficult to exclude 
any signatory to the Conventions from control, 
whoever he might be. In Mr. Martin's opinion, 
no political problem was involved in this case, 
and he therefore declared himself against the 
exclusion of Spain. 

Mr. SoTO (Chile) approved the draft Pro
tocol, but was in favour of excluding Franco 
Spain on the basis of the attitude adopted at 
San Francisco and in London. 

Mr. P APANEK (Czechoslovakia) considered 
that if the drug traffic was an international evil, 
Franco Spain was too. The principle of enter
taining no relations with Franco had been ad
mitted. To accept the participation of the 
Franco Government in the Protocol would 
mean denying that principle. There could not 
be a different action according to cases. It was 
necessary to get to the root of the evil and dis
cover a way of preventing Franco from exploit
ing the narcotic drug traffic for his own profit. 
The Czechoslovak delegation would remain true 
to its policy of entertaining no relations with 
Franco. 

M. Feonov prevoit certaines objections. On 
lui £era observer que, non signataire du Proto
cole, le Gouvernement franquiste d'Espagne ne 
se trouvera pas lie par la loi internationale et 
que l'Espagne deviendra un centre international 
du marche noir des stupefiants. M. Feonov 
pense que les Nations Unies sont assez fortes 
pour faire pression sur Franco et lui imposer 
leur loi. 

M. NoEL-BAKER (Royaume-Uni) signale que 
la deuxieme guerre mondiale, comme toutes les 
precedentes, a amene une recrudescence du 
trafic des stupefiants et il donne des precisions 
techniques sur la fabrication, la distribution et 
l'emploi de la drogue. 

La Societe des Nations, en une scrie de 
quatre Conventions (1912, 1925, 1929, 1936) 
avait etabli un systeme servant de base a la 
reglementation internationale. 11 convient, selon 
M. Noel-Baker, d'etablir egalement le nouveau 
systeme sur ces quatre Conventions . 

Quant a la question de la participation es
pagnole, le delegue britannique precise qu'il ne 
veut pas exclure Franco du Protocole, mais 
l'exclure du trafic illicite. A son avis, si le 
Gouvernement franquiste n'est pas partie au 
Protocole, il ne sera jamais possible de lui ap
pliquer les sanctions prevues en cas de violation 
des accords internationaux sur les stupefiants. 
Cette attitude affaiblirait le mecanisme interna
tional de controle. 

M. MARTIN (Canada) rappelle les negocia
tions menees par le Secretaire general pour 
assurer la continuation du controle international 
assure par la Societe des Nations, et donne son 
approbation au Protocole. 

En ce qui concerne l'Espagne, le representant 
du Canada reconnait que les avantages et pri
vileges des Nations Unies ne doivent pas favoriser 
une nation qu n'a pas qualite pour entrer dans 
!'Organisation, mais il trouve difficile d'exclure 
du controle une partie, queUe qu'elle soit, aux 
Conventions. Il ne s'agit pas la, dans l'esprit 
de M. Martin, d'un probleme politique et il 
se prononce contre !'exclusion de l'Espagne. 

M. SoTO (Chili) est favorable au pro jet de 
Protocole, mais il est aussi partisan d'exclure 
l'Espagne franquiste en raison des positions deja 
prises a San-Francisco et a Londres. 

M. PAPANEK (Tchecoslovaquie) pense que si 
le trafic des stupefiants est un mal de caractere 
international, l'Espagne franquiste revet le meme 
aspect. Le principe de non-relations avec Franco 
a ete admis. Accepter la participation franquiste 
au Protocole serait renier ce principe. On ne 
peut agir de fac;;on differente selon les cas. Il 
£aut aller a la source du mal et trouver le moyen 
d'empecher Franco d'utiliser le trafic des stupe
fiants a son profit. :La delegation tchecoslovaque 
demeure fidele a sa politique de non-relations 
avec Franco. 
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Mr. FEONOV (USSR) repudiated the argu
ment that the non-participation of the Franco 
Government in the Protocol would confront the 
United Nations with the threat of Spain's be
coming an illegal drug market. The representa
tive of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
insisted that to entertain relations with Franco 
was contrary to the decisions of the General As
sembly. In his opinion, it was essential to stamp 
out the Franco centre of fascist infection. It 
was suggested that there should be co-operation 
with Fraaco, but the Soviet Government could 
never agree to this. 

Mr. PATINO (Peru) thought political factors 
3hould not enter into the discussion. The authors 
of the Protocol had thought that it should apply 
to all the nations signatories of the Conventions 
governing the control of narcotic drugs. Certain 
countries which were a source of danger at the 
present time were likely to be no longer danger
ous when the Protocol became effective. More
over, certain other countries were without a 
government but might acquire one in the fu
ture. The opinion had been expressed that the 
government was not the country and that, there
fore, Franco was not Spain. The matter should 
therefore be considered from a legal and not 
from a political point of view. 

Mr. KRASOVEC (Yugoslavia) was in favour of 
the resolution particularly since his country was 
itself a producer of narcotic drugs, but he could 
not agree to Franco becoming a party thereto 
since the Yugoslav Government would regard 
such admission as a first step toward Franco's 
admission to the United Nations. The principles 
already established should be adhered to. 

Dr. SzE (China) said that the report before 
them contained four documents. There was, 
first, the draft resolution for submission to the 
Economic and Social Council; then there was 

\ the draft resolution to be submitted to the Gen
eral Assembly; thirdly, there was the draft Pro
tocol; and, fourthly, there was a supplementary 
resolution to be submitted to the General As
sembly concerning the Franco Government. 

There seemed to be general agreement on the 
first three drafts, but he wished to say a few 
words about the fourth draft. The Chinese dele
gation had proposed the resolution appearing on 
page 2 of the document E/168 because it had 
felt that it was out of the question for the Soviet 
delegation, as well as for other delegations, to be 
associated, even indirectly, with the Franco re
gime. China's aim was to ensure the continu
ance of the satisfactory working of the interna
tional machinery for the control of narcotic 
drugs in the post-war world with as few modi
fications as possible. Unlike the representative 
of the United Kingdom, he did not think that 
this machinery would be weakened by the exclu
sion of Franco. He maintained that, while this 
had not been a political question originally, it 
had become so in the course of the discussion, 
and he asked the representatives of Canada and 

M. FEoNov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) refute !'argument selon lequel 
la non-participation franquiste mettrait les Na
tions Unies en presence d'une menace, du fait 
que l'Espagne deviendrait un marche illicite des 
stupefiants. Le representant sovietique repete 
qu'entretenir des relations avec Franco est con
traire aux decisions de l'Assemblee generale. II 
est indispensable, selon lui, de supprimer le foyer 
fasciste que represente Franco. On suggere de 
travailler avec ce dernier. Le Gouvernement 
sovietique ne saurait accepter cette eventualite. 

M. PATINO (Perou) considere que des raisons 
politiques ne sauraient intervenir dans la dis
cussion. Les redacteurs du Protocole ont pense 
que. ce dernier devait s'appliquer a toutes les 
nations signataires des Conventions reglant le 
controle des stupefiants. Certains pays, au
jourd'hui dangereux, sont susceptibles de ne 
plus l'etre lorsque ce Protocole sera executoire. 
Certains autres pays, en outre, n'ont pas de 
gouvernement mais sont susceptibles d'en avoir 
dans l'avenir. Enfin, M. Patino rappelle qu'il 
s'etait manifeste un point de vue selon lequel 
le gouvernement n'est pas le pays, et, en conse
quence, Franco ne represente pas l'Espagne. II 
faut done envisager la question sous !'angle 
juridique et non sous !'angle politique. 

M. KRASOVEC (Yougoslavie) se montre par
ticulierement favorable a la resolution, d'autant 
plus que son pays est lui-meme producteur de 
stupefiants; il ne peut admettre la participation 
de Franco. Le Gouvernement yougoslave con
sidererait cette admission comme un premier 
pas vers l'entree de Franco aux Nations Unies. 
M. Krasovec pense qu'il faut s'en tenir aux 
principes deja formules. 

Le Dr SzE (Chine) precise que le rapport 
soumis comprend quatre documents. Tout 
d'abord, le projet de resolution du Conseil econo
mique et social; ensuite le projet de resolution 
de l'Assemblee generale; troisiemement, le projet 
de Protocole et, quatriemement, une resolution 
supplementaire de l'Assemblee generale con
cernant le Gouvernement de Franco. 

II semble qu'il y ait accord general sur les 
trois premiers projets. II voudrait dire quelques 
mots sur le quatrieme pro jet. La delegation chi
noise a propose la resolution figurant a la page 2 
du document E /168 parce qu' elle a eu le senti
ment qu'il etait impossible pour la delegation 
sovietique, comme pour certaines autres delega
tions, de s'associer, meme indirectement, au n~
gime de Franco. Le but que veut atteindre la 
Chine est de maintenir le bon fonctionnement 
du mecanisme international pour le controle des 
stupefiants dans le monde d'apres-guerre avec 
le mains de modifications possible. Contraire
ment a ce qu'a dit le representant du Royaume
Uni, il ne croit pas que ce mecanisme sera 
affaibli par !'exclusion de Franco. Et, soute
nant que, si elle ne I' etait pas a I' origine, la ques
tion est devenue politique au cours du debat, le 
Dr Sze demande aux representants du Canada 



Peru, who were opposed to Franco's exclusion, 
to abstain from voting in order that the decision 
should be unanimous and should appear as non
political as possible. 

Dr. MEDVED (Ukrainian SSR) supported the 
standpoint of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics. In his view, if the Secretary-General sent 
an invitation to Franco in order to settle any prob
lem whatever, this would be tantamount to recog
nizing Franco's signature. As representative of a 
country which had been contaminated by Fran
co's Blue Division, he could not tolerate this. 
There would always be means of bringing pres
sure to bear on Franco in order to enforce respect 
for international law. If an exception was made 
today, another would have to be made to
morrow, and there would be no end to it. 

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) supported the remarks 
of the delegate for China and thought that since 
this was a matter of voting on the inclusion or 
exclusion of Franco, this amounted, in fact, to 
a choice between the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and Franco. He felt that this was an 
easy choice, and therefore opposed the admission 
of Franco Spain. 

Mr. KRASOVEC (Yugoslavia) recalled that his 
Government maintained diplomatic relations 
with the Spanish Republican Government and 
therefore could not sign any agreement with 
Franco. 

Mr. NoEL-BAKER (United Kingdom) ex
pressed regret that the question under discussion 
had taken a political turn. His country had 
fought against fascism for six years and for an 
appreciable part of that time had been practi
cally alone in the fight. It had been maintained 
that if his proposal were adopted, this would 
mean the establishment of business relations with 
Franco. But this was not a matter of business 
relations. Germany, after her withdrawal from 
the League of Nations, when Hitler was in 
power, had received letters concerning the appli
cation of the International Conventions on Nar
cotic Drugs. However, if the Council voted to 
exclude Franco from the Protocol on narcotic 
drugs, the United Kingdom delegation would 
accept this decision and would study the means 
of preventing Franco from deriving benefit from 
the situation thus created. 

Mr. PATINO (Peru) took the floor again in 
order to say that he agreed with the remarks 
made by the representative of China. He merely 
wished to make his Government's position clear 
on the technical aspect. This was not at all a 
political attitude. 

Mr. WINANT (United States of America) 
thought that it was not impossible to establish a 
control which would encircle Spain without mak
ing Franco a party to the Protocol. A world
wide control of narcotic drugs should be estab
lished as quickly as possible and he thought that 
this purpose would be more easily achieved if 
Franco were excluded. 
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et du Peron, qui se sont prononces contre !'ex
clusion de Franco, de s'abstenir afin de donner 
un caractere d'unanimite a la decision et de lui 
donner ainsi un aspect aussi peu politique que 
possible. 

Le Dr MEDVED (RSS Ukraine) soutient la 
position de !'Union sovietique. A son avis, si le 
Secretaire general, pour regler un probleme quel
conque, adressait une invitation a Franco, ce 
serait reconnaitre la signature de Franco. Le 
Dr Medved, en sa qualite de representant d'un 
pays souille par la Division Bleue franquiste, ne 
pent l'admettre. Il y aura toujours, selon lui, des 
moyens de faire pression sur Franco pour faire 
respecter la loi internationale. Si l'on envisage, 
aujourd'hui, une exception, on se trouvera de
main en presence d'une autre et ainsi de suite. 

M. MALIK (Liban) appuie les remarques du 
delegue de la Chine, et puisqu'il s'agit de voter 
sur !'inclusion ou 1' exclusion de Franco, il con
sidere que cela revient a faire un choix entre 
!'Union sovietique et Franco. Ce choix, a son 
avis, est aise a faire et il s'oppose a !'admission 
de l'Espagne franquiste. 

M. KRASOVEC (Yougoslavie) rappelle que son 
Gouvernement entretient des relations diplo
matiques avec le Gouvernement de la Repu
blique espagnole. Il ne saurait done signer avec 
Franco. 

M. NoEL-BAKER (Royaume-Uni) regrette 
que la question debattue ait pris un caractere 
politique. Son pays, rappelle-t-il, a lutte pen
dant six ans contre le fascisme et, pendant un 
temps considerable, il a lutte virtuellement seul. 
On a soutenu que, si sa proposition etait adop
tee, on entrerait en relations d'affaires avec 
Franco. Mais il n'est question de relations 
d'affaires d'aucune sorte. L' Allemagne, apres 
son retrait de la Societe des Nations, et sous le 
regime hitlerien, rec;ut les lettres concernant 
!'application des Conventions internationales sur 
les stupefiants. M. Noel-Baker declare cepen
dant que si le Conseil vote !'exclusion de Franco 
du Protocole sur les stupefiants, la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni acceptera cette decision et 
etudiera les moyens d'empecher Franco de tirer 
benefice de la situation ainsi cn~ee. 

M. PATINO (Peron) reprend la parole pour 
declarer qu'il est d'accord avec les observations 
du representant de la Chine. Il n'a voulu que 
preciser la position de son Gouvernement sur le 
plan technique. I1 ne s'agissait pas de position 
politique. 

M. WINANT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) croit 
qu'il n'est pas impossible d'etablir un controle 
qui encerclerait l'Espagne sans associer Franco 
au Protocole. II faut etablir ce controle inter
national des stupefiants aussi universellement et 
rapidement que possible. Le delegue des Etats
Unis pense que l'on atteindra plus facilement ce 
but en excluant Franco. 

I 
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Mr. FEOl\OV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) asked Mr. Noel-Baker why, if pressure 
was to be brought .to bear on Franco, they 
should not choose a more appropriate method 
of imposing the will of the United Nations upon 
him. He himself was inclined to think that the 
proposal as it stood meant that Franco would be 
invited to become voluntarily associated with the 
United Nations in this matter and to co-operate 
with it of his own free will. 

Mr. NoEL-BAKER (United Kingdom) re
peated that he thought it would be easier to make 
Franco respect international conventions if he 
were enabled to sign the Protocol. He himself 
would be prepared to consider and to suggest to 
his Government the sending of a collective note 
inviting Franco to comply with the rules of a 
convention to which he was not a party; but he 
thought this would be an even more far-reaching 
recognition than the action he proposed. 

Mr. HoFF HERR (France) thought that this 
was a political problem to be decided by the 
General Assembly. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Chinese 
delegate's proposal that the debate be closed. 

Decision: The proposal was adopted and the 
debate closed. 

The CHAIRMAN put the amendments to the 
vote. 

Mr. FEoNov (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics), after pointing out that the Chinese 
amendment (document E /168, page 2) only 
affected the resolution to be submitted to the 
General Assembly, proposed the following 
amendment to the draft resolution submitted 
to the Economic and Social Council: 

The Ec~nomic and Social Council con
siders that, in view of the resolution of the 
General Assembly on the relations of Mem
bers of the United Nations with the Franco 
Government of Spain, adopted on 9 Febru
ary 1946, the Franco Government of Spain 
should be excluded from the parties signa
tories to the Protocol, so long as the said Gov
ernment is in power. 

The CHAIRMAN put this amendment to the 
vote by roll-call. The result of the yote was as 
follows: 

In favour: Belgium, Chile, China, Czechoslo
vakia, India, Lebanon, Norway, Ukrainian SSR, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
States of America. 

Against: United Kingdom. 

Abstentions: Canada, Colombia, France, 
Greece, Peru. 

Absent: Cuba. 

Decision: The amendment was adopted. 

The remainder of the draft resolution sub
mitted to the Economic and Social Council 
(document E/168) was adopted. 

M. FEONOV (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) pose une question a M. Noel
Baker: s'il est. question de contraindre Franco, 
pourquoi ne pas choisir un moyen plus appro
prie de lui imposer la volonte des Nations Unies? 
Le delegue sovietique se demande si la proposi
tion actuelle ne signifie pas que Franco serait 
invite a s'associer volontairement aux Nations 
Unies dans cette affaire et a cooperer volontaire
ment avec elles. 

M. NoEL-BAKER (Royaume-Uni) repete qu'il 
pense que Franco sera plus a meme de respecter 
les conventions internationales s'il est a meme de 
signer le Protocole. M. Noel-Baker veut bien 
envisager et suggerer a son Gouvernement d'en
voyer une note collective, invitant Franco a ob
server les regles d'une convention a laquelle il 
ne serait pas partie. I1 croit, cependant, que ce 
serait la une reconnaissance plus grave encore 
que I' action qu'il propose. 

M. HoFF HERR (France) considcre qu'il s' agit 
d'un probleme politique et qu'il appartient a 
l' Assemblee generale de se prononcer. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
cloture du debat soumise par le delegue de la 
Chine. 

Decision: La proposition est adoptee et le de
bat est clos. 

Le PRESIDENT passe au vote sur les amende
ments. 

M. FEoNov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), a pres a voir fait remarquer 
que l'amendement de la Chine (document 
E/168, page 2) ne porte que sur la resolution 
a soumettre a 1' Assemblee gencrale, propose 
l'amendement suivant au projet de resolution 
sur lequelle Conseil doit, lui, se prononcer: 

Le Conseil economique et social, en pre
sence de la resolution de l'Assemblee generale 
sur les relations des Membres des Nations 
Unies avec le Gouvernement franquiste 
d'Espagne, adoptee le 9 fevrier 1946, estime 
qu'il est necessaire d'exclure le Gouvernement 
franquiste d'Espagne du nombre des parties 
signataires du Procotocle, tant que le Gou
vernement franquiste reste au pouvoir. 

Le PRESIDENT met l'amendement aux voix 
par appel nominal. Les resultats du vote sont 
les suivants: 

Pour: Belgique, Chili, Chine, Tchecoslo
vaquie, Inde, Liban, Norvege, RSS d'Ukraine, 
Union des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, 
Etats-Unis d' Amerique. 

Contre: Royaume-Uni. 

Abstentions: Canada, 
Grece, Perou. 

Absent: Cuba. 

Colombie, France, 

Decision: L' amendement est adopte. 

Le reste du projet de resolution du Conseil 
economique. et social (document E /168) est 
ado pte. 
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The draft resolution for submission to the 
General Assembly, the draft Protocol and its 
annex were also adopted. 

The meeting rose at 6 p.m. 

TENTH MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, on Friday, 
27 September 1946, at 2.45 p.m. 

Chairman: Dr. Andrija STAMPAR (Yugoslavia). 

Present: The representatives of the following 
countries: Belgium, Canada, Chile, China, Co
lombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, Greece, 
India, Lebanon, Norway, Peru, Ukrainian SSR, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Kingdom, United States of America, Yugosla
VIa. 

22. Proposals of the Yugoslav and Czecho
slovak Governments concerning Danubian 

vessels (documents E/97 and E/ 121) 

Mr. KRASOVEC (Yugoslavia) drew the at
tention of the Council to the fact that the ques
ticn of the restitution of Danubian vessels and 
barges of Yugoslav origin which the German 
Army removed to the Upper Danube during 
its retreat from Yugoslavia had been placed on 
the agenda after all means of direct negotia
tion with the United States Government had 
been exhausted during the past year and a 
half. That matter was not being brought up in 
the form of a legal dispute, since there was no 
doubt as to Yugoslav ownership of the property 
and the ensuing . statements would bear upon 
the economic aspects of the question. 

In peace time, a large quantity of commodi
ties such as grain, coal, lumber, ores, etc., had 
been carried on boats and barges. A consider
able part of the Yugoslav river fleet had, how
ever, been sunk during the war, while other ves
sels had been taken by the German Army. One 
hundred and fifty of these had been returned 
by the Soviet Army, but sixty-seven vessels in
cluding the best of the river fleet, found in the 
American Zone of Occupation and now located 
at Linz and Regensburg, had not yet been re
stored in spite of repeated requests to that effect. 

Mr. Krasovec reviewed the economic conse
quences suffered by Yugoslavia as a result of the 
immobilization of these barges and river vessels. 
Bosnian coal had to be carried to the north
eastern parts of Yugoslavia by rail instead of by 
river, with the result that the country's railway 
system had been overtaxed, and the transpor
tation of urgently required building materials 
and food products had been delayed; according 
to official estimates, housing reconstruction had 
been delayed by about one year, while industry 
had been forced to pay double prices for coal 
following increased transportation costs. It had 
been necessary to forward UNRRA supplies 
through Trieste, instead of through the Black 

Le pro jet de resolution de l' Assembtee gene
rate, le projet de Protocole et son annexe sont 
a leur tour adoptes. 

La seance est levee a 18 heures. 

DIXIEME SEANCE 
Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, le vendredi 

27 septembre 1946, a 14 h. 45. 

President: Dr Andrija STAMPAR (Yougoslavie). 

Presents: Les representants des pays suivants: 
Belgique, Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, France, Grece, Inde, 
Liban, Norvege, Perou, RSS d'Ukraine, Union 
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Yougoslavie. 

22. Propositions des Gouvernements you
goslave et tchecoslovaque relatives aux 
bateaux du Danube (documents E/97 et 

E/121) 

M. KRASOVEC (Yougoslavie) attire !'attention 
du Conseil sur le fait que la question de restitu
tion des bateaux et des chalands danubiens d'ori
gine yougoslave, emmenes par l'armee allemande 
sur le Haut Danube lorsqu'elle se retira de 
Yougosla:vie, a ete portee a l'ordre du jour apres 
que differentes tentatives de negociations di
rectes avec le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis ont 
ete epuisees au cours des dix-huit derniers mois. 
Cette question n'a pas ete presentee en forme de 
litige, attendu qu'il est hors de doute que ces 
bateaux soient bien propriete yougoslave; les 
declarations qui suivent ne concerneront que les 
aspects economiques de la question. 

En temps de paix, une grande quantite de 
produits tels que le grain, le charbon, les bois de 
construction, les minerais, etc., etaient trans
partes par bateaux et par chalands; cependant, 
une grande partie de la flotte fluviale yougoslave 
a ete coulee pendant la guerre; d'autres unites 
ont ete emmenees par l'armee allemande. Cent 
cinquante ont ete restituees par l'armee sovie
tique, mais soixante-sept unites parmi les meil
leures de la flotte fluviale retrouvees dans la 
zone americaine d'occupation et ancrees main
tenant a Linz et a Ratisbonne n'ont pas encore 
ete restituees, malgn~ des demandes repetees. 

M. Krasovec expose, de nouveau, les conse
quences economiques que l'inutilisation de ces 
chalands et de ces bateaux fluviaux entraine 
pour la Yougoslavie. Le charbon de Bosnie a 
destination du nord-ouest de la Yougoslavie doit 
etre transporte par chemin de fer plutot que par 
voie fluviale. En consequence, les chemins de 
fer ant ete surcharges et le transport de mate
riaux de construction et de produits alimentaires 
de premiere necessite a ete retarde; d'apres les 
estimations officielles, la reconstruction des habi
tations a ete retardee d'environ une annee. En 
plus, les industries ont ete obligees de payer le 
charbon au double de son prix normal par suite 
de !'augmentation des frais de transport. On a 



Sea and thence by river. Owing to reduced 
river transport, the sugar industry had received 
certain raw materials only very irregularly; 
flour and other food industries had been ad
versely affected by insufficient deliveries of coal; 
heating had been inadequate because of lack of 
coal and wood actually awaiting transportation. 
Coke and coal imported from Czechoslovakia 
and Poland had been carried by rail instead of 
by barge, thus causing higher transportation 
costs and del-ays in delivery, while stopp~ges in 
the production of foundries and other engineer
ing industries had considerably retarded recon
struction work. 

Immobilization of Yugoslav barges and river 
vessels had also caused harm to other countries: 
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UNRRA had been prevented frcim receiving 
rolling stock from Yugoslavia for transporta
tion of supplies to Austria, Czechoslovakia, and 
Hungary, as Yugoslavia had been compelled to 
use the available rolling stock for her own in
land transportation. Hungarian and Czecho
slovak foundries lacked iron ore normally im
ported from Yugoslavia by the Danubian fleet. 
In general, the trade of Yugoslavia, Poland and 
Czechoslovakia had been seriously affected by 
the immobilization of that fleet. 

In outlining the history of the negotiations be
tween the Governments of the United States and 
Yugoslavia for the restitution of Danubian barges 
and vessels of Yugoslav origin, Mr. Krasovec 
pointed out that there had been no question as 
to Yugoslavia's legal rights of ownership. Iden
tity of all units had been thoroughly proved. 
Manv notes had been sent to the United States 
Gove~nment explaining the immediate need for 
the restitution of that commercial fleet, but a 
variety of reasons had been given for not return
ing the ships; in June 1945, permission had been 
requested from the United States Embassy in 
Belgrade to send a Yugoslav Commission to 
identify vessels in the American Zone and to ar
range for their return; the United States State 
Department had replied that a survey of owner
ship was being made and that the question of the 
disposal of such property would be given full 
consideration as soon as the results of the en
quiries were known. In September 1945, the 
Yugoslav Embassy in Washington gave the State 
Department a list of Yugoslav vessels located in 
the American Zone of Occupation; the State De
partment replied that the United States Govern
ment agreed in principle to their restitution but 
that the Danube was only navigable for smaller 
ships at that time; the Yugoslav delegation was 
later told in Vienna that the fleet could not be 
immediately restored because of obstructions 
preventing navigation on the river, but that resti
tution would take place as soon as such obstruc
tions had been cleared. However, Yugoslav 

du envoyer les approvisionnements de l'UNRRA 
par Trieste, au lieu de la mer Noire et, de la, 
par voie fluviale. A cause de la diminution des 
possibilites des transports fluviaux, l'industrie 
sucriere a re~u des matieres premieres d'une 
fa~on tres irreguliere; les moulins a farine et 
d'autres industries alimentaires ont subi des per
turbations a cause des livraisons insuffisantes de 
charbon; le chauffage a ete insuffisant a cause 
du manque de charbon et de bois qui attendaient 
un moyen de transport. Le coke et le charbon 
importes de Tchecoslovaquie et de Pologne 
doivent etre transportes par voie ferree et non 
par chaland, ce qui augmente les frais de trans
port et retarde les livraisons. Des arrets impor
tants dans la production des fonderies et des 
autres industries mecaniques ralentissent con
siderablement le travail de reconstruction. 

L'inutilisation des chalands et des bateaux 
fluviaux yougoslaves porte aussi prejudice a 
d'autres pays: l'UNRRA n'a pu recevoir le 
materiel roulant de Yougoslavie necessaire au 
transport d' approvisionnements vers 1' Autriche, 
la Tchecoslovaquie et la Hongrie parce que la 
Yougoslavie a ete contrainte de se servir de ce 
materiel roulant pour ses propres transports in
terieurs. Les fonderies de Hongrie et de Tcheco
slovaquie ont manque de minerai de fer qui, en 
temps normal, est importe de Yougoslavie par la 
flotte danubienne. En general, le commerce de 
Yougoslavie, de la Pologne et de la Tchecoslo
vaquie a ete serieusement atteint par l'inactivite 
de cette flotte. 

En esquissant l'historique des negociations 
entre les Gouvernements des Etats-Unis et de la 
Yougoslavie pour la restitution des chalands et 
des bateaux danubiens d'origine yougoslave, 
M. Krasovec signale que les titres juridiques de la 
y ougoslavie a la propriete de ces bateaux sont 
incontestables. L'identite de ces unites a cte en
tierement prouvee. On a envoye plusieurs notes 
au Gouvernement des Etats-Unis lui expliquant 
la necessite immediate de restituer cette flotte 
commerciale, mais celui-ci a invoque differents 
motifs pour ne pas restituer ces bateaux; en juin 
1945 on a demande a l'Ambassade des Etats
Unis a Belgrade la permission d'envoyer une 
commission yougoslavc chargee d'identifier les 
bateaux dans la zone americaine et de prendre 
des mesures en vue de leur restitution; le De
partement d'Etat des Etats-Unis a repondu 
qu'une enquete etait menee sur le droit de pro
priete et qu'aussitot que les resultats de l'enquete 
seraient connus, on envisagerait les moyens de 
disposer de ces bateaux. En septembre 1945, 
1' Ambassade yougoslave a Washington a donne 
au Departement d'Etat une liste des bateaux 
yougoslaves qui se trouvaient dans la zone 
americaine d'occupation; le Departement d'Etat 
a repondu que le Gouvernement des Etats
Unis etait en principe d'accord sur leur 
restitution, mais qu'a cette epoque le Danube 
n'etait navigable que pour des petits vaisseaux; 
peu apres, a Vienne, on a communique a la 
delegation yougoslave que la flotte ne pouvait 
etre immediatement restituee a cause des ob-



64 

technical experts had pointed out many times 
that there were no technical obstacles of such a 
nature as to prevent restitution of the vessels. 

A document from the Office of the Military 
Government for Germany, United States Eco
nomic Division, Restitution Branch, dated 22 
January 1946, stated that the restitution of such 
barges as were in German waters was in accord
ance with United States policy, that Yugoslav 
claims should go through all the usual channels, 
and that every facility would be accorded to the 
Yugoslav Commission in the accomplishment of 
its task. In June 1946, a note received from the 
United States Embassy in Belgrade stated that 
the United States authorities recognized in prin
ciple the restitution of such property, but that 
technical problems connected with the restitu
tion had to be solved before the vessels could be 
returned. 

The first hints of a political character were 
made about ten months after the German sur
render. In February 1946, it was suggested that 
the Yugoslav Government might support the 
United States plan for the internationalization 
of the Danubian navigation system with a view 
to a more rapid restitution of Yugoslav river 
craft. This suggestion was confim1ed in April 
1946, when the United States Embassy in Bel
grade indicated that the restitution of river ves
sels was closely connected with the question of 
the internationalization of the Danube. How
ever, on 9 August 1946, the Yugoslav Govern
ment felt compelled to request the Secretary
General of the United Nations to place the 
question on the agenda of the Economic and 
Social Council. Meanwhile, Yugoslavia had 
been informed that the river craft in Linz had 
been removed towards Bavaria, while tech
nicians in charge had been sent back to Yugo
slavia by the United States authorities. 

Mr. Krasovec pointed out that the restitution 
of the Yugoslav river fleet was a practical prob
lem which was not related to the Danubian 
question but was directly connected with the re
construction of devastated areas; he recalled that 
the Council had been discussing the reconstruc
tion of devastated areas, and wondered how it 
was possible to have faith in such discussions 
when Yugoslavia was unable to regain her own 
property to help in reconstruction work. 

Mr. Krasovec therefore proposed the follow
ing resolution (document E/ 193) : 

The Economic and Social Council, con
sidering the substantial lack of means of trans
portation as a result of war destruction, con
sidering the increased role of transport in the 
post-war relief, rehabilitation and reconstruc-

structions empechant la navigation sur le fleuve, 
mais que la restitution aurait lieu aussitot que 
ces obstructions auraient ete enlevees. Cepen
dant, 'les experts techniques yougoslaves avaient 
signale a plusieurs reprises qu'il n'existait aucun 
obstacle technique de nature a empecher la 
restitution des bateaux. 

Un document de !'Office du Gouvernement 
militaire en Allemagne, Departement econo
mique des Etats-Unis, Section des restitutions, 
date du 22 janvier 1946, declare que la restitu
tion des peniches qui se trouvaient dans les eaux 
allemandes etait en concordance avec la po
litique des Etats-Unis et que les reclamations 
yougqslaves devaient etre presentees de fa<;on 
reguliere et que toutes facilites seraient accordees 
a la mission yougoslave dans l'accomplissement 
de sa tache. En juin 1946, une note de l'Am
bassade des Etats-Unis a Belgrade declarait que 
les autorites des Etats-Unis reconnaissaient en 
principe Ia restitution de cette propriete, mais 
que des problemes techniques relatifs a la resti
tution devaient etre resolus avant de pouvoir 
rendre les bateaux. 

Les premieres allusions de caractere politique 
ont ete faites environ dix mois apres la capitula
tion de l'Allemagne: en fevrier 1946, on a sug
gere que le Gouvernement yougoslave pourrait 
appuyer la these des Etats-Unis sur l'interna
tionalisation du systeme de navigation sur le 
Danube, ce qui serait dans !'interet d'une resti
tution plus rapide des bateaux fluviaux apparte
nant a la Y ougoslavie. Cette suggestion a ete 
confirmee en avril 1946, quand l'Ambassade des 
Etats-Unis a Belgrade a indique que la restitution 
des batiments fluviaux etait en relation etroite 
avec l'internationalisation du Danube. Cepen
dant, le 9 aout 1946, le Gouvernement yougo
slave a ete oblige de demander au Secretaire 
general des Nations Unies de porter Ia question 
a l'ordre du jour du Conseil economique et 
social. Entre temps, le Gouvernement yougo
slave a ete informe que les unites fluviales qui se 
trouvaient a Linz avaient ete mises en mouve
ment vers la Baviere, et que les techniciens res
ponsables avaient ete renvoyes en y ougoslavie 
par les autorites des Etats-Unis. 

M. Krasovec fait remarquer que la restitu
tion de la flotte fluviale yougoslave est un 
probleme d'ordre pratique qui n'a aucun rap
port avec la question du Danube mais qui est 
intimement lie a la reconstruction des regions 
devastees. II rappelle que le Conseil a discute 
de la reconstruction des regions devastees. II 
ajoute qu'il lui est difficile d'avoir foi en de 
pareilles discussions alors que la Yougoslavie ne 
peut rentrer en possession des biens qui l'aide
raient dans ses travaux de reconstruction. 

M. Krasovec propose, par consequent, la reso
lution suivante (document E/ 193) 

Le Conseil economique et social, Vll la 
grave penurie de moyens de transport qui 
resulte des destructions de guerre, vu le role 
accru des transports dans le travail de secours, 
de relevement et de reconstruction de la 
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tion work, acknowledging that in such condi
tions every deprival by administrative measures 
of means of transportation which survived war 
damages is bound to deteriorate the already 
difficult situation covering transport, consider
ing that there is no doubt as to Yugoslav 
ownership of the vessels and barges taken by 
the German Army during its retreat to the 
Upper Danube and seized then by the United 
States authorities, recommends to the Govern
ment of the United States to take urgent 
measures in order to restitute without delay to 
organs of the Government of the Federal 
People's Republic of Yugoslavia the Yugoslav 
Danubian fleet now in the ports of the Ameri
can Occupation Zone in Germany and Aus
tria. 

Mr. P APANEK (Czechoslovakia) declared that 
the Czechoslovak delegation had requested the 
Secretary-General to place on the agenda an 
item similar in nature to that just discussed, 
namely the restoration of Czechoslovakia's 
Danubian vessels removed by the German Army 
from Czechoslovak ports (document E/ 121 ) . 
The Czechoslovak case would be stated without 
repeating the arguments already presented in the 
case of Yugoslavia. 

Mr. Papanek, in confirming the deterioration 
of the Czechoslovak transportation system, stated 
that economic rehabilitation could not be 
achieved without complete restoration of river 
transportation. At present, the Danube could 
not be fully used because barges and other river 
vessels of Czechoslovak origin, seized by the Ger
man Arm v and now located in the American 
Zone of Occupation, had not yet been released. 

The Czechoslovak Government had requested 
restitution of forty-two river craft, but had been 
advised that a decision had to be postponed; 
diplomatic negotiations had received a sympa
thetic answer from the United States Govern
ment, but the vessels involved were still im
mobilized in the Upper Danube. It was im
portant that restitution of these vessels should 
be effected as soon as possible. There was no 
justifiable reason for their retention since they 
had all been legally identified as Czechoslovak 
property. 

Mr. Papanek recalled the work of interna
tional conferences for the solution of questions 
connected with the restitution of property seized 
during the war. As far back as 1943, a state
ment had been issued concerning the antici
pated restitution of property belonging to the 
United Nations. A resolution of the Repara
tions Conference of December 1945 stated that 
the question of restitution of property re
moved by the Germans should be examined in 
the light of the United Nations declaration of 
5 January 1943; such restitution should apply 
to identifiable goods. which existed at the time 
of the occupation of the country concerned, and 

periode d'apres guerre, reconnaissant que, 
dans ces circonstances, toute mesure adminis
trative qui empecherait l'emploi des moyens 
de transport epargnes par Ia guerre ne saurait 
manquer d'aggraver Ia situation, deja difficile, 
des transports, attendu qu'il est hors de doute 
que les bateaux et chalands emmenes vers Ie 
Haut Danube par I'armee allemande, au 
cours de sa retraite, et saisis alors par les 
autorites americaines, sont propriete yougo
slave, recommande au Gouvernement des 
Etats-Unis de prendre des mesures d'urgence 
pour restituer sans delai aux organes du Gou
vernement de la Republique federale popu
laire de Yougoslavie, les bateaux yougoslaves 
actuellement dans les ports danubiens de Ia 
zone d'occupation americaine en Allemagne 
et en Autriche. 

M. PAPANEK (Tchecoslovaquie) declare que 
Ia delegation tchecoslovaque a demande au 
Secretaire general de porter a l'ordre du jour 
un point similaire a celui qui fait maintenant 
!'objet de Ia discussion, a savoir, Ia restitution 
des bateaux tchecoslovaques naviguant sur le 
Danube enleves par l'armee allemande des ports 
tchecoslovaques (document E/121). La de
maude de Ia Tchecoslovaquie devrait etre 
examinee sans qu'il soit necessaire de repeter les 
arguments deja presentes par Ia delegation 
yougoslave. 

M. Papanek, tout en confirmant les degats 
subis par Ies transports tchecoslovaques, declare 
que Ia reconstruction economique ne peut etre 
realisee sans une remise en ctat complete des 
transports fluviaux. Actuellement, le Danube ne 
peut etre employe completement parce que des 
chalands et d'autres bateaux fluviaux d'origine 
tchecoslovaque saisis par l'armee allemande qui 
se trouvent dans Ia zone americaine d'occupa
tion, n'ont pas encore ete restitues. 

Le Gouvernement tchecoslovaque a demande 
Ia restitution de quarante-deux bateaux fluviaux, 
mais on lui a repondu que la decision devait etre 
remise; bien que les negociations diplomatiques 
aient ete accueillies favorablement par le Gou
vernement des Etats-Unis, Ies bateaux en ques
tion sont toujours sur le Haut Danube et ne 
sont pas utilises. II est important que ces bateaux 
soient restitues le plus tot possible. II n'y a 
aucune raison valable pour qu'ils soient retenus 
puisqu'ils ont tons ete legalement identifies 
comme appartenant ala Tchecoslovaquie. 

M. Papanek rappelle les travaux des con
ferences internationales relatifs aux solutions a 
apporter au probleme de la restitution des 
proprietes saisies pendant la guerre. Des 1943, 
cemme on avait prevu que de pareils cas pour
raient surgir, une declaration a ete formulee au 
sujet de Ia restitution des biens appartenant aux 
Nations Unies. Une resolution de la Conference 
des reparations tenue en decembre 1945 de
clarait que la restitution des biens preleves par 
les Allemands devrait etre examinee a Ia lumiere 
de la declaration des Nations Unies en date du 
5 janvier 1943; les restitutions seraient limitees 
aux bien:s identifiables qui existaient au moment 
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were removed with or without payment. Ac
cording to this statement, it was clear that 
United Nations property when identified should 
be returned immediately after the end of the 
war. An interpretation of that decision by the 
Allied Control Council in Berlin in March 1946 
suggested that the right to recovery was abso
lute when the article removed had been identi
fied. 

Mr. Papanek also referred to the report of 
the Temporary Sub-Commission on Economic 
Reconstruction of Devastated Areas (document 
E/ 156) which stressed the need for hastening 
the repair and restoration of European railroads, 
inland waterways, shipping, etc., and attached 
great importance to the removal of obstacles 
impending European inland transport. 

' 
The problem of restituticn of Czechoslovak 

river craft should be solved in the light of these 
recommendations and decisions. These vessels 
had been immobilized since the end of the war, 
and were now deteriorating. Since there ap
peared to be no other possibility of obtaining 
restitution, the Czechoslovak delegation pro
posed the following resoludon (document 
E/ 194): 

The Economic and Social Council, con
sidering the lack of adequate means of trans
portation as a result of the war's destruction, 
considering the increased function of trans
port in the post-war relief, rehabilitation and 
reconstruction work, acknowledging that in 
such conditions any hampering, by adminis
trative measures, of the use of all possible 
means of transportation which survived the 
war, is bound to impair the slowly recover
ing transportation situation, considering that 
there is no doubt as to Czechoslovak owner
ship of the vessels and barges taken by the 
German Army during its retreat to the Upper 
Danube and held presently by United States 
authorities, recommends that immediate 
measures be taken to restitute to their rightful 
Czechoslovak owners the Czechoslovak Da
nubian vessels now in the ports of the Amer
ican Occupation Zone in Germany and Aus
tria. 

Mr. WINANT (United States of America) 
stated the position of the United States with 
reference to the proposals submitted by the dele
gations for Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia. The 
United States Government welcomed the re
quests to place the question of the restoration 
of Yugoslav and Czechoslovak Danubian ves
vels on the agenda, and would also welcome 
comments and recommendations of the Coun
cil. The United States had always sought to 
resolve problems preventing the maximum use 
of the Danube and Danubian shipping, and 
was in full agreement with the Yugoslav and 
Czechoslovak Governments in deploring the 

de !'occupation du pays en cause ou qui ont ete 
enleves avec ou sans paiement. D'apres cette 
resolution, il etait clair que les biens appartenant 
aux Nations Unies seraient restitues immediate
ment apres la fin de la guerre lorsqu'ils auraient 
ete identifies. Une interpretation de cette de
cision par le Conseil de controle allie a Berlin, 
en mars 1946, proposait que le droit de restitu
tion flit absolu lorsque les biens enleves auraient 
ete identifies. 

M. Papanek se refere aussi au rapport de la 
Sons-Commission temporaire de la reconstruc
tion economique des regions devastees ( docu
ment E/ 156), qui insiste sur la necessite de 
hater la remise en etat et le reequipement des 
chemins de fer, voies fluviales et de la marine 
marchande des pays europeens et attache une 
grande importance a la suppression des obstacles 
entravant le retablissement des transports in
terieurs de !'Europe. 

Le probleme de la restitution de la £lotte 
fluviale tchecoslovaque devrait etre resolu a la 
lumiere de ces recommandations et de ces de
cisions. Ces unites ne sont pas utilisees depuis 
la fin de la guerre et se deteriorent. Puisqu'il 
ne parait pas possible d'obtenir par d'autres 
moyens la restitution de ces vaisseaux, la delega
tion tchecoslovaque propose la resolution sui
vante (document E / 194) : 

Le Conseil economique et social, vu la 
penurie de moyens suffisants de transport qui 
resulte des destructions de guerre, vu le role 
accru des transports dans le travail de secours, 
de relevement et de reconstruction de la 
periode d'apres guerre, reconnaissant que, 
dans ces conditions, toute mesure adminis
trative qui entraverait l'emploi de tous les 
moyens possibles de transport epargnes par la 
guerre aurait pour effet de retarder le reU:ve
ment, deja lent, de la situation des transports, 
attendu qu'il est hors de doute que les bateaux 
et chalands emmencs vers le Haut Danube 
par l'armee allemande, au cours de sa retraite, 
et actuellement aux mains des autorites 
americaines, sont propriete tchecoslovaque, 
recommande que des mesures immediates 
soient prises pour restituer a leurs Iegitimes 
proprietaires tchecoslovaques les bateaux 
tchecoslovaques du Danube qui se trouvent 
actuellement dans les ports danubiens de la 
zone d'occupation americaine en Allemagne 
et en Autriche. 

M. WINANT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) ex
plique !'attitude des Etats-Unis au sujet des 
propositions soumises par les delegations de 
Yougoslavie et de Tchecoslovaquie. Le Gou
vernement des Etats-Unis a accueilli avec plaisir 
les requetes tendant a ce que la question de la 
restitution des bateaux yougoslaves et tcheco
slovaques du Danube soit portee a l'ordre du 
jour et il accueillera avec plaisir les commentaires 
et les recommandations du Conseil. Les Etats
Unis ont toujours essaye de resoudre les pro
blemes ayant pour objet de maintenir au maxi
mum !'utilisation du Danube et des batiments 
sur ce fleuve. Le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis 
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idleness of shipping facilities which could other
wise be used to aid in the reconstruction of 
devastated areas. 

The vessels in question were at present under 
control of United States military authorities in 
Germany and Austria; there was no question as 
to their nationality, and the United States Gov
ernment was desirous of arranging their resti
tution. These specific vessels had been held by 
United States military authorities as an offset to 
American property which had been seized or 
nationalized and for which no compensation 
had yet been arranged, and were part of a fleet 
which the United States Government intended 
.to restitute when some agreement had been 
reached with the Soviet occupation authorities 
and other interested States for the unrestricted 
movement of these vessels throughout the entire 
course of the Danube. 

At present, existing traffic restrictions, and not 
failure to restitute shipping, constituted the basic 
obstacle to Danube traffic. The river was con
trolled above Linz by United States military 
authorities and below Linz by Soviet military 
authorities. No traffic could move in either zone 
without the specific consent of the appropriate 
authorities, and no traffic was permitted to 
move between zones, although the United States 
military authorities had attempted to arrange 
for such reciprocal movement. In addition, 
there also existed physical obstructions the re
moval of which would require co-operative ac
tion. 

Mr. Winant recalled that the United States 
Government had tried without success to secure 
agreement to permit resumption of unrestricted 
international nagivation on the Danube at Pots
dam in July 1945, and at the Conference ol 
Foreign Ministers in September 1945 and June 
1946. The principle of freedom of navigation 
on the Danube was included iri the unagreed 
articles of the Bulgarian, Roumanian, and Hun
garian draft treaties now before the Peace Con
ference. 

The United States Government had tried to 
secure the adoption and implementation of the 
principle of freedom of navigation on an inter
governmental level, and had made the follow
ing concrete bilateral proposal in May 1946: 

( 1 ) Commercial traffic would be resumed 
on the Danube between Regensburg and the 
Black Sea; 

( 2) All ships, their crews and cargoes, 
would be guaranteed from seizure; 

( 3) All vessels, except German, would be 
allowed to sail under their national flags; 

est entierement d'accord avec les Gouvernements 
yougoslave et tchecoslovaque pour deplorer 
l'inactivite des moyens de transport qui pour
raient etre employes a aider a la reconstruction 
des regions devastees. 

Les bateaux en question sont a present sous 
le controle des autorites militaires americaines 
en Allemagne et en Autriche; i1s ont ete iden
tifies indiscutablement et le Gouvernement des 
Etats-Unis est desireux de prendre des mesures 
en faveur de leur restitution. Les bateaux dont 
il s'agit ont ete retenus par les autorites mili
taires des Etats-Unis en dedommagement des 
proprietes americaines qui ont ete saisies ou 
nationalisees et pour lesquelles on n'a pas encore 
fixe de compensation. Ces bateaux font partie 
d'une £lotte que le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis 
a !'intention de restituer lorsqu'un accord aura 
ete realise avec les autorites d'occupation sovie
tiques et les gouvernements des pays interesses 
en vue de la libre circulation de ces vaisseaux 
sur le cours entier du Danube. 

Actuellement, !'obstacle essentiel a la circula
tion sur le Danube ne reside pas dans le fait 
que les bateaux n'ont pas ete restitues, mais il 
provient de restrictions qui arretent maintenant 
la circulation. En amant de Linz, le fteuve est 
sous le controle des autorites militaires ameri
caines, et en aval de Linz, sous le controle des 
autorites militaires sovietiques. Aucune circula
tion ne peut se faire a l'interieur des deux zones 
sans le consentement des autorites competentes 
et aucun trafic n'est permis entre les deux zones 
quoique les autorites militaires americaines aient 
essaye d'organiser une circulation a travers ces 
zones. En plus, il existe egalement des obstruc
tions materielles dont la suppression demanderait 
une action commune. 

M. Winant rappelle que le Gouvernement 
des Etats-Unis s'est efforce vainement d'arriver 
a un accord qui permettrait de reprendre la 
libre circulation internationale sur le Danube a 
Potsdam en juillet 1945, au Conseil des Ministres 
des Affaires etrangens en septembre 1945 et 
en juin 1946. Le principe de la libre circula
tion sur le Danube est indus dans les projets 
de traites avec la Roumanie, la Bulgarie et la 
Hongrie qui se trouvent maintenant Soumis a 
Ia Conference de la Paix et sur lesquels aucun 
accord n' a pu etre encore realise. 

Le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis a essaye 
d'obtenir !'adoption et la mise en application 
du principe de liberte de navigation sur un plan 
intergouvernemental et a fait les propositions 
bilaterales concretes suivantes en mai 1946: 

1 ) Que la circulation commerciale soit re
tablie sur le Danube, de Ratisbonne a la mer 
Noire; 

2) Que tous les bateaux, leurs equipages et 
leurs cargaisons re~oivent !'assurance qu'ils 
seront a l'abri de toute saisie; 

3) Que tous les vaisseaux, a I' exception des 
batiments allemands, soient autorises a navi
guer so us leur pavilion national; 



( 4) Excessive duties and other fees im
peding free movement of ships and merchan
dise on the Danube would be removed; 
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( 5) All vessels on the Danube would be 
pooled; 

( 6) The shipping pool would be managed 
by the shipping companies concerned under 
the joint supervision of United States and 
Soviet military authorities; 

( 7 ) The management of the pool would 
institute uniform freight rates and traffic 
regulations; 

( 8) Information on navigating conditions 
would be freely exchanged and responsibility 
would be undertaken for river maintenance. 

Mr. Winant stated that, in the absence of such 
an agreement, resumption of unrestricted navi
gation on the Danube was impossible. In order 
to deal with this problem, the United States 
delegation submitted the following draft resolu
tion (document E/192): 

In view of the critical limitations of ship
ping facilities on the Danube River, which 
are adversely affecting the economic recovery 
of southeastern Europe, the Economic and 
Social Council recommends that a conference 
of representatives from all interested States 
be arranged under the auspices of the United 
Nations, to meet in Vienna not later than 
1 November for the purpose of resolving the 
basic problems now obstructing the resump
tion of international Danube traffic and estab
lishing provisional operating and navigation 
regulations. 

Interested States are the riparian States, 
States in military occupation of riparian 
zones, and any States whose nationals can 
demonstrate clear title to Danube vessels 
which are now located on, or have operated 
prior to the war, in international Danube 
traffic. 

As a basis for discussion in this projected 
conference of representatives of interested 
States, the Economic and Social Council sub
mits the following recommendations: 

(a) That commercial traffic be resumed on 
the Danube from Regensburg to the Black 
Sea; 

(b) That security from seizure be guaranteed 
to all ships, their crews and cargoes; 

(c) That all Danube vessels (except Ger
man) be allowed to sail under their own 
national flag; 

(d) That adequate operating agreements be 
arranged between the interested States as 
well as the national and private shipping 
companies, under general supervision of 
the occupying powers, to permit the maxi
mum use of the limited shipping facilities; 

4) Que tout droit de peage ou autre droit 
excessif entravant la libre circulation des ba
teaux et marchandises sur le Danube soit 
supprime; 

5) Que tous les vaisseaux actuellement sur 
le Danube soient remis a un fonds commun; 

6) Que le fonds commun soit administre 
par les compagnies de navigation interessees 
sous le controle des autorites militaires ameri
caines et sovietiq ues; 

7) Que !'administration de ce fonds com
mun soit chargee de determiner des tarifs 
uniformes et des reglements de circulation; 

8) Que des renseignements sur la situation 
de la navigation soient echanges librement et 
que des mesures soient prises par les autorites 
responsables pour que le fleuve soit mis en 
etat et entretenu. 

M. Winant declare que si un tel accord n' est 
pas realise, la reprise de la navigation sur le 
Danube est impossible. Pour permettre I' exa
men de ce probleme, la delegation des Etats
Unis soumet le projet de resolution ci-apres 
(document E/192): 

Vu la dangereuse penurie de tonnage flu
vial sur le Danube, penurie qui compromet la 
renaissance economique de !'Europe du sud
est, le Conseil economique et social recom
mande qu'une conference des representants 
de tous les Etats iriteresses soit organisee sous 
les auspices des Nations Unies et se reunisse 
a Vienne, avant le ler novembre, pour resou
dre les problemes fondarnentaux qui entra
vent actuellement la reprise de la circulation 
internationale sur le Danube et pour arreter 
des reglements provisoires d'exploitation et de 
navigation. 

Les Etats interesses comprennent les Etats 
riverains, les Etats dont les armees occupent 
des regions riveraines et tous Etats dont les 
sujets peuvent prouver leurs titres a la posses
sion de bateaux qui se trouvent actuellement 
affectes a la circulation internationale sur le 
Danube ou l'ont ete avant laguerre. 

Comme base de discussion pour la con
ference envisag,ee (conference des represen
tants des Etats interesses), le Conseil econo
mique et social propose les recommandations 
suivantes: 
a) Que la circulation commerciale soit reta

blie sur le Danube, de Ratisbonne a la mer 
Noire; 

b) Que tous les bateaux, leurs equipages et 
leurs cargaisons re<;oivent !'assurance qu'ils 
seront a l'abri de toute saisie; 

c) Que tous les vaisseaux du Danube (a I' ex
ception des bateaux allemands) soient auto
rises a naviguer sous leur pavilion national; 

d) Que des accords appropries soient prevus 
entre les Etats interesses ainsi qu'entre les 
compagnies fluviales nationales et privees 
placees sous la surveillance generale des 
Puissances occupantes, pour permettre 
d'utiliser au maximum un tonnage fluvial 
restreint; 
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(e) That information be exchanged freely 
on conditions of navigation and that re
sponsibility be undertaken for river main
tenance over the entire length of ~he river. 

Mr. ARGYROPOULOS (Greece) stated that 
Greece had considerable interest in the lower 
part of the Danube, since Greek vessels navi
gated in that area. Before the war, a number of 
such vessels flying the Greek flag were operated 
by Greek shipowners; these units were requisi
tioned by the Roumanian authorities during the 
war, and later taken over by the Soviet authori
ties for military transport after the liberation 
and occupation of Roumania by the Soviet 
Army. 

That situation created a problem somewhat 
similar to that brought up by Yugoslavia and 
Czechoslovakia, since it affected the interests of 
Greek citizens and also hampered free operation 
of river transport. The Greek delegation there
fore proposed that that question should be ex
amined by the Council simultaneously with the 
questions raised by Yugoslavia and Czechoslo
vakia, and submitted the following draft reso
lution (document .E/ 191) : 

During the war the Roumanian authorities 
collaborating with the Germans, requisitioned 
Danubian vessels and barges belonging to 
Greek nationals and flying the Greek flag 
and employed them for military transport 
purp9ses. 

Later, when 1 Roumania was occupied by 
the Soviet troops, the occupying military 
authorities took over the above-mentioned 
vessels and barges of Greek origin from the 
Roumanians and used them for their own 
transport operations. Since the end of hos
tilities, some of the said craft were restituted 
to their owners in fairly bad condition, others 
were simply abandoned as improper for use, 
while the remaining craft still in condition to 
be used are not yet restituted to the owners. 

Whereas, the above vessels and barges are 
the property of Greek citizens; whereas, they 
are no more necessary for military purposes; 

The Economic and Social Council recom
mends the restitution of the above craft to 
their owners at the earliest possible time. 

After the CHAIRMAN had referred to Rule 5 71 

of the rules of procedure concerning the proce
dure for introduction of resolutions, the Coun
cil unanimously agreed to admit the United 
States and Greek proposals to the agenda. 

'Rule 57 (document E/33/Rev.l) reads as follows: 
Resolutions, amendments, and substantive motions shall 
be introduced in writing and handed to the Secretary
General, who shall circulate copies to the representatives 
twenty-four hours in advance, unless the Council decides 
otherwise. · 

e) Que des renseignements sur la situation de 
la navigation soient echanges librement et 
que des mesures soient prises par les auto
rites responsables pour que le fleuve soit mis 
en etat et entretenu sur toute l'etendue de 
son cours. 

M. ARGYROPOULos ( Grece) declare que la 
Grece a un interet considerable dans le Bas Da
nube puisque des vaisseaux grecs naviguent dans 
cette zone. Avant laguerre, nombre de navires 
battant pavilion hellenique etaient exploites par 
des armateurs grecs; ces unites ont ete requisi
tionnees par les autorites roumaines pendant la 
guerre et plus tard reprises par les autorites 
sovietiques pour des transports militaires aprcs 
la liberation et !'occupation de la Roumanie par 
l'armee sovietique. 

Cette situation a fait surgir un problcme quel
que peu semblable a celui souleve par la You
goslavie et la Tchecoslovaquie puisqu'elle est 
prejudiciable aux interets des ressortissants grecs 
et entrave le libre trafic fluvial. Par conse
quent, la delegation grecque propose que cette 
question soit examinee par le Conseil en meme 
temps que celles soulevees par la Yougoslavie et 
la Tchecoslovaquie et elle soumet le projet de 
resolution suivant (document E/ 191 ) : 

Pendant la guerre, les autorites roumaines, 
collaborant avec les Allemands, ont requisi
tionne des bateaux et chalands du Danube qui 
appartenaient a des sujets grecs et battant 
pavilion grec, et s'en sont servis pour des 
transports militaires. 

Par la suite, lorsque la Roumanie a cte 
occupee par les troupes sovietiques, les armces 
d'occupation ont repris aux Roumains les 
bateaux et chalands susvises et s'en sont servis 
pour leurs propres operations de transport. 
Depuis la fin des hostilites, certains desdits 
bateaux ont ete restitues, en assez mauvais 
etat, a leurs proprietaires; d'autres ont ete 
tout simplement abandonnes comme etant 
hors de service, tandis que les bateaux encore 
en etat de marc he n' ont pa<: encore ete 
restitUtSs a leurs proprietaires. 

Attendu que les bateaux et chalands 
susvises sont la propriete de citoyens grecs; 
attendu qu'ils ne sont plus necessaires a des 
operations militaires; 

Le Conseil economique et social recom
mande la restitution a leurs proprietaires, 
aussitot que possible, des vaisseaux susvises. 

Le- PRESIDENT se refere ensuite a I' article 5 71 

du reglement interieur relatif a la procedure pour 
!'introduction de resolutions, et le Conseil decide 
a l'unanimite de porter a l'ordre du jour les 
propositions des Etats-Unis et de la Grece. 

'Article 57 (document E/33/Rev.l, Reglement inte
rieur), lire comme suit: Les projets de resolution, les 
amendements et les propositions de fond sont rerriis par 
ecrit au Secretaire general -qui les communique aux· re
presentants vingt-quatre heures avant les ·se<\nCes au cours 
desquelles, ils doivent etre· discutes a moins que le Con-
seil n'en decide autrement. · 
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Mr. KRASOVEC (Yugoslavia) stressed the fact 
that the question of restitution should be sepa
rated from the problem of free navigation on 
the Danube. He also drew the attention of the 
Council to the fact that the United States pro
posal called for a conference not later than 
1 November 1946; if restitution were deferred to 
the conclusion of that conference, a critical de
lay in deliveries of coke and coal might result 
from the freezing of the Danube during the 
winter and consequent immobilization of river 
traffic. For that reason, the Yugoslav delegation 
pressed for immediate restitution without regard 
to the proposed conference which treated an en
tirely different question. At the same time, the 
Yugoslav Government could take part in that 
conference, regardless of the location of the 
vessels. 

Mr. PAPANEK (Czechoslovakia) pointed out 
that the question of restitution was different 
from that set out in the draft resolution intro
duced by the United States delegation. There 
existed no legal objection to the restitution. 
Czechoslovak vessels controlled by the Red 
Army had been returned after the period of use 
for military occupation purposes had passed; 
there appeared to be no reason to connect the 
question of restitution with the problem of 
navigation on the Danube, since the ownership 
of the vessels had been recognized. Serious con
sequences would result, were the restitution de
layed for another winter. 

Mr. AReA PARR6 (Peru) stated that he had 
listened with the utmost sympathy to the claims 
presented during the foregoing discussion, and 
wished to see the question of restitution settled 
as soon as possible. He felt, however, that the 
recommendations for the settlement of that prob
lem embodied in the Yugoslav and United States 
proposals were not within the jurisdiction of the 
Council. Article 33 of the Charter dealt with 
cases of that kind. It might be said that the item 
under discussion did not really constitute an in
ternational dispute, according to the terms of 
Article 33, since the ownership of the vessels was 
not denied; however, it was a dispute in the 
sense that no agreement on the question had 
been reached, a dispute which could be settled 
by conciliation, arbitration or negotiation. The 
situation affected the economy of the States con
cerned, and recommendations could be made by 
the Council from the latter point of view, but 
such action was not really within the jurisdiction 
of the Council. Some compromise resolution was 
therefore preferable. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Council 
could make recommendations to Members of the 
United Nations with respect to international eco
nomic, social, cultural, educational, health and 
other related matters, under Article 62 of the 
Charter. Since the question under discussion in-

M. KRASOVEC ( Yougoslavie) insiste sur le fait 
que la question de restitution doit etre traitee 
separement du probleme de la libre navigation 
sur le Danube. Il attire egalement !'attention du 
Conseil sur le fait que les Etats-Unis ont propose 
une conference pour le 1 er novembre 1946 au 
plus tard; si la restitution des bateaux est remise 
jusqu'a la fin de cette conference, il pourrait en 
resulter un retard critique dans les livraisons de 
coke et de charbon du fait que le Danube gele 
pendant l'hiver et que la circulation sur le fleuve 
est, par consequent, arretee. Pour cette raison, 
la delegation yougoslave demande instamment 
que les bateaux soient restitues immediatement 
sans attendre la fin de la conference proposee 
qui aura a traiter une question tout a fait 
differente. En tout cas, le Gouvernement yougo
slave pourrait participer a cette conference quel 
que soit l'endroit ou se trouvent les bateaux., 

M. PAPANEK (Tchecoslovaquie) signale que 
la question de restitution est differente de celle 
qui est exposee dans le projet de resolution 
introduit par la delegation des Etats-Unis. Il 
n'existe aucune objection legale a la restitution. 
Les bateaux tchecoslovaques controles par 
I' Armee Rouge ont ete restitues a I' expiration de 
la periode d'utilisation pour les besoins militaires 
d'occupation; il semble qu'il. n'y ait aucune 
raison de traiter en meme temps la question de 
restitution et le probleme de navigation sur le 
Danube puisque la propriete de ces bateaux a 
ete reconnue. Si la restitution est remise jusqu'a 
l'hiver suivant, des consequences graves pour
rant en resulter. 

M. AReA PARRO (Perou) declare qu'il a 
ecoute avec la plus grande sympathie les recla
mations presentees au cours des precedents debats 
et qu'il desire voir la question de restitution 
reglee aussitot que possible. Cependant, a son 
avis, les recommandations en vue du reglement 
de ce probleme telles qu'elles ont ete formulees 
dans les propositions de la Yougoslavie et des 
Etats-Unis ne sont pas de la competence du 
Conseil. L' Article 33 de la Charte traite des cas 
de ce genre. On pourrait dire que le point qui 
fait !'objet de la discussion ne constitue pas 
reellement un litige international, d'apres les 
termes de 1' Article 33, puisque la propriete des 
bateaux n'est pas contestee; cependant, c'est un 
differend dans la mesure ou un accord n'a pu 
etre realise, mais c'est un differend qui pourrait 
etre regie par voie de conciliation, d'arbitrage 
ou de negociations. Comme cette situation porte 
prejudice a l'economie des Etats en question, des 
recommandations pourraient ctre faites au 
Conseil en se pla<;ant a ce dernier point de vue, 
bien que le Conseil ne soit pas competent pour 
traiter un probleme de ce genre. 11 est, par con
sequent, preferable d'arriver a une solution par 
voie de conciliation. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que, d'aprcs I' Article 
62 de la Charte, le Conseil peut faire des recom
mandations aux Membres des Nations Unies sur 
des questions internationales dans les domaines 
economique, social, de la culture intellectuelle et 
de !'education, de la sante publique et d'autres 
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valved international economic issues, and since 
there was no doubt as to the ownership of the 
property to be restored, it was within the com
petence of the Council to make appropriate 
recommend.ations in that matter. 

Mr. PARODI (France) expressed the opinion 
!P'l.t the question of restitution would not fall 
within the competence of the Council if it were 
treated as a juridical problem; however, it ap
peared that the delegates for the United States 
and for Yugoslavia had agreed that the matter 
could be considered from a purely economic 
point of view. 

The Council could make recommendations in 
accordance with Article 62 of the Charter, but 
the scope of these recommendations was limited 
to economic, social, cultural, educational, health 
and other related matters. With reference to the 
purely economic aspects of restitution, Mr. 
Winant had pointed out that the entire question 
was dominated by the fact that there was at 
the present time no navigation in the Danube 
owing to traffic restrictions. Consequently, the 
Council was faced with a general problem, and 
from that point of view, the draft resolution sub
mitted by the United States delegation appeared 
satisfactory since it aimed at restoring healthy 
economic conditions in the Danubian area. 

Mr. Parodi therefore suggested that the dis
::ussion might be conducted as far as possible on 
the basis of that draft resolution and that the 
question of getting all available ships back into 
operation on the Danube as rapidly as possible 
should be added to the aims of the proposed 
conference. 

Mr. FEONOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) , before dealing with the substance 
of the discussion, remarked that a declaration 
had been published in the Soviet Zone of 
Occupation in June 1946, stating that no 
special authorization was needed for naviga
tion on the Danube in the Soviet Zone, that ships 
should obtain necessary navigating information 
in order to avoid accidents due to wreckage or 
obstructions, and were to conform with naviga
tion instructions for the regulation of traffic. Mr. 
Feonov also pointed out that Soviet authorities 
had restored all vessels found in the Soviet Zone 
of Occupation, including one hundred and fifty 
to Yugoslavia, thirty to Czechoslovakia, and 
some dozens to other owners. 

When the agenda was adopted, it had been 
decided that the Council would discuss the resti
tution of Yugoslav and Czechoslovak vessels. 
Although ownership of these vessels was not con
tested, the United States delegation had raised 
the general question of free navigation upon the 
Danube, a point quite unconnected with the 
points raised by the Yugoslav and Czechoslovak 
delegations. That was a very vast question 
which could well be found to be outside the com
petence of the Council. 

domaines connexes. Puisque Ia question dont 
est maintenant saisi le Conseil a un aspect eco
nomique international et puisqu'il n'y a aucun 
doute quant au droit de propriete, il est de la 
competence du Conseil de faire des recommanda
tions appropriees a ce sujet. 

M. PARODI (France) exprime !'opinion que 
Ia question de restitution n'est pas de Ia compe
tence du Conseil si elle est consideree sous son 
aspect juridique; il semble cependant que les 
representants des Etats-Unis et de Yougoslavie 
ont etc d'accord pour l'envisager sous un aspect 
purement economique. 

Le Conseil peut faire des recommandations, 
d'apres !'Article 62 de Ia Charte, mais l'etendue 
de ces recommandations doit etre limitee a des 
questions economiques, sociales, de culture in
tellectuelle et de I' education, de Ia sante publique 
et d'autres questions connexes. A propos de 
!'aspect purement economique de Ia question de 
restitution, M. Winant a signale que Ia question 
tout entiere etait dominee par le fait qu'il n'y a 
pas actuellement de trafic sur le Danube, a cause 
des restrictions de circulation. Par consequent, 
le Conseil est saisi d'un probleme general et a 
ce point de vue le projet de resolution presente 
par la delegation des Etats-Unis semble suffisant 
puisqu'il vise a retablir des conditions econo
miques normales dans le bassin du Danube. 

M. Parodi propose, en consequence, que Ia 
discussion soit orientee autant que possible sur 
la base de ce projet de resolution et que l'on 
ajoute aux objets de Ia Conference proposee 
Ia remise en activite aussi vite que possible sur 
le Danube de tous les navires encore utilisables. 

M. FEoNov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), avant d' entrer dans le 
fond meme de la discussion, fait remarquer 
qu'une declaration a ete publiee dans Ia zone 
sovietique d'occupation en juin 1946 stipulant 
qu'aucune autorisation speciale n'etait necessaire 
pour la navigation danubienne dans la zone 
sovietique; que les navires devaient obtenir des 
renseignements necessaires au sujet de leurs 
voyages afin d'eviter les accidents dus aux 
epaves et aux obstructions, et qu'ils devaient se 
conformer aux instructions de navigation regle
mentant la circulation. M. Feonov signale egale
ment que les autorites sovietiques ont restitue 
tousles bateaux retrouves dans la zone sovietique 
d'occupation, y compris cent cinquante a la 
Yougoslavie, trente a la Tchecoslovaquie, et 
quelques douzaines a des proprietaires divers. 

Quand l'ordre du jour a etc adopte, il etait 
entendu que le Conseil discuterait de la restitu
tion des bateaux yougoslaves et tchecoslovaques. 
Bien que Ia propriete de ces bateaux ne soit pas 
contestee, la delegation des Etats-U nis a souleve 
la question d'ordre general de la libre naviga
tion sur le Danube, un point qui n'a rien a voir 
avec ceux souleves par les delegations de Yougo
slavie et de Tchecoslovaquie. C'est une question 
tres vaste qui pourrait bien etre en dehors de Ia 
competence du Conseil. 



Mr. Feonov felt that the United States pro
posal could be seen as a direct intervention in the 
internal affairs of countries directly concerned in 
Danubian shipping and that it had been put 
forward in the form of an ultimatum whereby 
the vessels would not be returned unless the 
United States conditions were accepted. The 
United States proposal constituted an attempt to 
avoid discussion by the Council of the Yugoslav 
and Czechoslovak claims. Negotiations for resti
tution had already been held up for a year and a 
half, and various reasons had been found for 
withholding the vessels; it was evident that the 
intention of the United States Government was 
not to return that property but to hold it as a 
means of pressure. 

In view of that situation, Mr. Feonov sub
mitted that the Council should support the 
legitimate requests of Yugoslavia and Czechoslo
vakia for restitution of the vessels, and recom
mend to the United States Government the re
turn of that property. 

With reference to the draft resolution sub
mitted by the Greek delegation, Mr. Feonov felt 
that the Greek Government should have given 
members of the Council due time to prepare 
their replies and obtain instructions when neces
sary. If the Greek Government had been im
mediately concerned with the restitution of 
Greek vessels, the claim for restitution would 
have been submitted in due time as had been 
done by the Yugoslav and Czechoslovak Gov
ernments; in the latter two cases, the only ques
tion remaining to be settled was that of restitu
tion, whereas there was no immediately available 
information about the Greek· claim. If all three 
claims were to be considered simultaneously in 
accordance with the Greek proposal, considera
tion of the Czechoslovak and Yugoslav requests 
would have to be further postponed because the 
Council was not yet in a position to discuss the 
Greek case. 

Mr. ARGYROPOULOS (Greece) observed that 
the Greek proposal <~:rose out of the desire to 
serve the interests of the Greek owners of the 
ships. It had been presented during the fore
going discussion because the information had 
only reached the Greek delegation the night be
fore. 

Mr. FEoNov (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) remarked that in his previous statement 
he had wished to refer to the method chosen 
to present the Greek claim to the Council. 

The CHAIRMAN declared the discussion ad
journed until the following day. 

The meeting rose at 6.20 p.m. 
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M. Feonov considere que la proposition des 
Etats-Unis pourrait etre envisagee comme une 
intervention directe dans les affaires interieures 
des pays directement interesses a la navigation 
danubienne et que cette proposition a ete emise 
sous forme d'un ultimatum, d'apres iequel les 
bateaux ne seraient pas restitues si ces Etats 
n'acceptaient pas les conditions des Etats-Unis. 
La proposition des Etats-Unis cherche a eviter 
la discussion au Conseil des reclamations yougo
slaves et tchecoslovaques. Des negociations pour 
la restitution ont deja eu lieu pendant dix-huit 
mois et les Etats-U nis ont trouve differentes 
raisons pour retenir les bateaux; il est evident 
que le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis a !'inten
tion de ne pas restituter cette propriete mais de 
la garder comme un moyen de pression. 

Dans de telles conditions, M. Feonov propose 
que le Conseil appuie les demandes legitimes de 
la Yougoslavie et de la Tchecoslovaquie en vue 
de la restitution des bateaux et qu'il recommande 
au Gouvernement des Etats-Unis de restituer 
cette propriete. 

En ce qui concerne le projet de resolution 
soumis par la delegation grecque, M. Feonov 
declare que le Gouvernement grec aurait du 
donner aux membres du Conseil le temps de 
preparer leur reponse et d'obtenir les instructions 
necessaires. Si le Gouvernement grec etait inte
resse, d'une maniere immediate, dans la restitu
tion des bateaux grecs, il aurait introduit une 
reclamation en temps utile comme l'ont fait les 
Gouvernements yougoslave et tchecoslovaque; 
en ce qui concerne ces deux Etats, la seule ques
tion qui reste a regler est celle de la restitution, 
alors qu'on ne possede pas d'informations vala
bles au sujet de la reclamation grecque. Si les 
trois reclamations sont examinees en meme 
temps, ainsi que le suggere la proposition 
grecque, l'examen des demandes tchecoslovaque 
et yougoslave devrait de nouveau etre remis parce 
que le Conseil ne peut pas encore discuter le cas 
de la Grece. 

M. ARGYROPOULOS (Grece) fait remarquer 
que la proposition grecque est motivee par le 
desir de servir les interets des citoyens grecs a 
qui appartiennent les bateaux. Elle n'a ete pre
sentee qu'au cours de la discussion precedente 
parce que les renseignements ne sont parvenus a 
la delegation grecque que la nuit precedente. 

M. FEoNov (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) signale que dans sa pre
cedente declaration il a voulu faire allusion a la 
methode que la delt~gation grecque a choisie 
pour presenter sa reclamatiqn au Conseil. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la discussion est 
ajournee jusqu'au lendemain. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 20. 




